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CHAPTER 1: PROJECT SUMMARY AND MBTA 
LAND TRANSFER 

1.1 PROJECT IDENTIFICATION 

Project Name:  Wynn Resort in Everett 

Proponent:  Wynn MA, LLC 

Address/Location: One Horizon Way, Everett, Massachusetts  

1.2 PROJECT SUMMARY 

The Wynn Resort in Everett (the “Project”) is a luxury resort involving an investment of at 
least $1.6 billion to transform a blighted section of the City of Everett, Massachusetts, 
adjacent to the Mystic River, into a world-class destination.  The Project will contribute 
hundreds of millions of dollars, including tens of millions of dollars for infrastructure, to the 
City of Everett, the region, and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  The Project will be 
constructed on the contaminated site of a former chemical manufacturing plant totaling 
approximately 33.9 acres (the “Project Site”), and will include a luxury hotel with 629 
rooms, a gaming area, retail space, food and beverage outlets, convention and meeting 
space, a spa and gym, a parking garage, and other complementary amenities as described 
herein.  The Project will also include extensive landscape and open space amenities 
including a public gathering area with an outdoor park-like open space, a pavilion, 
waterfront features, a public harborwalk, and water transportation docking facilities 
reconnecting the City of Everett to the Mystic River and Boston Harbor for the first time in 
generations.  See Figures 1-1, 1-2 and 1-3. 

The Project will also include off-site improvements including extensive transportation 
improvements and a multiuse path from the Project’s harborwalk to the existing paths at the 
Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation ("DCR") Gateway Park.  The 
Project will be developed in a single phase as soon as necessary approvals are received. 

The Project will anchor and support the Everett Lower Broadway Master Plan (the “LBD 
Plan”) as well as the Everett Central Waterfront Municipal Harbor Plan (the “Everett MHP”), 
approved by the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs (the “Secretary”) on February 
10, 2014, by stimulating development of the underutilized Mystic River waterfront, 
including the Project Site.  

As demonstrated in the Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report filed on June 30, 2014 
(the “FEIR”), in the Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report filed on February 17, 
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2015 (the “SFEIR”), and this Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report (this 
“SSFEIR”), the Project also serves the broader interests of the Commonwealth in revitalizing 
its Gateway Cities, creating permanent well-paying jobs, increasing waterfront access, 
cleaning up contaminated Brownfields, creating meaningful urban open spaces, improving 
transportation networks including for cyclists and pedestrians, improving stormwater runoff, 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and conserving water and energy.  

The Project is already the subject of a comprehensive FEIR that resulted in the issuance of 
the Secretary’s Certificate on the Final Environmental Impact Report dated August 15, 2014 
(the “FEIR Certificate”).  Owing to concerns about traffic and transportation impacts caused 
by the anticipated popularity of the Project, the Secretary’s Certificate required a SFEIR that 
was limited in scope to (i) traffic and transportation issues and (ii) a response to the 
comments received on the FEIR.  The Secretary’s Certificate on the SFEIR dated April 3, 
2015 (the “SFEIR Certificate”) required the preparation of this SSFEIR to address specific 
concerns raised regarding  (i) the transfer of land from the Massachusetts Bay Transit 
Authority (“MBTA”) to the Proponent and the impact of that land transfer on MBTA 
operations at that facility, (ii) the request of the Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
Rail and Transit Division/MBTA (“MassDOT Rail and Transit Division/MBTA”) to provide 
Orange Line operating subsidies, (iii) the Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
Highway Division request to develop a plan to address long term improvements to the 
Rutherford Avenue corridor, and (iv) a response to the comments received on the SFEIR.  
This SSFEIR responds to the scope specified in the SFEIR Certificate. 

Chapter 1 is a summary of the Project including a discussion of refinements to the Project 
design since the filing of the SFEIR.  Chapter 1 also provides a summary of the MBTA land 
transfer to the Proponent and the impact of such land transfer on MBTA operations at that 
facility.  In addition, Chapter 1 provides a description of actions taken following the 
issuance of the SFEIR Certificate to ensure full compliance with the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”) process. 

Chapter 2 addresses the MBTA’s request for the Proponent to provide an Orange Line 
operations subsidy. 

Chapter 3 is a focused transportation analysis for the Project conducted in consultation with 
the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (“MassDOT”) and the MBTA.  Chapter 3 
includes clarification of analysis provided in the SFEIR and a discussion of the process that 
has been initiated for the purpose of developing a plan for the long-term improvements to 
the Rutherford Avenue corridor. 

Chapter 4 is a comprehensive description of the Project’s revised mitigation commitments 
and associated Draft Section 61 Findings.   

Chapter 5 contains the response to all comments received on the SFEIR.  
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1.2.1 CHANGES TO THE PROJECT SINCE FILING THE SFEIR 

1.2.1.1 BUILDING FLOOR PLAN AND GARAGE ADJUSTMENTS 

Since submitting the SFEIR, the Proponent has continued to refine the 
design of and planning for this large and complex project.  As a result of 
these activities, the Proponent has substantially reduced the amount of 
excavation and flood proofing required for the  structured parking by 
raising the elevation of the finish floors and eliminating one full level of 
below-grade parking.  The adjusted floor plans will now reflect a first 
level floor elevation of 25 NAVD88 at the main entrance for the gaming, 
restaurant and retail portions of the Project, with the convention space 
set at elevation 24 NAVD88. Adjustments have been made to 
accommodate the building transitions to the open space areas and the 
Harborwalk, which will remain at elevations proposed in the SFEIR of 
approximately 10.3 NAVD88 at the Harborwalk and up to 
approximately 12.5 in the open space areas.  Garage floor elevations 
will be set at elevation NAVD88 -4, elevation 4.0 and elevation 13 for 
levels B-3, B-2 and B-1.  All publicly accessible areas will be ADA 
compliant.  See Figures 1-4, 1-5, 1-6 and 1-7. 

1.2.1.2 ON-SITE PARKING 

As requested by the Secretary and noted in several of the comment 
letters received on the Draft and Final EIR, the Proponent initiated a 
review of the parking arrangements for the Project in the context of the 
projected parking demand, the utilization of off-site parking for 
employees and the integration of the Project into the existing and 
expanded public transportation opportunities that will be available to 
patrons, guests and employees of the resort.  These amenities have been 
expanded to include a subsidy to increase the available capacity of the 
Orange Line subway system through improved headways and associated 
efficiencies.  As a result of the aforementioned evaluation, the on-site 
parking supply that is to be provided as a part of the Project has been 
reduced from 3,400 spaces to 2,930 spaces, which continues to be 
sufficient to accommodate the projected demand for parking at the resort 
(2,360 spaces) with sufficient reserve capacity to accommodate potential 
parking demand fluctuations. No changes are proposed to the use of off-
site parking for employees of the resort (the Proponent will lease up to 
800 spaces at three (3) off-site parking facilities for use by employees; no 
employee parking will be provided on-site except a limited number of 
spaces for Wynn executives and employees with disabilities). 
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The quantity of parking to be provided within the Project site was 
balanced between accommodating the projected demand with a 
reasonable reserve and the desire to constrain the available parking to 
promote the use of alternative modes of travel to single-occupant 
vehicles. The Project as currently designed (2,930 spaces) achieves this 
balance and includes a comprehensive Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) that will encourage guests to use public 
transportation, water shuttle, or the shuttle bus service that will be 
operated as a part of the Project. These amenities, which will be 
marketed to guests of the resort, will serve as an inducement to achieve 
both a traffic volume and parking demand reduction for the Project. In 
addition, the Transportation Monitoring and Reporting Program will 
serve to document the actual traffic and parking demands of the Project, 
and includes specific measures to address conditions should the 
measured parking demand exceed the projected demand. See Figures 1-
6 and 1-7. 

1.2.2 CONCLUSIONS 

As described in Section 1.2.1.1 and 1.2.1.2, adjustments to the Project design are 
inevitable parts of design development for a project of this magnitude.  Adjustments 
to both the garage footprint and finish floor elevations, as well as a small reduction 
in parking spaces at the Project Site provide benefits by reducing earthworks and 
trucking of soil material off-site, and by continuing to support planned TDM 
measures and other proposed SOV reduction strategies to be initiated by the 
Proponent. 

1.3 MBTA LAND TRANSFER 

1.3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The MBTA’s main train and bus repair facility in Everett (the “MBTA Everett Shops”) 
is located directly north of the Project Site.  The MBTA Everett Shops is one of two 
MBTA “backshops” available to support the needs of all MBTA divisions and 
departments and primarily serves as the train repair facilities of the four MBTA 
Heavy and Light Rail Subway lines and the 1000 bus fleet. 

Over the course of the past two years, the Proponent has engaged in numerous 
discussions with the MBTA with respect to the acquisition of a portion of the MBTA 
Everett Shops property.  The discussions have ranged from the acquisition of as little 
as 0.5 acres of the MBTA Everett Shops property to the entire property.  The primary 
focus point during these discussions was to ensure that operations at the MBTA 
Everett Shops would not be adversely impacted by any land transfer to the 
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Proponent.  Ultimately, the parties identified three (3) small parcels of the MBTA 
Everett Shops land, totaling approximately 1.758 acres, for purchase by Proponent.  
These parcels (the “Acquired Parcels”) are identified on a plan entitled “Approval 
Not Required Plan, 84 Broadway, Everett, Mass.” (“ANR Plan”) prepared by 
Feldman Land Surveyors dated January 7, 2014, attached hereto as Figure 1-8. 

The Proponent ultimately purchased the Acquired Parcels in February 2015, 
following a public bidding process.  Thereafter, and as described further below, on 
April 15, 2015 the Proponent and the MBTA entered into an escrow agreement 
regarding these parcels. 

1.3.2 HISTORY OF THE PROCESS 

Beginning in February 2013, the Proponent engaged in discussions with the MBTA 
for the acquisition of a portion of the MBTA Everett Shops.  The potential 
acquisition of a portion of the MBTA Shops was first disclosed by Proponent in its 
Expanded Environmental Notification Form filed on May 31, 2013 (“EENF”).   

Following the filing of its EENF, the Proponent continued discussions with the 
MBTA regarding a potential acquisition of a portion of the MBTA Everett Shops.  
During these discussions, various options were considered including, for example, 
(i) the acquisition by the Proponent of the entire property comprising the MBTA 
Everett Shops, (ii) the acquisition of approximately one-quarter of the MBTA Everett 
Shops property and the construction of a new storage facility for the MBTA, (iii) 
relocation of the gate house that currently provides access to the MBTA Everett 
Shops, and (iv) the transfer of privately held land adjacent to the MBTA Everett 
Shops to the MBTA.  The primary focus point during these discussions was to ensure 
that operations at the MBTA Everett Shops would not be adversely impacted by any 
land transfer to the Proponent.   

Discussions with the MBTA continued following the filing of the Proponent’s EENF 
and continued through fall of 2013.  On December 16, 2013, the Proponent filed its 
DEIR identifying its preferred access plan for the Project Site, as shown in Figure 1-
9.  The proposed design required only minor land acquisitions and modifications to 
the MBTA Everett Shops.  The DEIR described these proposed modified access 
routes for the MBTA Everett Shops, as shown in Figure 1-10. 

On June 30, 2014, the Proponent filed its FEIR reiterating its preferred access plan 
for the Project Site and specifically addressing the required acquisition of land from 
the MBTA (approximately 0.5 acres) for the entrance.  The FEIR described the 
removal and relocation of certain infrastructure elements to assure the continued 
smooth operation of the MBTA Everett Shops.  In addition, the FEIR disclosed the 
Proponent’s discussions with the MBTA to acquire an additional approximately 1.4 
acres of the MBTA Everett Shops for the purpose of accommodating access 
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driveways to the service areas on the Project Site, as shown in Figures 1-11 and 1-
12..  This land is located at the periphery of the MBTA Everett Shops. 

On February 17, 2015, the Proponent filed its SFEIR, which contained a full 
description of the status of acquiring certain of the MBTA Everett Shops property 
from the MBTA.  In particular, the Proponent disclosed that on August 26, 2014, the 
Proponent submitted an offer to the MBTA to acquire certain property of the MBTA 
Everett Shops for Six Million Dollars ($6,000,000), attached hereto as Appendix B.  
In addition, the Proponent disclosed that a competitive bidding process had 
commenced on September 3, 2014, and concluded on October 3, 2014.  The 
Proponent was the only bidder.  On January 29, 2015, the MBTA designated the 
Proponent as the successful bidder. 

Following the filing of the SFEIR, the transfer of the Acquired Property was 
completed on February 26, 2015. Thereafter, and as described further below, on 
April 15, 2015 the Proponent and the MBTA entered into an escrow agreement 
regarding these parcels. 

1.3.3 PARCELS SUBJECT TO LAND TRANSFER 

The Acquired Land consists of three (3) small parcels of the MBTA Everett Shops as 
depicted in the ANR Plan (Figure 1-8).   

Parcel 1 is a triangular parcel located in the south east corner of the MBTA Shops 
and is 22,511 square feet (0.517 acres).   

Parcel 2 is a rectangular parcel running along the north west edge of the MBTA 
Shops and is 30,753 square feet (0.706 acres). 

Parcel 3 is a rectangular parcel running along the north west edge of the MBTA 
parcel and is 23,330 square feet (0.535 acres).   

The ANR Plan illustrates the existing conditions of each of the foregoing parcels.  
The proposed use of the Acquired Property is as set forth on Figure 1-14.  

1.3.4 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION TO MBTA YARD OPERATIONS 

The Proponent has discussed the layout and impacts of the proposed change in 
access to the MBTA Everett Shops with the MBTA.  The configuration of the 
Project’s main entrance requires the relocation of the MBTA’s main gatehouse to the 
MBTA Everett Shops northerly to the west side of Broadway (Route 99) and opposite 
Beacham Street.   
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1.3.4.1 IMPACTS TO INFRASTRUCTURE 

Main Access 

Figure 1-15 shows the proposed relocation of the main access to the 
MBTA Everett Shops.  A 10-foot wide, 60-foot long layover area has 
been added to the driveway’s eastbound approach to the gatehouse to 
allow a larger vehicle to wait while another enters the MBTA Everett 
Shops.  This new entrance will allow for a signalized entrance and exit 
on Broadway (Route 99), as well as turning lanes, a layover area, and a 
new gate/processing facility. 

Loading Docks 

Figures 1-16, 1-17, 1-18and 1-19 show WB-50 tractor-trailers entering or 
exiting the Project service driveway.  Figure 1-20 shows a WB-50 tractor-
trailer moving through the MBTA Everett Shops and maneuvering to use 
the loading docks.  These maneuvers can be made without conflict.  
This new loading docks will allow for efficient loading and unloading of 
all vehicles servicing the MBTA Everett Shops. 

In addition, the MBTA obtained an independent “Appraisal of Three 
Properties of Land off Broadway (Rte. 99), Everett, Massachusetts,” 
prepared by Lincoln Property Company dated October 25, 2013 (the 
“Appraisal”).  In the Appraisal, the appraiser noted that “[b]ased on 
discussions with the owner, the sale of these parcels will not have a 
negative impact on the use of the larger property by the MBTA.  In fact, 
the sale of the parcels will facilitate construction of a new traffic light 
controlled intersection with Broadway which will facilitate better access 
to the remaining MBTA property.  It should be noted that the MBTA has 
previously sold off portions of this larger property that are located along 
Broadway. These sites have been developed with various commercial 
uses.” 

1.3.4.2 IMPACTS TO OPERATIONS 

Repair to Vehicles 

The Proponent has prepared AutoTURN diagrams showing the 
movements of various vehicle types that are maintained at the MBTA 
Everett Shops. These diagrams have been reviewed by the MBTA. 
Figures 1-21, 1-22, 1-23, and 1-24 show an articulated bus (the largest 
vehicle) entering or exiting the driveway opposite Beacham Street 
from/to Broadway (Route 99).  Figure 1-25 shows an articulated bus 
traversing the MBTA Everett Shops to the bus maintenance bays.  None 
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of these maneuvers have any conflicts with the roadway layout shown or 
other MBTA Everett Shops features. 

Figures 1-26 1-27, 1-X28, and 1-29 show a 40-foot city bus entering or 
exiting the driveway opposite Beacham Street.  Figure 1-30 shows the 
city bus traversing the MBTA Everett Shops to the bus maintenance bays.  
Each maneuver can be made without conflict. 

Figures 1-31, 1-32, 1-33, and 1-34 show a tow truck with an articulated 
bus entering and exiting the driveway opposite Beacham Street.  Each 
maneuver can be made without conflict.  A tow truck exiting the 
driveway onto Broadway southbound must utilize both southbound 
lanes to complete the turn, which is not unusual for this unusually large 
vehicle combination.  A tow truck exiting the driveway onto Broadway 
northbound must turn into the outside travel lane.  Figure 1-35 shows a 
tow truck towing an articulated bus traversing the MBTA Everett Shops 
to the bus maintenance bays with no conflicts. 

1.3.4.3 PROPOSED MITIGATION 

The Proponent will provide mitigation for the impact to the MBTA 
Everett Shops. The Proponent will construct the relocated entrance to the 
MBTA Everett Shops as shown in Figure 1-15. The relocated entrance 
will include a new gatehouse as well as a layover area east of the 
entrance to allow a vehicle to wait in the event that multiple larger 
vehicles arrive at the MBTA Everett Shops at the same time. 

In addition, the Proponent will construct a new service road for its 
facility to which the MBTA will be granted an access easement for use 
365 days a year, 24 hours per day. The service road will be constructed 
with a layover area, which can be used by either the Proponent or the 
MBTA to stage larger delivery vehicles prior to their entrance to either 
the Proponent’s loading area or the MBTA Everett Shops loading area.  
The service road is shown in Figure 1-15. 

The Proponent will also construct a new loading dock for the MBTA 
Everett Shops use. The location of that loading dock is shown in Figure 
1-15. 

1.3.5 BIDDING PROCESS 

The sale of land by the MBTA is governed by Massachusetts General Laws Section 
161A, Section 5(b), which reads as follows: 
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b. No real estate shall be sold unless the sale shall have been 
advertised at least once a week for three successive weeks prior to 
the date of sale in a newspaper of general circulation in the city or 
town in which the real property to be sold is located; provided, that 
no such advertising shall be required if a sale or conveyance of such 
real estate is made to the commonwealth or any political subdivision 
thereof or to any agency or instrumentality of either of them.  Such 
real property shall, unless sold to the commonwealth or any political 
subdivision thereof or to any agency or instrumentality of either of 
them, be sold to the highest bidder subject to any restrictions, 
covenants, or conditions the authority shall find that sound reasons 
in the public interest require. 

As described above, the Proponent and the MBTA had extended discussions, 
commencing in February 2013, involving different options for the purchase and sale 
of portions of the MBTA Everett Shops property.  An integral part of those 
discussions was the MBTA’s non-negotiable position that no land could be sold 
which would inhibit any of the operations within the MBTA Shops.  Those 
discussions culminated in an offer to purchase submitted by the Proponent on 
August 26, 2014, and accepted by the MBTA that same day, under the signature of 
Secretary Davey as Secretary and CEO (the “Wynn Offer”), attached hereto as 
Appendix B.   

The Wynn Offer provided for “as is” purchase by the Proponent of three (3) small 
parcels of the MBTA Everett Shops totaling approximately 2.024 acres for 
$6,000,000.  In addition, the Proponent agreed to (i) construct an improved access 
drive from Lower Broadway to the MBTA Everett Shops, (ii) provide signalization 
and related improvements to the connecting intersection at Lower Broadway, (iii) 
provide an improved loading dock and (iv) provide an easement to use the new 
service road.  The Proponent paid a non-refundable deposit of One Million Five 
Hundred Thousand Dollars ($1,500,000) upon its submission of the Wynn Offer.   
The Wynn Offer specifically provides that relocation of the main entrance of the 
MBTA Everett Shops shall “not materially interfere with use and operation of the 
Everett Shops property by the MBTA.”   

The Wynn Offer was expressly subject to the advertisement and bid requirements of 
M.G.L. c. 161A, Sec. 5(b).  Consistent with its enabling statute, the MBTA issued a 
public “Notice of Proposal and Request for Response” (the “RFR”) with respect to 
the sale of the proposed property seeking to achieve the best value for the MBTA 
through an open, competitive process. The RFR allowed for other interested parties 
to make proposals to purchase the property.  The MBTA issued the RFR through its 
designated representative, Massachusetts Realty Group, on September 3, 2014, 
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attached hereto as Appendix B.  The RFR contained a copy of the Wynn Offer and 
established the following schedule for an open, competitive bid process: 

 RFR Available    September 3, 2014 

 Deadline for Written Questions September 16, 2014 at 5:00 PM 

 Pre-Response Conference  September 18, 2014 at 11:00 AM 

 Response Deadline   October 3, 2014 at 11:00 AM 

The RFR was published in the State Central Register on September 3, 2014 and 
advertised (i) in the Everett Independent on Wednesday, September 3, 2014, 
Wednesday, September 10, 2014, and Wednesday, September 17, 2014, and (ii) in 
The Boston Herald on Wednesday, September 3, 2014, Wednesday, September 10, 
2014, and Wednesday, September 17, 2014.  Copies of the Central Register receipt 
and the published advertisements are attached hereto as Appendix B. 

On September 5, 2015, the Proponent completed the “Response Forms” to the RFR 
and submitted the same to the MBTA, attached hereto as Appendix B.   

There were no competing proposals submitted by the October 3, 2014 deadline.   

On January 29, 2015, the Proponent was notified by the MBTA of its designation as 
the successful bidder pursuant to the RFR as no qualified respondents offered better 
value to the MBTA than the transaction terms stated in the Offer, and the MBTA 
confirmed its acceptance of the Wynn Offer consistent with the terms of the RFR 
and that certain letter agreement by and between Proponent and the MBTA dated 
August 26, 2014.  A copy of the designation letter is attached hereto as Appendix B. 

Following the conclusion of the bid process, the Proponent and the MBTA met 
several times for the purpose of (i) refining the plans for the access road and the 
service driveway to better accommodate the ongoing operations of the MBTA 
Shops, (ii) determining the exact dimensions of the three (3) conveyance parcels, 
and (iii) determining the precise terms and conditions of easements rights.  With 
respect to Parcel 3, during this negotiation process, it was determined that a portion 
of the Newburyport commuter right of way was included in Parcel 3.  Therefore, 
Parcel 3 was reduced to eliminate the acquisition of any portion of the commuter 
right of way.  The foregoing negotiation was contemplated by the Wynn Offer 
which provides, in pertinent part, that the exact location and dimensions of the 
parcels would be subject to mutual agreement and shall be confirmed by survey 
and creation of final legal descriptions.  As a result of this process, the total area of 
the parcels was reduced to approximately 1.758 acres.  The purchase price was not 
correspondingly reduced. 
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On February 26, 2015, the MBTA conveyed to the Proponent by Quitclaim Deed, 
recorded with the Middlesex South Registry of Deeds in Book 64987, Page 327 (the 
“Deed”) (attached hereto as Appendix B), approximately 1.758 acres of the MBTA 
Everett Shops property.  The Acquired Parcels are identified on the ANR Plan 
prepared by Feldman Land Surveyors dated January 7, 2014, as shown in Figures 1-
8.  In addition, the MBTA and the Proponent (and its affiliated parties) entered into 
an Easement Agreement dated February 26, 2015, whereby the Proponent granted 
to the MBTA certain temporary and permanent easements over Proponent’s 
property for the purposes of relocating the entrance to the MBTA and providing the 
MBTA with additional access rights through the Project Site, attached hereto as 
Appendix B.  A copy of the Closing Statement for the transaction is attached hereto 
as Appendix B. 

1.3.6 COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAW 

On March 27, 2015, MassDOT submitted comments on the SFEIR (the “MassDOT 
Comment Letter”) stating that due to a breakdown in the MassDOT/MBTA 
processes, the Deed was executed and delivered prior to the completion of the 
MEPA process.  As set forth in the MassDOT Comment Letter, the transfer of the 
Acquired Parcels should have been conditioned on the conclusion of the MEPA 
process and the issuance of the Secretary’s Certificate.  As a result, for the specific 
purpose of ensuring full compliance with the MEPA process, the Proponent 
structured an escrow arrangement, as described below.   

On April 15, 2015, Proponent and its affiliate, Everett Property, LLC (collectively, 
the “Wynn Parties”) entered into an escrow agreement with the MBTA (the “Escrow 
Agreement”), attached hereto as Appendix B.  Pursuant to the terms of the Escrow 
Agreement, Wynn executed a Quitclaim Deed to convey the property that is subject 
to the Deed back to the MBTA (a copy of the Quitclaim Deed is attached hereto as 
Appendix B).  In addition, the Wynn Parties and the MBTA executed an agreement 
terminating the Easement Agreement (a copy of the Termination of Easement 
Agreement is attached hereto as Appendix B).  Finally, the MBTA has placed Six 
Million Dollars ($6,000,000), the full amount of the purchase price paid by 
Proponent, into escrow.   

The escrow agreement provides, in pertinent part, that the conveyance of the 
property shall be deemed to have not taken place unless and until the Secretary of 
Energy and Environmental Affairs has determined that, for the Project located on the 
Proponent’s adjacent land that includes work or activities on the MBTA Everett 
Shops property:  (1) no Environmental Impact Report is required; or (2) a single or 
final Environmental Impact Report is adequate and sixty (60) days have elapsed 
following publication of notice of the availability of the single or final 
Environmental Impact Report in the Environmental Monitor in accordance with 301 
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CMR 11.15(2), provided that the MBTA shall reconsider and confirm or modify the 
conveyance of the property pursuant to the Deed and any conditions following 
MEPA review.   

Pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement, in the event the MBTA determines 
that the transaction requires no modifications or conditions or other mitigation, the 
escrow agent will return the Quitclaim Deed and Termination of Easement 
Agreement to the Proponent and the money to the MBTA.  In the event the MBTA 
determines that the transaction requires modifications or conditions or other 
mitigation, the parties are obligated to work in good faith to document such 
required modifications, conditions or mitigation commitments after which the 
escrow agreement will return the Quitclaim Deed and Termination of Easement 
Agreement to Proponent and the money to the MBTA and record any such 
modifications.  In the event that the parties cannot agree to any required 
modifications, conditions or other mitigation, the escrow agreement will file the 
Quitclaim Deed and Termination of Easement Agreement and return the money to 
Proponent. 

Pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement, the Proponent has agreed that it 
shall not commence any pre-construction or construction activities on the MBTA 
Everett Shops property until such time as the escrow is dissolved.  

While the proposed transaction has been disclosed and discussed in the Proponent’s 
prior filings over the course of the Proponent’s MEPA process, the escrow 
arrangement will provide the public with all relevant information to enable the 
public to understand and provide any comments prior to the finalization of the 
transaction.   
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Site Plan

Source: Lifescapes International, Inc., 2015
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 Figure 1-4
First Level Floor Plan

Source: Lifescapes International, Inc., 2015
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 Figure 1-5
Second Level Floor Plan

Source: Lifescapes International, Inc., 2015
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 Figure 1-6
Garage Level G1

Source: Lifescapes International, Inc., 2015
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 Figure 1-7
Garage Levels G2 and G3

Source: Lifescapes International, Inc., 2015
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 Figure 1-8
Approval Not Required Plan

Source: Feldman Land Surveyors, 2015



Wynn Everett
Everett, Massachusetts

Wynn Everett  Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report

Figure 1-9
Truck and MBTA Access Routes (as presented in Wynn Resort in Everett DEIR Figure 4-43A, December 16, 2013)

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 1-10
Truck and MBTA Access Routes (as presented in Wynn Resort in Everett DEIR Figure 4-43B, December 16, 2013)

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 1-11
Truck and MBTA Access Routes (as presented in Wynn Resort in Everett DEIR Figure 4-44, December 16, 2013)

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 1-12
MBTA Maintenance Facility Proposed Access Configuration (as presented in Wynn Resort in Everett FEIR Figure 4-7, June 30, 2014)

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 1-13
MBTA Maintenance Facility, On-site Operations (as presented in Wynn Resort in Everett FEIR Figure 4-8, June 30, 2014)

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 1-14
 Proposed Use of MBTA Property

Source: Feldman Land Surveyors, 2015
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Figure 1-15
Site Access Configuration (as presented in Wynn Resort in Everett SFEIR Figure 1-24C, February 17, 2015)

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 1-16
WB-50 Tractor-trailer Entering Wynn Service Drive from South

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8P - WB-50 Tractor-trailer Entering Wynn Service Drive from South Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
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Figure 1-17
WB-50 Tractor-trailer Entering Wynn Service Drive from North

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015

CHARLTON STREET

30'

15'
15'

15'15'

SCALE IN FEET

100500

BROADWAY

Wynn Everett
Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.

Figure 2-8Q - WB-50 Tractor-trailer Entering Wynn Service Drive from North Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-18
WB-50 Tractor-trailer Exiting Wynn Service Drive to North

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8R - WB-50 Tractor-trailer Exiting Wynn Service Drive to North Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
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Figure 1-19
WB-50 Tractor-trailer Exiting Wynn Service Drive to South

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8S - WB-50 Tractor-trailer Exiting Wynn Service Drive to South Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-20
WB-50 Tractor-trailer Accessing MBTA Everett Shops Loading Docks

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 1-21
Articulated Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from South

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015

CHARLTON STREET

30'

15'
15'

49'

14'

12'
12'

15'15'

14'14'

SCALE IN FEET

100500

BROADWAY

PROPOSED MBTA GATEHOUSE

Wynn Everett
Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.

Figure 2-8A - Articulated Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from South Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
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Figure 1-22
Articulated Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from North

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8B - Articulated Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from North Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-23
Articulated Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to North

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8C - Articulated Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to North Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-24
 Articulated Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to South

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8D - Articulated Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to South Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-25
Articulated Bus Moving through MBTA Everett Shops Site

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015

Wynn Everett
Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.

1.3 Service Road Option - Articulated Bus Entering Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-26
City Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from South

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8F - City Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from South Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-27
 City Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from North

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8G - City Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from North Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-28
City Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to North

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8H - City Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to North Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-29
City Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to South

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8I - City Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to South Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-30
 City Bus Moving through MBTA Everett Shops Site

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Boston, MA 02108
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Figure 1-31
Tow Truck with Articulated Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from South

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8K - Tow Truck with Articulated Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from South Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-32
Tow Truck with Articulated Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from North

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8L - Tow Truck with Articulated Bus Entering MBTA Everett Shops from North Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-33
Tow Truck with Articulated Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to North

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8M - Tow Truck with Articulated Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to South Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-34 
Tow Truck with Articulated Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to South

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-8N - Tow Truck with Articulated Bus Exiting MBTA Everett Shops to North Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.
11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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Figure 1-35
 Tow Truck with Articulated Bus Moving through MBTA Everett Shops Site

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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11 Beacon St., Suite 1010
Boston, MA 02108
617.482.7080
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CHAPTER 2: IMPACTS TO MBTA 

OPERATIONS AND TRANSIT 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

As part of the SFEIR Certificate, the Proponent was asked to analyze the impacts of future 

regional growth and new Project trips on the MBTA Orange Line train service, and to 

specifically consider an operating subsidy to fund any additional train service that may be 

required to properly serve the projected ridership.  This section provides a methodology for 

such analysis, the analysis of the Project’s impact, and a proposed amount for an annual 

operating subsidy to be paid by the Proponent to the MBTA for Orange Line train service 

additions. 

2.2 SUMMARY OF MBTA ORANGE LINE IMPACTS IDENTIFED IN THE 

SFEIR 

As is discussed in Section 2.1.2 of the SFEIR, public transit access to the Project via the 

MBTA’s Orange Line is a key component of the Project’s transportation strategy to 

maximize patron and employee use of non-automobile travel modes. A significant 

proportion of Project patrons and employees are expected to travel on the Orange Line to 

connect with frequent and convenient shuttle bus services provided by the Proponent from 

the MBTA’s Wellington and Malden Center Stations. Project employees are also expected to 

utilize one of several MBTA bus routes servicing Lower Broadway (Route 99) from Sullivan 

Square Station.  

In order to confirm the capacity of the Orange Line to provide service to Project patrons and 

employees, the Proponent has prepared, in consultation with MassDOT, a detailed analysis 

of potential Project-related ridership on the Orange Line, which is included in this Section 

2.2. This analysis demonstrates that the Orange Line can satisfactorily serve Project patrons 

and employees with modest adjustments to several headways (time between trains) through 

the addition of several train sets, and that the additional ridership will not adversely affect 

future Orange Line operations.   

The analysis compares existing Orange Line operations, future (2023) operations including 

expected general ridership growth, and future (2023) operations with anticipated Project-

related ridership added to general growth. The analysis applies the MBTA’s Service Delivery 

Policy,1 which quantifies the vehicle loading that the MBTA seeks to achieve by time of day 

                                                 
1 Posted on MBTA website at 

https://www.mbta.com/uploadedfiles/About_the_T/T_Projects/T_Projects_List/2010ServiceDeliveryPolicy.pdf 

(June 2, 2010). 

https://www.mbta.com/uploadedfiles/About_the_T/T_Projects/T_Projects_List/2010ServiceDeliveryPolicy.pdf
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and by location in “core” (downtown heavily traveled areas) or “non-core” (outside 

downtown) portions of a transit line. The analysis shows that the Orange Line capacity will 

be sufficient to accommodate anticipated 2023 ridership in compliance with the MBTA’s 

Service Delivery Policy in most but not all hours and parts of the line, with modest non-

compliance with the MBTA’s Service Delivery Policy during three particular weekday non-

peak hours (9-10 a.m., 7-8 p.m., and 8-9 p.m.), two of which (9-10 a.m. and 7-8 p.m.) 

currently experience the same non-compliance. It is important to note that the analysis 

shows that the Orange Line has the actual capacity to serve its riders both now and as 

anticipated in 2023. However, in these hours, the Service Delivery Policy allows for only 

81 passengers per Orange Line car in the core area (Back Bay to North Station), and for only 

58 passengers per car (i.e., no standing passengers) in the non-core area that includes the 

stations serving the Project Site.   

Orange Line future ridership projected without the Project would exceed these desired 

standard loadings by between 2-32 passengers per Orange Line car in the non-core area; 

the exceedance varies depending on the time period. With the addition of Project patrons 

and employees as future riders (the Project would add about 2-5 passengers per car), 

Orange Line ridership in the non-core area would continue not to comply with the Service 

Delivery Policy in the same three weekday non-peak hours in which the Orange Line 

service is currently not in compliance with the Service Delivery Policy. This would mean 

that some passengers would be standing for some amount of their trip but not that any train 

would be overcrowded or difficult to board. In the Build Condition (with the Project), 

ridership would also be in non-compliance with the Service Delivery Policy during one 

Saturday hour (12-1 p.m.), but by less than one additional passenger per train.   

In summary, in nearly all time periods and locations, the Orange Line is projected to 

operate in the future within the Service Delivery Policy capacity standards with or without 

the Project. The Orange Line operations will continue not to comply with the Service 

Delivery Policy during certain hours in the No Build Condition and Build Condition and is 

projected not to comply with the Service Delivery Policy in one additional Saturday hour in 

the Build future Condition, unless headways are modestly adjusted by the addition of train 

sets. This analysis conservatively assumes that no improvements to Orange Line service and 

operations will occur prior to 2023. In fact, between now and 2023, the Orange Line will 

receive 152 new cars (a net addition of 32 cars or approximately 5 new train sets), which 

could allow the MBTA to more fully meet its Service Delivery Policy.  

2.2.1 DATA SOURCES AND EXISTING ORANGE LINE SERVICE CHARACTERISTICS 

Existing MBTA ridership data, collected by the Boston Region Metropolitan 

Planning Organization’s (“MPO’s”) Central Transportation Planning Staff (“CTPS”), 

were used to conduct these Orange Line capacity analyses. The MPO collected 

CharlieCard data on Thursday, September 20, 2012; Saturday, September 22, 2012; 

and Sunday, September 23, 2012, providing counts of hourly boardings and 
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alightings at each Orange Line station for each of those dates.2 This data was 

provided in Appendix B of the Proponent’s DEIR. 

The Project will be proximate to Orange Line stops at Sullivan Square Station 

(approximately 1.2 miles from the Project Site), Wellington Station (approximately 

1.5 miles), and Malden Center Station (approximately 3.1 miles). In addition, the 

new Assembly Square Station (approximately 1.6 miles from the Project Site via 

local roads) opened for service in September 2014. The Proponent will institute 

shuttle bus service to transport patrons and employees between Wellington and 

Malden Center Stations and the Project. Several existing MBTA bus routes provide a 

public transportation connection between the Sullivan Square Station and the 

Project Site.  

The MBTA’s Service Delivery Policy defines the key performance characteristics 

(“Service Objectives”) of quality transit services and provides quantifiable Service 

Standards for meeting Service Objectives in the areas of accessibility, reliability, 

safety, comfort, and cost effectiveness. With respect to the Service Objectives of 

Safety and Comfort, the Service Delivery Policy outlines maximum desirable vehicle 

occupancy thresholds, or loading standards, which vary depending on time of day, 

represented by a ratio of the number of patrons compared to the number of seats in 

a car.  

As provided in the Service Delivery Policy, during the early a.m. period (6:00 a.m. – 

7:00 a.m.), the a.m. peak period (7:00 a.m. – 9:00 a.m.), the midday school period 

(1:30 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.) and the p.m. peak period (4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.), a 

passenger load equaling 225% of the number of seats in a car is considered an 

acceptable load; during these periods it is expected that some passengers will be 

standing but that the MBTA will provide sufficient service so that vehicles are not 

excessively crowded. MBTA Orange Line cars each have 58 seats; therefore, a 

passenger load of 131 passengers per car is considered an acceptable load during 

these peak periods. During remaining hours of the day, or off-peak periods, a 

passenger load equaling 140% of the number of seats (or 81 passengers per car in 

the case of Orange Line cars) is considered acceptable within the “core” areas of a 

transit line (for the Orange Line, between North Station and Back Bay Station), and a 

passenger load equaling 100% of the number of seats (or 58 passengers per car in 

the case of Orange Line cars) is considered acceptable outside of the core area (for 

the Orange Line north of the core, between North Station and Oak Grove). To 

determine whether a service has an acceptable level of loading, the vehicle loads 

                                                 
2 Because Orange Line riders do not go through turnstiles when transferring from the Red Line or the Green 

Line, precise boarding counts for the Orange Line are not generally available. Accurate alighting data is also 

not available. The MPO’s September 2012 data, therefore, represents the most recent accurate ridership 

counts available for the Orange Line. 
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are averaged over specified periods of time. The Service Delivery Policy recognizes 

that due to scheduling constraints and peaking characteristics, some individual trips 

may exceed the load levels expressed in the standards.  

The Service Delivery Policy also establishes minimum frequency of service 

(minimum headways, or number of minutes between scheduled trips on a route) 

standards sufficient to achieve the Service Objective of Accessibility. On heavily 

used services, the minimum frequency of service levels may not be sufficient to 

meet customer demand. The Service Delivery Policy states that when ridership 

levels as measured against the loading standards (the Vehicle Loading Standard 

described in the preceding paragraph) indicate that additional service is warranted, 

the MBTA will increase frequency of service to provide a sufficient number of 

vehicles to accommodate passenger demand.  

For all the heavy rail transit lines, the Service Delivery Policy’s minimum frequency 

of service standard is 10-minute headways in a.m. and p.m. (rush hour) peak 

periods and 15-minute headways in other weekday periods and all day on Saturdays 

and Sundays. Currently, the Orange Line is scheduled to operate on weekdays at 6-

minute headways during peak rush hours, 8-minute headways during mid-day 

(approximately 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.) and 10-minute headways during evening 

and late-night periods. On Saturdays, the Orange Line is currently scheduled to 

operate at 8-minute headways during the p.m. peak period (approximately 6:30 

p.m. to 8:00 p.m.) and at 10-minute headways during other periods. Table 2-1 

shows the hourly capacity of the Orange Line during the peak and off-peak hours 

within and outside the core area. 

 Table 2-1: Orange Line Hourly Passenger Capacities Based on Headway and Area 

Headway 

Peak Hours – Core and 

Non-core 

(passengers/hour)* 

Off-Peak Hours – 

Core Area 

(passengers/hour)* 

Off-Peak Hours – 

Non-core Area 

(passengers/hour)* 

5 minutes 9,432 5,832 4,176 

6 minutes 7,860 4,860 3.480 

8 minutes 5,895 3,645 2,610 

10 minutes 4,716 2,916 2,088 

*Based on 58-seat cars per train 

2.2.2 ANALYSIS RESULTS: PEAK CORE AND NON-CORE LOADPOINTS 

Ridership and capacity were analyzed in the Existing (2012), No Build (2023), and 

Build (2023) conditions. As requested by MassDOT following the filing of the FEIR, 

and previously shared with and reviewed by MassDOT and the MBTA, an analysis 
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was performed at two locations: the peak core-area loadpoint between Downtown 

Crossing and State stations and the peak non-core loadpoint north of downtown 

Boston between North Station and Community College station. Core-area stations 

are defined as those stations between Back Bay and North Station (inclusive), while 

non-core stations are those located north of North Station or south of Back Bay 

station. As noted previously, core-area stations have an off-peak “policy capacity” of 

140% of seats, while non-core stations have an off-peak policy capacity of 100% of 

seats. 

2.2.2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

To assess whether the MBTA Orange Line is over capacity at any time 

over the course of a typical weekday or Saturday in the Existing (2012) 

Condition, a full weekday and Saturday of MBTA ridership data was 

analyzed for the loadpoints between Downtown Crossing and State 

stations and between North Station and Community College. As shown 

in Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2, the Orange Line does not exceed capacity 

between Downtown Crossing and State stations on average during any 

hour throughout a typical weekday or Saturday.  

However, as shown in Figure 2-3, existing ridership (as measured in 

2012) exceeds capacity based on Service Delivery Policy loading 

standards between North Station and Community College during the 

9:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. (southbound) and 7:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. hour 

(northbound) on weekdays. Outside of the core area, the policy capacity 

is 100% of total seats (in contrast to 140% within the core area), and 

2012 ridership occupying 142.5% and 110.0% of total seats during the 

9:00-10:00 a.m. and the 7:00-8:00 p.m. hours, respectively, therefore 

exceeds the capacity standard (see Table 2-1). During these hours, 

current operations in the non-core area do not meet the loading 

standards of the Service Delivery Policy. 

As shown in Figure 2-4, existing ridership does not exceed capacity at 

any time on a typical Saturday. Tables 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5 show the 

existing ridership compared to policy capacity at each analyzed 

loadpoint. 
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Table 2-2: Existing (2012) Conditions Ridership and Capacity 

Summary, Core Area, Weekday  

Time 

Core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Head

way 

(min) 

Ridership between Downtown 

Crossing - State 

NB 
NB % of 

Capacity 
SB 

SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,916 10 463 15.9% 1,069 36.7% 

6-7 a.m. 3,645 8 1,851 50.8% 3,075 84.4% 

7-8 a.m. 7,860 6 3,452 43.9% 5,674 72.2% 

8-9 a.m. 7,860 6 4,759 60.5% 6,884 87.6% 

9-10 a.m. 3,645 8 1,927 52.9% 3,614 99.1% 

10-11 a.m. 3,645 8 1,630 44.7% 2,397 65.8% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 3,645 8 1,686 46.3% 1,947 53.4% 

12-1 p.m. 3,645 8 1,815 59.8% 2,065 56.7% 

1-2 p.m. 4,770 8 2,048 42.9% 2,078 43.6% 

2-3 p.m. 5,895 8 2,552 43.3% 2,563 43.5% 

3-4 p.m. 6,737 7 3,710 55.1% 2,771 41.1% 

4-5 p.m. 7,860 6 5,329 67.8% 3,728 47.4% 

5-6 p.m. 7,860 6 6,393 81.3% 4,472 56.9% 

6-7 p.m. 4,770 8 3,933 82.5% 2,124 44.5% 

7-8 p.m. 2,916 10 2,437 83.6% 1,423 48.8% 

8-9 p.m. 2,916 10 2,063 70.7% 1,233 42.3% 

9-10 p.m. 2,916 10 1,503 51.5% 936 32.1% 

10-11 p.m. 2,916 10 1,102 37.8% 1053 36.1% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,916 10 923 31.7% 458 15.7% 

12-1 a.m. 2,916 10 257 8.8% 114 3.9% 
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Table 2-3: Existing (2012) Conditions Ridership and Capacity 

Summary, Non-core Area, Weekday 

Time 

Non-core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Headw

ay 

(min) 

Ridership between 

North Station - Community College 

NB 
NB % of 

Capacity 
SB 

SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,088 10 306 14.7% 959 45.9% 

6-7 a.m. 4,253 8 1,083 25.5% 2,495 58.7% 

7-8 a.m. 7,860 6 1,680 21.4% 5,230 66.5% 

8-9 a.m. 7,860 6 1,773 22.6% 6,872 87.4% 

9-10 a.m. 2,610 8 1,238 47.4% 3,720 142.5% 

10-11 a.m. 2,610 8 1,022 39.2% 2,092 80.2% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 2,610 8 1,124 43.1% 1,801 69.0% 

12-1 p.m. 2,610 8 1,283 49.2% 1,724 66.1% 

1-2 p.m. 4,253 8 1,636 38.5% 1,647 38.7% 

2-3 p.m. 5,895 8 2,069 35.1% 1,797 30.5% 

3-4 p.m. 6,737 7 3,020 44.8% 1,901 28.2% 

4-5 p.m. 7,860 6 4,762 60.6% 1,976 25.1% 

5-6 p.m. 7,860 6 6,075 77.3% 2,297 29.2% 

6-7 p.m. 4,253 8 3,727 87.6% 1,193 28.1% 

7-8 p.m. 2,088 10 2,297 110.0% 797 38.2% 

8-9 p.m. 2,088 10 1,936 92.7% 814 39.0% 

9-10 p.m. 2,088 10 1,408 67.4% 542 26.0% 

10-11 p.m. 2,088 10 1,254 60.1% 401 19.2% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,088 10 859 41.1% 183 8.8% 

12-1 a.m. 2,088 10 261 12.5% 68 3.3% 

Shading indicates Service Delivery Policy capacity is exceeded. 
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Table 2-4: Existing (2012) Conditions Ridership and Capacity 

Summary, Core Area, Saturday  

Time 

Core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Headw

ay 

(min) 

Ridership between Downtown Crossing - 

State  

NB NB % of 

Capacity 

SB SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,916 10 463 15.9% 387 13.3% 

6-7 a.m. 2,916 10 362 12.4% 783 26.9% 

7-8 a.m. 2,916 10 648 22.2% 1,198 40.9% 

8-9 a.m. 2,916 10 1,071 36.7% 1,271 43.6% 

9-10 a.m. 2,916 10 989 33.9% 1,526 52.3% 

10-11 a.m. 2,916 10 1,228 42.1% 1,495 51.3% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 2,916 10 1,567 53.7% 1,614 55.3% 

12-1 p.m. 2,916 10 1,619 55.5% 1,726 59.2% 

1-2 p.m. 2,916 10 1,660 56.9% 1,621 55.6% 

2-3 p.m. 2,916 10 1,747 59.9% 1,636 56.1% 

3-4 p.m. 3,240 9 1,923 59.4% 1,819 56.1% 

4-5 p.m. 3,645 8 2,029 55.7% 1,790 49.1% 

5-6 p.m. 3,645 8 1,892 51.9% 1,925 52.8% 

6-7 p.m. 3,240 9 1,565 48.3% 1,405 43.4% 

7-8 p.m. 2,916 10 1,326 45.5% 1,187 40.7% 

8-9 p.m. 2,916 10 1,306 44.8% 981 33.6% 

9-10 p.m. 2,916 10 1,186 40.7% 900 30.9% 

10-11 p.m. 2,916 10 1,390 47.7% 847 29.0% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,916 10 1,154 39.6% 667 22.9% 

12-1 a.m. 2,916 10 532 18.2% 286 9.8% 
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Table 2-5: Existing (2012) Conditions Ridership and Capacity 

Summary, Non-core Area, Saturday 

Time 

Non-core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Headw

ay 

(min) 

Ridership between  

North Station – Community College  

NB NB % of 

Capacity 

SB SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,088 10 145 6.9% 253 12.1% 

6-7 a.m. 2,088 10 245 11.7% 615 29.5% 

7-8 a.m. 2,088 10 407 19.5% 900 43.1% 

8-9 a.m. 2,088 10 873 41.8% 1,039 49.8% 

9-10 a.m. 2,088 10 526 25.2% 1,563 74.9% 

10-11 a.m. 2,088 10 657 31.5% 1,379 66.0% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 2,088 10 801 38.4% 1,729 82.8% 

12-1 p.m. 2,088 10 865 41.4% 1,758 84.2% 

1-2 p.m. 2,088 10 849 40.7% 1,466 70.2% 

2-3 p.m. 2,088 10 1,063 50.9% 1,416 67.8% 

3-4 p.m. 2,320 9 1,336 57.6% 1,415 61.0% 

4-5 p.m. 2,610 8 1,545 59.2% 1,306 50.0% 

5-6 p.m. 2,610 8 1,669 63.9% 1,088 41.7% 

6-7 p.m. 2,320 9 1,451 62.5% 853 36.8% 

7-8 p.m. 2,088 10 1,279 61.3% 785 37.6% 

8-9 p.m. 2,088 10 1,122 53.7% 601 28.8% 

9-10 p.m. 2,088 10 1,122 53.7% 480 23.0% 

10-11 p.m. 2,088 10 1,209 57.9% 496 23.8% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,088 10 1,111 53.2% 316 15.1% 

12-1 a.m. 2,088 10 539 25.8% 130 6.2% 
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2.2.2.2 NO BUILD CONDITIONS 

In order to assess how general ambient growth in ridership impacts 

Orange Line service, a future No Build year of 2023 (which is the design 

year for transportation impact analysis for the Project generally) was set. 

An assumed ridership growth rate of 1% per year was determined using 

the Boston Region MPO’s Long-range Transportation Plan, dated 

September 22, 2011. This growth rate was applied to all 2012 existing 

ridership data to determine approximate ridership for 2023, assuming 

the Project is not constructed.  

Between the present and 2023, the Orange Line will also be improved 

by the purchase of new cars, a procurement that was finalized as of 

October 22, 2014. This procurement will deliver 152 Orange Line cars, 

replacing the entire existing fleet of 120 cars with 152 new Orange Line 

vehicles (a net addition of 32 new cars comprising approximately 5 new 

train sets). Prior Orange Line signal improvements completed in 2008 

were intended to allow for improved headways on the Orange Line 

once additional cars/trains became available. The new Orange Line fleet 

is expected to be in service before the 2023 design year used for this 

analysis. Since existing conditions on the Orange Line, for example, in 

the section between North Station and Community College as discussed 

above, already do not meet Service Delivery Policy loading standards, 

and that capacity shortfall will only be exacerbated by further ridership 

growth projected to occur, it is expected that the MBTA will use this 

Orange Line fleet expansion to address the existing capacity issues by 

increasing service to some degree on both weekdays and weekends. It 

should be noted that signal improvements may have a significant impact 

in operations, reducing headways throughout the day even before 

accounting for any added train sets. However, for this analysis, it was 

assumed that all periods would have the same headways as the present, 

except in the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, when headways are 

scheduled to be reduced from one train every six minutes to one train 

every five minutes by the MBTA upon the delivery of the new train sets. 

This adjustment was agreed upon by the MBTA’s Service Planning 

Department. No other periods are planned to have headways adjusted 

as a result of the purchase of new train sets. 

As shown in Figure 2-5 and Figure 2-6, the Orange Line exceeds 

capacity during the 9:00–10:00 a.m. period in the southbound direction 

in the No Build Condition. While ridership is significantly lower during 

this period than the 8:00–9:00 a.m. period, the peak period, as defined 

by the MBTA’s Service Delivery Policy, ends at 9:00 a.m. As a result, the 
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policy capacity is reduced from 225% of seats to 140% of seats. 

Ridership does not exceed capacity on Saturdays within the core area. 

Outside the core area, ridership exceeds policy capacity during the 

9:00–10:00 a.m. period in the southbound direction and during the 

7:00–8:00 p.m. and 8:00–9:00 p.m. periods in the northbound direction 

on weekdays, as shown in Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-8. During these off-

peak periods, the MBTA’s policy capacity is 100% of seats, as opposed 

to 140% of seats during off-peak periods in the core area and 225% of 

seats during peak periods. Projected No Build ridership and capacity are 

shown in Tables 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, and 2-9.  
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Table 2-6: No Build (2023) Conditions Ridership and Capacity 

Summary, Core Area, Weekday  

Time 

Core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Head

way 

(min) 

Ridership between Downtown Crossing - 

State  

NB NB % of 

Capacity 

SB SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,916 10 517 17.7% 1,193 40.9% 

6-7 a.m. 
3,888 7.5 

2,065

` 
53.1% 3,431 88.2% 

7-8 a.m. 9,432 5 3,851 40.8% 6,330 67.1% 

8-9 a.m. 9,432 5 5,309 56.3% 7,680 81.4% 

9-10 a.m. 3,645 8 2,150 59.0% 4,032 110.6% 

10-11 a.m. 3,645 8 1,819 43.7% 2,674 64.2% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 3,645 8 1,881 45.2% 2,172 52.1% 

12-1 p.m. 3,645 8 2,025 48.6% 2,304 55.3% 

1-2 p.m. 4,770 8 2,285 41.9% 2,318 42.5% 

2-3 p.m. 5,895 8 2,847 42.3% 2,859 42.4% 

3-4 p.m. 7,255 6.5 4,139 52.7% 3,092 39.3% 

4-5 p.m. 9,432 5 5,945 63.0% 4,159 44.1% 

5-6 p.m. 9,432 5 7,132 75.6% 4,989 52.9% 

6-7 p.m. 5,088 7.5 4,388 86.2% 2,370 46.6% 

7-8 p.m. 2,916 10 2,719 93.2% 1,558 54.4% 

8-9 p.m. 2,916 10 2,302 78.9% 1,376 47.2% 

9-10 p.m. 2,916 10 1,677 57.5% 1,044 35.8% 

10-11 p.m. 2,916 10 1,229 42.2% 1,175 40.3% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,916 10 1,030 35.3% 511 17.5% 

12-1 a.m. 2,916 10 287 9.8% 127 4.4% 

Shading indicates Service Delivery Policy capacity is exceeded. 
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Table 2-7: No Build (2023) Conditions Ridership and Capacity 

Summary, Non-core Area, Weekday 

Time 

Non-

core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Head

way 

(min) 

Ridership between 

North Station- Community College  

NB NB % of 

Capacity 

SB SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,088 10 341 16.4% 1,070 51.2% 

6-7 a.m. 4,536 7.5 1,208 26.6% 2,784 61.4% 

7-8 a.m. 9,432 5 1,874 19.9% 5,835 61.9% 

8-9 a.m. 9,432 5 1,978 21.0% 7,667 81.3% 

9-10 a.m. 2,610 8 1,381 52.9% 4,150 159.0% 

10-11 a.m. 2,610 8 1,140 43.7% 2,334 89.4% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 2,610 8 1,254 48.0% 2,009 77.0% 

12-1 p.m. 2,610 8 1,431 54.8% 1,923 73.7% 

1-2 p.m. 4,253 8 1,825 42.9% 1,838 42.9% 

2-3 p.m. 5,895 8 2,308 39.2% 2,005 34.0% 

3-4 p.m. 7,255 6.5 3,369 46.4% 2,121 29.2% 

4-5 p.m. 9,432 5 5,313 56.3% 2,205 23.4% 

5-6 p.m. 9,432 5 6,778 71.9% 2,563 27.2% 

6-7 p.m. 4,536 7.5 4,158 91.7% 1,331 29.3% 

7-8 p.m. 2,088 10 2,563 122.7% 889 42.6% 

8-9 p.m. 2,088 10 2,160 103.4% 908 43.5% 

9-10 p.m. 2,088 10 1,571 75.2% 605 29.0% 

10-11 p.m. 2,088 10 1,399 67.0% 447 21.4% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,088 10 958 45.9% 204 9.8% 

12-1 a.m. 2,088 10 291 13.9% 76 3.6% 

Shading indicates Service Delivery Policy capacity is exceeded. 
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Table 2-8: No Build (2023) Conditions Ridership and Capacity 

Summary, Core Area, Saturday  

Time 

Core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Head

way 

(min) 

Ridership between Downtown Crossing - 

State  

NB NB % of 

Capacity 

SB SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,916 10 517 17.7% 432 14.8% 

6-7 a.m. 2,916 10 404 13.9% 874 30.0% 

7-8 a.m. 2,916 10 723 24.8% 1,330 45.6% 

8-9 a.m. 2,916 10 1,195 41.0% 1,418 48.6% 

9-10 a.m. 2,916 10 1,103 37.8% 1,703 58.4% 

10-11 a.m. 2,916 10 1,370 47.0% 1,668 57.2% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 2,916 10 1,748 60.0% 1,801 61.8% 

12-1 p.m. 2,916 10 1,806 61.9% 1,926 66.0% 

1-2 p.m. 2,916 10 1,852 63.5% 1,808 62.0% 

2-3 p.m. 2,916 10 1,949 66.8% 1,825 62.6% 

3-4 p.m. 3,240 9 2,145 66.2% 2,029 62.6% 

4-5 p.m. 3,645 8 2,264 62.1% 1,997 54.8% 

5-6 p.m. 3,645 8 2,111 57.9% 2,148 58.9% 

6-7 p.m. 3,240 9 1,746 53.9% 1,568 48.4% 

7-8 p.m. 2,916 10 1,479 50.7% 1,324 45.4% 

8-9 p.m. 2,916 10 1,457 50.0% 1,094 37.5% 

9-10 p.m. 2,916 10 1,323 45.4% 1,004 34.4% 

10-11 p.m. 2,916 10 1,551 53.2% 948 32.4% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,916 10 1,287 44.2% 744 25.5% 

12-1 a.m. 2,916 10 594 20.4% 319 10.9% 
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Table 2-9: No Build (2023) Conditions Ridership and Capacity 

Summary, Non-core Area, Saturday 

Time 

Non-

core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Head

way 

(min) 

Ridership between  

North Station – Community College  

NB NB % of 

Capacity 

SB SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,088 10 162 7.7% 282 13.5% 

6-7 a.m. 2,088 10 273 11.8% 686 29.6% 

7-8 a.m. 2,088 10 454 17.4% 1,004 38.5% 

8-9 a.m. 2,088 10 974 37.3% 1,159 44.4% 

9-10 a.m. 2,088 10 587 22.5% 1,744 66.8% 

10-11 a.m. 2,088 10 733 28.1% 1,539 58.9% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 2,088 10 894 34.2% 1,929 73.9% 

12-1 p.m. 2,088 10 865 37.0% 1,961 75.1% 

1-2 p.m. 2,088 10 947 36.3% 1,636 62.7% 

2-3 p.m. 2,088 10 1,186 45.4% 1,580 60.5% 

3-4 p.m. 2,320 9 1,491 57.1% 1,579 60.5% 

4-5 p.m. 2,610 8 1,724 66.0% 1,457 55.8% 

5-6 p.m. 2,610 8 1,862 71.3% 1,214 46.5% 

6-7 p.m. 2,320 9 1,619 69.8% 952 41.0% 

7-8 p.m. 2,088 10 1,427 68.3% 876 41.9% 

8-9 p.m. 2,088 10 1,252 60.0% 671 32.1% 

9-10 p.m. 2,088 10 1,252 60.0% 536 25.6% 

10-11 p.m. 2,088 10 1,349 64.6% 553 26.5% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,088 10 1,240 59.4% 353 16.9% 

12-1 a.m. 2,088 10 601 28.8% 145 6.9% 

 

 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

 Impacts to MBTA Operations and Transit 

 2-16 

2.2.2.3 BUILD CONDITIONS 

Similar to the Existing and No Build Conditions, a full day of ridership 

data (weekday and Saturday) was analyzed for the peak core area 

loadpoint between Downtown Crossing and State stations and the peak 

northerly non-core area loadpoint between North Station and 

Community College for the Build (2023) Condition. To estimate Build 

ridership, expected Project patron and employee trips were added to No 

Build ridership.  

As shown in Figure 2-9 and Figure 2-10, the Project trips do not cause 

the Orange Line to exceed capacity within the core area at any point 

throughout a typical weekday or Saturday. Outside the core area, 

weekday Project trips do not cause any additional periods to exceed 

capacity, as shown in Figure 2-11 and Figure 2-12. As in the No Build 

(2023) Condition, on a typical weekday, ridership exceeds capacity 

during the 9:00-10:00 a.m. period in the southbound direction in the 

core area, and exceeds capacity during the 9:00-10:00 a.m. period 

(southbound), the 7:00-8:00 p.m. period (northbound), and the 8:00-

9:00 p.m. period (northbound) in the non-core area. On a typical 

Saturday, additional Project trips cause the Orange Line to exceed 

capacity in the southbound direction during the 12:00-1:00 p.m. period; 

however, capacity is exceeded by just five passengers over the course of 

an hour, which equates to less than one passenger per train. Build 

(2023) Condition ridership and capacity are shown in Tables 2-10, 2-11, 

2-12, and 2-13. 
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Table 2-10: Build (2023) Conditions Ridership and Capacity Summary,  

Core Area, Weekday  

Time 

Core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Headw

ay 

(min) 

Ridership between Downtown Crossing - 

State  

NB NB % of 

Capacity 

SB SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,916 10 569 19.5% 1,228 42.1% 

6-7 a.m. 3,888 7.5 2,120 54.5% 3,468 89.2% 

7-8 a.m. 9,432 5 3,887 41.2% 6,369 67.5% 

8-9 a.m. 9,432 5 5,338 56.6% 7,729 81.9% 

9-10 a.m. 3,645 8 2,204 60.5% 4,136 113.5% 

10-11 a.m. 3,645 8 1,885 51.7% 2,797 76.7% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 3,645 8 1,965 53.9% 2,297 63.0% 

12-1 p.m. 3,645 8 2,121 58.2% 2,439 66.9% 

1-2 p.m. 4,770 8 2,397 50.3% 2,468 51.7% 

2-3 p.m. 5,895 8 2,987 50.7% 3,018 51.2% 

3-4 p.m. 6,737 6.5 4,312 59.4% 3,233 44.6% 

4-5 p.m. 9,432 5 6,056 64.2% 4,296 45.5% 

5-6 p.m. 9,432 5 7,241 76.8% 5,092 54.0% 

6-7 p.m. 5,088 7.5 4,530 89.0% 2,513 49.4% 

7-8 p.m. 2,916 10 2,886 99.0% 1,786 61.2% 

8-9 p.m. 2,916 10 2,454 84.2% 1,547 53.0% 

9-10 p.m. 2,916 10 1,874 64.3% 1,213 41.6% 

10-11 p.m. 2,916 10 1,447 49.6% 1,345 46.1% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,916 10 1,264 43.3% 644 22.1% 

12-1 a.m. 2,916 10 450 15.4% 201 6.9% 

Shading indicates Service Delivery Policy capacity is exceeded. 
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Table 2-11: Build (2023) Conditions Ridership and Capacity Summary, 

Non-core Area, Weekday 

Time 

Non-core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Headw

ay 

(min) 

Ridership between 

North Station - Community College 

NB 
NB% of 

Capacity 
SB 

SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,088 10 394 18.9% 1,105 52.9% 

6-7 a.m. 4,536 7.5 1,263 27.8% 2,822 62.2% 

7-8 a.m. 9,432 5 1,910 20.2% 5,874 62.3% 

8-9 a.m. 9,432 5 2,007 21.3% 7,715 81.8% 

9-10 a.m. 4,253 8 1,436 55.0% 4,254 163.0% 

10-11 a.m. 2,610 8 1,207 46.2% 2,457 94.1% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 2,610 8 1,338 51.3% 2,134 81.8% 

12-1 p.m. 2,610 8 1,528 58.5% 2,059 78.9% 

1-2 p.m. 4,253 8 1,937 45.6% 1,987 46.7% 

2-3 p.m. 5,895 8 2,448 41.5% 2,163 36.7% 

3-4 p.m. 7.255 6.5 3,542 48.8% 2,262 31.2% 

4-5 p.m. 9,432 5 5,423 57.5% 2,342 24.8% 

5-6 p.m. 9,432 5 6,886 73.0% 2,665 28.3% 

6-7 p.m. 4,536 7.5 4,300 94.8% 1,475 32.5% 

7-8 p.m. 2,088 10 2,730 130.7% 1,087 52.1% 

8-9 p.m. 2,088 10 2,313 110.8% 1,079 51.7% 

9-10 p.m. 2,088 10 1,768 84.7% 763 37.0% 

10-11 p.m. 2,088 10 1,617 77.4% 617 29.6% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,088 10 1,192 57.1% 337 16.2% 

12-1 a.m. 2,088 10 455 21.8% 150 7.2% 

Shading indicates Service Delivery Policy capacity is exceeded. 
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Table 2-12: Build (2023) Conditions Ridership and Capacity Summary, 

Core Area, Saturday  

Time 

Core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Headw

ay 

(min) 

Ridership between  

Downtown Crossing - State 

NB 
NB % of 

Capacity 
SB 

SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,916 10 552 18.9% 493 16.9% 

6-7 a.m. 2,916 10 445 15.3% 945 32.4% 

7-8 a.m. 2,916 10 767 26.3% 1,398 47.9% 

8-9 a.m. 2,916 10 1,250 42.9% 1,484 50.9% 

9-10 a.m. 2,916 10 1,199 41.1% 1,801 61.8% 

10-11 a.m. 2,916 10 1,489 51.1% 1,769 60.7% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 2,916 10 1,887 64.7% 1,914 65.6% 

12-1 p.m. 2,916 10 1,971 67.6% 2,057 70.5% 

1-2 p.m. 2,916 10 2,036 69.8% 1,951 66.9% 

2-3 p.m. 2,916 10 2,153 73.8% 1,986 68.1% 

3-4 p.m. 3,240 9 2,333 72.0% 2,181 67.3% 

4-5 p.m. 3,645 8 2,475 67.9% 2,175 59.7% 

5-6 p.m. 3,645 8 2,276 62.4% 2,314 63.5% 

6-7 p.m. 3,240 9 1,899 58.6% 1,744 53.8% 

7-8 p.m. 2,916 10 1,678 57.5% 1,472 50.5% 

8-9 p.m. 2,916 10 1,602 54.9% 1,243 42.6% 

9-10 p.m. 2,916 10 1,496 51.3% 1,197 41.1% 

10-11 p.m. 2,916 10 1,744 59.8% 1,195 41.1% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,916 10 1,514 51.9% 949 32.6% 

12-1 a.m. 2,916 10 717 24.6% 548 18.8% 
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Table 2-13: Build (2023) Conditions Ridership and Capacity Summary, 

Non-core Area, Saturday 

 

Shading indicates Service Delivery Policy capacity is exceeded. 

 

Time 

Non-

core 

Policy 

Capacity 

Head

way 

(min) 

Ridership between  

North Station – Community College 

NB 
NB % of 

Capacity 
SB 

SB % of 

Capacity 

5-6 a.m. 2,088 10 198 9.5% 344 16.5% 

6-7 a.m. 2,088 10 315 15.1% 758 36.4% 

7-8 a.m. 2,088 10 498 23.9% 1,072 51.4% 

8-9 a.m. 2,088 10 1,029 49.3% 1,225 58.8% 

9-10 a.m. 2,088 10 683 32.7% 1,842 88.4% 

10-11 a.m. 2,088 10 852 40.8% 1,639 78.7% 

11 a.m. – 12 p.m. 2,088 10 1,033 49.4% 2,042 98.0% 

12-1 p.m. 2,088 10 1,129 54.1% 2,093 100.2% 

1-2 p.m. 2,088 10 1,132 54.2% 1,778 85.4% 

2-3 p.m. 2,088 10 1,390 66.6% 1,740 83.6% 

3-4 p.m. 2,320 9 1,678 72.3% 1,730 74.8% 

4-5 p.m. 2,610 8 1,935 74.1% 1,635 62.8% 

5-6 p.m. 2,610 8 2,027 77.7% 1,380 53.1% 

6-7 p.m. 2,320 9 1,772 76.4% 1,128 48.8% 

7-8 p.m. 2,088 10 1,626 77.9% 1,024 49.2% 

8-9 p.m. 2,088 10 1,397 66.9% 819 39.4% 

9-10 p.m. 2,088 10 1,425 68.2% 729 35.1% 

10-11 p.m. 2,088 10 1,542 73.8% 803 38.7% 

11 p.m. – 12 a.m. 2,088 10 1,466 70.2% 558 27.0% 

12-1 a.m. 2,088 10 725 34.7% 374 18.2% 
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2.2.3 ANALYSIS RESULTS: PROJECT PEAK FULL NETWORK ANALYSIS 

In addition to the analysis of a full day of Orange Line service at the peak core area 

and northerly non-core area loadpoints, the Proponent also analyzed one hour of 

weekday data for the entire Orange Line network between Back Bay and Oak Grove 

stations. This analysis has been shared with and reviewed by MassDOT and the 

MBTA. These stations are where Project patrons are expected to utilize the Orange 

Line. Approximately 80% of Project patrons and employees that use the Orange 

Line are expected to access the Orange Line from the south. For purposes of this 

analysis, all of these patrons are assumed to board the Orange Line at Back Bay 

station and alight at Wellington Station because of the availability of the Wynn 

shuttle at this location; Back Bay station is the southernmost core-area station as 

well as a major commuter rail station. The remaining 20% of patrons are assumed to 

board at Oak Grove station and alight at Malden Center station due to the 

availability of the Wynn shuttle at that location. 

The time period analyzed was 7:00-8:00 p.m. This represents the first full hour after 

the p.m. peak period, so existing ridership is similar to peak period ridership, and is 

also the approximate peak period of the Project. Ridership generally declines after 

the 7:00 p.m. hour. 

2.2.3.1 EXISTING (2012) CONDITIONS IN PROJECT P.M. PEAK HOUR 

As shown in Table 2-14, estimated ridership does not exceed capacity in 

the core area from 7:00-8:00 p.m. on weekdays, but does exceed MBTA 

policy capacity at two loadpoints outside the core area because the 

policy capacity decreases from 140% of total seats to 100% of total seats 

(a reduction of 828 passengers) outside of the core area. The two 

loadpoints at which the policy capacity is estimated to be exceeded are 

between North Station and Community College and between 

Community College and Sullivan Square. However, the estimated 

ridership would still be well below the core-area policy capacity at these 

loadpoints.  

Note that Assembly Station was not open at the time of the data 

collection, and is not reflected in Table 2-14. Southbound data is not 

included because a 10-minute headway at this hour is sufficient for all 

conditions in the southbound direction. 

2.2.3.2 NO BUILD (2023) CONDITIONS IN PROJECT P.M. PEAK HOUR 

To assess the impact of additional estimated ridership due to ambient 

growth in the greater Boston area and the impact of other projects along 

the Orange Line, a No Build analysis was conducted. In order to 
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estimate No Build (2023) Condition, existing ridership was increased by 

11.6%. As shown in Table 2-15, No Build ridership is compared with 

capacity using the increased ridership. The over-capacity conditions 

between North Station and Community College persist in the No Build 

(2023) Condition. 

Table 2-14: Existing (2012) Conditions, Orange Line Northbound 

Ridership, 7:00-8:00 p.m., Weekday 

Load Point Capacity 
Northbound 

Ridership 

Northbound 

% of 

Capacity 

Oak Grove - Malden 2,088 68 3.3% 

Malden – Wellington 2,088 1,429 68.4% 

Wellington - Sullivan 2,088 1,772 84.9% 

Sullivan – Community 

College 
2,088 2,237 107.1% 

Community College – 

North Station 
2,088 2,297 110.0% 

North Station – Haymarket 2,916 2,211 75.8% 

Haymarket – State 2,916 2,287 78.4% 

State – Downtown Crossing 2,916 2,437 83.6% 

Downtown Crossing – 

Chinatown 
2,916 2,224 76.3% 

Chinatown – Tufts 2,916 2,074 71.1% 

Tufts – Back Bay 2,916 1,856 63.6% 

Orange cell shading indicates a core area loadpoint (Back Bay-North Station). Policy 

capacity = 140% of seats in core area, 100% of seats outside core area.  
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Table 2-15: No Build (2023) Conditions, Orange Line Northbound 

Ridership, 7:00-8:00 p.m., Weekday 

Load Point Capacity 
Northbound 

Ridership 

Northbound 

% of 

Capacity 

Oak Grove - Malden 2,088 76 3.6% 

Malden – Wellington 2,088 1,595 76.4% 

Wellington - Sullivan 2,088 1,978 94.7% 

Sullivan – Community 

College 
2,088 2,496 119.6% 

Community College – 

North Station 
2,088 2,563 122.8% 

North Station – Haymarket 2,916 2,467 84.6% 

Haymarket – State 2,916 2,552 87.5% 

State – Downtown Crossing 2,916 2,720 93.3% 

Downtown Crossing – 

Chinatown 
2,916 2,482 85.1% 

Chinatown – Tufts 2,916 2,315 79.4% 

Tufts – Back Bay 2,916 2,071 71.0% 

Orange cell shading indicates a core area loadpoint (Back Bay-North Station). Policy 

capacity = 140% of seats in core area, 100% of seats outside core area. 

2.2.3.3 BUILD (2023) CONDITIONS IN PROJECT P.M. PEAK HOUR 

To assess the impact of estimated Project-generated Orange Line trips, 

Build trips were added to No Build passenger volumes. The addition of 

estimated Project trips causes the Orange Line to exceed policy capacity 

by 21 passengers between Wellington and Sullivan Square stations, as 

shown in Table 2-16. 
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Table 2-16: Build (2023) Conditions, Orange Line Northbound 

Ridership, 7:00-8:00 p.m., Weekday 

Load Point Capacity 
Northbound 

Ridership 

Northbound 

% of 

Capacity 

Oak Grove - Malden 2,088 109 5.2% 

Malden – Wellington 2,088 1,595 76.4% 

Wellington - Sullivan 2,088 2,145 102.7% 

Sullivan – Community 

College 
2,088 2,663 

127.6% 

Community College – 

North Station 
2,088 2,730 

130.7% 

North Station – Haymarket 2,916 2,634 90.3% 

Haymarket – State 2,916 2,719 93.3% 

State – Downtown Crossing 2,916 2,887 99.0% 

Downtown Crossing – 

Chinatown 
2,916 2,649 

90.8% 

Chinatown – Tufts 2,916 2,482 85.1% 

Tufts – Back Bay 2,916 2,238 76.8% 

Orange cell shading indicates a core area loadpoint (Back Bay-North Station). Policy 

capacity = 140% of seats in core area, 100% of seats outside core area. 

2.3 PROPOSED ORANGE LINE ANNUAL OPRATING SUBSIDY 

2.3.1 PROPOSED METHODOLOGY 

Discussions with MassDOT, including the MBTA planning and operations staff, 

regarding how to calculate an operating subsidy, led to a request that the Proponent 

mitigate Orange Line impacts the same way roadway impacts are mitigated.  This 

approach would have the Proponent mitigate, or “fix”, any deterioration in service 

caused by the Project from the level of service that is provided in the No Build 

Condition.  In the case of the Orange Line, the proposed mitigation approach is to 

fund additional train capacity in any operating hours where the level of service in 

the Build Condition is projected to be below the level of service in the No Build 

Condition, unless the Orange Line has existing capacity to handle the increased 

trips (i.e., still below capacity in the Build Condition).  As some of the hours are 
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currently over capacity today and more will be in the No Build Condition, 

MassDOT has requested that the Proponent mitigate any hours the Orange Line is 

over capacity in the Build Condition, acknowledging that the Project will not be 

responsible for all excesses in Orange Line capacity. 

Mitigating train capacity impacts is accomplished by adding additional train sets in 

the impacted hour, which allows the MBTA to reduce headways (time between 

trains) in that hour, carrying more passengers than the current headways. As trains 

run as whole trains, the Proponent would fund an entire additional train set (six cars 

in the case of the Orange Line) in the impacted hours, not just a hypothetical 

portion of a train set required to carry the number of trips causing the overcapacity 

condition.  

 

As shown in earlier sections, there are four times of the week in the Build Condition 

that the Orange Line are projected to be over capacity, as follows: 

 

 Weekdays 9:00-10:00 a.m. Southbound in both the core and non-core 

areas; 

 Weeknights 7:00-8:00 p.m. Northbound in the non-core area; 

 Weeknights 8-9 p.m. Northbound in the non-core area; and 

 Saturday 12-1 p.m. Southbound in the non-core area. 

 

The cost to operate Orange Line train sets that was provided by MassDOT is 

approximately $210/train set/hour. The cost to run each train for a year is derived 

from a formula of one hour per day multiplied by days run per week (5 for weekday 

and 1 for Saturday) multiplied by $210/train set/hour.  

 

The headway calculation, as shown in Table 2-17, is a result of train capacity and 

ridership and is used to derive the number of additional train sets needed.  

 

 Table 2-17: Headway Analysis 

Time Period Total Trips Current 

HW 

Calculated 

HW 

Proposed 

HW 

Weekday 9-10 a.m. non-core 4,254 8 4.91 5 

Weekday 7-8 p.m. non-core 2,730 10 7.65 7.5 

Weekday 8-9 p.m. non-core 2,313 10 9.03 9 

Saturday 12-1 p.m. non-core 2,093 10 9.98 10 

HW is an abbreviation for headway, measured in minutes. 
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Summary Table 2-18 shows the proposed headways, resulting additional trains, and 

costs to mitigate these overcapacity hours. 

 

 Table 2-18: Mitigation Cost Analysis 

Time Period 
Current 

HW  

Proposed 

HW 

Added 

Trains 

Days/ 

Week 

Weeks/ 

Year 

Annual 

Trips 

Train 

Costs 

Weekday 9-

10 a.m. non-

core 

8 5 4 5 52 1,040 $218,400 

Weekday 7-8 

p.m. non-core 
10 7.5 2 5 52 520 $109,200 

Weekday 8-9 

p.m. non-core 
10 9 1 5 52 260 $54,600 

Saturday 12-1 

p.m. non-core 
10 10 0 1 52 0 $0 

Total $382,200 

 

The additional passengers generated by the Project will pay a standard fare to ride 

the Orange Line. The proposed subsidy methodology calculates a revenue 

projection from those riders and deducts it from the operating cost, as shown in 

Table 2-19. In order to account for some passengers holding monthly passes, it was 

assumed that each Project trip would generate an average of $1, which is 

considerably less than the existing $2.10 fare.  

  

 Table 2-19: Revenue Analysis 

Time Period Project 

Trips 

Days/Week Weeks/Year Total/Year 

Weekday 9-10 a.m. non-core 104 5 52 $27,040 

Weekday 7-8 p.m. non-core 167 5 52 $43,420 

Weekday 8-9 p.m. non-core 153 5 52 $39,780 

Saturday 12-1 p.m. non-core 5 1 52 $260 

Total $110,500 

 

2.3.2 INCENTIVE FOR LATE NIGHT RIDERSHIP 

In addition, the MBTA and Proponent are interested in promoting train ridership in 

the evening and late night hours as part of the pursuit of aggressive mode 
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distribution. In support of that effort, the MBTA requested that the Proponent fund 

additional train sets in the 9:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. window to reduce headways, 

making train ridership more appealing. The Proponent is proposing to run one 

additional train set in each of those two, one hour segments. While these trains are 

currently well under capacity and will be in the Build Condition, the intent in the 

addition of these trains is the headway reduction. The additional cost of these trains 

is estimated to be 2 trains x $210/train x 5 days/week x 52 weeks/year = 

$109,200/year. The Proponent has agreed to not take a revenue reduction for these 

hours, resulting in an annual subsidy of $109,200 each year. 

2.3.3 AMOUNT OF SUBSIDY 

The resulting annual cost of $380,900 ($382,200 in mitigation cost minus $110,500 

in revenue, plus the $109,200 late-night incentive subsidy) is the Proponent’s 

proposed annual operating subsidy for additional train service on the Orange Line. 

This subsidy is proposed to be used specifically and only to fund those additional 

trains and would be a fixed annual amount for the term of the Proponent’s gaming 

license, fifteen years from opening date of the Project. This subsidy amount is stated 

in current (2015) dollars and would be inflated each year by a fixed factor of 2.5%, 

consistent with historical Cost of Living Adjustments. Assuming a 2018 opening, the 

subsidy would be $410,188 in that starting year and $579,584 in 2032, fifteen years 

later. The total subsidy over that fifteen-year period would be approximately  

$7,355,455. 

2.3.4 MANAGEMENT AND UTILIZATION OF FUNDS 

The payment is envisioned to be a fixed annual payment for the fifteen (15) years 

after Project opening. However, it is also proposed that the MBTA would document 

the annual deployment of the train sets and provide that documentation to the 

Proponent annually upon request. If the train sets are not consistently deployed over 

each year, the subsidy may be adjusted accordingly. 

2.4 TRANSIT STATION IMPROVEMENTS 

The Proponent is proposing improvements at three MBTA stations to facilitate and 

encourage Orange Line usage and to improve circulation for all vehicles using the stations. 

These improvements are described in the following sections. 

2.4.1 WELLINGTON STATION 

The existing configuration of the curbside area adjacent to Wellington Station is 

shown in Figure 2-13. Analysis of the usage of the existing bus bays indicated that 

there are not currently opportunities for the Project’s patron shuttles to share curb 

space with any of the existing bus routes that would be acceptable to the MBTA. As 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

 Impacts to MBTA Operations and Transit 

 2-28 

a result, the Proponent has developed, in consultation with the MBTA, a plan to 

provide the Proponent’s patron shuttles with exclusive curb space.   

The plan includes the construction of a fourth curb north of the existing 

shuttle/taxi/general auto pick-up/drop-off curb. The general pick-up/drop-off and taxi 

activity would occur at that location, and the Proponent’s patron shuttle bus and 

other private shuttles would use the existing third curb, as shown in Figure 2-14. 

The reconfiguration of the parking lot to accommodate the fourth curb will result in 

additional revenue-generating parking spaces for the MBTA at Wellington Station. 

The MBTA’s Director of Parking has indicated that the MBTA is in the process of 

upgrading the revenue control system at Wellington Station.  The Proponent will 

work with the MBTA to incorporate the upgrades to revenue control in the proposed 

plan. 

2.4.2 MALDEN CENTER STATION 

At Malden Center Station, the plan developed in consultation with the MBTA to 

accommodate the Proponent’s shuttle buses is for those shuttle busses to berth 

along the southern curb in the western bus bay, where enough space will still 

remain for an MBTA bus to lay over. This layout also ensures that MBTA buses will 

still be able to turn into the busway when the Proponent’s shuttle bus is parked 

along the southern curb of the busway.  

The curb configuration at Malden Center Station is shown in Figure 2-15. The 

proposed Proponent’s shuttle bus berth at Malden Station is located along the 

busway on the west side of station. This busway is not used as frequently as the 

busway on the east side of the station. The southern curb in the western bus bay is 

not devoted to any bus stop. It is frequently used as a place for buses to lay over 

between trips. Each of the three sections of the southern curb is long enough to 

accomodate two MBTA buses. 

As shown in Figure 2-15, the proposed Proponent’s shuttle bus berthing location is 

far enough south so that one bus may layover in this area while still allowing buses 

to turn into the busway. As laid out in Figure 2-15, the southern curb can be used 

by one MBTA bus while providing a dedicated Project shuttle berth location and 

allowing MBTA buses to turn into the busway without conflict. The Proponent will 

reconstruct the sidewalk from the station along this curb to ensure that it is ADA-

compliant. The Proponent may also place a passenger shelter on MBTA property 

near the corner of the busway and Centre Street (Route 60). 

2.4.3 SULLIVAN SQUARE STATION 

As a result of the extensive consultation with the MBTA and Boston Transportation 

Department (“BTD”), the Proponent will implement additional improvements to the 
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MBTA Busway between Cambridge Street and Maffa Way, provide a reconfiguration 

of the parking field in front of the MBTA Sullivan Square bus station, and implement 

additional improvements to the bus station area at Sullivan Square Station. The plan 

includes a new signalized busway exit opposite the I-93 northbound off-ramp on 

Cambridge Street for right-turning buses. In order to accommodate the need for 

MBTA bus layover, which currently occurs on the MBTA Busway that will become 

Beacham Street Extension, the Proponent will reconstruct the lower busway and the 

parking field, creating a new circulation pattern for the bus station. All buses will 

enter the upper busway from Maffa Way. A new signalized entrance will be 

constructed, allowing buses to circulate into the station from Beacham Street 

Extension and Main Street. Buses will circulate from the upper busway to the lower 

busway, exiting the station onto Maffa Way via the new signalized busway exit, 

with the exception of those buses with destinations via Cambridge Street westbound 

toward Somerville.  

All proposed improvements for the station will be ADA-compliant. The Proponent 

will also provide bus shelters at the bus berths on the lower busway. These 

proposed improvements are shown in Figure 2-16. 
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Figure 2-1
MBTA Orange Line, Existing Year 2012 Conditions, Weekday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: State to Downtown Crossing

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 1.   MBTA Orange Line - Existing Year 2012 Conditions - Weekday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  State Street Station to Downtown Crossing Station
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Figure 2-2
MBTA Orange Line, Existing Year 2012 Conditions, Saturday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: State to Downtown Crossing

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 2.   MBTA Orange Line - Existing Year 2012 Conditions - Saturday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  State Street Station to Downtown Crossing Station
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Figure 2-3
MBTA Orange Line, Existing Year 2012 Conditions, Weekday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: North Station to Community College

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3.   MBTA Orange Line - Existing Year 2012 Conditions - Weekday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  North Station to Community College
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Figure 2-4
MBTA Orange Line, Existing Year 2012 Conditions, Saturday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: North Station to Community College

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 4.   MBTA Orange Line - Existing Year 2012 Conditions - Saturday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  North Station to Community College
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Figure 2-5
MBTA Orange Line, No-Build Year 2023 Conditions, Weekday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: State to Downtown Crossing

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 5.   MBTA Orange Line - No Build Year 2023 Conditions - Weekday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  State Street Station to Downtown Crossing Station
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Figure 2-6
MBTA Orange Line, No-Build Year 2023 Conditions, Saturday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: State to Downtown Crossing

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 6.   MBTA Orange Line - No Build Year 2023 Conditions - Saturday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  State Street Station to Downtown Crossing Station
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Figure 2-7
MBTA Orange Line, No-Build Year 2023 Conditions, Weekday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: North Station to Community College

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 7A.   MBTA Orange Line - No Build 2023 Conditions - Thursday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  North Station to Community College
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Figure 2-8
MBTA Orange Line, No-Build Year 2023 Conditions, Saturday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: North Station to Community College

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 8.   MBTA Orange Line - No Build 2023 Conditions - Saturday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  North Station to Community College
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Figure 2-9
MBTA Orange Line, Build Year 2023 Conditions, Weekday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: State to Downtown Crossing

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 9.   MBTA Orange Line - Build Year 2023 Conditions - Weekday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  State Street Station to Downtown Crossing Station
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Figure 2-10
MBTA Orange Line, Build Year 2023 Conditions, Saturday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: State to Downtown Crossing

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 10.   MBTA Orange Line - Build Year 2023 Conditions - Saturday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  State Street Station to Downtown Crossing Station
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Figure 2-11
MBTA Orange Line, Build Year 2023 Conditions, Weekday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: North Station to Community College

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 11.   MBTA Orange Line - Build 2023 Conditions - Saturday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  North Station to Community College
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Figure 2-12
MBTA Orange Line, Build Year 2023 Conditions, Saturday Peak Period Ridership, Peak Load Point: North Station to Community College

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 12.   MBTA Orange Line - Build 2023 Conditions - Saturday
Peak Period Ridership

Peak Load Point:  North Station to Community College



Wynn Resort in Everett
Everett, Massachusetts

Wynn Resort in Everett

Figure 2-13
Wellington Station Curbside Configuration
Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure  2-14
Malden Center Station Curbside Configuration

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015
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Figure 2-15
Sullivan Square Bus Station and Parking Configuration

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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CHAPTER 3: TRAFFIC AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter includes a discussion of the process that has been initiated for the purpose of 
developing a plan for the long-term improvements to the Rutherford Avenue corridor, in 
response to MassDOT’s Comment Letter.  In addition, per the SFEIR Certificate, this chapter 
also identifies and clarifies how and for what purposes the Synchro and VISIM models were 
used.  The requested am peak hour operations data has been provided, and technical 
questions have been answered.  This chapter also addresses potential geometric 
improvements to address the intersection of Mystic Valley Parkway and the I-93 
Southbound Exit 31 off-ramp.  

3.2 INTEGRATING BOSTON’S RUTHERFORD AVENUE-SULLIVAN 
SQUARE LONG-TERM PLAN WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC 

3.2.1 LEADERSHIP COALITION 

In the MassDOT Comment Letter, MassDOT requested the preparation of a second 
SFEIR for the purpose, in part, of a process for the development of the long-term 
improvements for the Rutherford Avenue corridor.  The SFEIR Certificate noted that 
such process would “require participation by the City [of Boston], the Proponent, 
the MGC and MassDOT” and that the “success of this effort would be dependent on 
the active and constructive participation by all of the participants.”  
Notwithstanding, the SFEIR Certificate observed that building consensus between 
the parties could pose a significant challenge given the litigation pending between 
the City of Boston and the MGC. 

Following receipt of the SFEIR Certificate, the Proponent met with MassDOT on 
April 24, 2015.  The purpose of this meeting was to ascertain the best way to 
convene an initial meeting with the appropriate stakeholders for the purpose of 
developing a planning process for the long-term improvements for the Rutherford 
Avenue corridor.  In preparation for this meeting with MassDOT, the Proponent 
prepared and distributed to MassDOT the flowchart attached hereto as Figure 3-1.  
The purpose of the proposed flowchart was to outline the process for implementing 
the long-term improvements for the Rutherford Avenue corridor.  At this meeting, 
MassDOT informed the Proponent that MassDOT would convene an initial meeting 
between the stakeholders to maximize the likelihood of participation by all 
stakeholders. 
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MassDOT met again with the Proponent on May 6, 2015 and on June 1, 2015, 
MassDOT convened the initial meeting.  This meeting was attended by 
representatives from MassDOT, MEPA, Energy and Environmental Affairs, MGC, 
City of Everett, City of Somerville, and the Proponent.   

At this initial meeting on June 1st, the Secretary of Transportation made a brief 
statement noting that Sullivan Square/Rutherford Avenue has been a problem for a 
long time and improvements are made more urgent by the Project.  The Secretary 
observed that she would continue to encourage attendance by all stakeholders.   

A number of productive suggestions were made during the meeting, including the 
use of a third-party facilitator to further the planning process and reconcile the 
different data sets relative to the intersection.  The Mayor of Everett and 
representatives from the City of Somerville opined that future development in their 
respective cities is facilitated by viable long-term improvements to the corridor.  The 
Mayor of Everett strongly encouraged participation by all parties. 

Immediately following the meeting, the City of Boston issued a statement citing the 
litigation between the City of Boston and the MGC as the reason why the City of 
Boston failed to attend the meeting scheduled by the Secretary of Transportation. 

On June 10, 2015, at the request of the Proponent, the Proponent met with the 
Mayor of Boston, his legal counsel and the Deputy Commissioner of the Boston 
Transportation Department.  At this meeting, the Proponent sought to encourage the 
Mayor to permit representatives from the Boston Transportation Department to 
participate in the planning process for the long-term improvements for the 
Rutherford Avenue corridor, as convened by the Secretary of Transportation.  In 
response, the Mayor’s counsel stated that the City of Boston was constrained from 
participating due to the pending litigation that the City of Boston had instituted 
against the MGC.  The Proponent suggested that all parties could participate without 
compromising their respective claims against the other participants.   

Following the meeting, the Proponent sent an e-mail to the Mayor’s counsel 
proposing an agreement that would enable all stakeholders, including the City of 
Boston, to participate in the meetings without compromising their respective claims.  
The Proponent did not receive a response to this e-mail. 

On June 18, 2015, at the request of the Proponent, the Proponent met again with 
the Mayor of Boston.  At this meeting, Proponent suggested funding mechanisms for 
the long-term improvements and reiterated its commitment to meet with the Boston 
Transportation Department at any time to discuss the Proponent’s mitigation for 
Sullivan Square/Rutherford Avenue or the long-term planning process for the 
Rutherford Avenue corridor.  
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As of the date of this filing, despite the Proponent’s efforts, the City of Boston has 
declined to participate in any new discussions regarding the long-term planning 
process for the Rutherford Avenue corridor.   

As the SFEIR Certificate observes, the long-term planning process is dependent on 
the active and constructive participation by all of the participants.  At this juncture, 
the City of Boston has declined to participate thereby thwarting the efforts of the 
Secretary of Transportation and the stakeholders to advance the planning process.  
Notwithstanding, following the filing of this SSFEIR, the Proponent remains willing 
to meet with, or without, the City of Boston to advance the planning process and 
will continue to reach out to the City of Boston and other stakeholders and 
interested community members accordingly.   

3.3 PROPOSED PROJECT MITIGATION – SULLIVAN SQUARE 

The Proponent has proposed mitigation at Sullivan Square that will provide short-term 
improvements to the area while the Leadership Coalition is working on the long-term 
solution for Sullivan Square.  The Secretary’s scope outlined specific areas of concern 
regarding this mitigation, and they are addressed in the sections that follow. 

3.3.1 USE OF SYNCHRO AND VISSIM   

The FEIR and SFEIR relied on Trafficware’s Synchro (version 8) software package 
(the “Synchro”) to calculate the average delay and associated Level of Service 
(“LOS”).  The Synchro software is based on the traffic operational analysis 
methodology of the Transportation Research Board’s (TRB’s) 2000 Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM), which is the methodology prescribed by MassDOT for the 
analysis of signalized and unsignalized intersections. 

The second type of microsimulation software is VISSIM.  VISSIM provides both a 
visual and analytical representation of traffic.  It is typically used to model complex 
geometric configurations at signalized intersections to supplement other software 
models like Synchro. 

3.3.2 CAPACITY ANALYSIS AND QUEUE METHODOLOGIES 

Synchro and SimTraffic 

The criterion for evaluating traffic operations is LOS which is determined by 
assessing the average delay incurred by vehicles at intersections and along 
intersection approaches.  

To determine whether a Project impact on a potentially affected road will be 
effectively mitigated, the Proponent compared the LOS for the No Build Condition 
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(2023) and Build with Mitigation Condition.  If the overall LOS in the Build with 
Mitigation Condition is the same as or better than in the No Build Condition, the 
Project’s impacts on that potentially affected road are considered to be mitigated 
effectively consistent with the procedures outlined in the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers’ (ITE’s) Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development.1

LOS designations are based on the average delay per vehicle for all vehicles 
entering an intersection.  Table 3-1 displays the intersection LOS criteria.  LOS A 
indicates the most favorable condition, with minimum traffic delay, while LOS F 
represents the condition with the most significant traffic delay.  LOS D or better is 
typically considered acceptable in an urban area.

  The 
volume-to-capacity (“v/c”) ratio is a measure of congestion at an intersection 
approach.  A v/c ratio of one or greater indicates that the traffic volume on the 
intersection approach exceeds capacity.  

2

 Table 3-1: Intersection Level of Service (LOS) Criteria 

  However, LOS E or F is often 
typical for a stop-controlled minor street that intersects a major roadway.  

Level of Service 
(LOS) 

Average Stopped Delay 
(seconds/vehicle) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

Unsignalized Intersection 

A ≤10 ≤10 
B >10 and ≤20 >10 and ≤15 
C >20 and ≤35 >15 and ≤25 
D >35 and ≤55 >25 and ≤35 
E >55 and ≤80 >35 and ≤50 
F >80 >50 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2010. 
  

SimTraffic is companion software to Synchro.  It provides a microsimulation of 
traffic, allowing the generation of reports of the simulations runs, including queue 
lengths over time.  During the Proponent’s post-FEIR consultation with MassDOT, 
MassDOT requested that the Proponent use SimTraffic, rather than Synchro, to 
determine vehicle queue lengths in the Study Area.  Accordingly, the Proponent has 
used SimTraffic simulation to generate 50th and 95th percentile queues for each 
signalized location in the Study Area.  The results have been provided to and 
reviewed by MassDOT. 

The 50th percentile queue length, measured in feet, represents the average extent of 
the vehicle queue (to the last stopped vehicle) from the stop line during 50% of all 

                                                 
1 Institute of Transportation Engineers, Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development (Washington 
D.C., 2005). 
2 MassDOT, Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines, March 13, 2014. 
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signal cycles.  The 50th percentile queue will be seen during most cycles.  The 
queue would be this long about 50% of the time, typically during off-peak hours. 

The 95th percentile queue length, measured in feet, represents the farthest extent of 
the vehicle queue (to the last stopped vehicle) from the stop line during the 5% of 
signal cycles with the longest queues.  The 95th percentile queue will not be seen 
during most cycles. In other words, the queue would be this long only 5% of the 
time, typically during peak hours. 

To generate the SimTraffic queue outputs, the program seeded the network for a 
total of 15 minutes, and simulated the network for a one-hour duration, per 
MassDOT’s A Guide on Traffic Analysis Tools, updated October 5, 2012.  For the 
current analyses, each simulation was run five times.  The averages of the five runs 
for both 50th and 95th percentile queues are reported in the capacity analysis 
summary tables.  

3.3.3 UPDATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

The volume network inaccuracies in the Sullivan Square graphics contained in the 
SFEIR have been corrected.  There were missing background trips throughout the 
roadway network, which have been added to the networks.  The volume figures 
provided in the SFEIR have been revised to indicate the correct entering and exiting 
volumes of the rotary.  The reported volumes at Alford Street and Main Street have 
also been updated.  

In addition, the City of Boston requested that a.m. peak hour volumes be provided. 
Twelve-hour counts were conducted from 7:00 a.m. – 7:00 p.m. and the a.m. peak 
volumes were gathered.  Within these periods, the Friday a.m. peak hour occurs 
between 8:00-9:00 a.m.   

Volume diagrams for Sullivan Square in the Existing (2014) Friday a.m., Friday p.m., 
and Saturday afternoon peak hours are shown in Figure 3-2, Figure 3-3, and Figure 
3-4, respectively.  The No Build (2023) Friday a.m., Friday p.m., and Saturday 
afternoon peak hour volumes at Sullivan Square are shown in Figure 3-5, Figure 3-6, 
and Figure 3-7, respectively.  The Project-generated trips for the Friday a.m. peak 
hour are shown in Figure 3-8.  The Project-generated trips for the Friday p.m. peak 
hour are shown in Figure 3-9, and the Saturday afternoon peak hour Project-
generated trips are shown in Figure 3-10.  The Friday p.m. “real” peak hour project-
generated trips are shown in Figure 3-11.  The Build (2023) Friday a.m., Friday p.m., 
and Saturday afternoon peak hour volumes, which add the updated Project-
generated trips to the No Build volumes, are shown in Figure 3-12, Figure 3-13, and 
Figure 3-14, respectively.  The Build (2023) Friday p.m. “real” peak hour volumes 
are shown in Figure 3-15.  Traffic volumes in the Build (2023) Condition with 
Mitigation for the Friday a.m. peak hour, Friday p.m. peak hour, Saturday afternoon 



 Wynn Resort in Everett                            Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 
 

 Traffic and Transportation 
 3-6 

peak hour, and Friday “real” peak hour are shown in Figure 3-16, Figure 3-17, 
Figure 3-18, and Figure 3-19, respectively. 

3.3.4 A.M. PEAK HOUR ANALYSIS 

Per the request by the City of Boston, the Proponent has analyzed (a) the current 
a.m. peak hour traffic operations on the potentially affected roads in the Sullivan 
Square study area, (b) the anticipated traffic operations in the Sullivan Square study 
area in the future without the Project (the No Build Condition); (c) the anticipated 
traffic operations in the Sullivan Square study area with the Project (the Build 
Condition); and (d) the anticipated traffic operations in the Sullivan Square study 
area with the Project and the traffic mitigation measures the Proponent proposes 
(the Build with Mitigation Condition). 

Capacity analysis summary tables (CASTs) are provided in Table 3-2. The CASTs 
provide the operations summary (including LOS, delay, volume to capacity (v/c) 
ratio, and 50th/95th percentile queue lengths) for the Friday a.m. peak hour. 
Detailed Synchro outputs are provided in Appendix D. 

Existing Conditions 

During the Friday a.m. peak hour, all intersections operate at an acceptable overall 
LOS D or better under existing conditions; however, there are two approaches at 
Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street that operate at LOS E .  The 
Maffa Way eastbound through lanes and the Alford Street southbound left-turn lanes 
operate at LOS E.  Heavy delays along these approaches are due to high commuter 
traffic in the a.m. peak hour compared to the amount of green time provided for 
those movements.  

No Build Conditions 

Under the No Build Conditions, in the Friday a.m. peak hour, the overall LOS at 
Cambridge Street/I-93 Northbound off-Ramp and Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge 
Street/Alford Street will worsen due to the addition of background traffic after 
completion of future developments.  

At Cambridge Street/I-93 Northbound off-Ramp, the overall LOS will worsen from 
LOS C to LOS E under the No Build Conditions after completion of future 
developments.  This is due to the additional background traffic using the I-93 
Northbound off-ramp northbound right-turn lane, which will cause its LOS to 
worsen from LOS D to LOS F.  

At Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street, the overall LOS worsens 
from LOS D to LOS F under No Build Conditions.  This is due to additional 
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background traffic using both the Maffa Way eastbound through lanes and the 
Alford Street southbound left-turn lanes, which will cause those lane groups’ LOS to 
worsen from LOS E to LOS F.  

Build Conditions 

Under the Build Conditions during the Friday a.m. peak hour, the overall LOS at 
Cambridge Street/I-93 Northbound off-ramp will worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and 
Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street will continue to operate at 
LOS F with the addition of Project-generated traffic. 

At Cambridge Street/I-93 Northbound off ramp, the overall LOS will worsen from 
LOS E to LOS F, after the addition of Project-generated trips.  This is due to the 
additional trips turning right from the I-93 Northbound off-ramp northbound 
approach as well as additional traffic on the Cambridge Street eastbound and 
westbound approaches.  

At Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street will continue to operate at 
LOS F, after the addition of Project-generated trips.  The Cambridge Street 
northbound approach will worsen from LOS D to LOS E. 

Build Mitigated Conditions 

Under Build Mitigated Conditions, all of the study area intersections are improved 
during the Friday a.m. peak hour.  The only signalized intersection in Sullivan 
Square, Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street will be significantly 
improved by the implementation of the improvements.  Main Street/Maffa 
Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street will continue to operate at an overall LOS F, but 
the overall delay is reduced by approximately 35 seconds during the Friday a.m. 
peak hour after completion of the proposed reconstruction.  The Maffa Way 
eastbound approach will continue to operate at LOS F, but the delay to the Maffa 
Way eastbound approach is approximately 45 seconds less during the Friday a.m. 
peak hour.  The Alford Street southbound approach will continue to operate at LOS 
F, but the delay will be approximately 62 seconds less following the construction of 
the proposed improvements during the Friday a.m. peak hour.  

The intersection of Cambridge Street/I-93 Northbound off-ramp will improve from 
LOS E under No Build (2023) conditions to LOS C in the Build Mitigated (2023) 
conditions. 

3.3.5 CONCLUSIONS 

The proposed improvements at Sullivan Square will improve traffic operations in the 
a.m. peak hour as well as at other times of day as analyzed in the SFEIR.  Traffic 
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operations at the two existing signalized intersections, Main Street/Maffa 
Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street and Cambridge Street/I-93 Northbound off-ramp 
will both be improved.  These improvements will provide short-term relief to the 
existing traffic situation while the cities of Boston, Everett, and Somerville, 
MassDOT, and the Proponent work together toward a long-term solution for 
Sullivan Square. 

. 
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Table 3-2: Capacity Analysis Summary, Friday a.m. Peak Hour, Sullivan Square, Boston 

Intersection 

Existing (2014) Conditions No Build (2023) Conditions Build (2023) Conditions Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

52. (S) Cambridge Street/I-93 NB off-
Ramp/Sullivan Station C 22.5         E 66.8         F 92.7         C 29.6         

 Cambridge Street EB thru | thru B 11.1 0.31 108 198 590 B 13.6 0.39 129 207 590 B 13.6 0.40 126 204 590 B 18.9 0.40 179 304 590 
 Cambridge Street WB thru | thru B 11.3 0.34 96 188 475 B 13.4 0.38 117 236 475 B 13.4 0.38 113 227 475 C 29.0 0.45 160 251 158 
 I-93 NB ramp NB left C 27.9 0.54 113 208 >800 C 26.7 0.52 411 700 >800 C 26.7 0.52 490 640 >800 - - - - - - 
 I-93 NB ramp NB left/right - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - D 36.3 0.80 245 361 >800 
 I-93 NB ramp NB right D 51.8 0.90 169 291 >800 F 195.9 1.33 479 623 >800 F 267.5 1.50 519 557 >800 D 39.1 0.82 172 287 >800 
 Sullivan Station Bus Driveway SB right - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - D 48.5 0.01 9 33   
53a. (S) Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge 

Street/Alford Street D 51.3         F 109.2         F 121.0         F 86.7         

 Maffa EB thru | thru | thru E  72.4 1.03 483 541 >800 F 144.1 1.22 507 529 >800 F 164.5 1.26 507 528 >800 - - - - - - 
 Maffa EB thru | thru | thru/right - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - F 98.5 1.12 276 287 215 
 Maffa EB right C 29.7 0.16 113 282 195 C 30.0 0.19 176 341 195 C 30.0 0.19 178 344 195 - - - - - - 
 Cambridge NB right | right D 36.9 0.80 179 255 485 D 47.3 0.92 201 257 485 E 61.0 0.99 207 256 485 D 36.9 0.70 122 122 290 
 Alford SB left | left E 60.4 0.79 162 240 330 F 219.6 1.34 388 532 330 F 219.6 1.34 412 526 330 F 157.0 1.21 449 449 700 
 Alford SB thru | thru B 12.5 0.29 130 202 330 B 12.8 0.32 278 541 330 B 12.8 0.32 276 546 330 C 29.2 0.58 411 411 430 
                          
58. (U/S*) Cambridge Street/Spice 

Street/Sullivan Square Station Drive - -        - -        - -        A 9.2       

 Cambridge EB left - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 4.9 0.47 84 161 175 
 Cambridge EB thru |thru/right A 1.2 0.30 37 118 175 A 1.3 0.44 47 131 175 A 1.2 0.47 59 160 175 A 3.1 0.38 34 108 175 
 Cambridge WB left/thru | thru/right A 0.5 0.20 11 50 210 A 0.7 0.22 20 89 210 A 0.7 0.22 16 80 210 A 4.4 0.49 45 110 210 
 Spice NB left/thru/right C 19.7 0.12 15 44 465 C 17.6 0.25 28 57 465 C 19.4 0.28 33 67 465 D 42.0 0.08 33 69 465 
 Sullivan Square Station SB left/thru/right C 18.8 0.02 0 4 100 C 23.1 0.02 0 4 100 C 24.8 0.02 1 7 100 E 62.2 0.16 35 74 350 
                          
59. (S) Maffa Way/Beacham Street Ext                                     A 9.3         
 Maffa EB left/thru | thru | thru/right - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - B 8.2 0.78 306 328 300 
 Beacham NB thru/right - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 19.9 0.56 108 210 115 
                          
60. (S) Main Street/Beacham Street                                     A 5.8         
 Main WB thru | thru  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 7.1 0.45 108 184 >800 
 Beacham Extension NB left - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 0.2 0.07 33 85 115 
 Beacham Extension NB left/thru - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 0.2 0.07 36 95 115 
                          
61. (S) Maffa Street/MBTA Bus Only Lane                                     A 5.9         
 Maffa EB thru | thru | thru/right - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 5.3 0.64 148 171 >800 
 Bus Only NB right                                  A 20.8 0.05 70 125 150 
 Bus Only SB thru - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - D 27.4 0.57 53 116 115 
                          
62. (U)Spice Street/D Street                                     A 8.8         
 D Street EB left/thru - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 0.0 0.00 0 0 380 
 D Street WB thru/right  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 0.0 0.00 0 0 400 
 Spice Street SB left/right - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 8.8 0.28 41 61 450 
                          
63. (U) D Street/Rutherford Avenue                                     A 5.3         
 D Street EB right - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - E 38.8 0.72 65 113 380 
 Rutherford SB thru| thru/right - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 0.0 0.61 0 0 280 
                          
1. Queue shown is the longest reported average for the movement/approach. Queues derived from average of five SimTraffic simulations. 
(S) signalized intersection (U) unsignalized intersection 
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3.4 CITY OF MEDFORD 

3.4.1 MYSTIC VALLEY PARKWAY (ROUTE 16)/I-93 EXIT 31 

The intersections of Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Avenue (Route 
38)/Harvard Street and Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Route 16 Connector are 
closely spaced signalized intersections located approximately 350 feet apart.  Due 
to the proximity of the intersections, they operate on the same signal controller; the 
operations at one intersection are generally impacted by the other intersection.   

In the SFEIR, the Proponent proposed adjusting signal timing at these intersections 
in the Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions.  The SSFEIR proposes signal phasing 
changes that will further improve traffic operations by allowing more vehicles to 
move through the intersection at once.  The existing signal phasing separates the 
Harvard Street eastbound and Mystic Valley Parkway westbound movements, which 
allows for conflict-free left turns from Mystic Valley Parkway westbound onto Mystic 
Avenue (Route 38).  However, this phasing limits the amount of green time that the 
Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) westbound through movements receive, since 
these vehicles receive a red light when Harvard Street has a green light.  

The proposed phasing scheme maintains the same lane configuration as the existing 
conditions, and gives the Mystic Valley Parkway westbound left-turn lane a 
protected left turn phase, during which all lanes on Harvard Street receive a red 
light.  This is followed by a phase in which all Harvard Street eastbound and Mystic 
Valley Parkway (Route 16) westbound vehicles have a green light; Harvard Street 
eastbound and Mystic Valley Parkway westbound left-turning vehicles must yield to 
oncoming traffic.  Finally, the Mystic Valley Parkway westbound approach receives 
a red light, allowing for a brief period in which Harvard Street eastbound traffic, 
including left-turning vehicles, may proceed without conflict.  This phasing greatly 
improves operations for Mystic Valley Parkway westbound through and right-
turning vehicles and is beneficial to several other movements, without adding 
significant delay to the remaining movements.  The Proponent will continue to work 
with MassDOT, DCR, and the City of Medford to refine the improvements through 
the design process. 

For the reader’s convenience, the traffic volume figures are provided in this chapter. 
They have not changed since the filing of the SFEIR. Figure 3-20 and Figure 3-21 
show the Existing (2013) Conditions traffic volumes for the Friday p.m. and Saturday 
afternoon peak hours, respectively. No Build (2023) Conditions traffic volumes are 
shown in Figure 3-22 for the Friday p.m. peak hour and in Figure 3-23 for the 
Saturday afternoon peak hour. Project-generated vehicle trips are shown in Figure 3-
23 for the Friday p.m. peak hour, Figure 3-25 for the Saturday afternoon peak hour, 
and Figure 3-26 for the Friday p.m. “real” peak hour. Figure 3-27, Figure 3-28, and 
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Figure 3-29 show the Build (2023) Conditions traffic volumes for the Friday p.m., 
Saturday afternoon, and Friday p.m. “real” peak hours, respectively. 

3.4.1.1 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

Traffic operations under the Existing (2013) Conditions, No Build (2023) 
Conditions, and Build (2023) Conditions have not changed since filing 
the SFEIR.  The Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions analysis has 
been updated to reflect proposed additional mitigation at these 
locations, as described previously.   

Harvard Street/Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Avenue (Route 38) 

This intersection will continue to operate at LOS E overall but with 15 
seconds less overall delay under the Build Mitigated Conditions during 
the Friday p.m. peak hour as compared to the No Build Conditions.  
Two approaches will experience reductions in LOS compared to the No 
Build (2023) Conditions.  However, the phasing and timing changes 
result in less delay for other movements and thus, overall improvement 
at the intersection. 

The overall intersection LOS will improve from LOS E under No Build 
Conditions to LOS C under Build Mitigated Conditions in the Saturday 
afternoon peak hour. 

The overall intersection LOS will remain at LOS E during the Friday p.m. 
“real” peak hour under Build Mitigated Conditions, but motorists will 
experience approximately 17 seconds less delay on average as 
compared to No Build Conditions. 

Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Avenue (Route 38) 

At the intersection of Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Route 16 
Connector, the overall LOS will not change from the No Build (2023) 
Conditions to the Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions, remaining at 
LOS E in the Friday p.m. peak hour.  However, motorists will experience 
approximately 16 seconds less delay overall at the intersection once the 
improvements are in place. 

During the Saturday afternoon peak hour, the intersection will continue 
to operate at LOS D under the Build (2023) with Mitigation COnditons 
as compared to the No Build Conditions.  

The intersection will improve to LOS D under the Build (2023) with 
Mitigation Conditions, as compared to LOS E overall under the No Build 
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Conditions.  The Route 16 Connector southbound left-turn lanes do not 
improve in LOS, but the lane group’s delay is reduced by 8 - 66 seconds 
in each scenario.   

The Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions analysis shows that the 
proposed improvements generally improve traffic operations through the 
intersections compared to the No Build (2023) conditions.  Overall 
delay is generally reduced by at least 15 seconds, with the exception of 
the intersection of Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Route 16 connector 
in the Saturday afternoon peak hour, when delay increases by just over 
one second.  At the intersection of Harvard Street/Mystic Valley Parkway 
(Route 16)/Mystic Street (Route 38), the Mystic Avenue (Route 38) 
northbound and southbound approaches each operate better in the 
Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions than in the No Build (2023) 
Conditions in every scenario, improving access to the surrounding 
neighborhoods.  The proposed phasing changes and signal optimization 
mitigate the impact of Project traffic flowing through these intersections. 

The CASTs for the Friday p.m., Saturday afternoon, and Friday p.m. 
“real” peak hours are shown in Table 3-3, Table 3-4 and Table 3-5.  
Synchro output is included in Appendix E. 
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Table 3-3: Capacity Analysis Summary, Friday p.m. Peak Hour, Selected Intersections, Medford 

Intersection 

Existing (2013) Conditions No Build (2023) Conditions Build (2023) Conditions Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

38. (S) Harvard Street/Mystic Valley Parkway 
(Route 16)/ Mystic Avenue (Route 38) E 63.7 0.90 -- -- -- E 72.6 0.96 -- -- -- E 74.2 0.97 -- -- -- E 56.7 1.02 -- -- -- 

 Harvard EB left/thru | thru/right D 43.3 0.70 220 308 >800 D 44.6 0.75 225 315 >800 D 44.6 0.75 227 318 >800 E 60.3 0.92 445 659 >800 
 Route 16 WB left D 47.9 0.85 194 232 150 D 54.3 0.90 195 222 150 D 54.2 0.90 195 229 150 F 112.1 1.12 191 222 150 
 Route 16 WB thru D 54.8 0.91 274 286 250 E 65.3 0.97 274 288 250 E 65.2 0.97 273 286 250 B 14.3 0.59 243 351 250 
 Route 16 WB right D 48.3 0.31 78 147 250 D 42.8 0.38 79 151 250 D 42.7 0.39 83 156 250 A 4.1 0.35 62 161 250 
 Route 38 NB left E 67.3 0.68 90 152 75 E 70.5 0.72 93 152 75 E 70.5 0.72 98 152 75 E 59.6 0.62 90 159 75 
 Route 38 NB thru | thru/right E 77.3 0.98 225 382 >800 F 95.5 1.05 265 398 >800 F 95.5 1.05 265 418 >800 F 95.5 1.05 319 530 >800 
 Route 38 SB left F 213.9 1.26 154 182 110 F 262.8 1.38 159 162 110 F 285.3 1.43 159 162 110 D 48.1 0.62 125 175 110 
 Route 38 SB thru | thru/right D 42.2 0.34 459 856 >800 D 42.8 0.38 618 1053 >800 D 42.8 0.38 693 1114 >800 C 32.5 0.26 136 266 >800 
                          
39. (S) Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 
16)/Route 16 Connector D 42.5 0.73 -- -- -- E 72.1 0.84 -- -- -- F 90.8 0.88 -- -- -- E 56.0 0.88 -- -- -- 

 Route 16 EB thru | thru B 12.7 0.44 120 166 300 B 13.9 0.48 130 176 300 B 14.3 0.48 129 180 300 C 25.3 0.60 248 344 300 
 Route 16 WB thru | thru B 13.9 0.42 720 987 >800 B 14.5 0.47 813 1060 >800 B 14.6 0.48 790 956 >800 C 23.4 0.58 360 481 >800 
 Route 16 Connector SB left | left F 91.4 1.08 387 433 >800 F 169.2 1.27 398 437 >800 F 212.6 1.37 399 428 >800 F 107.4 1.14 270 364 >800 
 Route 16 Connector SB right D 35.1 0.57 235 342 >800 D 38.6 0.68 214 324 >800 D 38.8 0.68 196 282 >800 C 31.1 0.62 260 449 >800 
                          

 

Table 3-4: Capacity Analysis Summary, Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour, Selected Intersections, Medford 

Intersection 

Existing (2013) Conditions No Build (2023) Conditions Build (2023) Conditions Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

38. (S) Harvard Street/Mystic Valley Parkway 
(Route 16)/ Mystic Avenue (Route 38) E 56.3 0.72 -- -- -- E 55.4 0.76 -- -- -- E 57.2 0.76 -- -- -- C 34.0 0.78 -- -- -- 

 Harvard EB left/thru | thru/right D 40.5 0.59 169 247 >800 D 41.2 0.62 169 241 >800 D 41.2 0.62 175 250 >800 D 45.6 0.73 183 286 >800 
 Route 16 WB left D 42.7 0.81 194 231 150 D 49.1 0.87 188 247 150 D 49.0 0.87 194 228 150 D 53.5 0.95 167 230 150 
 Route 16 WB thru D 53.9 0.91 274 285 250 E 69.2 0.98 273 288 250 E 69.1 0.98 274 285 250 B 12.8 0.57 184 315 250 
 Route 16 WB right D 42.7 0.27 70 146 250 D 38.9 0.34 66 138 250 D 39.3 0.35 74 155 250 A 2.5 0.24 33 105 250 
 Route 38 NB left E 62.9 0.59 54 107 75 E 66.4 0.63 55 108 75 E 66.4 0.63 66 123 75 E 66.4 0.63 47 108 75 
 Route 38 NB thru | thru/right D 43.3 0.38 92 156 >800 D 44.3 0.44 100 170 >800 D 44.3 0.44 101 167 >800 D 46.6 0.48 92 164 >800 
 Route 38 SB left F 219.2 1.27 120 171 110 F 169.3 1.13 136 188 110 F 193.4 1.20 151 183 110 D 46.4 0.55 111 166 110 
 Route 38 SB thru | thru/right D 40.9 0.36 164 373 >800 D 40.5 0.32 239 554 >800 D 40.5 0.32 341 651 >800 C 31.9 0.23 100 182 >800 
                          
39. (S) Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 
16)/Route 16 Connector C 30.5 0.72 -- -- -- D 38.1 0.74 -- -- -- E 55.4 0.79 -- -- -- D 39.2 0.79 -- -- -- 

 Route 16 EB thru | thru B 13.2 0.37 95 139 300 B 12.0 0.36 96 141 300 B 12.4 0.37 102 140 300 B 17.3 0.43 139 224 300 
 Route 16 WB thru | thru B 14.6 0.48 403 513 >800 B 14.5 0.47 906 1249 >800 B 14.5 0.47 766 1031 >800 C 21.1 0.55 323 471 >800 
 Route 16 Connector SB left | left E 57.3 0.96 265 334 >800 E 78.0 1.04 377 447 >800 F 121.2 1.16 398 430 >800 E 69.6 1.02 286 358 >800 
 Route 16 Connector SB right D 35.9 0.60 216 320 >800 D 35.8 0.60 237 338 >800 D 35.9 0.60 205 291 >800 C 31.9 0.58 197 326 >800 
                          

 

  



 

 Traffic and Transportation 
 3-14 

Table 3-5: Capacity Analysis Summary, Friday p.m. “Real” Peak Hour, Selected Intersections, Medford 

Intersection 

Existing (2013) Conditions No Build (2023) Conditions Build (2023) Conditions Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

LOS Delay 
(s) V/C 

50% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

95% 
Queue 
Length1 

(ft) 

Storage 
Area 
(ft) 

38. (S) Harvard Street/Mystic Valley Parkway 
(Route 16)/ Mystic Avenue (Route 38) E 63.7 0.90 -- -- -- E 72.6 0.96 -- -- -- E 73.4 0.96 -- -- -- E 54.9 1.00 -- -- -- 

 Harvard EB left/thru | thru/right D 43.3 0.70 220 308 >800 D 44.6 0.75 225 315 >800 D 44.6 0.75 228 326 >800 E 60.3 0.92 368 593 >800 
 Route 16 WB left D 47.9 0.85 194 232 150 D 54.3 0.90 195 222 150 D 54.2 0.90 194 231 150 F 96.3 1.08 191 219 150 
 Route 16 WB thru D 54.8 0.91 274 286 250 E 65.3 0.97 274 288 250 E 65.3 0.97 274 290 250 B 13.9 0.58 241 348 250 
 Route 16 WB right D 48.3 0.31 78 147 250 D 42.8 0.38 79 151 250 D 42.7 0.39 94 186 250 A 4.2 0.35 63 172 250 
 Route 38 NB left E 67.3 0.68 90 152 75 E 70.5 0.72 93 152 75 E 70.5 0.72 98 154 75 E 59.6 0.62 86 158 75 
 Route 38 NB thru | thru/right E 77.3 0.98 225 382 >800 F 95.5 1.05 265 398 >800 F 95.5 1.05 245 389 >800 F 95.5 1.05 258 410 >800 
 Route 38 SB left F 213.9 1.26 154 182 110 F 262.8 1.38 159 162 110 F 274.0 1.41 159 164 110 D 49.5 0.64 124 175 110 
 Route 38 SB thru | thru/right D 42.2 0.34 459 856 >800 D 42.8 0.38 618 1053 >800 D 42.8 0.38 560 922 >800 C 33.3 0.27 114 217 >800 
                          
39. (S) Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 
16)/Route 16 Connector D 45.5 0.73 -- -- -- E 72.1 0.84 -- -- -- F 82.5 0.86 -- -- -- D 53.8 0.86 -- -- -- 

 Route 16 EB thru | thru B 12.7 0.44 120 166 300 B 13.9 0.48 130 176 300 B 14.1 0.48 124 174 300 C 24.7 0.58 235 336 300 
 Route 16 WB thru | thru B 13.9 0.42 720 987 >800 B 14.5 0.47 813 1060 >800 B 14.6 0.47 762 981 >800 C 22.6 0.57 345 474 >800 
 Route 16 Connector SB left | left F 91.4 1.08 387 433 >800 F 169.2 1.27 398 437 >800 F 193.7 1.33 384 445 >800 F 103.5 1.12 259 260 >800 
 Route 16 Connector SB right D 35.1 0.57 235 342 >800 D 38.6 0.68 214 324 >800 D 38.8 0.68 213 315 >800 C 32.0 0.63 247 423 >800 
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3.4.2 VISSIM MODEL FOR WELLINGTON CIRCLE 

Wellington Circle consists of three signalized intersections: Route 16 at Fellsway 
(Route 28) Southbound (Wellington Circle West), Route 16 at Fellsway (Route 28) 
Northbound (Wellington Circle East), and Middlesex Avenue at the Fellsway (Route 
28) (Wellington Circle North).  Wellington Circle currently operates with moderate 
congestion and queuing under the existing conditions, most notably along the 
Fellsway (Route 28) northbound and the Route 16 westbound approaches.  The 
VISSIM model provides output for the three signalized intersections within 
Wellington Circle.  Operations at each intersection within Wellington Circle are 
described in the following paragraphs. 

Wellington Circle West –This intersection is expected to operate at an overall LOS 
D during the Friday p.m. “real” peak hour under Build with Mitigation conditions 
based on the Synchro analysis.  The Route 16 eastbound approach is expected to 
operate at LOS E and the Fellsway (Route 28) southbound approach at LOS F.  The 
VISSIM results indicate that the overall LOS at this intersection will be LOS E, with 
the Route 16 eastbound approach operating at LOS F and the Fellsway southbound 
left-turn and through movements operating at LOS F and LOS E, respectively.  The 
VISSIM model projects longer average queue lengths than the Synchro analysis 
does. 

Wellington Circle East – This intersection is expected to operate at an overall LOS 
D during the Friday p.m. “real” peak hour under Build with Mitigation conditions, 
with some movements along the westbound approach and the northbound 
approach operating at LOS E and LOS F.  This intersection currently experiences 
levels of congestion along all approaches and is currently operating at or near its 
operating capacity.  The VISSIM and Synchro results are consistent, with both 
analyses showing overall operations at LOS D.  Both models also show that the 
Fellsway (Route 28) northbound and Route 16 eastbound movements experience 
the highest delays at the intersection. 

Wellington Circle North – This intersection is expected to operate at an overall LOS 
B during the Friday p.m. “real” peak hour under Build with Mitigation conditions.  
Both models show that this intersection operates below capacity with little delay.  
Both models also show that the Middlesex Avenue approach will experience the 
most delay at the intersection and operate at a LOS D. 

The VISSIM model shows some benefit to the additional through lanes along both 
directions of Route 16 and the Fellsway (Route 28) northbound, although operations 
at Wellington Circle will remain congested and will continue to experience some 
level of queuing.  As MassDOT noted in their comment letter on the FEIR, the 
proposed improvements generally return LOS and delay to pre-existing conditions.  
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The Proponent has committed to provide funding for a study of long-term 
alternatives at Wellington Circle. 

Table 3-6 shows a comparison between the Friday p.m. peak hour Build with 
Mitigation Conditions analysis as reported by VISSIM and Synchro. 

3.4.3 CONCLUSIONS 

The Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions analysis shows that the proposed 
improvements generally improve traffic operations through the intersections 
compared to the No Build (2023) conditions.  The proposed phasing changes and 
signal optimization mitigate the impact of Project traffic flowing through these 
intersections. 
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Table 3-6: Capacity Analysis Comparison, Build (2023) with Mitigation Conditions, Friday p.m. 
Peak Hour, Wellington Circle, Medford 

Movement VISSIM Analysis Synchro Analysis 

 Observed 
Volume 

Average 
Delay (s) 

L
O
S 

Average 
Queue 

(ft) 

Input 
Volume 

Average 
Delay (s) 

L
O
S 

Average 
Queue 

(ft) 
Wellington Circle West 
Overall -- 75.0 E -- -- 50.0 D -- 

Rte. 16 EB left 71 552.0 F 1213.5 
1925 

65.5 E 343.0 Rte. 16 EB thru 437 144.9 F 1372.5 
Rte. 16 EB right 44 66.1 E 1347.8 169 
Rte. 16 WB u-turn 34 48.9 D 210.0 100 

48.2 D 338.0 
Rte. 16 WB left 468 55.1 E 210.0 1136 
Rte. 16 WB thru 716 9.9 A 80.7 1688 5.7 A 71.0 
Fellsway SB left 226 156.2 F 1121.3 597 48.0 D 142.0 
Fellsway SB thru 210 68.2 E 567.1 483 

86.6 F 212.0 
Fellsway SB right 34 18.0 B 34.2 71 
Middlesex SB left to 
Fellsway SB 150 59.3 E 202.4 144 

96.4 F 122.0 Middlesex SB left to 16 EB 44 101.7 F 202.4 323 
Middlesex SB thru to 16 
WB 43 50.0 D 202.4 85 

Wellington Circle East 
Overall -- 40.4 D -- -- 40.0 D -- 

Rte. 16 EB left to Fellsway 10 376.9 F 182.2 74 
64.2 E 124.0 

Rte. 16 EB left to Middlesex 58 392.8 F 182.2 258 
Rte. 16 EB thru 733 10.1 B 201.8 2452 9.0 A 161.0 
Rte. 16 EB left 504 95.2 F 1129.9 

2512 36.6 
91.7 D 406.0 

Rte. 16 WB thru 548 30.3 C 434.3 
Rte. 16 WB right to 
Fellsway 270 18.3 B 404.8 594 

 
26.9 F 491.0 

Rte. 16 WB right to 
Middlesex 37 15.6 B 404.8 76 

Fellsway NB left to 16 WB 155 60.7 E 1524.3 479  C 131.0 
Fellsway NB thru 555 65.5 E 1524.3 1023 44.9 D 355.0 
Fellsway NB thru to 
Middlesex 341 51.6 D 1524.3 613 80.1 F 462.0 

Fellsway NB right 700 13.7 B 1231.3 1223 55.0 E 477.0 
Wellington Circle North 
Overall -- 18.3 B -- -- 15.1 B -- 

Fellsway NB thru 829 8.5 A 269.3 1578 5.6 A 122.0 
Middlesex SB thru 247 52.1 D 392.1 529 36.9 D 118.0 
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Sullivan Square and Rutherford Avenue Improvement Project
Draft Timeline April 12, 2015

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24 Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31 Q32 Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36

Formation of Leadership Coalition MEPA EIR Process Final Design Process MDOT Approval Construction
Selection of Designer Federal Highway Process Construction Documents City of Boston Approval Traffic Management Plan
Establishment of Coalition Meetings Various Other Approvals Mitigation Plan
Establishment of Public Engagement Contractor Qualification
Consensus on Concept Plan Agreement on Funding Bidding
MOU on Concept Plan Contract Negotiation 

Contract Award
Labor Agreement

Coalition Members:

Federal - Elected Leadership (House and Senate), FHWA
State - Elected Leadership (Governor, House, and Senate), Appointed Leadership (Cabinet), MDOT, DEP
Local - Elected Leadership (Mayors and City Counselors) and staff from Boston, Somerville, Everett, Medford, and Cambridge

Stakeholders:

Residents, Commuters, and Businesses

Year 7 Year 8 Year 9

Construction Permitting

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

Leadership Coalition

Environmental Permitting

Funding Allocation

Final Design

Procurement

Construction

Concept Design

Stakeholder Buy In

Figure 3-1
Sullivan Square-Rutherford Avenue Long-term Improvement Project Timeline

Source: Dirigo Group, 2015
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Figure 3-2
Existing (2014) Conditions Friday a.m. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (8:00-9:00 a.m.), Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-3
Existing (2014) Conditions Friday p.m. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (4:30-5:30 p.m.), Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-4
Existing (2014) Conditions Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (2:45-3:45 p.m.), Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-5
No Build (2023) Conditions Friday a.m. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-6
No Build (2023) Conditions Friday p.m. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3-7
No Build (2023) Conditions Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-8
Friday a.m. Peak Hour Project-generated Trips, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3-9
Friday p.m. Peak Hour Project-generated Trips, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3-10
Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour Project-generated Trips, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3-11
Friday p.m. “Real” Peak Hour Project-generated Trips, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-12
Build (2023) Conditions Friday a.m. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3-13
Build (2023) Conditions Friday p.m. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3-14
Build (2023) Conditions Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3-15
Build (2023) Conditions Friday p.m. “Real” Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3-16
Build Mitigated (2023) Conditions Friday a.m. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3-17
 Build Mitigated (2023) Conditions Friday p.m. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 3-18
 Build Mitigated (2023) Conditions Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-19
 Build Mitigated (2023) Conditions Friday p.m. “Real” Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Sullivan Square Area, Boston

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-20
Existing (2013) Friday p.m. Peak Hour (4:30-5:30 p.m.) Traffic Volumes, Two Locations, Route 16, Medford

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-21
Existing (2013) Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour (2:45-3:45 p.m.) Traffic Volumes, Two Locations, Route 16, Medford

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-22
No Build (2023) Friday p.m. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Two Locations, Route 16, Medford

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-23
No Build (2023) Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Two Locations, Route 16, Medford

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 

Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report

Not to 
scale.



Wynn Resort in Everett
Everett, Massachusetts

Wynn Resort in Everett

MYSTIC VALLEY PKWY.

ROUTE 16 SB CONNECTOR

HARVARD ST.

M
YSTIC AVE.

1020

7
7

7

7

39
38

Figure 3-24
Friday p.m. Peak Hour Project-generated Trips, Two Locations, Route 16, Medford

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-25
Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour Project-generated Trips, Two Locations, Route 16, Medford

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-26
Friday p.m. “Real” Peak Hour Project-generated Trips, Two Locations, Route 16, Medford

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-27
Build (2023) Friday p.m. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Two Locations, Route 16, Medford

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-28
Build (2023) Saturday Afternoon Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Two Locations, Route 16, Medford

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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Figure 3-29
Build (2023) Friday p.m. “Real” Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, Two Locations, Route 16, Medford

Source: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc., 2015 
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CHAPTER 4: MITIGATION MEASURES AND 

SECTION 61 FINDINGS 

4.1 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES 

As required by the Secretary’s Certificate, this chapter presents the revised mitigation 

commitments for the Project, including draft Section 61 findings for each state agency that 

will issue permits for the Project.  The sections below summarize the mitigation and 

enhancement measures associated with permits required from, or actions by, each state 

agency in text and tabular form. Draft Section 61 findings for those state agencies are 

provided in Section 4.3 below. 

In addition to the substantial mitigation and enhancement measures associated with state 

permits or actions, the Project also includes substantial benefits for the Project’s host, 

surrounding, and neighboring communities as described in Section 4.2.1. 

4.2 OVERVIEW OF MITIGATION PROPOSED FOR THE PROJECT 

The Project includes mitigation measures to enhance wetlands and waterways resources, 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions, water use, waste water, stormwater impacts and 

construction period impacts, and the remediation of contaminated soils itemized in Table 4-

1: Summary Table of All Proposed Project Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA, LLC, 

included in the Massachusetts Gaming Commission Draft Section 61 Finding in Section 

4.3.1. 

4.2.1 PUBLIC BENEFITS TO HOST, SURROUNDING AND NEIGHBORING 

COMMUNITIES 

4.2.1.1 PUBLIC BENEFITS TO THE HOST COMMUNITY 

As outlined in the Host Community Agreement, the Project will provide 

tens of millions of dollars in short term and long term revenues, 

construction as well as permanent jobs, and public realm improvements 

to the City of Everett and the region.  

Community Enhancement Fee 

The Proponent will, during the construction phase of the Project, 

provide the City of Everett with payments totaling Thirty Million Dollars 

($30,000,000) to be used for capital improvements projects identified by 

the City of Everett.   
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New Real and Personal Property Tax Revenue 

The Proponent will, after opening, provide the City of Everett with 

annual payments in lieu of real estate taxes starting at Twenty Million 

Dollars ($20,000,000), which will increase by two and one-half percent 

(2.5%) annually.  

Community Impact Fee   

The Proponent will, after opening, provide the City of Everett with 

annual community impact payments starting at Five Million Dollars 

($5,000,000), which will increase by two and one-half percent (2.5%) 

annually.  

Everett Citizens Foundation  

The Proponent will, after commencing construction, fund an Everett 

Citizens Foundation with annual payments starting at Two Hundred Fifty 

Thousand Dollars ($250,000), which will increase by two and one-half 

percent (2.5%) annually. The Everett Citizens Foundation will support 

and promote local groups, associations and programs with important city 

initiatives for the benefit of the City of Everett’s residents. 

Single Phase Construction   

The Proponent will construct the Project and open in a single phase 

ensuring that the City of Everett and the Commonwealth will benefit as 

soon as possible from the completion of the Project, and eliminating any 

risk that committed improvements are delayed. 

Tax Revenues  

The Project will generate significant new tax revenue at the state and 

local levels in the form of sales taxes, hotel taxes, food and beverage 

taxes, as well as the taxes on gross gaming revenues.    

New Jobs  

The Project will provide approximately 4,000 construction jobs and 

approximately 4,000 permanent resort jobs, the latter of which will 

encompass job categories such as hotel/resort personnel, facility 

employees, food and beverage employees, gaming employees, and 

management, and will include full job training, benefits and 

opportunities for career advancement. In accordance with the Host 

Community Agreement, and to the extent permitted by law, the 
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Proponent will give reasonable preference to properly qualified residents 

from the City of Everett. 

Support for Local Businesses  

The Proponent will make a good faith effort to use local contractors and 

suppliers for both construction and future operations, including actively 

soliciting bids from vendors based in the City of Everett and in 

coordination with the Everett Chamber of Commerce.  In accordance 

with the terms of the Host Community Agreement, the Proponent will 

also purchase and issue at least fifty thousand dollars ($50,000) in 

vouchers and gift certificates annually from businesses in the City of 

Everett.  The Proponent also intends to partner with the City of Everett 

and hotels, restaurants, entertainment venues and tourism organizations 

in the region to attract visitors and boost the local economy.   The 

Proponent has also agreed to use good faith efforts to purchase at least 

ten million ($10 million) per year of goods and services from vendors 

with a principal place of business in the City of Everett. 

Roadway Improvements  

The Project will provide significant transportation infrastructure 

improvements to the surrounding roadway network that will improve 

existing conditions and accommodate Project-generated trips.  Proposed 

infrastructure improvements are identified in Section 4.3.2 of this 

chapter. 

Public and Alternative Mode Transportation Enhancements  

The Project will utilize and enhance public transportation and 

alternative non-vehicular transportation resources in the area. The 

Project will provide enhancements including fixed-route shuttle bus 

service, new MBTA bus stops, a new water shuttle service, and bicycle 

and pedestrian amenities.   

Environmental Remediation 

Historic use of the Project Site as a chemical manufacturing plant has 

resulted in significant environmental contamination that has impeded 

redevelopment, leaving this large waterfront parcel, which is critical to 

the City of Everett’s development plans, blighted and vacant.  

Remediation activities conducted in accordance with the MCP, at an 

estimated cost of $22 to $31 million, will make the Project Site safe for 

beneficial reuse as a casino, retail, and public waterfront facility. 
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Open Space, Waterfront Access, and Shoreline Enhancement  

The Project will also revitalize the previously inaccessible and blighted 

Lower Broadway waterfront for public access, use and enjoyment.  

Planned improvements include significant open space and public 

amenities along the water’s edge, extending the existing waterfront trail, 

and creating pedestrian and bicycle connections between the DCR 

Gateway Park and the Lower Broadway District of the City of Everett.  A 

restored coastal bank and salt marsh will be part of the Project. 

City of Everett Infrastructure Improvements  

The Proponent has agreed to upgrade as necessary the streetscape, 

natural gas, water and sewer infrastructure, and other infrastructure as 

needed. 

Water Quality Improvements  

The Project will implement a comprehensive stormwater management 

plan which will lead to enhanced water quality in the City of Everett and 

the Mystic River.  

Support for Local Arts   

The Project will support the arts and local artists by periodically hosting 

or providing space for community shows, exhibits, concerts, and other 

local cultural and arts programs. Programming will be designed to be 

used and enjoyed by residents of the City of Everett, including in the 

Project’s new waterfront gathering spaces. 

4.2.1.2 PUBLIC BENEFITS TO SURROUNDING AND NEIGHBORING 

COMMUNITIES 

In accordance with the terms of the Gaming Act, the Proponent entered 

into surrounding community agreements with the City of Malden on 

November 12, 2013, the City of Medford on April 11, 2014, the City of 

Cambridge on April 22, 2014, and the City of Somerville on June 12, 

2014. The Proponent also entered into Neighboring Community 

Agreements with the City of Lynn and the City of Melrose on January 28, 

2014. The Chelsea Surrounding Community Agreement was established 

by arbitrator’s award on June 9, 2014. The Proponent designated the 

City of Boston as a “Surrounding Community,” however the City of 

Boston declined to participate in the arbitration process established 

pursuant to the terms of the Gaming Act, thereby relinquishing its 
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designation. As a result, the Proponent agreed to certain specified 

conditions in the Gaming License for the purpose of mitigating any 

adverse impacts to the City of Boston and, in particular, the Charlestown 

neighborhood.  

The host, surrounding and neighboring agreements may be found at 

http://massgaming.com/about/host-surrounding-

communities/surrounding-community-agreements/. A summary of 

mitigation measures included in the surrounding and neighboring 

communities follows. 

Malden Surrounding Community Agreement  

The Malden Surrounding Community Agreement recognizes the City of 

Malden’s role as a transportation hub for the Project and commits to 

mitigation in the form of funding to support transitional road 

improvements, subsidies for public safety (such as increased police, fire, 

traffic and public works personnel to maintain roadway safety) related to 

its role as a transportation hub, efforts to mitigate any adverse business 

impacts (such as agreements regarding good faith efforts to use local 

contractors, and a voucher/gift certificate program for the Proponent’s 

employees to incentivize patronage of Malden businesses), a job 

preference for residents of the City of Malden, a community fund to 

support nonprofit organizations, and funding for up to twenty-five 

percent (25%) of a concept design study for Wellington Circle. The 

Proponent has also agreed to use good faith efforts to purchase at least 

ten million dollars ($10 million) per year of goods and services from 

vendors with a principal place of business in the City of Malden. 

On November 20, 2014, the Proponent made its initial payment to the 

City of Malden in the amount of one million dollars ($1,000,000), and 

will make annual recurring payments, following the opening of the 

Project, to the City of Malden in the amount of one million dollars 

($1,000,000), which will increase by two and one-half percent (2.5%) 

annually with a further adjustment on the fifth (5th) annual payment. 

Medford Surrounding Community Agreement  

As with Malden, the Medford Surrounding Community Agreement 

recognizes Medford’s role as a transportation hub for the Project and 

commits mitigation in the form of funding to support transitional road 

improvements, subsidies for public safety (such as increased police, fire, 

traffic and public works personnel to maintain roadway safety), efforts to 

mitigate any adverse business impacts (such as agreements regarding 

http://massgaming.com/about/host-surrounding-communities/surrounding-community-agreements/
http://massgaming.com/about/host-surrounding-communities/surrounding-community-agreements/
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good faith efforts to use local contractors and a voucher/gift certificate 

program for Wynn employees to incentivize patronage of Medford 

businesses), funding to support water transportation, a job preference for 

Medford residents, approximately one million dollars ($1,000,000) for 

transportation improvements in accordance with the MEPA process, and 

funding for up to twenty-five percent of a concept design study for 

Wellington Circle (up to one million five hundred thousand dollars 

($1,500,000).  The Proponent has also agreed to use good faith efforts to 

purchase at least $10 million per year of goods and services from 

vendors with a principal place of business in the City of Medford. 

The Proponent made its initial payment to the City of Medford in the 

amount of two hundred fifty thousand ($250,000) dedicated to the 

Krystle Campbell Peace Garden and Memorial Park, and will make 

annual recurring payments, following the opening of the Project, to the 

City of Medford in the amount of one million dollars ($1,000,000), 

which will increase by five percent (5.0%) after the payment of the first 

fifteen payments. 

Cambridge Surrounding Community Agreement  

The Cambridge Surrounding Community Agreement includes mitigation 

in the form of efforts to mitigate any adverse business impacts (such as 

agreements regarding good faith efforts to use local contractors and a 

voucher/gift certificate program for Wynn employees to incentivize 

patronage of City of Cambridge businesses), funding to support water 

transportation, a job preference for Cambridge residents, and mitigation 

to address transportation impacts. 

The Proponent made its initial payment to the City of Cambridge in the 

amount of two hundred thousand ($200,000) to enable the City of 

Cambridge to study and/or make certain improvements to the Land 

Boulevard/O’Brien Highway intersection, and will make annual 

recurring payments, following the opening of the Project, to the City of 

Cambridge in the amount of one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000). 

Somerville Surrounding Community Agreement 

The Somerville Surrounding Community Agreement includes mitigation 

in the form of funding to support road improvements, subsidies for 

public safety (such as increased police, fire, traffic and public works 

personnel to maintain roadway safety), efforts to mitigate any adverse 

business impacts (such as agreements regarding good faith efforts to use 

local contractors and a voucher/gift certificate program for the 
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Proponent’s employees to incentivize patronage of Somerville 

businesses), funding to support water transportation, a job preference for 

residents of Somerville, a community fund to support nonprofit 

organizations, improvements to Wellington Circle and Sullivan Square 

in accordance with the MEPA process, and funding for up to twenty-five 

percent of a concept design study for Wellington Circle.  The Proponent 

has also agreed to use good faith efforts to purchase at least $10 million 

per year of goods and services from vendors with a principal place of 

business in the City of Somerville. 

The Proponent made its initial payment to the City of Somerville in the 

amount of one hundred and fifty thousand dollars ($150,000)  for the 

purpose of reimbursing Somerville for expenses incurred by the City of 

Somerville for legal, financial and other professional services related to 

evaluating the impact of the Project, and will make annual recurring 

payments, following the opening of the Project, to the City of Somerville 

in the amount of six hundred and fifty thousand dollars ($650,000), 

which will increase by five percent (5.0%) after the payment of the first 

fifteen payments. 

Chelsea Surrounding Community Agreement 

The Chelsea Surrounding Community Agreement includes mitigation in 

the form of funding to support road improvements, subsidies for public 

safety (such as increased police, fire, traffic and public works personnel 

to maintain roadway safety), efforts to mitigate any adverse business 

impacts (such as agreements regarding good faith efforts to use local 

contractors and a voucher/gift certificate program for Wynn employees 

to incentivize patronage of City of  Chelsea businesses), a job preference 

for residents of the City of Chelsea, a community fund to support non-

profit organizations, and approximately two hundred seventy five 

thousand dollars ($275,000) for transportation improvements in 

accordance with the MEPA process. The Proponent has also agreed to 

use good faith efforts to purchase at least two million five hundred 

thousand dollars ($2.5 million) per year of goods and services from 

vendors with a principal place of business in the City of Chelsea. 

The Proponent made its initial payment to the City of Chelsea in the 

amount of three hundred thousand dollars ($300,000) for the purpose of 

enabling the City of Chelsea to make certain roadway improvements on 

all transitional roads in preparation for the Project, and will make annual 

recurring payments, following the opening of the Project, to the City of 

Chelsea in the amount of six hundred and fifty thousand ($650,000), 
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which will increase by five percent (5.0%) after the payment of the first 

fifteen payments. 

Lynn Neighboring Community Agreement  

The Lynn Neighboring Community Agreement recognizes that the City 

of Lynn is unlikely to experience significant adverse impacts associated 

with the Project but provides that the parties will meet in a good faith 

effort to address any impacts that arise. The agreement provides for the 

inclusion of the City of Lynn in the Proponent’s proprietary concierge 

program for the purpose of cross-marketing the City of Lynn’s cultural, 

historical and entertainment attractions, participation in the Proponent’s 

WE Save program to provide opportunities for local businesses to market 

themselves to the Proponent’s 4,000 employees, business development 

opportunities for local businesses, a jobs program, and a community 

fund to support nonprofit organizations. 

Melrose Neighboring Community Agreement  

The Melrose Neighboring Community Agreement recognizes that the 

City of Melrose is unlikely to experience significant adverse impacts 

associated with the Project but provides that the parties will meet in a 

good faith effort to address any impacts that arise. The agreement 

provides for the inclusion of the City of Melrose in the Proponent’s 

proprietary concierge program for the purpose of cross-marketing the 

City of Melrose’s cultural, historical and entertainment attractions, 

participation in Proponent’s WE Save program to provide opportunities 

for local businesses to market themselves to Proponent’s 4,000 

employees, business development opportunities for local businesses, a 

jobs program, and a community fund to support nonprofit organizations 

Gaming License Conditions for the City of Boston  

Mitigation Payments:  

The Proponent designated the City of Boston as a “Surrounding 

Community,” however the City of Boston declined to participate in the 

arbitration process established pursuant to the terms of the Gaming Act 

thereby relinquishing its designation. As a result, the Proponent agreed 

to certain specified conditions in the Gaming License for the purpose of 

mitigating any adverse impacts to the City of Boston and, in particular, 

the Charlestown neighborhood. The conditions set forth in the Gaming 

License include a one-time, pre-opening payment by the Proponent of 

one million dollars ($1,000,000). Per the Gaming License, this payment 
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can be used to support Charlestown’s non-profits organizations, parks, 

after-school activities, senior programs, job training programs, cultural 

events and related activities that promote Charlestown’s heritage, quality 

of life, recreational and cultural activities. On January 6, 2015, the 

Proponent delivered this initial payment to the MGC following the City 

of Boston’s refusal to accept the payment. The MGC continues to hold 

this payment in escrow for the City of Boston’s benefit.    

Following the opening of the Project, the Proponent has agreed to 

annual payments to the City of Boston in the amount of one million six 

hundred dollars ($1,600,000), adjusted annually to reflect increases in 

the Consumer Price Index. The annual payments are to be used for 

“Other Mitigation” including; (i) staffing and other public safety 

initiatives related to increased pedestrian and vehicular traffic in the 

Boston related to the Project; (ii) improvements to facilities within 

Boston to facilitate water transportation and to fund staffing and other 

public safety initiatives related to increased use of water transportation in 

the Boston Harbor related to the Project in Everett; (iii) support of 

Charlestown’s non-profits organizations, parks, after-school activities, 

senior programs, job training programs, cultural events and related 

activities that promote Charlestown’s heritage, quality of life, 

recreational and cultural activities including, without limitation, the 

Charlestown Little League and Charlestown Youth Hockey programs; 

and (iv) any other impacts including any transportation infrastructure 

impacts. 

In addition, the Proponent has agreed to reimburse the City of Boston for 

actual, documented reasonable out-of-pocket expenses, not to exceed 

seven hundred and fifty thousand ($750,000), incurred by the City of 

Boston for legal, financial and other professional services to determine 

the impact of the Project. 

In addition to the improvements to Sullivan Square and Rutherford 

Avenue detailed in Chapter 3, Transportation, the Proponent has agreed 

to make a payment of twenty-five million dollars ($25 million) for the 

long-term solution to alleviate traffic congestion in Sullivan Square and 

the roads leading into and/or connected to Sullivan Square. This 

payment will be made in equal installments over a ten year period 

following the opening of the Project. Finally, the Proponent has agreed 

to an annual payment of twenty thousand dollars ($20,000) per 

additional vehicle trip entering and leaving the Project using Sullivan 

Square during the Friday afternoon peak hour in excess of the number of 

vehicle trips entering and leaving the Project using Sullivan Square 
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during the Friday afternoon peak hour shown in the data used by the 

City of Boston as the basis for its issuance of any required permits 

necessary for the Proponent’s Sullivan Square mitigation plan. This 

payment would be an annual payment for the first ten years following 

the opening of the Project, and is capped at twenty million dollars ($20 

million). 

Business Development: 

Pursuant to the Gaming License, the Proponent has also agreed to 

cooperate with the City of Boston’s Chamber of Commerce to include 

Boston businesses in the Proponent’s proprietary concierge program for 

the purpose of cross-marketing and promoting City of Boston local 

businesses and other attractions. The Proponent will also work with and 

assist local businesses in the City of Boston to become “Wynn certified” 

in order to participate in this local purchasing program. The Proponent 

has also agreed to use good faith efforts to purchase at least fifteen 

million dollars ($15 million) per year of goods and services from vendors 

with a principal place of business in the City of Boston. 

Jobs Program: 

Subject to its obligations to the City of Everett and other surrounding 

communities and other legal requirements, the Proponent has agreed to 

provide preferential treatment to qualified City of Boston residents and, 

in particular, residents of Charlestown, for contracting, subcontracting 

and servicing opportunities in the development and construction of the 

Project, including by advertising and holding an employment 

informational event at least one event every six months prior to opening 

for City of Boston residents at a venue in Charlestown. Prior to 

beginning the process of hiring employees (other than internally) for 

operations, the Proponent has agreed to advertise and hold at least one 

employment informational event for City of Boston residents at a venue 

located in Charlestown, and shall hold one event annually thereafter. In 

addition, the Proponent has agreed to work with non-profit 

organizations to develop a job readiness training program that will be 

available to all residents of the City of Boston. 

4.3 DRAFT SECTION 61 FINDINGS 

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 30, Section 61 requires state agencies and authorities, 

when approving, providing land or funding for, or undertaking a project, to evaluate and 

determine whether the project causes any damage to the environment, and to make a 
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written finding describing that determination and confirming that all feasible measures have 

been taken to avoid, minimize and mitigate any damage to the environment. Under the 

MEPA regulations, an agency’s Section 61 findings are directed to those aspects of the 

project that are within the subject matter scope of the agency’s respective permit or within 

the geographic area subject to a land transfer. 

State agencies expected to make Section 61 findings for the Project prior to issuing 

approvals for implementing the Project include MGC, MassDEP, MassDOT, DCR, and 

Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (“MWRA”). This SSFEIR addresses and provides 

updated draft Section 61 Findings for those state agencies. 

The following draft Section 61 findings reflect the mitigation measures related to each of the 

following agencies’ jurisdictions as they may be implemented.  All such mitigation shall be 

subject to the Proponent obtaining all easements and rights, and federal, state and local 

approvals. As required by the Secretary’s Certificate, the estimated costs and 

implementation schedule for these mitigation measures are included in the draft Section 61 

findings. 

4.3.1 DRAFT MASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION SECTION 61 FINDINGS 

Introduction 

These Section 61 Findings for the Wynn Resort in Everett (EEA #15060) have been 

prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61 and 301 

CMR 11.00 and cover potential state agency actions of the Massachusetts Gaming 

Commission ("MGC"). The following approvals will be required from MGC: 

 Category 1 Gaming License 

Project Description 

The Wynn Resort in Everett (the “Project”) will consist of a luxury hotel with 629 

rooms, a gaming area, retail space, food and beverage outlets, convention and 

meeting space, a spa and gym, and a parking garage and drop-off areas to be 

constructed on a waterfront parcel totaling approximately 33.9 acres located in 

Everett, Massachusetts, adjacent to the Mystic River (the “Project Site”). Extensive 

landscape and open space amenities are planned which include a public gathering 

area with an outdoor park-like open space, a pavilion, waterfront features, a public 

harborwalk, and water transportation docking facilities. The Proponent has also 

committed to certain off-site improvements including extensive transportation 

improvements and a multiuse path connector (“Gateway Park Connector”) from the 

proposed harborwalk on the Project Site to the existing paths at the Massachusetts 

Department of Conservation and Recreation (“DCR”) Gateway Park. The Project will 

be developed in a single phase.  
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MEPA History 

The Expanded Environmental Notification Form (“EENF”) for the Project was filed 

on May 31, 2013. The Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs (the 

“Secretary”) issued the Certificate on the ENF on July 26, 2013. The Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Project was filed on December 16th, 

2013 and the Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR on February 21, 2014, 

setting forth a scope for the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”). The FEIR for 

the Project was filed on June 30, 2014. The Secretary issued a Certificate on the 

FEIR specifying the scope for a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“SFEIR”) on August 15, 2014. The SFEIR was filed on February 17, 2015. On April 

3, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SFEIR. A Second Supplemental 

Final Environmental Impact report (“SSFEIR”) was filed on July 15, 2015. On 

______, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SSFEIR finding that the 

SSFEIR adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts Environmental 

Policy Act (“MEPA”) and its implementing regulations. 

Specific Mitigation Measures 

The Category 1 License awarded by the MGC to Wynn MA, LLC on November 7, 

2014 is expressly conditioned on the Project’s compliance with MEPA and with any 

conditions required in the FEIR, SFEIR, or any Secretary’s certificate thereon. The 

MGC Commission finds, based upon its review of the MEPA documents that the 

terms and conditions of these Section 61 Findings constitute all feasible measures to 

avoid damage to the environment, including consideration of the potential effects of 

climate change, and will minimize and mitigate such damage to the maximum 

extent practicable for those impacts subject to MGC’s authority. Implementation of 

the mitigation measures will occur in accordance with the terms and conditions set 

forth in the license and Table 4-1: Summary of Proposed Project Mitigation 

Measures by Wynn MA, LLC. 

With respect to those improvements that are identified as to be completed "prior to 

opening," Wynn MA, LLC will use good faith efforts to complete such 

improvements prior to opening.  Notwithstanding, the foregoing commitment is 

subject to Wynn MA, LLC's ability to obtain permits in a timely manner from the 

relevant agency. 
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Table 4-1: Summary of All Proposed Project Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA, LLC 

Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

Off-site Transportation Improvements – Everett:  

1. Revere Beach 

Parkway 

(Route 16)/Mystic 

View Road/Santilli 

Highway/Route 99 

Connector 

Improvements 

(Santilli Circle) 

 Modify the approach from 

Frontage Road into the 

rotary to allow for two 

formal lanes. 

 Widen circle at Santilli 

Highway approach to allow 

for three travel lanes. 

 Provide improved pedestrian 

and bicycle connection from 

Frontage Road to Mystic 

View Road. 

 Reconfigure channelizing 

island on south side of rotary 

near Mystic View Road. 

 Provide traffic signal 

improvements at the 

signalized locations around 

the traffic circle. 

 Provide landscaping 

improvements to the center 

of the circle. 

 Provide new guide signage 

and pavement markings. 

 Perform RSA during 25% 

design. 

 Incorporate RSA 

recommendations into final 

design, where feasible. 

 Coordinate with MassDOT 

to identify funding source for 

implementation of RSA 

recommendations. 

$4.1 million 

Prior to 

opening 

 

2. Revere Beach 

Parkway (Route 

16)/ 

Broadway/Main 

Street 

(Sweetser Circle) 

 Reconstruct circle and 

approaches to function as a 

two-lane modern roundabout. 

 Reconfigure the existing 

Broadway (Route 99) 

northbound approach to 

allow for three travel lanes 

providing free flow access to 

Route 16 eastbound. 

 Provide shared use path on 

northwest side of rotary to 

improve bicycle access. 

 Install new signage to 

provide direction to 

bicyclists on how to navigate 

the rotary safely. 

$2 million 
Prior to 

opening 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

 Provide landscaping and 

improvements on the north 

side of the circle. 

 Maintain pedestrian signal 

across Route 16 eastbound 

exit from rotary. 

 

3. Broadway/Beacham 

Street 

4. Broadway/Horizon 

Way 

5. Broadway/Lynde 

Street 

6. Broadway/ 

Thorndike Street 

7. Bow Street/Mystic 

Street 

8. Bow Street/Lynde 

Street 

9. Bow Street/ 

Thorndike Street 

10. Beacham 

Street/Robin Street 

11. Broadway/ 

Bowdoin Street 

 Reconstruct Lower 

Broadway as a four-lane 

boulevard with turn lanes at 

major intersections. 

 Upgrade/replace/install 

traffic control signals. 

 Reconstruct sidewalks and 

bicycle lanes where 

required. 

 Install street trees and 

lighting. 

 Improve MBTA bus stops 

along Lower Broadway. 

 Installation of technology 

along Broadway/Alford 

Street (Route 99), near 

project entrance, to allow for 

signal prioritization for 

buses. 

$4 million 
Prior to 

opening 

12. Broadway/    

Norwood 

Street/Chelsea 

Street 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing, phasing and 

coordination. 

$75,000 
Prior to 

opening 

13. Lower Broadway 

Truck Route 

 Upgrade Robin Street and 

Dexter Street to serve as a 

truck route. 

 Provide full depth 

reconstruction of the existing 

roadway to accommodate 

heavy vehicles. 

 Includes reconstruction of 

Robin Street and Dexter 

Street to include heavy-duty 

pavement, corner radii, 

improvements, sidewalk 

reconstruction (where 

present), drainage system 

modifications (minor), signs 

and pavement markings. 

$4.3 million 
Prior to 

opening 

14. Ferry Street/ 

Broadway (Route 

99) 

 Traffic signal retiming and 

optimization. 
$20,000 

Prior to 

opening 

Everett Total: $14,495,000  
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

Off-site Transportation Improvements – Medford: 

1. Mystic Valley 

Parkway 

(Route 

16)/Fellsway 

(Route 

28)/Middlesex 

Avenue 

(Wellington Circle) 

 Upgrade/replace traffic 

signal 

equipment/signs/pavement 

markings. 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing, phasing and 

coordination. 

 Widen Route 28 northbound 

to provide an additional left 

turn lane. 

 Widen Route 16 westbound 

to provide an additional 

through lane in the middle 

of the intersection. 

 Reconstruct non-compliant 

sidewalks and accessible 

ramps around the 

intersection to improve 

pedestrian access. 

 Provide landscape 

improvements. 

$4.0 million 
Prior to 

opening 

2. Mystic Valley 

Parkway (Route 

16)/Route 16 

Connector 

3. Mystic Valley 

Parkway (Route 

16)/Mystic Avenue  

 Traffic signal retiming and 

optimization. 

 ADA Improvements. 

$500,000 
Prior to 

opening 

4. Road Safety Audit 

 Perform Road Safety Audit at 

the intersection of Mystic 

Valley Parkway (Route 

16)/Route 16 Connector. 

$15,000 
Prior to 

opening 

5. Wellington Circle 

Study 

 Funding for study of long-

term alternatives for 

reconstruction of Wellington 

Circle. 

up to $1.5 

million 

Prior to 

opening 

Medford Total, Up To: $6,015,000 

Off-site Transportation Improvements – Boston: 

1. Alford Street/Main 

Street/Sever Street/ 

Cambridge Street 

(Sullivan Square) 

2. Cambridge Street/ 

I-93 northbound  

off-ramp 

 

 

 

 Optimize signal timing for 

Maffa Way/ Cambridge 

Street; interconnect and 

coordinate traffic signals, 

widen the Main Street 

approach to provide two 

lanes. 

 Reconstruct busway 

between Cambridge Street 

and Maffa Way. 

$10.0 million 

 

 

Prior to 

opening 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

  Reconstruct the southbound 

approach of Alford Street at 

Cambridge Street. 

 Install new traffic signals at 

Cambridge Street/Spice 

Street/MBTA Busway and 

Maffa Way/Busway. 

Upgrade/replace traffic 

signal equipment/signs/ 

pavement markings. 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing, phasing, and 

coordination. 

 Reconstruct Spice Street and 

D Street. 

 Reconstruct sidewalks on 

west side of rotary between 

Sullivan Square station and 

Alford Street Bridge. 

 Reconstruct sidewalks and 

upgrade lighting and 

streetscape in rotary 

between Cambridge Street 

and Main Street (east). 

 Provide bicycle lanes on 

Cambridge Street. 

 Reconstruct MBTA lower 

busway and parking area at 

Sullivan Square station, 

including new traffic signal 

at Maffa Way/station 

entrance. 

 Construct BUS ONLY left-

turn lane from Main Street 

into Sullivan Square Station. 

3. Traffic Signal 

Interconnect 

Conduit from 

Sullivan Square to 

Austin Street 

 Install conduit, pullboxes, 

and wiring. 
$525,000 

Prior to 

opening 

4. Dexter 

Street/Alford Street 

(Route 99) 

 Upgrade/replace traffic 

signal equipment/signs/ 

pavement markings. 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing, phasing, and 

coordination. 

Included in 

cost of Lower 

Broadway 

(Route 99) 

Improvements 

Prior to 

opening 

5. Rutherford Avenue 

(Route 99)/Route 1 

Ramps 

 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing and phasing. 
$20,000 

Prior to 

opening 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

6. Sullivan Square 

Landscaping 

 Improve landscaping within 

the rotary at Sullivan Square 

and immediately north of 

the rotary adjacent to 

Rutherford Avenue. 

$350,000 
Prior to 

opening 

7. Long-term 

Commitment to 

Sullivan Square 

 Provide payments of $2.5 

million per year into the 

Sullivan Square mitigation 

fund. 

$2.5 million 

per year for 

10 years for  a 

total of  $25 

million 

Annually 

8. Long-term 

Commitment – 

Sullivan Square 

 Provide payments to the City 

of Boston for each vehicle 

above Friday afternoon peak 

hour projections. 

$20,000 per 

additional 

vehicle trip, 

not to exceed 

$2,000,000 

per year for a 

total of 

$20,000,000 

over 10 years 

Monitor and 

Report no 

later than 30 

days after 

the first 

anniversary 

of Project 

opening and 

for 10 years 

thereafter. 

 

Boston Total Up To: $35,895,000 - $55,895,000  

Off-site Transportation Improvements – Revere:  

1. Route 16/Route 

1A/Route 60 

(Bell Circle) 

 Upgrade/replace traffic 

signal 

equipment/signs/pavement 

markings 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing, phasing and 

coordination  

$550,000 
Prior to 

opening 

Revere Total: $550,000 

Off-site Transportation Improvements – Chelsea: 

1. Route 

16/Washington 

Avenue 

 Upgrade/replace traffic 

signal 

equipment/signs/pavement 

markings 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing, phasing and 

coordination 

 

$275,000 
Prior to 

opening 

2. Route 16/Everett 

Avenue 

3. Route 16/Webster 

Avenue 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing, phasing and 

coordination 

$30,000 
Prior to 

opening 

Chelsea total: $305,000 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

Transportation Demand Management 

Transportation 

Demand 

Management  

- Membership Fee with a 

Transportation Management 

Association 
$10,000/year 

At opening 

and ongoing 

 

- Employ a designated 

Transportation Coordinator 

for the Project to coordinate 

efforts, monitor success 

rates, and manage strategic 

implementation of traffic 

reduction programs. 

- Schedule employee shift 

beginnings and endings 

outside specified peak traffic 

periods. 

- Carpool/vanpool matching 

programs. 

- Dissemination of 

promotional materials, 

including newsletters about 

TDM program in print at the 

Project’s on-site 

Transportation Resource 

Center, and online. 

$50,000/year 
At opening 

and ongoing 

 

- Patron Orange Line Shuttle 

Service to Wellington and 

Malden Center stations. 

- 2 Locations, 20 Minute 

Headways, 20 Hrs./day, 30-

50 passenger vehicles. 

Up to 

$3,285,000/ 

year operating 

costs 

At opening 

and ongoing 

 

- Employee Shuttle Buses 

- 2 Locations, 20 Minute 

Average Headways, 24 

Hrs./day. 

Up to 

$2,400,000/ 

year operating 

costs 

At opening 

and ongoing 

 

- Premium Park & Ride Shuttle 

Buses 

- 3 Locations, 90 Minute 

Headways, 12 Hrs./day. 

Up to 

$1,934,500/ 

year operating 

costs 

At opening 

and ongoing 

 

- Neighborhood Shuttle 

Buses. 

- Continuous Loop, 20 Minute 

Headways, 24 Hrs./day. 

Up to 

$1,100,000/ 

year operating 

costs 

At opening 

and ongoing 

 
- Water shuttle service to the 

Project Site. 

Up to 

$3,303,000/ 

year operating 

costs 

At opening 

and ongoing 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

 
- On-site Full Service MBTA 

Fare Vending Machine. 
$35,000 

Prior to 

opening 

 

- Participation in the MBTA 

Corporate Pass Program to 

the extent practical and as 

allowable pursuant to 

commercial tenant lease 

requirements. 

Up to 

$400,000 

At opening 

and ongoing 

 

- Electric vehicle charging 

stations within the proposed 

parking garage.  Annual 

operating cost of $166,500. 

Installation 

cost in Project 

Construction 

Costs, 

$166,500/year 

operating cost  

At opening 

and ongoing 

 
- Car sharing services in the 

garage at the Project Site. 

Included in 

Project 

Construction 

Costs 

At opening 

and ongoing 

 

- Preferential parking for 

car/vanpools and 

alternatively fueled vehicles. 

Included in 

Project 

Construction 

Costs 

At opening 

and ongoing 

 

- Offering a “Guaranteed-

Ride-Home” in case of 

emergency to employees 

that commute to the Project 

by means other than private 

automobile. 

$10,000/ year 
At opening 

and ongoing 

 
- Orange Line annual 

operating subsidy. 
$410,188 

At opening 

and ongoing 

Transportation Demand Total Up To: $35,000 one-Time Costs 

Transportation Demand Total Up To $13,069,188 Annual Operating Costs 

MBTA Facility Improvements 

1. Wellington Station 

Improvements 

- Improvements to MBTA’s 

Wellington Station to 

accommodate Wynn patron 

shuttle service at curbside. 

$550,000 
Prior to 

opening 

2. Malden Station 

Improvements 

- Improvements to MBTA’s 

Malden Center Station to 

accommodate Wynn patron 

shuttle service at curbside. 

$25,000 
Prior to 

opening 

3. MBTA Everett Shops 

improvement 

- Improvements to access and 

loading docks at MBTA's 

Everett shops. 

$1,500,000 
Prior to 

opening 

MBTA Facility Improvements Total: $2,075,000 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

 

Water Transportation 

Vessels 

The Proponent will provide 

dock facilities and 

customized ferry vessels to 

support passenger water 

transportation service 

between the Project Site and 

key Boston Harbor landing 

sites.  

 

 

Up to 

$8,600,000 

 

 

At opening  

Water Transportation Total Up To: $8,600,000 

Annual Monitoring 

and Reporting 

Program 

- Post-development traffic and 

parking monitoring and 

employee survey program in 

order to evaluate the 

adequacy of transportation 

mitigation measures, 

including the TDM program. 

$30,000 
At opening 

and ongoing 

Sullivan Square traffic 

monitoring 

- Post-development motor 

vehicle traffic counts in 

Sullivan Square as well as 

additional locations to 

determine whether Project-

related vehicle trips through 

Sullivan Square have 

exceeded projections during 

the Friday afternoon peak 

hour.  

$20,000/year 

for 10 years, 

if conditions 

are met 

No later 

than 30 days 

after the first 

anniversary 

of Project 

opening and 

annually for 

10 years 

thereafter 

 

Annual Monitoring and Reporting Program Total: $50,000 

Transportation Grand Total One-time Costs Up To: $67,970,000 - $87,970,000 

Transportation Grand Total Annual Operating Costs Up To: $13,119,188 

On-Site (Non-Transportation) Improvements 

Wastewater 

The Project will provide 

funding for sewer system 

improvements  to remove 

Infiltration and Inflow (“I/I”) 

equivalent to 4 gallons 

removed for every gallon of 

new wastewater generated; 

currently estimated at 283,489 

gallons per day. 

Grease traps and gas/oil 

separators will be installed. 

$10.00/gallon  

 

During 

construction 

Wastewater Total Estimated: $ 2,834,890 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

Water Use 

The Project will obtain 

Leadership in Energy and 

Environmental Design (“LEED”) 

Certification of Gold or higher, 

and incorporates water 

conservation measures that are 

intended to reduce the potable 

water demand on the MWRA 

water supply system. The 

Project will utilize water-

efficient plumbing fixtures, low-

flow lavatory faucets and 

showerheads. Through 

rainwater harvesting, and the 

installation of alternatives to 

natural turf landscaping, the 

Project will further reduce 

water demand and use. 

The Project includes extensive 

indoor and outdoor 

landscaping. The Project will 

utilize timers, soil moisture 

indicators and rainfall sensors 

to reduce potable water use on 

landscaping. 

 
During 

construction 

Water Use Total included in Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Wetlands, 

Waterways, and 

Water Quality 

Certification 

The Project will contribute to 

improved water quality, clean-

up and restore of bulkheads 

and piers, remove trash and 

litter along the waterfront, and 

restore and enhance shoreline 

areas along the Project Site.  

The Project will also create 

public access and amenities in 

currently inaccessible areas of 

the City of Everett’s Central 

Waterfront.  

Wetlands mitigation and 

enhancement measures 

include: 

 

On-site 

- Remediation, revegetation 

and enhancement of 550 

linear feet of existing 

shoreline with enhanced 

“living shoreline;” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

$28,736,044 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

During 

construction  

and prior to 

opening 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

- Removal of invasive 

vegetation and planting of 

native herbaceous and 

shrub vegetation along part 

of existing Coastal Bank 

and Riverfront Area; 

- Transformation of 10,900 

+/- SF of disturbed Coastal 

Beach/Tidal Flats, Coastal 

Bank, and Riverfront Area 

to Salt Marsh; 

- Dredging to provide ample 

draft for water 

transportation, recreational 

vessels and a proposed 

floating dock; 

- Debris clean up within the 

Land Under the Ocean, 

Coastal Beach and Coastal 

Bank resource areas; 

- Replacement of existing 

bulkhead and construction 

of new bulkheads within 

areas of existing degraded 

Coastal Beach and Coastal 

Bank areas; and 

 
Substantial public benefits and 

water-dependent uses along the 

Project Site’s waterfront, 

transforming the Site into a 

vibrant and active development 

by providing: 

- High quality open space 

along the Mystic River 

- 100% of the ground floor 

will be Facilities of Public 

Accommodation 

- A water transportation dock 

- A continuous harborwalk 

along the waterfront 

 

Off-site 

Direct bicycle and pedestrian 

connections to the DCR 

Gateway Park and to Broadway 

including construction of a 

multi-use path, benches, 

signage, bicycle racks, plantings 

and lighting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

 Mitigation Measures and Section 61 Findings 

 4-23 

Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

Public Access 

Funding to DCR for planning 

and engineering services 

related to an investigation of a 

potential pedestrian bridge 

crossing of the Mystic River 

linking Somerville and Everett 

$250,000 

 

Prior to 

opening 

Wetlands, Waterways, and Water Quality Certification Total $28,736,044 

Stormwater 

Implementation of a stormwater 

management system that will 

dramatically improve the quality 

of runoff on-site. including: 

 

On-site 

- Two new outfalls will 

discharge treated 

stormwater into the Mystic 

River; 

- Green Roof; 

- Best Management Practices 

(“BMPs”) including 

pavement sweeping, deep 

sump catch basins, four (4) 

proprietary stormwater 

separators, and stormwater 

media filters will be 

constructed. These BMPs 

will be designed to remove 

at least 80 percent of the 

average annual load of 

Total Suspended Solids 

(TSS); and 

- Catch basins, silt fences, 

hay bales and crushed 

stone will be used during 

construction to prevent 

sediment from entering 

runoff. 

 

Off-site 

Offsite mitigation measures 

associated with transportation 

improvements will include bio-

retention or subsurface 

infiltration chambers, deep 

sump catch basins or 

proprietary stormwater 

separators. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

$3,056,000 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prior to 

Opening 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

On-Site Stormwater Total :  $3,056,000 

Green House Gas 

Emissions 

 

The Project buildings will be 

designed to be certifiable under 

the Green Building Council 

Leadership in Energy and 

Environmental Design (LEED) 

rating of Gold or higher.  The 

Project will be operated 

utilizing a series of best 

operating practices consistent 

with LEED principles to 

maintain the energy use, water 

efficiency, atmospheric, 

materials and resources use, 

and indoor air quality goals. 

 

The Proponent will provide a 

self-certification to the MEPA 

Office regarding compliance 

with GHG reductions upon 

completion of construction. 

 

The Project will commit to a 

comprehensive list of Energy 

Efficiency Measures (EEM) that 

are predicted to reduce 

stationary source CO2 

emissions for the building by 

18.4% relative to ASHRAE 

90.1-2010, or for the entire 

Project Site (including 

buildings, garage ventilation, 

and lighting, exterior lighting 

and water/wastewater utilities) 

by 27.4% relative to ASHRAE 

90.0-2010 standards. Proposed 

EE measures include: 

- Install street trees and 

lighting; 

- Cool roofs; 

- Central chiller plant with 

better efficiency than Code; 

- Demand Control Ventilation 

(DCV) for the casino, public 

entertainment, and retail 

areas; 

- Energy Recovery Ventilation 

(ERV) to reduce chiller 

energy use; 

- Building envelopes with 

$57,000,000 

 

During 

construction 

and post 

occupancy 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

roof and window insulation 

better than Code; 

- Skylights over the entry 

atrium and along the retail 

promenade (daylighting 

controls will be tied to this 

extensive system of 

skylights); 

- Lower light power density 

20% better than Code; 

- At least 80% of total to be 

Low-energy Electronic 

Gaming Machines (EGMs); 

- Metal halide lighting for all 

parking structures; 

- High efficiency elevators 

with regenerative VVVF 

drives and LED lights; 

- Demand Control Exhaust 

Ventilation (DCEV) with 

variable frequency drive 

(VFD) fans for enclosed 

parking structures and 

metal halide lighting for all 

parking structures; 

- Kitchen and restaurant 

refrigeration energy 

efficiency design to reduce 

energy use; 

- Energy-STAR appliances; 

- Enhanced building 

commissioning; and 

- Occupancy controls for 

non-occupied or 

infrequently occupied 

spaces. 

 

The Project has adopted the 

following Renewable Energy 

Measures: 

 

- Photo-voltaic (PV) system 

on the podium building 

roof or other locations, 

and/or purchase  from local 

service providers of Green 

Power of annual electric 

consumption equaling 10% 

of the Project’s annual 

electrical consumption; 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

 

 

- Cogeneration plant using a 

nominal 1-MW 

microturbine, providing 

approximately 20% of the 

Project’s annual electrical 

consumption and 

significant amounts of 

absorption cooling, heat 

and hot water. 

 

Intersection improvements 

to reduce vehicle idling and 

Transportation Demand 

Management measures to 

reduce trips listed above 

will reduce Project-related 

motor vehicle CO2 

emissions by 13.0%. When 

combined, (stationary 

source plus transportation), 

the Project’s total CO2 

emissions reductions are 

25.7% percent compared to 

the Base Case. 

 

The Project will also plan for 

and account for the effects of 

Sea Level Rise by elevating the 

proposed structures non-service 

and garage floor elevations to 

15 to 16 feet above the 100-

year flood level.  The Project 

will also incorporate the 

following design criteria: 

- Parking garages entrances 

and other openings into 

below grade spaces will be 

elevated above the 100-

year flood level, or will be 

sufficiently flood proofed to 

avoid damage from coastal 

storms, and Critical 

infrastructure and HVAC 

equipment will be elevated 

above projected flood 

levels. 

Green house Gas Emissions Total $57,000,000 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

Grand Total Non-Transportation Mitigation Up To: $91,62,934 

 

The Commission finds that the terms and conditions incorporated into the 

Commission approval for this Project constitute all feasible measures to avoid 

damage to the environment, including consideration of the potential effects of 

climate change, and will minimize and mitigate such damage to the maximum 

extent practicable for those impacts subject to the Commission's authority. 

Implementation of the mitigation measures will occur in accordance with the terms 

and conditions set forth in the license and Table 4-3: Summary of Proposed Project 

Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA LLC. 

 

_______________________________________  

Massachusetts Gaming Commission 

 

___________________________ 

By 

 

___________________________ 

[Date] 
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4.3.2 DRAFT MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION HIGHWAY 

DIVISION SECTION 61 FINDINGS  

Introduction 

These Section 61 Findings for Wynn Resort in Everett (EEA #15060) have been 

prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61 and 301 

CMR 11.00 and cover potential state agency actions of the Massachusetts 

Department of Transportation Highway Division (“MassDOT, Highway Division”). 

The following permits and approvals will be required from the Department: 

 Vehicular Access Permit (Category III)  

 Non-Vehicular Access Permit  

 Traffic Signal Regulation  

The following draft Section 61 findings reflect the mitigation measures related to the 

agency’s jurisdictions as they may be implemented, subject to the Proponent 

obtaining all easements and rights, and federal, state and local approvals. As 

required by the Secretary’s Certificate, the estimated costs and implementation 

schedule for these mitigation measures are included in the draft Section 61 findings. 

Project Description 

The Wynn Resort in Everett (the “Project”) will consist of a luxury hotel with 629 

rooms, a gaming area, retail space, food and beverage outlets, convention and 

meeting space, a spa and gym, and a parking garage and drop-off areas to be 

constructed on a waterfront parcel totaling approximately 33.9 acres located in 

Everett, Massachusetts, adjacent to the Mystic River (the “Project Site”). Extensive 

landscape and open space amenities are planned which include a public gathering 

area with an outdoor park-like open space, a pavilion, waterfront features, a public 

harborwalk, and water transportation docking facilities. The Proponent has also 

committed to certain off-site improvements including extensive transportation 

improvements and a multiuse path connector (“Gateway Park Connector”) from the 

proposed harborwalk on the Project Site to the existing paths at the Massachusetts 

Department of Conservation and Recreation ("DCR") Gateway Park. The Project will 

be developed in a single phase. 

MEPA History 

The Expanded Environmental Notification Form (“EENF”) for the Project was filed 

on May 31, 2013. The Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs (the 
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“Secretary”) issued the Certificate on the ENF on July 26, 2013. The Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Project was filed on December 16th, 

2013 and the Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR on February 21, 2014, 

setting forth a scope for the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”). The FEIR for 

the Project was filed on June 30, 2014. The Secretary issued a Certificate on the 

FEIR specifying the scope for a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“SFEIR”) on August 15, 2014. The SFEIR was filed on February 17, 2015. On April 

3, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SFEIR. A Second Supplemental 

Final Environmental Impact report (“SSFEIR”) was filed on July 15, 2015. On 

______, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SSFEIR finding that the 

SSFEIR adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts Environmental 

Policy Act (“MEPA”) and its implementing regulations. 

Project Impact Evaluation 

The proposed Project will result in the generation of new vehicle and transit trips to 

the Project. The increase in new vehicle trips is estimated at 1,368 trips in the Friday 

p.m. peak hour of the resort (9:00-10:00 p.m.), and 1,810 trips in the Saturday p.m. 

peak hour (10:00-11:00 p.m.). New vehicle trips will result in increased volumes on 

several roadways under MassDOT or DCR jurisdiction, including Route 16 at 

Wellington Circle, Santilli Circle, and Sweetser Circle, elsewhere along Route 16, 

and the I-93 Northbound off ramp at Sullivan Square. Improvements are proposed at 

Wellington Circle, Santilli Circle, and Sweetser Circle, other intersections along 

Route 16, and at Sullivan Square. Based on MassDOT’s evaluation of the 

assessments presented and reviewed under MEPA, MassDOT finds that the roadway 

improvements and other measures proposed will adequately mitigate the Project’s 

vehicular traffic impacts. 

Based on the proposed Transportation Demand Management (“TDM”) program, 

many trips to the Project will occur on transit and non-single occupancy vehicles 

("SOVs"). New transit and other non-SOV person trips are estimated at 979 trips in 

the Friday p.m. peak hour. Parking demand data will be collected monthly, or more 

frequently, through the resort’s parking control system and will be documented in 

the annual monitoring program report. In addition, improvements are proposed at 

Sullivan Square, Wellington, and Malden Center MBTA stations and at bus stops 

along Lower Broadway/Alford Street (Route 99) in the City of Everett to enhance bus 

and/or shuttle bus access and utilization. 

Specific Mitigation Measures 

As part of the MEPA review process, the Project has committed to specific 

mitigation measures related to MassDOT's jurisdiction as further described in the 

Secretary's Certificate. Those mitigation measures are listed in Table 4-2: Proposed 
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Transportation Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA, LLC, and are subject to the 

receipt of all easements and rights, and federal, state and local approvals after good 

faith efforts by Wynn MA, LLC.  

With respect to those improvements that are identified as to be completed "prior to 

opening," Wynn MA, LLC will use good faith efforts to complete such 

improvements prior to opening.  Notwithstanding, the foregoing commitment is 

subject to Wynn MA, LLC's ability to obtain permits in a timely manner from the 

relevant agency. 

Table 4-2: Proposed Transportation Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA LLC for 

MassDOT, Highway Division1  

Subject Matter Improvement Measure Estimated Cost Schedule 

Off-site Transportation Improvements – Everett:  

1. Revere Beach 

Parkway 

(Route 16)/Mystic 

View Road/Santilli 

Highway/Route 99 

Connector 

Improvements 

(Santilli Circle) 

 Modify the approach from 

Frontage Road into the 

rotary to allow for two 

formal lanes. 

 Widen circle at Santilli 

Highway approach to allow 

for three travel lanes. 

 Provide improved pedestrian 

and bicycle connection from 

Frontage Road to Mystic 

View Road. 

 Reconfigure channelizing 

island on south side of rotary 

near Mystic View Road. 

 Provide traffic signal 

improvements at the 

signalized locations around 

the traffic circle. 

 Provide landscaping 

improvements to the center 

of the circle. 

 Provide new guide signage 

and pavement markings. 

 Perform RSA during 25% 

design. 

 Incorporate RSA 

recommendations into final 

design, where feasible. 

 

 

 

$4.1 million 

Prior to 

opening 

 

                                                 
1 Note that off-site improvements will either be funded or constructed by the Proponent. 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure Estimated Cost Schedule 

2. Revere Beach 

Parkway (Route 16)/ 

Broadway/Main 

Street 

(Sweetser Circle) 

 Reconstruct circle and 

approaches to function as a 

two-lane modern roundabout 

 Reconfigure the existing 

Broadway (Route 99) 

northbound approach to 

allow for three travel lanes 

providing free flow access to 

Route 16 eastbound. 

 Provide shared use path on 

northwest side of rotary to 

improve bicycle access. 

 Install new signing to provide 

direction to bicyclists on how 

to navigate the rotary safely. 

 Provide landscaping and 

improvements on the north 

side of the circle. 

 Maintain pedestrian signal 

across Route 16 eastbound 

exit from rotary. 

$2 million 
Prior to 

opening 

Everett total: $6,100,000  

Off-site Transportation Improvements – Medford: 

1. Mystic Valley 

Parkway 

(Route 16)/Fellsway 

(Route 

28)/Middlesex 

Avenue 

(Wellington Circle) 

 Upgrade/replace traffic 

signal equipment/ 

signs/pavement markings. 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing, phasing and 

coordination. 

 Widen Route 28 northbound 

to provide an additional left 

turn lane. 

 Widen Route 16 westbound 

to provide an additional 

through lane in the middle 

of the intersection. 

 Reconstruct non-compliant 

sidewalks and accessible 

ramps around the 

intersection to improve 

pedestrian access. 

 Provide landscape 

improvements. 

$4.0 million 
Prior to 

opening 

2. Mystic Valley 

Parkway (Route 

16)/Route 16 

Connector 

 Traffic signal retiming and 

optimization 

 ADA Improvements 

$500,000 
Prior to 

opening 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure Estimated Cost Schedule 

3. Mystic Valley 

Parkway (Route 

16)/Mystic Avenue  

4. Road Safety Audit 

 Perform Road Safety Audit 

(RSA) at the intersection of 

Mystic Valley Parkway 

(Route 16)/Route 16 

Connector. 

 Coordinate with MassDOT 

to identify funding to 

implement RSA 

recommendations. 

$15,000 
Prior to 

opening 

5. Wellington Circle 

study 

 Funding for study of long-

term alternatives for 

reconstruction of Wellington 

Circle. 

up to $1.5 

million 

Prior to 

opening 

Medford Total Up to: $6,015,000 

Off-site Transportation Improvements – Boston: 

 

2. Cambridge Street/ 

I-93 northbound  

off-ramp 

 

 

 

 

 Upgrade/replace traffic 

signal equipment 

 Optimize signal timing, 

interconnect and coordinate 

traffic signals. 

 Install new pavement 

markings and signing. 

$500,000 

 

 

 

Boston Total: $500,000 

Off-site Transportation Improvements – Revere:  

1. Route 16/Route 

1A/Route 60 

(Bell Circle) 

 Upgrade/replace traffic signal 

equipment/ signs/pavement 

markings. 

 Optimize traffic signal timing, 

phasing and coordination. 

$550,000 
Prior to 

opening 

Revere Total: $550,000 

Off-site Transportation Improvements – Chelsea: 

1. Route 

16/Washington 

Avenue 

 Upgrade/replace traffic 

signal equipment/ 

signs/pavement markings. 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing, phasing and 

coordination. 

$275,000 
Prior to 

opening 

2. Route 16/Everett 

Avenue 

3. Route 16/Webster 

Avenue 

 Optimize traffic signal 

timing, phasing, and 

coordination. 

 

$30,000 
Prior to 

opening 

Chelsea Total: $305,000 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure Estimated Cost Schedule 

Transportation Demand Management Measures 

Transportation 

Demand 

Management  

 Membership Fee with a 

Transportation Management 

Association 

$10,000/year 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 

 Employ a designated 

Transportation Coordinator 

for the Project to coordinate 

efforts, monitor success 

rates, and manage strategic 

implementation of traffic 

reduction programs. 

 Schedule employee shift 

beginnings and endings 

outside specified peak traffic 

periods. 

 Carpool/vanpool matching 

programs. 

 Dissemination of 

promotional materials, 

including newsletters about 

TDM program in print at the 

Project’s on-site 

Transportation Resource 

Center, and online. 

$50,000/year 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 

 Patron Orange Line Shuttle 

Service to Wellington and 

Malden Center stations. 

 2 Locations, 20 Minute 

Headways, 20 Hrs./day, 30-

50 passenger vehicles. 

Up to 

$3,285,000/ 

year operating 

costs 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 

 Employee Shuttle Buses 

 2 Locations, 20 Minute 

Average Headways, 24 

Hrs./day. 

Up to 

$2,400,000/ 

year operating 

costs 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 

 Premium Park & Ride 

Shuttle Buses 

 3 Locations, 90 Minute 

Headways, 12 Hrs./day. 

Up to 

$1,934,500/ 

year operating 

costs 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 

 Neighborhood Shuttle 

Buses. 

 Continuous Loop, 20 Minute 

Headways, 24 Hrs./day. 

Up to 

$1,100,000/ 

year operating 

costs 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 
 Water shuttle service to the 

Project Site. 

Up to 

$3,303,000/ 

year operating 

costs 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 
 On-site Full Service MBTA 

Fare Vending Machine. 
$35,000 

Prior to 

opening  
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure Estimated Cost Schedule 

 

 Participation in the MBTA 

Corporate Pass Program to 

the extent practical and as 

allowable pursuant to 

commercial tenant lease 

requirements. 

Up to 

$400,000/year 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 

 Electric vehicle charging 

stations within the proposed 

parking garage.  Annual 

operating cost of $166,500. 

Installation cost 

in Project 

Construction 

Costs, 

$166,500/year 

operating cost  

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 
 Car sharing services in the 

garage at the Project Site. 

Included in 

Project 

Construction 

Costs 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 
 Preferential parking for 

car/vanpools and 

alternatively fueled vehicles. 

Included in 

Project 

Construction 

Costs 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

 

 Offering a “Guaranteed-

Ride-Home” in case of 

emergency to employees 

that commute to the Project 

by means other than private 

automobile. 

$10,000/ year 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 

Transportation Demand Total Up To: $12,659,000 Operating, $35,000 one-time 

Water Transportation 

Vessels 

 The Proponent will provide 

dock facilities and 

customized ferry vessels to 

support passenger water 

transportation service 

between the Project Site and 

key Boston Harbor landing 

sites.  

 

 

 

Up to 

$8,600,000 

 

 

At 

opening  

Water Transportation Total Up To: $8,600,000 

Annual Monitoring and 

Reporting Program 

 

 

 Post-development traffic and 

parking monitoring and 

employee survey program in 

order to evaluate the 

adequacy of transportation 

mitigation measures, 

including the TDM program. 

 

 

 

$30,000 

At 

opening 

and 

ongoing 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure Estimated Cost Schedule 

Sullivan Square traffic 

monitoring 

 Post-development motor 

vehicle traffic counts in 

Sullivan Square as well as 

additional locations to 

determine whether Project-

related vehicle trips through 

Sullivan Square have 

exceeded projections during 

the Friday afternoon peak 

hour.  

$20,000/year 

for 10 years, if 

conditions are 

met 

No later 

than 30 

days after 

the first 

anniv. of 

Project 

opening 

and 

annually 

for 10 

years 

thereafter 

Annual Monitoring and Reporting Program Total: $50,000 

Transportation Grand Total One-time Costs Up To: $22,105,000 

Transportation Grand Total Annual Operating Costs Up To: $12,709,000 

 

Based upon its review of the MEPA documents, the projected Project impacts, and 

the Department’s regulations, the Department finds that the terms and conditions to 

be incorporated into the approvals required for this Project as specified above will 

constitute all feasible measures to avoid damage to the environment, including 

consideration of the potential effects of climate change, and will minimize and 

mitigate such damage to the maximum extent practicable for those impacts subject 

to the Department’s authority. Implementation of the mitigation measures will occur 

in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth in the applicable permit or 

approval and Table 4-2, Table of Proposed Transportation Mitigation Measures by 

Wynn MA LLC. 
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__________________________ ________________ 

Department of Transportation, Highway Division 

 

 

__________________________ 

By 

 

___________________________ 

[Date] 
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4.3.3 DRAFT MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, RAIL AND 

TRANSIT DIVISION/MBTA SECTION 61 FINDINGS  

Introduction 

These Section 61 Findings for Wynn Resort in Everett (EEA #15060) have been 

prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61 and 301 

CMR 11.00 and cover potential state agency actions of the Massachusetts 

Department of Transportation Rail and Transit Division/MBTA (“MassDOT Rail and 

Transit Division/MBTA”). 

The following permits and approvals will be required from the Department: 

 Land Disposition and Easement Agreements (MassDOT Rail and Transit 

Division/MBTA) 

 Agreements and approvals necessary to construct improvements and to 

operate within MBTA transit stations and agreements and approvals 

necessary to relocate bus stops (MassDOT Rail and Transit Division/MBTA) 

 Funding to support Orange Line capacity. 

 Improvements to MBTA stations 

The following draft Section 61 findings reflect the mitigation measures related to the 

agency’s jurisdictions as they may be implemented, subject to the Proponent 

obtaining all easements and rights, and federal, state and local approvals. As 

required by the Secretary’s Certificate, the estimated costs and implementation 

schedule for these mitigation measures are included in the draft Section 61 findings. 

Project Description 

The Wynn Resort in Everett (the “Project”) will consist of a luxury hotel with 629 

rooms, a gaming area, retail space, food and beverage outlets, convention and 

meeting space, a spa and gym, and a parking garage and drop-off areas to be 

constructed on a waterfront parcel totaling approximately 33.9 acres located in 

Everett, Massachusetts, adjacent to the Mystic River (the “Project Site”). Extensive 

landscape and open space amenities are planned which include a public gathering 

area with an outdoor park-like open space, a pavilion, waterfront features, a public 

harborwalk, and water transportation docking facilities. The Proponent has also 

committed to certain off-site improvements including extensive transportation 

improvements and a multiuse path connector (“Gateway Park Connector”) from the 

proposed harborwalk on the Project Site to the existing paths at the Massachusetts 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

 Mitigation Measures and Section 61 Findings 

 4-38 

Department of Conservation and Recreation ("DCR") Gateway Park. The Project will 

be developed in a single phase. 

MEPA History 

The Expanded Environmental Notification Form (“EENF”) for the Project was filed 

on May 31, 2013. The Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs (the 

“Secretary”) issued the Certificate on the ENF on July 26, 2013. The Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Project was filed on December 16th, 

2013 and the Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR on February 21, 2014, 

setting forth a scope for the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”). The FEIR for 

the Project was filed on June 30, 2014. The Secretary issued a Certificate on the 

FEIR specifying the scope for a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“SFEIR”) on August 15, 2014. The SFEIR was filed on February 17, 2015. On April 

3, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SFEIR. A Second Supplemental 

Final Environmental Impact report (“SSFEIR”) was filed on July 15, 2015. On 

______, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SSFEIR finding that the 

SSFEIR adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts Environmental 

Policy Act (“MEPA”) and its implementing regulations. 

Project Impact Evaluation 

As is discussed in Section 2.1.2 of the SSFEIR, public transit access to the Project via 

the MBTA’s Orange Line is a key component of the Project’s transportation strategy 

to maximize patron and employee use of non-automobile travel modes. A 

significant proportion of Project patrons and employees are expected to travel on 

the Orange Line to connect with frequent and convenient shuttle bus services 

provided by the Proponent from the MBTA’s Wellington and Malden Center 

Stations. Project employees are also expected to utilize one of several MBTA bus 

routes servicing Lower Broadway (Route 99) from Sullivan Square Station.  

 Specific Mitigation Measures 

As part of the MEPA review process, the Project has committed to specific 

mitigation measures related to MassDOT's jurisdiction as further described in the 

Secretary's Certificate. Those mitigation measures are listed in Table 4-3: Proposed 

Transportation Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA LLC for MassDOT Rail and Transit 

Division/MBTA, and are subject to the receipt of all easements and rights, and 

federal, state and local approvals after good faith efforts by Wynn MA, LLC. 

With respect to those improvements that are identified as to be completed "prior to 

opening," Wynn MA, LLC will use good faith efforts to complete such 

improvements prior to opening.  Notwithstanding, the foregoing commitment is 
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subject to Wynn MA, LLC's ability to obtain permits in a timely manner from the 

relevant agency. 

Table 4-3: Proposed Transportation Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA LLC for 

MassDOT Rail and Transit Division/MBTA 

Subject Matter Improvement Measure Estimated Cost Schedule 

EOEEA – 41 Land 

Transfer 
(Hold in Escrow) N/A 

60 Days 

following 

Certificate on 

SSFEIR 

MBTA Everett Shops 

 New Entrance 

 New Loading Dock 

 Easement on Surface 

Road 

$1.5 million At  opening 

Orange Line  

Funding to support 

additional passenger 

capacity 

$410,188 per 

year operating 

cost, 

(assuming a 

2018 

opening) 

At  opening 

and ongoing 

MBTA Stations 

Improvements to MBTA’s 

Wellington Station to 

accommodate Wynn patron 

shuttle service at curbside. 

$550,000 
Prior to 

opening 

Improvements to MBTA’s 

Malden Center Station to 

accommodate Wynn patron 

shuttle service at curbside. 

$25,000 
Prior to 

opening 

Improvements to MBTA’s 

Sullivan Square Bus Station 

to accommodate new traffic 

patterns and road 

alignments. 

$4 million 
Prior to 

opening 

Non-Highway Transportation Grand Total One-time Costs: $6,075,000 

Non-Highway Transportation Grand Total Annual Operating Costs: $410,188 
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Based upon its review of the MEPA documents, the projected Project impacts and 

the Department’s regulations, the Department finds that the terms and conditions to 

be incorporated into the approvals required for this Project as specified above will 

constitute all feasible measures to avoid damage to the environment, including 

consideration of the potential effects of climate change, and will minimize and 

mitigate such damage to the maximum extent practicable for those impacts subject 

to the Department’s authority. Implementation of the mitigation measures will occur 

in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth in the applicable permit or 

approval and Table 4-2, Table of Proposed Transportation Mitigation Measures for 

MassDOT Rail and Transit Division/MBTA by Wynn MA LLC. 

 

 

__________________________  

Department of Transportation, Rail and Transit Division/MBTA 

 

 

__________________________ 

By 

 

___________________________ 

[Date] 
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4.3.4 DRAFT MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND 

RECREATION SECTION 61 FINDINGS 

Introduction 

These Section 61 Findings for Wynn Resort in Everett (EEA #15060) have been 

prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61 and 301 

CMR 11.00 and cover potential state agency actions of the Massachusetts 

Department of Conservation and Recreation ("DCR"). The following permits and 

approvals will be required from DCR: 

 Access Permit 

The following draft Section 61 findings reflect the mitigation measures related to the 

agency’s jurisdictions as they may be implemented, subject to the Proponent 

obtaining all easements and rights, and federal, state and local approvals. As 

required by the Secretary’s Certificate, the estimated costs and implementation 

schedule for these mitigation measures are included in the draft Section 61 findings. 

Project Description 

The Wynn Resort in Everett (the “Project”) will consist of a luxury hotel with 629 

rooms, a gaming area, retail space, food and beverage outlets, convention and 

meeting space, a spa and gym, and a parking garage and drop-off areas to be 

constructed on a waterfront parcel totaling approximately 33.9 acres located in 

Everett, Massachusetts, adjacent to the Mystic River (the “Project Site”). Extensive 

landscape and open space amenities are planned which include a public gathering 

area with an outdoor park-like open space, a pavilion, waterfront features, a public 

harborwalk, and water transportation docking facilities. The Proponent has also 

committed to certain off-site improvements including extensive transportation 

improvements and a multiuse path connector (“Gateway Park Connector”) from the 

proposed harborwalk on the Project Site to the existing paths at the Massachusetts 

Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) Gateway Park. The off-site 

transportation improvements, some of which involve work on DCR roadways, 

include improvements to Wellington Circle, Santilli Circle, and Sweetser Circle and 

to intersections on Mystic Valley Parkway/Revere Beach Parkway (Route 16). The 

Project will be developed in a single phase.  

MEPA History 

The Expanded Environmental Notification Form (“EENF”) for the Project was filed 

on May 31, 2013. The Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs (the 

“Secretary”) issued the Certificate on the ENF on July 26, 2013. The Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Project was filed on December 16th, 
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2013 and the Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR on February 21, 2014, 

setting forth a scope for the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”). The FEIR for 

the Project was filed on June 30, 2014. The Secretary issued a Certificate on the 

FEIR specifying the scope for a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“SFEIR”) on August 15, 2014. The SFEIR was filed on February 17, 2015. On April 

3, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SFEIR. A Second Supplemental 

Final Environmental Impact report (“SSFEIR”) was filed on July 15, 2015. On 

______, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SSFEIR finding that the 

SSFEIR adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts Environmental 

Policy Act (“MEPA”) and its implementing regulations. 

Project Impact Evaluation 

The proposed Project will result in the generation of new vehicle and transit trips to 

the Project. The increase in new vehicle trips is estimated at 1,368 trips in the Friday 

p.m. peak hour of the resort (9:00-10:00 p.m.), and 1,810 trips in the Saturday p.m. 

peak hour (10:00-11:00 p.m.). New vehicle trips will result in increased volumes on 

several roadways under MassDOT or DCR jurisdiction, including Route 16 at 

Wellington Circle, Santilli Circle and Sweetser Circle, and elsewhere along Route 

16.. Improvements are proposed at Wellington Circle, Santilli Circle, and Sweetser 

Circle, other intersections along Route 16, and at Sullivan Square. Based on DCR’s 

evaluation of the assessments presented and reviewed under MEPA, DCR finds that 

the roadway improvements and other measures will adequately mitigate the 

Project’s vehicular traffic impacts on DCR roadways. 

Based on the proposed Transportation Demand Management (“TDM”) program, 

many trips to the Project will occur on transit and non- single occupancy vehicles 

("SOVs"). New transit and other non-SOV person trips are estimated at 979 trips in 

the Friday p.m. peak hour. In addition, improvements are proposed at the Sullivan 

Square, Wellington, and Malden Center MBTA stations and at bus stops along 

Lower Broadway/Alford Street (Route 99) in the City of Everett to enhance bus 

and/or shuttle bus access and utilization. 

Specific Mitigation Measures 

Based on DCR’s evaluation of the assessments presented and reviewed under 

MEPA, DCR finds that the Project will adequately mitigate the Project’s impacts. As 

this Project is currently described, the following mitigation measures are identified 

in Table 4-4: Table of Proposed DCR Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA, LLC, and 

are subject to the receipt of all easements and rights, and federal, state and local 

approvals after good faith efforts by Wynn MA, LLC. 

With respect to those improvements that are identified as to be completed "prior to 

opening," Wynn MA, LLC will use good faith efforts to complete such 
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improvements prior to opening.  Notwithstanding, the foregoing commitment is 

subject to Wynn MA, LLC's ability to obtain permits in a timely manner from the 

relevant agency. 

Table 4-4: Proposed DCR Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA LLC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

p

o 

 

 

 

 

 

Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

Transportation 

See Table 4-2, Proposed 

Transportation Mitigation 

Measures by Wynn MA LLC. 

Specific mitigation measures 

will be required for 

transportation improvements at 

Santilli Circle, Sweetser Circle, 

Wellington Circle, Mystic 

Valley Parkway and Revere 

Beach Parkway (Route 16). 

As described 

in Table 4-2 

As described 

in Table 4-2 

Open Space 

Direct bicycle and pedestrian 

connection to DCR Gateway 

Park including construction of 

a multi-use path, benches, 

signage, bicycle racks, 

plantings and lighting. 

 

As Described 

in Table 4-5 

As Described 

in Table 4-5 

Public Access 

Funding to DCR for planning 

and engineering services 

related to an investigation of a 

potential pedestrian bridge 

crossing of the Mystic River 

linking Somerville and Everett. 

 

Participation in a process to 

study the feasibility of 

extending the Northern Strand 

Community Trail  to Everett. 

 

 

 

$250,000 

 

As Described 

in Table 4-5 

DCR Total (in addition to mitigation costs included in Table 4-2 and 4-5) $250,000 
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Based upon its review of the MEPA documents, the projected Project impacts and 

the Department’s regulations, the Department finds that the terms and conditions to 

be incorporated into the approvals required for this Project as specified above will 

constitute all feasible measures to avoid damage to the environment, including 

consideration of the potential effects of climate change, and will minimize and 

mitigate such damage to the maximum extent practicable for those impacts subject 

to the Department’s authority. Implementation of the mitigation measures will occur 

in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth in the applicable permit or 

approval and Table 4-4, Table of Proposed DCR Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA 

LLC. 

 

 

 

_______________________________________  

Department of Conservation and Recreation 

 

___________________________ 

By 

 

___________________________ 

[Date] 
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4.3.5 DRAFT MASSACHUSETTS WATER RESOURCES AUTHORITY SECTION 61 

FINDINGS 

Introduction 

These Section 61 Findings for Wynn Resort in Everett (EEA #15060) have been 

prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61 and 301 

CMR 11.00 and cover potential state agency actions of the Massachusetts Water 

Resources Authority ("MWRA"). The following permits and approvals will be 

required from MWRA: 

 8M Permit 

The following draft Section 61 findings reflect the mitigation measures related to the 

agency’s jurisdictions as they may be implemented, subject to the Proponent 

obtaining all easements and rights, and federal, state and local approvals. As 

required by the Secretary’s Certificate, the estimated costs and implementation 

schedule for these mitigation measures are included in the draft Section 61 findings. 

Project Description 

The Wynn Resort in Everett (the “Project”) will consist of a luxury hotel with 629 

rooms, a gaming area, retail space, food and beverage outlets, convention and 

meeting space, a spa and gym, and a parking garage and drop-off areas to be 

constructed on a waterfront parcel totaling approximately 33.9 acres located in 

Everett, Massachusetts, adjacent to the Mystic River (the “Project Site”) extensive 

landscape and open space amenities are planned which include a public gathering 

area with an outdoor park-like open space, a pavilion, waterfront features, a public 

harborwalk, and water transportation docking facilities. The Proponent has also 

committed to certain off-site improvements including extensive transportation 

improvements and a multiuse path connector (“Gateway Park Connector”) from the 

proposed harborwalk on the Project Site to the existing paths at the Massachusetts 

Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) Gateway Park. The Project will 

be developed in a single phase.  

MEPA History 

The Expanded Environmental Notification Form (“EENF”) for the Project was filed 

on May 31, 2013. The Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs (the 

“Secretary”) issued the Certificate on the ENF on July 26, 2013. The Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Project was filed on December 16th, 

2013 and the Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR on February 21, 2014, 

setting forth a scope for the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”). The FEIR for 

the Project was filed on June 30, 2014. The Secretary issued a Certificate on the 
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FEIR specifying the scope for a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“SFEIR”) on August 15, 2014. The SFEIR was filed on February 17, 2015. On April 

3, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SFEIR. A Second Supplemental 

Final Environmental Impact report (“SSFEIR”) was filed on July 15, 2015. On 

______, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SSFEIR finding that the 

SSFEIR adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts Environmental 

Policy Act (“MEPA”) and its implementing regulations. 

Project Impact Evaluation 

The Proposed Project will result in the construction of certain offsite transportation 

improvements, including work on Broadway (Route 99) and Revere Beach Parkway 

(Route 16). Some of this work may occur in areas where MWRA water and sewer 

infrastructure is located. Project work will need to be conditioned to ensure that the 

integrity of infrastructure facilities will be protected. 

Specific Mitigation Measures 

Based on the MWRA’s evaluation of the assessments presented and reviewed under 

MEPA, the MWRA finds that the Project will adequately mitigate the Project’s 

impacts. As this Project is currently described, one or more of the following 

mitigation measures may be required as a condition to the 8M permit to ensure the 

integrity of MWRA infrastructure facilities; 

 Additional survey work, test pits and vacuum excavation to precisely 

identify the locations of utilities and construction monitoring and post 

construction surveys to ensure the integrity of MWRA infrastructure 

Based upon its review of the MEPA documents, the projected Project impacts and 

the MWRA’s regulations, the MWRA finds that the terms and conditions to be 

incorporated into the approvals required for this Project as specified above will 

constitute all feasible measures to avoid damage to the environment, including 

consideration of the potential effects of climate change, and will minimize and 

mitigate such damage to the maximum extent practicable for those impacts subject 

to the MWRA’s jurisdiction. Implementation of the mitigation measures will occur 

in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth in the applicable permit or 

approval and the list of mitigation measures above. 

With respect to those improvements that are identified as to be completed "prior to 

opening," Wynn MA, LLC will use good faith efforts to complete such 

improvements prior to opening.  Notwithstanding, the foregoing commitment is 

subject to Wynn MA, LLC's ability to obtain permits in a timely manner from the 

relevant agency. 
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  _______________________________________  

Massachusetts Water Resources Authority 

 

___________________________ 

By 

 

___________________________ 

[Date]   
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4.3.6 DRAFT MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

SECTION 61 FINDINGS 

Introduction 

These Section 61 Findings for Wynn Resort in Everett (EEA #15060) have been 

prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61 and 301 

CMR 11.00 and cover potential state agency actions of the Massachusetts 

Department of Environmental Protection ("DEP"). The following permits and 

approvals will be required from DEP: 

 Chapter 91 Waterways License; 

 Chapter 91 Dredging Permit; 

 Notification of Construction/Demolition; 

 Air Plan Approval or Environmental Results Program Certification; 

 Water Quality Certification (401); 

 Asbestos Removal Permit (if required); and 

 Superseding Order of Conditions (only upon appeal of local Order). 

The following draft Section 61 findings reflect the mitigation measures related to the 

agency’s jurisdictions as they may be implemented, subject to the Proponent 

obtaining all easements and rights, and federal, state and local approvals. As 

required by the Secretary’s Certificate, the estimated costs and implementation 

schedule for these mitigation measures are included in the draft Section 61 findings. 

Project Description 

The Wynn Resort in Everett (the “Project”) will consist of a luxury hotel with 629 

rooms, a gaming area, retail space, food and beverage outlets, convention and 

meeting space, a spa and gym, and a parking garage and drop-off areas to be 

constructed on a waterfront parcel totaling approximately 33.9 acres located in 

Everett, Massachusetts, adjacent to the Mystic River (the “Project Site”). Extensive 

landscape and open space amenities are planned which include a public gathering 

area with an outdoor park-like open space, a pavilion, waterfront features, a public 

harborwalk, and water transportation docking facilities. The Proponent has also 

committed to certain off-site improvements including extensive transportation 

improvements and a multiuse path connector (“Gateway Park Connector”) from the 

proposed harborwalk on the Project Site to the existing paths at the Massachusetts 
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Department of Conservation and Recreation (“DCR”) Gateway Park. The Project will 

be developed in a single phase.  

MEPA History 

The Expanded Environmental Notification Form (“EENF”) for the Project was filed 

on May 31, 2013. The Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs (the 

“Secretary”) issued the Certificate on the ENF on July 26, 2013. The Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Project was filed on December 16th, 

2013 and the Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR on February 21, 2014, 

setting forth a scope for the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”). The FEIR for 

the Project was filed on June 30, 2014. The Secretary issued a Certificate on the 

FEIR specifying the scope for a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“SFEIR”) on August 15, 2014. The SFEIR was filed on February 17, 2015. On April 

3, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SFEIR. A Second Supplemental 

Final Environmental Impact report (“SSFEIR”) was filed on July 15, 2015. On 

______, 2015, the Secretary issued a Certificate on the SSFEIR finding that the 

SSFEIR adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts Environmental 

Policy Act (“MEPA”) and its implementing regulations. 

Project Impact Evaluation 

The Project will include non-water dependent use buildings on filled and flowed 

tidelands which must be consistent with DEP’s Chapter 91 regulations and the 

Everett Central Waterfront Municipal Harbor Plan. The Project includes hotel, 

casino, retail, restaurant and convention facilities, all of which are considered 

Facilities of Public Accommodation as defined in DEP’s Chapter 91 regulations.  

Specific Mitigation Measures 

The Project will provide 6.3 acres of open space in Chapter 91 jurisdictional areas 

which will be improved with pedestrian amenities to support public access, 

including a continuous harborwalk. The Project also includes a water transportation 

dock to facilitate water based access. A pedestrian and bicycle connection is 

proposed to link the Project site to the DCR Gateway Park. The Proponent will 

remediate contamination at and from the Project Site. The Project minimizes 

impacts on coastal wetland resources and includes the restoration of 10,000 square 

feet of salt marsh and 550 linear feet of coastal bank. 

The Project will incorporate stormwater controls consistent with DEP Stormwater 

Guidelines to improve the quality of urban runoff from the site. The Project will be 

LEED certified at the Gold level. The Project incorporates a large number of energy 

efficiency measures, including a combined heat and power plant, in order to reduce 

energy use and greenhouse gases production. 
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Based on DEP’s evaluation of the assessments presented and reviewed under MEPA, 

DEP finds that the Project will adequately mitigate the Project’s impacts. As this 

Project is currently described, the following mitigation measures, as identified in 

Table 4-5: Proposed DEP Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA LLC which are subject 

to the receipt of all easements and rights, and federal, state and local approvals after 

good faith efforts by Wynn MA, LLC. 

With respect to those improvements that are identified as to be completed "prior to 

opening," Wynn MA, LLC will use good faith efforts to complete such improvements 

prior to opening.  Notwithstanding, the foregoing commitment is subject to Wynn 

MA, LLC's ability to obtain permits in a timely manner from the relevant agency. 

Table 4-5: Proposed DEP Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA LLC 

 

Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

Wetlands, Waterways, 

and Water Quality 

Certification 

The Project will contribute to 

improved water quality, clean-

up and restore of bulkheads 

and piers, remove trash and 

litter along the waterfront, and 

restore and enhance shoreline 

areas along the Project Site.  

The Project will also create 

public access and amenities in 

currently inaccessible areas of 

the City of Everett’s Central 

Waterfront.  

Wetlands mitigation and 

enhancement measures include: 

On-site 

 Remediation, revegetation 

and enhancement of 550 

linear feet of existing 

shoreline with enhanced 

“living shoreline;” 

 Removal of invasive 

vegetation and planting of 

native herbaceous and 

shrub vegetation along part 

of existing Coastal Bank and 

Riverfront Area; 

 Transformation of 10,900 

+/- SF of disturbed Coastal 

Beach/Tidal Flats, Coastal 

Bank, and Riverfront Area 

to Salt Marsh; 

 Dredging to provide ample 

 

 

$28,736,044 

 

 

 

 

 

During 

construction  

and prior to 

opening 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

 Mitigation Measures and Section 61 Findings 

 4-51 

Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

draft for water 

transportation, recreational 

vessels and a proposed 

floating dock; 

 Debris clean up within the 

Land Under the Ocean, 

Coastal Beach and Coastal 

Bank resource areas;  

 Replacement of existing 

bulkhead and construction 

of new bulkheads within 

areas of existing degraded 

Coastal Beach and Coastal 

Bank areas; and 

 A Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

will be prepared in support 

of a Notice of Intent (NOI) 

filing with the EPA for 

coverage under the 

National Pollution 

Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) 

Construction General 

Permit (CGP).  
 

Substantial public benefits and 

water-dependent uses along 

the Project Site’s waterfront, 

transforming the Site into a 

vibrant and active 

development by providing: 
 High quality open space 

along the Mystic River 

 100% of the ground floor 

will be Facilities of Public 

Accommodation 

 A water transportation dock 

 A continuous harborwalk 

along the waterfront 
 

Off-site 
Direct bicycle and pedestrian 

connections to the DCR 

Gateway Park and to 

Broadway including 

construction of a multi-use 

path, benches, signage, bicycle 

racks, plantings and lighting.  

Wetlands, Waterways, and Water Quality Certification Total: $28,736,044 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

Stormwater 

The Project will incorporate 

new stormwater management 

systems in compliance with 

applicable requirements of 

State and City of Everett 

Stormwater Management 

Standards. The SWPPP and 

long-term stormwater 

improvements will provide 

stormwater mitigation 

measures to be implemented 

both during and after 

construction to improve water 

quality 

 

Implementation of a 

stormwater management 

system that will dramatically 

improve the quality of runoff 

on-site including: 

 

On-site 

 Two new outfalls will 

discharge treated 

stormwater into the Mystic 

River; 

 Green Roof; 

 Best Management Practices 

(“BMPs”) such as pavement 

sweeping, deep sump catch 

basins, four (4) proprietary 

stormwater separators, and 

stormwater media filters 

will be constructed. These 

BMPs will be designed to 

remove at least 80 percent 

of the average annual load 

of Total Suspended Solids 

(TSS); and 

 Catch basins, silt fences, 

hay bales and crushed 

stone will be used during 

construction to prevent 

sediment removal from 

entering runoff.  

 

Off-site 

 Offsite mitigation measures 

associated with 

transportation 

improvements may include 

$3,056,000 
Prior to 

Opening 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

bioretention or subsurface 

infiltration chambers, deep 

sump catch basins or 

proprietary stormwater 

separators. 

 

Stormwater Total: $3,056,000 

Wastewater 

 

Funding for sewer system 

improvements  to remove 

Infiltration and Inflow (“I/I”) 

equivalent to 4 gallons 

removed for every gallon of 

new wastewater generated; 

currently estimated at 283,489 

gallons per day  

 Grease traps and gas/oil 

separators will be installed; 

 

Assume 

$10.00/ 

gallon 

During 

construction 

Wastewater Total Approximately: $ 2,834,890 

Air Plan Approval or 

Environmental 

Results  

Program/Greenhouse 

Gas Reductions 

 

The Project buildings will be 

designed to be certifiable 

under the Green Building 

Council Leadership in Energy 

and Environmental Design 

(LEED) rating of Gold or 

higher.  The Project will be 

operated utilizing a series of 

best operating practices 

consistent with LEED 

principles to maintain the 

energy use, water efficiency, 

atmospheric, materials and 

resources use, and indoor air 

quality goals. 

 

The Project will commit to a 

comprehensive list of Energy 

Efficiency Measures (EEM) that 

are predicted to reduce 

stationary source CO2 

emissions for the building by 

18.4% relative to ASHRAE 

90.1-2010, or for the entire 

Project Site (including 

buildings, garage ventilation, 

and lighting, exterior lighting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

57,000,000 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prior to 

Opening 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

and water/wastewater utilities) 

by 27.4% relative to ASHRAE 

90.0-2010 standards.  

 

Proposed EE measures include: 

 Install street trees and 

lighting; 

 Cool roofs; 

 Central chiller plant with 

better efficiency than 

Code; 

 Demand Control 

Ventilation (DCV) for the 

casino, public 

entertainment, and retail 

areas; 

 Energy Recovery 

Ventilation (ERV) to 

reduce chiller energy use; 

 Building envelopes with 

roof and window 

insulation better than 

Code; 

 Skylights over the entry 

atrium and along the retail 

promenade (daylighting 

controls will be tied to this 

extensive system of 

skylights); 

 Lower light power density 

20% better than Code; 

 Low-energy Electronic 

Gaming Machines (EGMs); 

 Metal halide lighting for 

all parking structures; 

 High efficiency elevators 

with regenerative VVVF 

drives and LED lights; 

 Demand Control Exhaust 

Ventilation (DCEV) with 

variable frequency drive 

(VFD) fans for enclosed 

parking structures and 

metal halide lighting for all 

parking structures; 

 Kitchen and restaurant 

refrigeration energy 

efficiency design to reduce 

energy use; 

 Energy-STAR appliances; 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

 Enhanced building 

commissioning; and 

 Occupancy controls for 

non-occupied or 

infrequently occupied 

spaces. 

 

The Project has adopted the 

following Renewable Energy 

Measures: 

 

 Photo-voltaic (PV) system 

on the podium building 

roof or other locations, 

and/or purchase  from 

local service providers of 

Green Power of annual 

electric consumption 

equaling 10% of the 

Project’s annual electrical 

consumption; 

 Cogeneration plant using a 

nominal 1-MW 

microturbine, providing 

approximately 20% of the 

Project’s annual electrical 

consumption and 

significant amounts of 

absorption cooling, heat 

and hot water. 

 

Intersection improvements 

to reduce vehicle idling 

and Transportation 

Demand Management 

measures to reduce trips 

listed above will reduce 

Project-related motor 

vehicle CO2 emissions by 

13.0%.  When combined, 

(stationary source plus 

transportation), the 

Project’s total CO2 

emissions reductions are 

25.7% percent compared 

to the Base Case. 

 

The Project will also plan for 

and account for the effects of 

Sea Level Rise by elevating the 

proposed structures to 9.35 
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Subject Matter Improvement Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 
Schedule 

feet above the 100-year flood 

level.  The Project will also 

incorporate the following 

design criteria: 

 

 Parking garages entrances 

and other openings into 

below grade spaces will 

be elevated a minimum of 

3.35 feet above the 100-

year flood level, or will be 

sufficiently flood proofed 

to avoid damage from 

coastal storms, and 

 Critical infrastructure and 

HVAC equipment will be 

elevated above projected 

flood levels. 

  

Air Plan Approval or Environmental Results Program and GHG Reduction Total: 

$57,000,000 

GRAND TOTAL DEP MITIGATION MEASURES $91,626,934 
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Based upon its review of the MEPA documents, the projected Project impacts and 

the Department’s regulations, the Department finds that the terms and conditions to 

be incorporated into the approvals required for this Project as specified above will 

constitute all feasible measures to avoid damage to the environment, including 

consideration of the potential effects of climate change, and will minimize and 

mitigate such damage to the maximum extent practicable for those impacts subject 

to the Department’s authority. Implementation of the mitigation measures will occur 

in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth in the applicable permit or 

approval and Table 4-5: Proposed DEP Mitigation Measures by Wynn MA LLC. 

 

 

 

 

____________________________________  

Department of Environmental Protection 

 

___________________________ 

By 

 

___________________________ 

[Date] 

  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 5 
 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON 
THE SUPPLEMENTAL FINAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
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CHAPTER 5: SECRETARY’S CERTIFICATE 
AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE 
SUPPLEMENTAL FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT  

Comment Code Entity 

Agencies 
EOEEA Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
MWRA Massachusetts Water Resources Authority 
MAPC Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
CZM Coastal Zone Management 
DCR Department of Conservation and Recreation 
DEP Department of Environmental Protection 
DMF Division of Marine Fisheries 
MassDOT Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
Massport Massachusetts Port Authority 
DOER Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 
  
Elected Officials 
Everett City of Everett Mayor- Carlo DeMaria, Jr. 
Melrose City of Melrose Mayor – Robert J. Dolan 
Somerville City of Somerville Mayor – Joseph A. Curtatone 
Malden City of Malden Mayor – Gary Christenson 
Revere City of Revere Mayor – Daniel Rizzo 
Revere (2) City of Revere Mayor – Daniel Rizzo 
  
Municipalities 
Boston – BTD Boston Transportation Department 
Boston – ED Environment Department 
Boston - BRA Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston – BPR Boston Parks and Recreation Department 
  
Medford – CD Office of Community Development 
  
Melrose - PBMA Melrose Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee 
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Comment Code Entity 

Somerville - BAC Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee 
  
Organizations  
MyRWA Mystic River Watershed Association 
TBHA The Boston Harbor Association 
Stantec Stantec Consulting Services 
GPI Greenman – Pedersen, Inc. 
LL&C Liz Levin & Company 
MIT MIT Department of Civil & Environmental Engineering – Frederic Salvucci 
B2C Bike to the Sea, Inc. 
GFC Gardens for Charlestown, Inc. 
LSA Livable Streets Alliance 
RA/SS Rutherford Avenue/Sullivan Square Advocacy Group 
CLCT Charleston Lofts Condominium Trust (and 23 residents thereof with similar 

comments) 
CMA Charlestown Mothers Association 
ECGA East Coast Greenway Alliance 
DDRC DDR Corp. 
  
Individuals  
JV James Vitagliano 
TL Thomas Lincoln 
ER Ellin Reisner 
LL Lynne C. Levesque 
SM Samantha A. Miko 

  

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs - Secretary’s Certificate on 
the SFEIR 

EOEEA-1 Comment: While the SFEIR presents significant progress in identifying 
traffic and transportation impacts, there are still Scope items that were not 
fully addressed, including the identification of measures to ensure MBTA 
operations are protected in the long-term and identification of associated 
legally enforceable Section 61 Findings. In addition, the MBTA and the 
Proponent completed a Land Transfer necessary to support the 
construction of access to the project site. MassDOT has acknowledged that 
the conveyance of the land to the Proponent prior to the conclusion of the 
MEPA process is a violation of the MEPA statute. Therefore, MassDOT and 
the Proponent must file an SSFEIR to develop appropriate remedies to 
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Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs - Secretary’s Certificate on 
the SFEIR 

satisfy the above-mentioned issues. 

Response: This SSFEIR thoroughly addresses these items as follows: 
protection of MBTA operations in Section 1.3.4, pages 1-6 through 1-9; 
identification of legally enforceable Section 61 Findings in Section 4.3; and 
MBTA land transfer history and remedies in Sections 1.3.2 through 1.3.6, 
pages 1-5 through 1-12. 

EOEEA-2 Comment: Specifically, the Scope for the SSFEIR will address the following: 

1) Provide an explanation of and remedy for the premature conveyance of 
land from MassDOT/MBTA and its acceptance by the Proponent prior to 
the completion of MEPA review; 2) Commit to a specific dollar amount for 
an annual operating subsidy to the MBTA to support service and capacity 
improvements on the Orange Line; 3) Clarification of the Traffic Impact 
Assessment and supplemental data and analysis; 4) Revised Draft Section 
61 Findings that incorporate commitments associated with the three 
requirements listed above; and 5) Response to Comments document that 
provides clear and specific responses to issues raised. 

Response: This information is provided in the SSFEIR as follows: 1) in 
Section 1.3, pages 1-4 through 1-12; 2) in Section 2.3.3, page 2-27; 3) in 
Chapter 3; 4) Section 4.3; and 5) this Chapter 5 Responses to Comments 
on the SFEIR.  

EOEEA-3 Comment: The MassDOT comment letter acknowledges that, pursuant to 
the MEPA regulations, this action constituted Final Agency Action and, 
therefore, did not comply with the MEPA Statute. The comment letter 
indicates that MassDOT and the MBTA are committed to adhering to the 
MEPA regulations and process. MassDOT has committed to remedy this 
violation and will work with the MEPA Office and the Proponent on the 
development of appropriate remedies. Such a remedy could include 
reversal of the Land Transfer or placement of the Transfer in escrow until 
MEPA review is completed. The MassDOT comment letter indicates that 
the Proponent has agreed to place the property in escrow until 60 days 
after the issuance of a Certificate of adequacy on the final MEPA review 
document. 

Response: As set forth in Section 1.3.6, page 1-11, on April 15, 2015, 
Proponent and the Wynn Parties entered into the Escrow Agreement.  
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Pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement, Wynn executed a 
Quitclaim Deed to convey the property that is subject to the Deed back to 
the MBTA.  In addition, the Wynn Parties and the MBTA executed an 
agreement terminating the Easement Agreement (a copy of the Termination 
of Easement Agreement is attached hereto as Appendix B).  Finally, the 
MBTA has placed Six Million Dollars ($6,000,000), the full amount of the 
purchase price paid by Proponent, into escrow.   

The escrow agreement provides, in pertinent part, that the conveyance of 
the property shall be deemed to have not taken place unless and until the 
Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs has determined that, for the 
Project that includes work or activities on the MBTA Everett Shops 
property: (1) no Environmental Impact Report is required; or (2) a single or 
final Environmental Impact Report is adequate and sixty (60) days have 
elapsed following publication of notice of the availability of the single or 
final Environmental Impact Report in the Environmental Monitor in 
accordance with 301 CMR 11.15(2), provided that the MBTA shall 
reconsider and confirm or modify the conveyance of the property pursuant 
to the Deed and any conditions following MEPA review.  

Pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement, in the event the MBTA 
determines that the transaction requires no modifications or conditions or 
other mitigation, the escrow agent will return the Quitclaim Deed and 
Termination of Easement Agreement to the Proponent and the money to 
the MBTA. In the event the MBTA determines that the transaction requires 
modifications or conditions or other mitigation, the parties are obligated to 
work in good faith to document such required modifications, conditions or 
mitigation commitments after which the escrow agreement will return the 
Quitclaim Deed and Termination of Easement Agreement to Proponent 
and the money to the MBTA and record any such modifications. In the 
event that the parties cannot agree to any required modifications, 
conditions or other mitigation, the escrow agreement will file the 
Quitclaim Deed and Termination of Easement Agreement and return the 
money to Proponent. 

EOEEA-4 Comment: As noted in the Scope, the SSFEIR must address how MBTA 
infrastructure and operations are protected under the terms of the transfer 
and include revised Draft Section 61 Findings. In addition, Secretary 
Pollack has directed MassDOT and MBTA staff to develop a more robust 
internal process to flag land transfers and real estate transactions that are 
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subject to MEPA to ensure compliance prior to execution.  

Response: This SSFEIR addresses the MBTA infrastructure and operations in 
Section 1.3.4, pages 1-6 through 1-9. The Proponent understands from 
MassDOT and MBTA staff that they have implemented a more robust 
internal process to flag land use transfers and real estate transactions that 
are subject to MEPA review. 

EOEEA-5 Comment: The Proponent consulted extensively with MassDOT and the 
MBTA since the FEIR. In addition, the Proponent has met separately with 
the City of Boston and BTD. The SFEIR indicates that the Proponent has 
worked hard to reconcile differences between these stakeholders’ 
suggestions. The SFEIR does not identify what required reconciling or 
identify how the resulting mitigation balances competing concerns. The 
Response to Comments document does not acknowledge why the 
recommended consultation, which would provide a more direct way to 
reconcile competing concerns, did not occur. It is unclear whether the 
Proponent attempted to convene a joint meeting to reconcile differences 
and was unable to secure participation from the parties or if other reasons 
prevented such a meeting. Regardless, a joint meeting was not held. 

Response: The primary suggestion by BTD was to divert some traffic away 
from the Sullivan Square rotary by using other streets or creating new ones, 
such as Beacham Street Extension/MBTA busway and Spice and D streets. 
The Proponent took this suggestion into consideration while developing 
the current mitigation plan. These new or improved streets and changes in 
the travel patterns led to the need for modifications to the Sullivan Square 
bus station and the associated parking. The Proponent reviewed existing 
and proposed bus operations and developed a new parking layout. A joint 
meeting was held on January 26, 2015, among the Proponent, the MBTA, 
and BTD to discuss the revised plans and analyses.  The MBTA agreed that 
the plan was much improved for their bus operations. 

EOEEA-6 Comment: Specific comments from the City of Boston, based on analysis 
provided by its peer review consultant, note that the City did not have an 
opportunity to address underlying assumptions (assignment, intersection 
operations, signal coordination, and queuing impacts) or to participate in 
model development and calibration process for this complex modeling 
effort. The letter indicates that they requested AM peak hour traffic 
operations data prior to providing feedback and adequacy of mitigation 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report  

 Secretary’s Certificate and Responses to Comments on the SFEIR 
 5-6 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs - Secretary’s Certificate on 
the SFEIR 

which was not provided. They note that spillover effects and queuing will 
result in poor operations. It notes that a key element of this plan is the 
introduction of left-turns from Cambridge Street eastbound into the MBTA 
station via Beacham Street Extension and on to Maffa Way and Main Street. 
City of Boston comments indicate that it has investigated upgrading this 
roadway link and concluded that the introduction of left-turns at this 
location would be problematic because the close proximity of this 
intersection to the Cambridge Street intersection with the I-93 off-ramp 
would creating weaving and queuing problems. Traffic turning right from 
the ramp and then looking to turn left into Beacham Street Extension 
would get trapped and block through travel lanes on Cambridge Street. 
Accordingly, the City’s plan for this location limited left turns to buses 
only. These comments also question the allocation of a large number of 
vehicle diversions to Spice Street and D Street to avoid delays entering 
Sullivan Square because, they note, the route is available today and sees 
very little use. They assert that proposed upgrades will not increase 
capacity or improve travel times. 

Response: The a.m. peak hour analysis has been performed and is included 
in Section 3.3.4, page 3-6, of this SSFEIR. 

Another aspect of the proposed mitigation at the I-93 Northbound off-ramp 
and Cambridge Street is the reassignment of the ramp’s left lane from an 
exclusive left-turn lane to a shared left-turn/through lane. This will allow 
motorists to use the left lane on the ramp to turn right into the left travel 
lane on Cambridge Street eastbound, which would allow for easy entry 
into the left-turn lane to Beacham Street extension with no need for 
merging.  

Although Spice Street and D Street are available today for traffic to use to 
avoid passing through the Sullivan Square rotary, the pavement is in poor 
condition, which does not encourage use of the route. The Proponent will 
improvement pavement conditions by repaving both the streets and 
sidewalks. There is also no signage directing traffic to use Spice and D 
streets as an alternate route, which the Proponent has proposed as part of 
the improvements to the area. 

EOEEA-7 Comment: In addition, the City of Boston comments identify concerns with 
the existing peak hour vehicle queues on Cambridge Street which begin at 
the Sullivan Square rotary and extend beyond the I-93 off-ramp. The SFEIR 
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reports that the rotary intersection will operate at 114 percent of capacity 
during the Friday, PM peak hour which the City asserts demonstrates that 
there will continue to be a problem. The letter identifies concerns that the 
proposed signalization of the Beacham Street/Main Street intersection will 
stop westbound traffic and create vehicle queues. Given the curved 
alignment of the roadway leaving the Sullivan Square rotary, sight lines 
may be limited to the back of the queue and create a safety problem. 

Response: The existing queuing issues on Cambridge Street are partially 
the effect of poor coordination between the signals. The proposed 
mitigation plan improves both the signal hardware and the timing and 
phasing plan. 

As part of the design process, stopping sight distance will be assessed for 
cars entering Main Street from the rotary. If it is determined that sight 
distance is inefficient along any point on Main Street, particularly along the 
horizontal curve, the Proponent will recommend and commit to measures 
to improve sight distance (e.g., removal of vegetation or other objects 
hindering sight distance) and/or measures to warn motorists of insufficient 
sight distance, such as warning signage and pavement markings. 

EOEEA-8 Comment: MassDOT comments indicate that it supports the proposed 
interim mitigation and that the study is necessary to address effective 
alternatives for addressing existing operational deficiencies. Previous 
comments from DCR note that the system appears to be at or near the limit 
of at-grade solution. In addition, DCR noted concerns that the proposed 
improvements would impact existing open space and would require tree 
removal. DCR comments on the SFEIR indicate that the revised mitigation 
has addressed concerns regarding impacts to open space.  

Response: We are pleased that MassDOT endorsed the proposed 
mitigation and that DCR’s concerns about the impact on open space have 
been adequately addressed. The Proponent is supportive of efforts to 
identify a solution to improve the existing operational deficiencies in 
Sullivan Square and looks forward to continued participation in that 
planning process. 

EOEEA-9 Comment: Comments from the City of Medford identify several concerns 
with traffic, including questions regarding the process, funding and timing 
of the study [for Wellington Circle long-term solution] and its relation to 
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the schedule for the casino development. In addition, they identify 
concerns that impacts are underestimated and do not account for the likely 
impacts on City streets and I-93.  

Response: The Proponent will work with MassDOT, DCR, and the City of 
Medford regarding the process and timing for the study at Wellington 
Circle.  The Proponent has committed up to $1.5 million for the study, as 
detailed in its Section 61 findings, Chapter 4 of this SSFEIR. 

The Proponent has identified additional signal timing and phasing changes 
at Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Harvard Street/Mystic Avenue (Route 
38) and at Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/I-93 Southbound Exit 31. 
These proposed changes to the mitigation are detailed in Section 3.4.1.1, 
pages 3-11 through 3-12. 

EOEEA-10 Comment: Comments from MassDOT indicate that the Proponent should 
refine the design [of Santilli Circle], improve lane utilization and optimize 
signage location to ensure that casino patrons, a number of which will be 
unfamiliar with the area, can maneuver safely and efficiently through the 
rotary.  

Response: The Proponent will work with MassDOT, DCR, and the City of 
Everett during the design process to refine the design to improve lane 
utilization and optimize signage and pavement markings to ensure that all 
users can maneuver safely and efficiently. 

EOEEA-11 Comment: DCR comments request revisions to the plans to reduce 
accidents at the Revere Beach Parkway at Garfield and Webster Avenues 
intersection, as requested in comments on the FEIR. In the SFEIR, the 
Proponent concluded that left turns can be made simultaneously from 
Garfield Avenue and Webster Avenue with the existing intersection 
geometry and that split phasing is not necessary. DCR comments note 
traffic congestion and documented accident history are associated with 
these simultaneous left turning movements, and that consideration of 
additional solutions is necessary.  

Response: The Proponent will work with DCR during the design phase to 
ensure that a safe signal phasing solution is implemented at Revere Beach 
Parkway (Route 16)/Webster Avenue/Garfield Avenue. 
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EOEEA-12 Comment: Although the Proponent has proposed an alternative for 
providing bicycle access, many comments express concern with the design 
and indicate it will not provide effective or safe access. It requires bicyclists 
to dismount as they approach Sweetser Circle and walk on sidewalks to 
ramp down to the bike path on Route 99. Comments from MassDOT 
indicate that right-of-way limitations present a challenge to providing full 
accommodations. MassDOT will work with the Proponent during 
permitting to determine whether an alternative that will provide full 
accommodation of cyclists can be developed.  

Response: The SFEIR presents a bicycle accommodation through Sweetser 
Circle that connects to the Northern Strand Community Trail. While 
bicyclists will still be permitted to use the roadway as they do today, the 
proposed accommodations are intended to accommodate novice and 
intermediate cyclists in a similar way that modern roundabout designs 
often do. The Proponent believes that this accommodation, combined with 
a possible extension of the Northern Strand Community Trail, will provide 
adequate bicycle accommodations through the complex rotary at Sweetser 
Circle. However, the advocacy community has provided some suggestions 
for other improvements that could be made at Sweetser Circle. The 
Proponent will continue to work with the advocates, the City of Everett, 
DCR, and MassDOT to refine the design and make further improvements, 
if possible. 

EOEEA-13 Comment: The SFEIR includes a revised analysis of projected Orange Line 
peak loads for weekday and weekend service days between Wellington 
and Back Bay Stations. The projections indicate that loading standards 
would be violated at least during the Friday PM peak for the project. The 
SFEIR does not consider provision of an operating subsidy to the MBTA to 
support service and capacity improvements on the Orange Line. I note the 
importance of robust and dependable transit options to the attainment of 
mode share goals and MassDOT comments that a subsidy is necessary to 
mitigate the projects impacts. 

Response: Chapter 2 of this SSFEIR addresses a proposed Orange Line 
operating subsidy by the Proponent to the MBTA to mitigate impacts of 
capacity exceedance. In addition, the Proponent has proposed an 
additional subsidy for the purpose of promoting train ridership in the 
evening and late night hours as part of the pursuit of aggressive mode 
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distribution (see Section 2.3.2, page 2-26). 

EOEEA-14 Comment: I note that City of Boston comments disagree with the 
conclusions of the traffic analysis and express concern with signal timing, 
queuing and safety. 

Response: The Proponent has demonstrated that its mitigation will improve 
traffic operations and safety. For additional information, see response to 
comment BTD-3. 

EOEEA-15 Comment: The Proponent should continue to work with MassDOT and the 
City of Everett to seek an alternative to connect the bicycle lanes to Route 
99, north of Route 16. Further, the Proponent has noted that based on the 
latest discussions with the City of Everett, the Rail Trail project which 
would improve bicycle connections along Route 99, is expected to be 
constructed in the near future. I received many comment letters requesting 
that the Proponent consider a commitment to design and build an 
extension of the Northern Strand Community Trail from the terminus at 
Wellington Street in Everett to the Mystic River. I expect the Proponent will 
consider supporting the completion of this trail and note that this may be 
an appropriate candidate for funding through the Community Mitigation 
Fund. 

Response: The Proponent agrees that an extension of the Northern Strand 
Community Trail to the Mystic River would be extremely beneficial to the 
Project and its neighbors and surrounding communities. The City of Everett 
is working with the MBTA, DCR, and advocacy groups such as Bike to the 
Sea, Livable Streets Alliance, the Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee, 
and the Boston Cyclists Union to develop concepts for the extension of the 
Northern Strand Community Trail. The City of Everett is optimistic that a 
feasible plan to extend the Northern Strand Community Trail will be 
identified once field survey is completed, and that the design process can 
proceed before the Project opens. The Proponent will support the 
stakeholders’ efforts to petition for funding through the Community 
Mitigation Fund. 

EOEEA-16 Comment: Mode share goals were reviewed and approved by MassDOT 
with the understanding that actual trip generation and travel patterns will 
be tracked through the TMP. If monitoring demonstrates that proposed 
mitigation is not effective in accommodating the future traffic volumes at 
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key area intersections impacting the state highway system, the Proponent 
will be responsible for identifying and implementing additional 
improvements at these locations. These may include improvements to 
roadway infrastructure and design, adjustments to traffic signal timing and 
phasing modifications, optimization of the coordinated/interconnected 
signal system, and/or further refinements of the TDM program to improve 
its effectiveness. Comments from the City of Boston and others express 
concerns with the monitoring and also suggest ways to enhance the 
effectiveness of the program.  

Response: The Proponent has committed to mitigation and monitoring as 
outlined in Section 4.3, Draft Section 61 Findings. 

EOEEA-17 Comment: I support the commitment in the TMP to specific triggers for the 
addition of TDM measures. The SFEIR indicates that additional measures 
will be required if any of three conditions associated with increased traffic 
volumes are exceeded. However, it remains unclear how the Proponent 
will measure the operational deficiencies at the monitored locations and 
determine which trips are casino related. Several commenters have raised 
concerns with regarding improving effectiveness of TMP, including the 
relatively short 5-year commitment to monitoring. The Proponent should 
consider comments provided on the TMP and should consult with 
MassDOT regarding the extension of the monitoring period. 

Response: The monitoring program has been structured to measure Project-
related traffic at the access points to the Project in order to determine if the 
traffic volume projections for the Project are consistent with those 
documented and assessed as a part of the environmental review process.  
In addition, critical off-site roadways and intersections that were identified 
by MassDOT and in the comment letters are also included in the 
monitoring program.  By measuring traffic volumes and trip patterns at the 
Project access points and then extending to critical roadways and 
intersections, Project-related impacts can be ascertained and compared to 
the projected impacts.  This approach will afford the ability to undertake 
corrective measures if deemed necessary to address measured vs. projected 
impacts as they relate to Project-related traffic, including expanding and 
refining the elements of the TDM program.  As indicated, the exact timing 
and duration of the monitoring program will be determined in consultation 
with MassDOT and will be reflected in the MassDOT Section 61 Finding. 
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EOEEA-18 Comment: It is important to note that while MHPs often contain elements 
of local planning related to waterfront uses and development, state 
approval of MHPs is limited to the formal evaluation and approval of 
substitutions to specific discretionary standards of the Waterways 
Regulations. As such, review and approval of MHPs is not intended to 
consider all of the potential project impacts associated with a development 
proposal, nor all of the public benefits associated with a project within a 
planning area. 

Response: The potential project impacts and public benefits of the Project 
have been described in detail in this and prior MEPA filings. These 
impacts, benefits, and consistency with the Everett MHP will be further 
detailed in the Chapter 91 license application. This license application will 
be subject to an additional comment period and public participation 
process. 

EOEEA-19 Comment: According to the SFEIR, the remaining stormwater issues 
identified on the FEIR would be addressed in permitting. In the absence of 
additional information in the SFEIR, the Proponent is reminded that an 
erosion resistant design of the stormwater outfalls is required for the 
maximum stormwater discharge velocity, in accordance with the Storm 
water Management Handbooks, Volume 3, Chapter 1, page 2. The 
Stormwater Management Standard 1 also is clear that new stormwater 
outfalls may not cause erosion of wetlands or waters of the 
Commonwealth. Rip-rap pads proposed may not be sited within more 
coastal wetland resources, except for land subject to coastal storm flowage 
or riverfront area, in accordance with the wetland regulations in 310 CMR 
10.05(6)(k). 

Response: A Notice of Intent (NOI) will be filed with the Everett 
Conservation Commission in August 2015. This NOI will provide detailed 
information regarding the impacts and mitigation measures proposed for 
the Project.  The new stormwater outfalls will be equipped with erosion 
control measures, including concrete articulated mattress scour protection, 
and Project activities will not cause erosion of wetlands or waters of the 
Commonwealth.  

EOEEA-20 Comment: The narrative on the GHG modeling has not identified the 
sources of this stationary source emissions increase. Although the 
reduction of stationary source emissions has increased, the transportation 
emissions reduction remains unchanged from the FEIR at 358.6 tpy (13 
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percent). This suggests that additional traffic mitigation may be offsetting 
the increase in traffic volume corresponding with the refinements to the 
project. Accordingly, avoiding an increase in stationary source emissions, 
and maintaining or reducing the emissions estimated in the FEIR appears to 
be a reasonable goal going forward with the project design. To that end, 
the Proponent is encouraged to consider additional improvements in the 
energy efficient designs and expansion of the commitment to renewable 
energy and to incorporate these commitments into revised Section 61 
Findings.  

Response: The comment includes an incorrect assumption that stationary 
source emissions increased from the FEIR to SFEIR.  The CO2 emissions, 
and emission reduction percentages, in the FEIR and SFEIR cannot be 
compared because the two documents used different Base Case energy 
codes, as required by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs (see page 26, 
second paragraph of the Certificate on the SFEIR dated April 3, 2015). 
Since additional energy mitigation was adopted by the Project after the 
FEIR was filed (see page 2 of the GHG report included in the SFEIR), 
stationary source emissions stated in the SFEIR are less than those 
presented in the FEIR, i.e., the project has already adopted “additional 
improvements to the energy efficient design. 

EOEEA-21 Comment: The DOER notes that adoption of PV, co-generation, and 
numerous efficiency measures will be included and commends the project 
on both the number and degree of mitigations included. I note that the 
Section 61 Findings should address clarifications raised in its comment 
letter from MassDEP and DOER. A revised Section 61 Finding should 
specify how many EGMs will be low-energy and the EGM total. It also 
would be useful to provide comparable information on EGM energy use, 
as was available in the Section 61 Finding for the cogeneration plant, such 
as clarification of the energy savings expected with the low-energy EGM to 
be used. 

Response: The revised Section 61 Finding states that 80% of all EGMs will 
be low-energy design, consistent with the assumptions in the GHG analysis 
for the SFEIR. Whereas the total number of gaming positions increased by 
10% from the FEIR to the SFEIR, the assumed number of EGMs increased 
from 3,200 (FEIR) to approximately 3,500 (SFEIR), and the assumed 
number of low-energy EGMs in the SFEIR is 80% of 3,500 or 2,800. The 
GHG report in the SFEIR (Appendix C, page 25) states that low-energy 
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EGMs are expected to reduce electricity use by 1,400 MWhr/year, though 
it should be noted this is a high estimate assuming continual machine use. 
Due to the uncertainty regarding actual EGM use over an annual period, an 
accurate estimate of actual electrical use reduction attributable to low-
energy EGMs is difficult to make. The Section 61 Finding has been 
changed to read: “Low-Energy Electronic Gaming Machines (EGMs) will be 
installed for at least 80% of all EGMs and will be capable of reducing 
electrical use by up to 1,400 MWhr/year assuming continuous machine 
use.” 

EOEEA-22 Comment: The project Proponent is advised that the construction of the 
service road and shared entrance must comply with all applicable 
requirements of Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 21E (M.G.L., c.21E) 
and the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP), 310 CMR 40.0000. The 
Proponent should consult with MassDEP regarding associated changes to 
its remediation plans and consistency with the MCP. 

Response: The Proponent is aware of its obligations under MGL c. 21E, 
and has been in close touch with MassDEP regarding its plans for remedial 
response actions.  The Proponent expects to file a RAM Plan which will 
deal with remediation in the vicinity of the service road and shared 
entrance later this year. 

EOEEA-23 Comment: As noted previously, the MassDOT comment letter clearly 
acknowledges that the execution of the Land Transfer did not comply with 
the MEPA Statute and takes responsibility for the premature conveyance of 
the land. I appreciate that MassDOT has taken responsibility for this error 
and committed to work with the MEPA Office and the Proponent on the 
development of appropriate remedies. Remedies will include adequate 
public review of the process and specific conditions to satisfy and protect 
in the long-term any potential impacts to the MBTA facilities and 
operations. A remedy may include reversal of Land Transfer or placement 
of the property in escrow pending issuance of a Certificate finding that the 
final review document adequately and properly complies with MEPA and 
the associated time period has expired. 

Response: As set forth in Section 1.3.6, page 1-11, on April 15, 2015, 
Proponent and the Wynn Parties entered into the Escrow Agreement.  
Pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement, Wynn executed a 
Quitclaim Deed to convey the property that is subject to the Deed back to 
the MBTA.  In addition, the Wynn Parties and the MBTA executed an 
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agreement terminating the Easement Agreement (a copy of the Termination 
of Easement Agreement is attached hereto as Appendix B).  Finally, the 
MBTA has placed Six Million Dollars ($6,000,000), the full amount of the 
purchase price paid by Proponent, into escrow.   
 
The escrow agreement provides, in pertinent part, that the conveyance of 
the property shall be deemed to have not taken place unless and until the 
Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs has determined that, for the 
Project that includes work or activities on the MBTA Everett Shops 
property: (1) no Environmental Impact Report is required; or (2) a single or 
final Environmental Impact Report is adequate and sixty (60) days have 
elapsed following publication of notice of the availability of the single or 
final Environmental Impact Report in the Environmental Monitor in 
accordance with 301 CMR 11.15(2), provided that the MBTA shall 
reconsider and confirm or modify the conveyance of the property pursuant 
to the Deed and any conditions following MEPA review.  
 
Pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement, in the event the MBTA 
determines that the transaction requires no modifications or conditions or 
other mitigation, the escrow agent will return the Quitclaim Deed and 
Termination of Easement Agreement to the Proponent and the money to 
the MBTA. In the event the MBTA determines that the transaction requires 
modifications or conditions or other mitigation, the parties are obligated to 
work in good faith to document such required modifications, conditions or 
mitigation commitments after which the escrow agreement will return the 
Quitclaim Deed and Termination of Easement Agreement to Proponent 
and the money to the MBTA and record any such modifications. In the 
event that the parties cannot agree to any required modifications, 
conditions or other mitigation, the escrow agreement will file the 
Quitclaim Deed and Termination of Easement Agreement and return the 
money to Proponent. 

EOEEA-24 Comment: The SSFEIR must include a description of the parcels subject to 
the Land Transfer and their relationship to the overall development 
supported by existing and proposed conditions plan. It should clearly 
describe the infrastructure and operations associated with the Everett Shops 
and identify issues that the MBTA has identified as critical to ongoing 
operations, including protecting the 24 hour nature of the facility, 
sufficiency of access and internal circulation, and identify any measures 
that should be contemplated to avoid future conflicts between 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report  

 Secretary’s Certificate and Responses to Comments on the SFEIR 
 5-16 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs - Secretary’s Certificate on 
the SFEIR 

maintenance and the casino and hotel.  

Response: Please see Sections 1.3.1 through 1.3.3, pages 1-4 through 1-6, 
and the attached ANR plan (Figure 1-8) for a description of the Acquired 
Parcels. In addition, please see Section 1.3.4, page 1-6, for a description of 
impacts and mitigation to operations at the MBTA Everett Shops. See also 
response to Revere-4 below. 

EOEEA-25 Comment: The SSFEIR should reiterate the description of the bidding 
process included in the SFEIR and provide supporting documentation 
including the Notice of Proposal and Request for Response, Offer Letter, 
Notification of Successful Bidder Letter from MBTA to Wynn, Quitclaim 
Deed, Easement Agreement, and Closing Statement.  

Response: Please see Section 1.3.5, page 1-9, for a description of the 
bidding process; Section 1.3.6, page 1-11, for a description of the escrow 
arrangements; and Appendix B for all related documents. 

EOEEA-26 Comment: The SSFEIR must demonstrate that the Land Transfer will avoid, 
minimize and mitigate impacts to the facility and its operations. These 
commitments must relate to the concerns identified by the MBTA and 
should be incorporated into the MassDOT draft S61 Findings. The draft 
S61 Findings included in the SFEIR do not specifically address the Land 
Transfer but, rather, identify overall mitigation proposed for the access and 
service road which, presumably, is designed to protect those interests. The 
MassDOT S61 Finding should be revised to separately identify mitigation 
measures associated with MassDOT Agency Actions (e.g. Vehicular Access 
Permit) and MBTA Agency Actions (e.g. Land Transfer). 

Response: Please see Section 4.3.3, page 4-37, for revised draft Section 61 
Findings. 

EOEEA-27 Comment: The SSFEIR must include a commitment to an annual operating 
subsidy. The SSFEIR and draft Section 61 Findings should identify the 
amount of the subsidy, how the amount was determined and how the 
funds will be managed and used. 

Response: Section 2.3.1 of this SSFEIR proposes an Orange Line operating 
subsidy by the proponent to the MBTA to mitigate impacts of capacity 
exceedance. In addition, the Proponent has proposed an additional subsidy 
for the purpose of promoting train ridership in the evening and late night 
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hours as part of the pursuit of aggressive mode distribution (see Section 
2.3.2, page 2-26). 

EOEEA-28 Comment: In addition to other issues identified above, MassDOT has 
requested the SSFEIR to establish a process for integrating the City’s long-
term plans for Sullivan Square and Rutherford Avenue and the impacts of 
casino-related traffic. It will require participation by the City, the 
Proponent, the MGC and MassDOT. I strongly support MassDOT’s interest 
in consulting with the parties to address concerns with the mitigation and 
identify opportunities to understand and reconcile potential conflicts 
between State and municipal guidance regarding mitigation. The success of 
this effort will be dependent on the active and constructive participation by 
all the participants. I expect that all of the parties will participate in good 
faith; however, building consensus with parties engaged in active litigation 
will be a significant challenge beyond my control.  

Response: Please see Section 3.2.1, page 3-1. 

EOEEA-29 Comment: Based on a review of the comment letters, additional 
information and clarification of the modeling development and underlying 
assumptions would address some of the concerns identified by 
municipalities. In particular, the SSFEIR should identify and clarify how and 
for what purpose the Synchro and VISIIM models were used. As requested 
by the City of Boston, it should provide AM peak hour operations data to 
the City of Boston based on counts performed in December 2014 and it 
should address questions regarding inaccurate volume networks.  

Response: In general, VISSIM analysis was used in locations where 
Synchro analysis is inadequate, particularly complex intersections such as 
rotaries or where signals are closely spaced. Section 3.3.1, page 3-3, of the 
SSFEIR contains an explanation as to why a VISSIM model was included, 
where applicable. Section 3.3.3, page 3-5, of the SSFEIR also includes 
detailed Synchro for the Sullivan Square area in the a.m. peak hour and 
corrects inaccuracies on traffic volume graphics. 

EOEEA-30 Comment: Lastly, MassDOT and the Proponent should consider the 
comments from the City of Medford regarding consideration of geometric 
improvements to address the intersection of Mystic Valley Parkway and I-
93 southbound Exit 31 Off-Ramp and concerns that increased traffic could 
have a compounding effect on the intersections, particularly given the 
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proximity to I-93 southbound mainline; and provide output data from the 
VISSIM model for Wellington Circle. 

Response: The Proponent has revised its mitigation plan for Mystic Valley 
Parkway’s (Route 16’s) intersections with Harvard Street/Mystic Avenue 
(Route 38) and with the Route 16 Connector. The Proponent is optimistic 
that signal phasing changes at the intersection of Mystic Valley Parkway 
(Route 16)/Harvard Street/Mystic Avenue (Route 38) can improve traffic 
operations at both intersections. Section 3.4, page 3—10, of the SSFEIR 
includes the new mitigation plan and updated capacity analysis summary 
tables. 

EOEEA-31 Comment: The SSFEIR should contain revised and updated mitigation 
commitments. It should identify clear commitments to implement 
mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each proposed 
measure, identify the parties responsible for implementation, and contain a 
schedule for implementation. The MassDOT comment letter identified 
specific tasks the Proponent should complete prior to the permitting 
process and incorporate into revised draft Section 61 Findings accordingly. 
In addition, specific commitments associated with the Land Transfer should 
be incorporated into the Draft Section 61 Findings.  

Response: Please see Section 61 Findings in Chapter Four. 
EOEEA-32 Comment: All of the identified mitigation commitments should be 

incorporated into the Draft Section 61 Findings for the MGC license to 
ensure that license accurately reflects the significant commitments to 
environmental mitigation identified in the MEPA process. 

Response: Please see Section 61 Findings in Section 4.3.1, page 4-11. 

EOEEA-33 Comment: The SSFEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy 
of each comment letter received. In order to ensure that the issues raised 
by commenters are addressed, the SSFEIR should include direct responses 
to comments to the extent that they are within MEPA jurisdiction. This 
directive is not intended to, and shall not be construed to, enlarge the 
scope of the SSFEIR beyond what has been expressly identified in this 
certificate.  

Response: This SSFEIR includes a copy of the Certificate and a copy of 
each comment letter received. The Certificate and comment letters have 
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been annotated and transcribed into this Chapter 5 insofar as the subject 
matter contained in the Certificate and Comment letters is within MEPA 
jurisdiction. In a number of cases, comments have been included and 
responded to in order to provide clarifications, even when the comment 
could be considered to be outside of MEPA jurisdiction.  

EOEEA-34 Comment: The SFEIR provided uneven responses to comments and, in 
some cases, included incorrect references to sections of the document. The 
SSFEIR should provide a specific response to each comment letter 
received, presenting additional narrative and/or quantitative analysis 
necessary to respond to the comments received, to the extent that they are 
within MEPA jurisdiction. If other portions of the document substantively 
respond to individual comments, the Proponent may reference sections of 
the SSFEIR; however, such responses must include page and paragraph 
references to assist the reader in review and should not reference 
wholesale sections of the document that do not provide a specific response 
to the comment. I note that in some instances such as reference to the 
traffic analysis and methodology, a reference to larger sections is 
appropriate.  

Response: Where it is appropriate to refer to a section of the SSFEIR, the 
relevant section(s) or appendices have been identified with corresponding 
page numbers. 

EOEEA-35 Comment: The Proponent should circulate the SFFEIR to those parties who 
commented on the EENF, and/or the DEIR, and/or the FEIR, to any State 
Agencies from which the Proponent will seek permits of approvals, and to 
any parties specified in section 11.16 of the MEPA regulations. To save 
paper and other resources, the Proponent may circulate copies of the 
SSFEIR to commenters other than State Agencies in CD-ROM format or 
post to an online website, although the Proponent should make available a 
reasonable number of hard copies, to accommodate those without 
convenient access to a computer to be distributed upon request on a first 
come, first serve basis. The Proponent should send a letter accompanying 
the CD-ROM or identifying the web address of the online version of the 
SFEIR indicating that hard copies are available upon request, noting 
relevant comment deadlines, and appropriate addresses for submission of 
comments. 

Response:  The SSFEIR has been prepared and circulated in accordance 
with the Certificate and section 1.16 of the MEPA regulations. 
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Massachusetts Water Resources Authority 

MWRA– 1 Comment: To ensure that the increase in casino flows do not increase 
sewer overflows to the Mystic River prior to full implementation of the yet 
to be identified 4:1 I/I reduction plan, MWRA requests that Wynn continue 
to implement other sewer system improvements, such as the Everett sewer 
reconnection to Section 193, in addition to and without reducing its 4:1 I/I 
reduction efforts with the City of Everett. 

Response: DEP and MWRA have provided funding to the City of Everett to 
identify potential infiltration and inflow projects which will lead to a 
reduction in sewer system overflows. Based on discussions with DEP, the 
Project has committed to provide funding to the City of Everett to 
implement infiltration and inflow measures to offset Project sewage flows 
on a 4 to 1 ratio. MassDEP has committed to monitoring the progress of 
this I/I work. 

MWRA– 2 Comment: As stated in earlier comments, once the hotel is completed, and 
if the Proponent intends to operate a laundry facility on the premises, an 
MWRA Sewer Use Discharge Permit will be required for the discharge of 
laundry effluent into the sanitary sewer system. 

Response: At this time, the Project does not intend to have an on-site 
laundry facility. If this should change, the Project would obtain a sewer 
discharge permit from the MWRA. 

MWRA– 3 Comment: The installation of the proposed gas/oil separator(s) will require 
MWRA approval and may not be back filled until inspected and approved 
by the MWRA and Local Plumbing Inspector. 

Response:  The Project will comply with MWRA standards and procedures 
for gas/oil separators in the parking garage. 

 

Metropolitan Area Planning Council 

MAPC – 1 Comment:  MAPC is very concerned that these critical components of the 
off-site employee parking program have not been provided as part of the 
MEPA review process. The details of the off-site parking program should be 
resolved in the subsequent permitting and design phase with the 
municipalities and any measures required to mitigate impacts at the three 
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sites should be included in the Secretary’s Section 61 Findings. 

Response: The Proponent is working on the lease arrangements for the off-
site parking facilities that will be used for employee parking, the details of 
which will be included as a part of the local approval process for the 
Project.  No additional mitigation beyond that identified in the draft 
MassDOT Section 61 Finding is anticipated to be required to 
accommodate the off-site parking for employees as the employee trips 
associated with the use of the identified parking facilities is reflected in the 
traffic analyses that have been prepared in support of the Project. 

MAPC – 2 Comment: On page 2-86, the SFEIR claims that off-site employee parking 
will be “sufficient to accommodate the projected employee parking 
demand of 365 spaces.” However, on page 2-75, there is a contradictory 
statement cautioning that “overlapping employee shifts required to ensure 
that positions are appropriately staffed may result in parking demands that 
could be approximately twice that of the projected peak parking demand.” 
The Proponent needs to provide further analysis regarding congestion and 
capacity issues that could result with employee shift changes at each of the 
three off-site parking locations. 

Response: The peak parking demand for employees was projected to be 
approximately 365 spaces.  As a conservative estimate and accounting for 
the potential need for overlapping employee shifts to ensure that positions 
are properly staffed, it was stated that the employee parking demand could 
be twice the calculated value (365 spaces) to accommodate such overlaps.  
If this were to occur, a total of 730 parking spaces would be required 
which is still less than the 800 parking spaces (minimum) that are being 
retained to accommodate employee parking. 

MAPC – 3 Comment: While the proposed parking in Everett will most likely be new 
parking, the sites in Medford and Malden are in existing and well-utilized 
facilities. Do these facilities have available capacity for the Proponent’s 
planned use while still serving current parking patrons? Will any current 
users be displaced, and if so, where will they relocate? Any such 
displacement should be mitigated by the Proponent. 

Response:  The Proponent is in the process of securing parking at existing 
facilities in Medford and Malden that will utilize identified available 
parking capacity and will not displace existing parking demand. 
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MAPC – 4 Comment: The traffic impacts and parking demands of the off-site parking 
program should be determined by on-site monitoring at all three locations, 
not by simply administering surveys as the Proponent currently proposes. 

Response: As a part of the Transportation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, the Proponent will monitor boarding and alighting information 
for the employee shuttle bus which will include a measure of employee 
parking at each of the off-site parking facilities as employees will be asked 
to identify the parking facility where they parked their vehicle.  Each 
employee will be assigned to parking at a specific parking facility based on 
the origin of their trip and the number of spaces available within each 
facility. 

MAPC – 5 Comment: An estimated 40 private charter busses will access the project 
site daily. While the SFEIR mentions that private charter buses will pick-up 
and drop-off riders at the project site, where will they be staged? 

Response: Charter buses will be allowed to stage in the same location as 
employee parking in the Lower Broadway neighborhood in Everett or a 
nearby location to be identified prior to opening. 

MAPC – 6 Comment: If a PPR service is implemented, then leases with Massport 
should be short-term and give priority to accommodate airport patrons, 
should that demand increase. In addition, the PPR service should be 
evaluated by on-site monitoring.  

Response: In the Proponent’s discussions with Massport, Massport has 
made it clear that airport passenger capacity is their highest priority and 
essential to the continued success of the Logan Express program. Any 
leases with Massport will inevitably reflect this reality.  
 
The success of the PPR service will be part of the overall transportation 
monitoring system and measured in various ways overtime to ensure useful 
metrics are available.  

MAPC – 7 Comment: To off-set potential impacts, the Proponent should partner with 
the MBTA by contributing to both the operating and maintenance costs of 
area bus service and the Orange Line in an amount that is reasonably 
related to the project’s additional demand and its impact on MBTA 
services. Specific thresholds should be determined collaboratively between 
the MBTA and the Proponent. 
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Response: The Proponent has worked with MassDOT and the MBTA to 
develop a methodology for calculation of an operating subsidy for the 
Orange Line. The Proponent has committed to providing an operating 
subsidy for the Orange Line. The methodology and amounts of which are 
described in more detail in Section 2.3, pages 2-24 through 2-27. The 
subsidy is codified in the Section 61 finding for the MassDOT Rail and 
Transit Division, Section 4.3.3, pages 4-37 through 4-40. In addition, the 
Proponent has proposed an additional subsidy for the purpose of 
promoting train ridership in the evening and late night hours as part of the 
pursuit of aggressive mode distribution (see Section 2.3.2, page 2-26). 

MAPC – 8 Comment: It is also worth mentioning that the SFEIR notes the revised 
analysis of Orange Line peak loads for weekday and weekend service 
between Wellington and Back Bay as outlined in MassDOT’s FEIR 
comment letter is unresolved (Table 1.3 MassDOT Coordination Summary, 
page 1-20). This issues needs to be addressed by the Proponent in concert 
with MassDOT and the MBTA. 

Response: The peak load analysis is provided in Section 2.2.2, page 2-4, of 
the SSFEIR. The Proponent has consulted extensively with MassDOT and 
the MBTA and this analysis reflects their input.  

MAPC – 9 Comment: As stated earlier, in addition to the on-site data collection 
proposed in the DFEIR, the transportation monitoring plan needs to include 
monitoring of the three off-site parking locations to ensure that they are 
working effectively. If not, the Proponent will need to implement 
adjustments to the off-site parking program. Furthermore, as indicated 
above, the PPR program should also include data collection and 
monitoring if it is implemented. 

Response: As a part of the Transportation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, the Proponent will monitor boarding and alighting information 
for the employee shuttle bus which will include a measure of employee 
parking at each of the off-site parking facilities.  Employees will be asked to 
identify the parking facility where they parked their vehicle. Each 
employee will be assigned to parking at a specific parking facility based on 
the origin of their trip and the number of spaces available within each 
facility. If the parking demand at a particular facility is determined to 
exceed the number of parking spaces that are allocated for employee 
parking, either additional available parking will be attained for use by 
employees or the assignment of parking between the facilities will be 
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adjusted. 

MAPC – 10 Comment: Specifically, these [Route 99 Bus Service] improvements include 
collaborating with the MBTA to ensure bus arrival and departure times are 
synchronized with employee shift changes, enhanced bus shelters (e.g., 
with real-time message boards), signal priority for buses, dedicated bus 
lanes, and other “bus rapid transit” (BRT) features. Enhancing the Route 99 
corridor for bus service will encourage patrons and employees accessing 
the project site to use this mode of transportation. MAPC expects that 
further investigation of bus service will be addressed as the Proponent 
continues to collaborate with the City of Everett, MassDOT and the MBTA 
as the design of Route 99 advances, and we urge the Secretary so to 
require in his Certificate. 

Response: The Proponent’s mitigation includes signal timing optimization 
and phasing as part of Broadway/Alford Street (Route 99) mitigation 
package, as well as signal priority for buses. The Proponent will continue 
to coordinate with the City of Everett, MassDOT, and the MBTA regarding 
improvements for bus service. Refer to Draft Section 61 findings in Chapter 
4 of this SSFEIR. 

MAPC – 11 Comment: The City of Boston’s multi-year effort to create a “new 
neighborhood” in the City is highly consistent with the Commonwealth’s 
Sustainable Development Principles, the regional plan MetroFuture, as 
well as MassDOT mode-shift goals and Green DOT programs. This vision 
will likely be compromised by the proposed project’s increase in vehicular 
traffic. It is imperative that this area be closely monitored post-
development, and that every effort is made to minimize and mitigate 
negative impacts that endanger the City’s plan for the neighborhood.  

Response: Travel mode share evaluations are summarized in the SFEIR, 
Chapter 2, Table 2-7, and are consistent with MassDOT/Green DOT mode 
shift goals, and the Metrofuture Regional Plan. MassDOT has approved the 
underlying methodology and the use of the travel mode shares contained 
therein. The mode share analysis indicates that 29% of casino patrons and 
59% of casino employees are projected to arrive via a non-SOV mode.   

As part of its Gaming License, the Proponent has agreed to an annual 
payment of $20,000 per additional vehicle entering and leaving the project 
using Sullivan Square during the Friday p.m. peak period. Payments will 
made for vehicles trips in excess of the number of vehicle trips entering 
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and leaving the project using Sullivan Square during the Friday p.m. peak 
period, as outlined in a methodology and data used by the City of Boston 
as the basis for the issuance of any required permits necessary for the 
Proponent’s Sullivan Square mitigation plan. 

The Proponent has committed to an extensive monitoring program for both 
traffic and transit. The monitoring program commitment is included in the 
Section 61 findings, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1, pages 4-11 through 4-27. 

MAPC – 12 Comment: To improve non-motorized access between the site and points 
north, the Proponent should work with the MBTA to extend the Bike-to-
the-Sea trail along the MBTA right-of-way beneath Revere Beach Parkway 
to the project site. This link will provide a safe car-free alternative to the 
Project site. 

Response: The Proponent agrees that an extension of the Northern Strand 
Community Trail to the Mystic River would be extremely beneficial to the 
Project and its neighbors and surrounding communities. The City of Everett 
is working with the MBTA, DCR, and advocacy groups such as Bike to the 
Sea, Livable Streets Alliance, the Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee, 
and the Boston Cyclists Union to develop concepts for the extension of the 
Northern Strand Community Trail. The City of Everett is optimistic that a 
feasible plan to extend the Northern Strand Community Trail will be 
identified once field survey is completed, and that the design process can 
proceed before the Project opens. The Proponent will support the 
stakeholders’ efforts to petition for funding through the Community 
Mitigation Fund. 

MAPC – 13 Comment: Although the SFEIR states that parking pricing strategies will be 
summarized in an annual report that will be provided to MassDOT and the 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission, the report should propose adoption of 
new pricing strategies, if necessary. 

Response: Should the parking demand observations that are to be 
completed in conjunction with the Transportation Monitoring Program 
indicate the need to implement traffic and parking demand management 
strategies, pricing structures for parking and expansion of the elements of 
the TDM program will be a part of the management strategies that will be 
considered for the Project. 
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Coastal Zone Management 

CZM – 1 Comment: As presented in the SFEIR, the project design modifications are 
consistent with the MHP Decision. Conformance of the proposed project 
with the approval language and conditions of the MHP Decision will be 
confirmed by MassDEP in the Chapter 91 licensing process. 

Response: The Proponent plans to submit a Chapter 91 License Application 
to MassDEP and anticipates that the Chapter 91 Licensing process will 
confirm the conformance of the Project with the MHP. 

CZM – 2 Comment: The proposed project may be subject to CZM federal 
consistency review.  

Response: The Proponent acknowledges the requirement for CZM 
Consistency Review and will submit an application for this review during 
the course of the permitting process. 

 

Department of Conservation and Recreation 

DCR – 1 Comment: DCR recommends that the Proponent develop a separate timing 
plan based on actual weekend (holiday season) traffic counts. This topic 
could be addressed when a DCR Construction and Access Permit is issued 
for the Project. 

Response: The Proponent will work with DCR during the preparation and 
review of the DCR Construction and Access Permit to develop the 
appropriate signal timing and phasing plans for the various times of day, 
including weekend time periods. 

DCR – 2 Comment: DCR notes traffic congestion and documented accident history 
are associated with these simultaneous left turning movements [at the 
intersection of Revere Beach Parkway/Garfield Avenue/Webster Avenue], 
and a solution should be explored further when the Proponent submits its 
Construction and Access Permit. 

Response: The Proponent will work with DCR to develop a solution that is 
acceptable to DCR at the intersection of Revere Beach Parkway (Route 
16)/Garfield Avenue/Webster Avenue during the preparation and review of 
the DCR Construction and Access Permit for that location. 
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Department of Environmental Protection 

DEP – 1 Comment: The City is currently in the process of implemented an I/I 
investigation program, which is expected to yield specific projects to 
rehabilitate existing infrastructure and remove I/I from the City’s sewer 
system. The SFEIR asserts that Wynn MA LLC will provide funding which 
will be reserved by the City for specific I/I removal projects that will be 
identified in the City’s I/I investigations. MassDEP will continue to monitor 
the progress of the I/I abatement program in Everett, and the funding 
commitment of the Wynn project to fulfill the requirements for 4:1 removal 
for this project. 

Response: The Proponent will continue to work with the City of Everett 
and DEP to provide funding and assistance as needed to facilitate the 
realization of 4:1 removal for the Project. 

DEP – 2 Comment: MassDEP strongly encourages further consideration of 
opportunities to improve shellfish resources at more appropriate locations 
in consultation with DMF. 

Response: The Project has responded to DMF concerns regarding proposed 
shellfish bed restoration at the Project Site and will focus on marine 
resource improvements through onsite salt marsh habitat creation and 
sediment remediation. 

DEP – 3 Comment: MassDEP looks forward to meeting with the proponent to 
ensure that the salt marsh restoration plan is implemented successfully and 
the living shoreline retains essential functions, which will require an 
erosion and habitat protection strategy that takes into account climate 
change.  

Response: The Proponent looks forward to working with DEP to achieve a 
successful salt marsh and coastal bank restoration project and welcomes 
DEP’s input. The Proponent has provided Notice of Intent plans for the 
restoration work to DEP NERO in advance of filing for review and 
comment.  

DEP – 4 Comment: In the absence of additional information in the SFEIR, the 
proponent is reminded that an erosion resistant design of the stormwater 
outfalls is required for the maximum stormwater discharge velocity, in 
accordance with the Stormwater Management Handbooks, Volume 3, 
Chapter 1, page 2. The Stormwater Management Standard 1 also is clear 
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that new stormwater outfalls may not cause erosion of wetlands or waters 
of the Commonwealth. As previously mentioned in MassDEP’s FEIR 
comments, the plans of the rip rap energy dissipation and tidegate designs 
(figure 7-3B) did not clarify whether wetland resources would be impacted. 
The rip-rap splash pads proposed may not be sited within most coastal 
wetland resources, except for land subject to coastal storm flowage or 
riverfront area, in accordance with the wetland regulations at 310 CMR 
10.05(6)(k).  

Response: In response to this comment, the Project stormwater outfall 
design has been modified to minimize the impacts of stormwater discharge 
velocity by relocating the outfalls to an area outside of the coastal beach 
resource area and into an area of land under ocean. Detailed design plans 
have been provided to MassDEP for review and comment. 

DEP – 5 Comment: This suggests that additional traffic mitigation may be offsetting 
the increase in traffic volume corresponding with the refinements to the 
project. Accordingly, avoiding an increase in stationary source emissions, 
and maintaining or reducing the emissions estimated in the FEIR appears to 
be a reasonable goal going forward with the project design. To that end, 
the proponent is encouraged to consider additional improvements in the 
energy efficient designs and expansion of the commitment to renewable 
energy.  

Response: The comment includes an incorrect assumption that stationary 
source emissions increased from the FEIR to SFEIR. The CO2 emissions and 
emission reduction percentages, in the FEIR and SFEIR cannot be 
compared because the two documents used different Base Case energy 
codes, as required by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs (see page 26, 
second paragraph of the Certificate on the SFEIR dated April 3, 2015). 
Since additional energy mitigation was adopted by the Project after the 
FEIR was filed (see page 2 of the GHG report included in the SFEIR), 
stationary source emissions stated in the SFEIR are less than those 
presented in the FEIR, i.e., the Project has already adopted “additional 
improvements to the energy efficient design.” 

DEP – 6 Comment: There also is no comparison of the change in plug load energy 
use between the Mitigation Case in the FEIR and the Mitigation Case in the 
SFEIR. This information would provide an understanding of the change in 
energy use due to the additional EGMs. To the extent is it feasible, a net 
increase in EGM energy use for EGMs from that reported in the FEIR 
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should be avoided.  In addition, it is requested that the Section 61 Finding 
in the SFEIR address this issue directly. A revised Section 61 Finding should 
specify how many EGMs will be low-energy and the EGM total. It also 
would be useful to provide comparable information on EGM use, as was 
available in the Section 61 Finding for the cogeneration plant, such as 
clarification of the energy savings expected with the low-energy EGM to be 
used. 

Response: The GHG report in the SFEIR (Appendix C) states that 80% of 
Electronic Gaming Machines (EGMs) will be low-energy design (page 25). 
Whereas the total number of gaming positions increased by 10% from the 
FEIR to the SFEIR, the assumed number of EGMs increased from 3,200 
(FEIR) to approximately 3,500 (SFEIR), and the assumed number of low-
energy EGMs in the SFEIR is 80% of 3,500 or 2,800. In a casino, no one 
EGM is used 24/7 and there are times in the day when only a fraction of 
EGMs are in use, and at those times the machines draw less electricity. The 
GHG analysis employed a very conservative assumption for electrical load 
(plug load): each EGM would be used continuously, 8,760 hours per year. 
The energy-use envelope of that assumption covers any modest variations 
in the total number of EGMs that are actually installed at the casino, e.g., 
the 10% variance in assumed number of EGMS between the FEIR and the 
SFEIR. The reduction in plug load from 3.44 W/SF for the Base Case to 
2.17 W/SF for the Mitigation Case (Table 7 in the GHG report, Appendix C 
of the SFEIR) is due solely to the use of low-energy EGMs.  
 
As requested by DEP, the Chapter 61 Finding in this SSFEIR states that at 
least 80% of EGMs will be low-energy design. The GHG report in the 
SFEIR (Appendix C, page 25) states that low-energy EGMs are expected to 
reduce electricity use by 1,400 MWhr/year, though it should be noted this 
is a high estimate assuming continual machine use. Due to the uncertainty 
regarding actual EGM use over an annual period, an accurate estimate of 
actual electrical use reduction attributable to low-energy EGMs is difficult 
to determine. The Section 61 Finding has been changed to read:  “Low-
Energy Electronic Gaming Machines (EGMs) will be installed for at least 
80% of all EGMs and will be capable of reducing electrical use by up to 
1,400 MWhr/year assuming continuous machine use.” 

DEP – 7 Comment: Additional details in the Section 61 Finding on the 
commitments to renewable energy also should be included, such as 
quantification of the 30 percent commitment, including a cogeneration 
plant (20 percent), and a Green Power purchase (seven percent). It is noted 
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that the commitment to Green Power purchase was not in the Section 61 
Findings (page 3-43). 

Response: The Section 61 Finding on commitments to renewable energy is 
very clearly stated in the SFEIR (page 3-43) and the comment misquotes the 
text from the SFEIR. The Section 61 Finding states that the cogeneration 
plant will provide approximately 20% of the Project’s annual electrical 
consumption, and the PV system plus

DEP – 8 

 the purchase of Green Power will 
provide 10% of the Project’s annual electrical consumption. (Rooftop solar 
alone will not provide 10%). Until the cogeneration plant and PV system 
are designed, the actual percentages cannot be stated with greater 
precision. To the extent the PV system provides more or less than 3% of 
annual electrical consumption, the Green Power purchase will be adjusted 
to ensure the sum of the two equals 10% of annual electrical consumption. 
The commitment to Green Power purchase is stated in the SSFEIR Section 
61 Finding, Section 4.3.6, pages 4-45 through 4-53. 

Comment: Finally, the TMP includes additional bicycle parking as a 
possible element, but MassDEP notes that an impediment to bicycle 
commuter travel may be the lack of protected bicycle lanes on major 
routes serving the project site. Accordingly, MassDEP recommends a much 
greater emphasis by the proponent to improve the safety of bicycle access 
to the Project site and to off-site parking facilities.  

Response: In order to facilitate bicycle access to the Project Site, the 
Proponent is supportive of the City of Everett in exploring an extension of 
the Northern Strand Community Trail (“NSCT”) to the Project Site. The City 
of Everett is working with the MBTA, DCR, and advocacy groups such as 
Bike to the Sea, Livable Streets Alliance, the Somerville Bicycle Advisory 
Committee, and the Boston Cyclists Union to develop concepts for the 
extension of the NSCT. The City of Everett is optimistic that a feasible plan 
to extend the NSCT will be identified once field survey is completed, and 
that the design process can proceed before the Project opens.   

The connection of the NSCT to the Project Site would provide bicycle 
commuters a separated, off-street option that would connect the Project 
Site to locations close to parking areas at Wellington Station and in 
Malden. Bicycle commuters will likely be able to ride on a network of 
relatively low-stress neighborhood streets between the parking lot and the 
Project Site.  



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report  

 Secretary’s Certificate and Responses to Comments on the SFEIR 
 5-31 

Department of Environmental Protection 

Broadway/Alford Street (Route 99) currently has on-street bike lanes. These 
lanes will be maintained as set forth in the Proponent’s mitigation plan. 

DEP – 9 Comment: MassDEP recommends that the Secretary require the Proponent 
to meet with the MassDEP as soon as practicable to have a technical 
discussion about all potential emergency generators, boilers, fuel-burning 
equipment and the 1-MW micro-turbine cogeneration plant. 

Response:  The Proponent has made a commitment to meet with DEP to 
discuss the applicable regulations for fuel-burning equipment (the 
cogeneration plant, boilers, emergency generators) as soon as detailed 
designs are available. The Proponent is aware of the air permitting 
regulations as set forth in 310 CMR 7.02 and the requirements of the ERP 
program as set forth in 310 CMR 7.26. 

DEP – 10 Comment: The project proponent is advised that the construction of the 
service road and shared entrance must comply with all applicable 
requirements of Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 21E and the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan. 

Response: The construction of the service road will comply with all 
applicable state and federal laws, including MGL Chapter 21E and the 
MCP. 

 

Division of Marine Fisheries 

DMF – 1 Comment: We continue to recommend that all dredging occur outside of 
the fisheries time of year restriction from February 15 to September 30 of 
any year for the protection of diadromous fish, winter flounder and 
shellfish critical life stages. 

Response: Project dredging activities will occur outside of the fisheries 
time of year restriction from February 15 to September 30 of any year for 
the protection of diadromous fish, winter flounder, and shellfish critical life 
stages. 

DMF – 2 Comment: The proposed 7,720 ft. of intertidal dredging will result in loss 
of habitat that may require mitigation, such as an in lieu fee, by State and 
Federal resource agencies. Construction of the bulkhead and walkway will 
result in 10,470 ft. of impact to coastal beach and tidal flat that may also 
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necessitate mitigation. 

Response: The Proponent looks forward to working with DMF and other 
reviewing agencies to determine the appropriate mitigation for project 
impacts. The Project does include substantial on-site environmental 
mitigation to offset Project impacts. 

DMF – 3 Comment: Development plans should maintain public fishing access to 
these existing areas. 

Response: The Project will create public access to the entire Project 
shoreline and will create safe and improved public access to adjacent 
parcels of land which may support recreational fishing. 

DMF – 4 Comment: We recommend the use of coir rolls rather than a riprap sill 
seaward of the marsh plantings where possible to minimize erosion. 

Response: Project designs for the salt marsh plantings have incorporated 
coir rolls. 

 

Massachusetts Department of Transportation 

MassDOT – 1 Comment: The proposed interim mitigation for the Rutherford Avenue 
corridor consists primarily of traffic signal modifications at the Route 1 
ramps, minor geometric improvements at Spice Street, and geometric 
improvements at Maffa Way. Although the information provided indicates 
that the corridor is expected to operate at acceptable LOS and delay, and 
operations on I-93 would not be significantly impacted under existing 
conditions, a clear determination by the City of Boston as to their final plan 
for the corridor and a schedule for implementation could help to determine 
any additional mitigation for the corridor.  

Response: The latest information regarding the long-term plan for the 
Rutherford Avenue corridor dates from 2012 and is available on the City of 
Boston’s website.  The City of Boston has not provided the Proponent with 
any additional information. The Proponent analyzed the alternative that 
was shown in the 2012 (latest) information on the City of Boston’s website 
in its DEIR. 

MassDOT – 2 Comment: With the proposed mitigation [at Sullivan Square] in place, the 
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SFEIR analysis demonstrates that traffic operations would operate with 
acceptable LOS and delay, but there are still questions on whether queuing 
could be accommodated due to the proximity of the intersections within 
the area and the limited availability of vehicle storage.  

Response: Both VISSIM and Synchro analysis for the Sullivan Square signal 
systems were calibrated to existing conditions using queue observations. 
The VISSIM analysis indicates that the average queue lengths on 
Cambridge Street are not longer than the available queue storage, and the 
Synchro results indicate that the average queue lengths are approximately 
the same as the available storage. However, neither method can account 
for adaptive signal control, which the City of Boston requested be installed 
with these new signals. 

MassDOT – 3 Comment: According to the Proponent, the City of Boston provided inputs 
and requested revisions that were included in the final mitigation plan. 
However, the City has yet to make a determination as to the compatibility 
of these improvements with their long-term plan for Sullivan Square. The 
City’s long-term vision of Sullivan Square is for a low traffic, pedestrian 
friendly, village-type neighborhood with improved access to the MBTA 
station, and bicycle and pedestrian connectivity with the rest of 
Charlestown. MassDOT remains concerned that the City’s vision and the 
Proponent’s plans are not appropriately aligned. Therefore, the Proponent 
should continue to work with MassDOT and the City to assess additional 
access alternatives to try to minimize traffic impacts to Sullivan Square 
while providing a connection to Route 99 for casino-related traffic. 

Response: As part of its application for a gaming license, the Proponent 
engaged RKG Associates, economic, planning and real estate consultants, 
to prepare a study on the impact of the Project on neighboring 
communities.  A portion of this study was focused on the impact of the 
Project on employment and wages in the City of Everett and the 
neighboring communities of Malden, Medford, Somerville, Chelsea, 
Revere and Boston.  The study concluded that the Project will have 
significant positive impacts on employment and wages in these 
communities.  In addition, the Gaming Commission has undertaken a 
comprehensive study of the impacts of the Project (and those of other 
licensees) to the region and Commonwealth.   

MassDOT – 4 Comment: The Secretary’s Certificate requiring the SFEIR, strongly 
encouraged the Proponent to consult jointly with MassDOT and the City of 
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Boston regarding the project’s impacts on Rutherford Avenue and Sullivan 
Square, the interim mitigation plans for the corridor, and long term plans 
for the area. While the Proponent consulted with MassDOT and the City 
individually on these issues, no joint meeting occurred. We would, 
therefore, request that the Secretary require the preparation of a 
Supplemental SFEIR for the purpose of allowing the City, the Proponent, 
the Gaming Commission and MassDOT to establish a process for the 
development of the long term improvements for the Rutherford Avenue 
corridor consistent with the schedule outlined in the Gaming License.  

Response: Please see Section 3.2.1, page 3-1. 

MassDOT – 5 Comment: The capacity analysis included in the SFEIR indicates that most 
of the intersections and weaving movements are expected to operate with 
acceptable LOS and delay. Full accommodations are provided for bicyclists 
and pedestrians as part of these improvements. The Proponent should work 
with MassDOT to refine the design [of Santilli Circle], improve lane 
utilization, and optimize guide signage location to ensure that casino 
patrons, a number of which will be unfamiliar with the area, will be able to 
safely and efficiently maneuver through the rotary.  

Response: The Proponent will work with MassDOT and the City of Everett 
to refine the design of Santilli Circle, improve lane utilization, and 
optimize guide signage and pavement markings. 

MassDOT – 6 Comment: The SFEIR provides updated information on how the 
Proponent’s proposed shuttle schedule would align with the Orange Line 
schedule at Wellington Station, the capacity of the shuttle system to 
accommodate both patrons and employees, and the frequency of service to 
make it a viable alternative for employees and patrons. As part of this 
effort, the Proponent will redesign the existing parking lot at Wellington 
Station to provide new berthing spaces for the casino shuttle system, 
improve circulation of the existing parking lot, and relocate the layover 
spaces for MBTA buses. The Proponent should continue to coordinate with 
MassDOT and the MBTA during the approval process to implement these 
improvements. 

Response: The Proponent will continue to coordinate with MassDOT and 
the MBTA to implement the proposed improvements at Wellington Station. 

MassDOT – 7 Comment: The SFEIR includes a revised analysis of projected Orange Line 
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peak loads for weekday and weekend service days between Wellington 
and Back Bay stations. In our comment on the FEIR, MassDOT requested 
that the Proponent consider providing financial support for increased 
Orange Line service for any violation of the MBTA’s existing service 
standards. In response, the Secretary’s Certificate requiring the filing of the 
SFEIR specifically required the Proponent to consult with the MBTA and 
MassDOT about providing support for increased Orange Line service as 
part of the mitigation of the project’s impacts. Although some discussions 
occurred during the preparation of the SFEIR, the Proponent has opted not 
to commit to providing an operating subsidy for the Orange Line. We 
therefore, request that the Proponent be required to file a Supplemental 
FEIR documenting casino-related Orange Line impacts, MassDOT’s 
proposed methodology for assessing an operating subsidy as mitigation for 
those impacts, and the Proponent’s response and reasons for its position.  

Response: Section 2.3 of this SSFEIR (pages 2-24 through 2-27) describes 
the methodology and amounts of a proposed operating subsidy to mitigate 
impacts to Orange Line service. The methodology and the amount are the 
results of extensive coordination among the Proponent, MassDOT, and the 
MBTA. 

MassDOT – 8 Comment: MassDOT has discussed this issue with the Proponent and the 
Proponent has agreed to place the property in escrow until a Secretary’s 
Certificate of Adequacy is issued on the Wynn Casino and sixty days has 
elapsed since the publication in the Environmental Monitor of the final 
MEPA filing on the project. MassDOT appreciated the Proponent’s 
willingness to help cure this issue. MassDOT believes that the public 
should be given the right to understand and comment on the transaction 
and our decision to transfer the property in question. We, therefore, 
request that the EOEA require the preparation of a Supplemental SFEIR for 
the purpose of documenting the resolution of the issue raised in prior 
comments on the FEIR and the MBTA’s decision to transfer the property to 
the Proponent, and taking public comment thereon. 

Response: As set forth in Section 1.3.6, page 1-11, on April 15, 2015, 
Proponent and the Wynn Parties entered into the Escrow Agreement.  
Pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement, Wynn executed a 
Quitclaim Deed to convey the property that is subject to the Deed back to 
the MBTA.  In addition, the Wynn Parties and the MBTA executed an 
agreement terminating the Easement Agreement (a copy of the Termination 
of Easement Agreement is attached hereto as Appendix B).  Finally, the 
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MBTA has placed Six Million Dollars ($6,000,000), the full amount of the 
purchase price paid by Proponent, into escrow.   

The escrow agreement provides, in pertinent part, that the conveyance of 
the property shall be deemed to have not taken place unless and until the 
Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs has determined that, for the 
Project that includes work or activities on the MBTA Everett Shops 
property: (1) no Environmental Impact Report is required; or (2) a single or 
final Environmental Impact Report is adequate and sixty (60) days have 
elapsed following publication of notice of the availability of the single or 
final Environmental Impact Report in the Environmental Monitor in 
accordance with 301 CMR 11.15(2), provided that the MBTA shall 
reconsider and confirm or modify the conveyance of the property pursuant 
to the Deed and any conditions following MEPA review.  

Pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement, in the event the MBTA 
determines that the transaction requires no modifications or conditions or 
other mitigation, the escrow agent will return the Quitclaim Deed and 
Termination of Easement Agreement to the Proponent and the money to 
the MBTA. In the event the MBTA determines that the transaction requires 
modifications or conditions or other mitigation, the parties are obligated to 
work in good faith to document such required modifications, conditions or 
mitigation commitments after which the escrow agreement will return the 
Quitclaim Deed and Termination of Easement Agreement to Proponent 
and the money to the MBTA and record any such modifications. In the 
event that the parties cannot agree to any required modifications, 
conditions or other mitigation, the escrow agreement will file the 
Quitclaim Deed and Termination of Easement Agreement and return the 
money to Proponent. 

MassDOT – 9 Comment: Similar to the pedestrian improvements, the Proponent has 
committed to provide bicycle facilities at impacted highway locations. 
Bicycle lanes are proposed along the Route 99 corridor, and as part of the 
SFEIR they were upgraded to address concerns raised by MassDOT. The 
Proponent should continue to work with the City of Everett to seek an 
alternative to connect bicycle lanes on Route 99, north of Route 16. 
Further, the Proponent has noted that based on the latest discussions with 
the City of Everett, the Rail Trail project, which would improve bicycle 
connections along Route 99, is expected to be constructed in the near 
future. 
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Response: The Proponent will continue to work with the City of Everett to 
seek an alternative to connect bike lanes on Route 99 north of Route 16. 

In order to improve bicycle access to the Project Site, the Proponent is 
supportive of the City of Everett in exploring an extension of the NSCT to 
the Project Site. The City of Everett is working with the MBTA, DCR, and 
advocacy groups such as Bike to the Sea, Livable Streets Alliance, the 
Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee, and the Boston Cyclists Union to 
develop concepts for the extension of the NSCT. The City of Everett is 
optimistic that a feasible plan to extend the NSCT will be identified once 
field survey is completed, and that the design process can proceed before 
the Project opens.   

The connection of the NSCT to the Project Site would provide bicycle 
commuters a separated, off-street option that would connect the Project 
Site to locations close to parking areas at Wellington Station and in 
Malden. The Everett employee parking area is likely to be located east of 
Route 99 and south of Route 16. Bicycle commuters will likely be able to 
ride on a network of relatively low-stress neighborhood streets between the 
parking lot and the Project Site.  

Broadway/Alford Street (Route 99) currently has on-street bike lanes. These 
lanes will be maintained in the Proponent’s mitigation plan. 

MassDOT – 10 Comment: The Proponent has indicated that a revenue control system will 
be installed in the underground parking garage and pricing strategies 
would be implemented to manage parking. This would help reduce single-
occupancy vehicle trips and encourage the use of alternative transportation 
modes. The Proponent should commit to monitor the effectiveness of the 
pricing strategies and adjust prices as needed to meet the goals of site trip 
reduction and efficient site access and circulation. 

Response: The Proponent will monitor the effectiveness of the parking 
pricing strategies and adjust prices as needed to meet the goals of Project 
Site trip reduction and efficient site access and circulation. 

 

Massachusetts Port Authority 

Massport – 1 Comment: The proponent will need to file a 7460 with the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) for both the building(s) and temporary 
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construction crane(s). 

Response:  The Project will make the required filings with the FAA when 
the detailed designs needed for such filings are available. 

Massport – 2 Comment: We also encourage the project team to review FAA’s Technical 
Guidance for Evaluating Selected Solar Technologies on Airports (Nov. 
2010) as they move to finalize building design. 

Response: The project team will review the applicable portions of the FAA 
Technical Guidance for Evaluating Selected Solar Technologies on Airports 
prior to finalizing the location and arrangement of PV panels on the 
buildings. 

Massport – 3 Comment: Consequently, we reiterate our suggestion that well in advance 
of opening the proponent undertake a comprehensive analysis of the 
impacts associated with the creation of the estimated 4,000 permanent 
new jobs and 4,000 construction jobs. 

Response: As part of its application for a gaming license, the Proponent 
engaged RKG Associates, economic, planning and real estate consultants, 
to prepare a study on the impact of the Project on neighboring 
communities.  A portion of this study was focused on the impact of the 
Project on employment and wages in the City of Everett and the 
neighboring communities of Malden, Medford, Somerville, Chelsea, 
Revere and Boston.  The study concluded that the Project will have 
significant positive impacts on employment and wages in these 
communities.  In addition, the Gaming Commission has undertaken a 
comprehensive study of the impacts of the Project (and those of other 
licensees) to the region and Commonwealth. 

Massport – 4 Comment: We recommend a job training program that addresses any 
issues identified in the analysis. 

Response:  As set forth above, the Gaming Commission has undertaken a 
comprehensive study of the impacts of the Project (and those of other 
licensees) to the region and Commonwealth.  The Proponent will 
implement any required mitigation as determined by the Gaming 
Commission. 

 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report  

 Secretary’s Certificate and Responses to Comments on the SFEIR 
 5-39 

Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 

DOER– 1 Comment: The proponent appears to be using R-30 roof insulation in both 
the baseline and the proposed models, for both the hotel and the podium. 
This contrasts with the R-25 noted in the Greenhouse Gas report. If R-30 is 
indeed being used in the model to demonstrate requisite EUI reduction, 
then it is recommended the R-30 be used on the project. 

Response: Both the Base Case and Mitigation Case eQUEST energy model 
runs for the hotel and podium buildings used R25 roof insulation, equal to 
the current Building Code (IECC 2012). Screen1 and Screen2 in the 
document entitled eQUEST Model Input

DOER– 2 

 are Screen Prints from the 
eQUEST model input files used to generate the eQUEST model output 
provided in the GHG report for the SFEIR. The GHG analysis did not 
assume R30 roof insulation. See Appendix C. 

Comment: It appears that an approximately 70% efficient water heater was 
used (energy input ratio EIR = 1.37) in the baseline model for the hotel, 
which is less than required by Appendix G. This will likely result in 
overestimating the energy consumption of the base case and thus 
potentially overestimating the estimated EUI reduction. 

Response: The Base Case eQUEST energy model run for the hotel used the 
eQUEST default thermal efficiency of 80% for hot water heating.  Screen3 
in the document entitled eQUEST Model Input

DOER– 3 

 is a Screen Print from the 
eQUEST model input file used to generate the eQUEST model output 
provided in the GHG report for the SFEIR. The GHG analysis did not 
assume 70% thermal efficiency for hot water heating. See Appendix C. 

Comment: Variable speed drives were used for some equipment in the 
model, yet variable speed drives are not fully committed to by the 
proponent. If variable speed drives are used to demonstrate EUI reductions, 
then that improvement should become an articulated commitment. 

Response: The eQUEST model run for the hotel assumed constant speed 
drives for HVAC equipment, not variable speed drives. Screen4 and 
Screen5 in the document entitled eQUEST Model Input

DOER– 4 

 are Screen Prints 
from the eQUEST model input files used to generate the eQUEST model 
output provided in the GHG report for the SFEIR. The GHG analysis did 
not assume variable speed drives. See Appendix C. 

Comment: Output results for the Podium indicate many unmet load hours 
(up to >1100) in numerous zones, indicating equipment is undersized. 
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Undersized equipment can potentially lead to under-predicting energy 
consumption. Having more than 300 hours unmet does not conform to 
Appendix G; this issue requires resolution in self certification. 

Response: Some zones in the eQUEST modeling of the building have 
unmet hours for space heating. This is due to slightly under-sized boilers 
that were auto-sized by the eQUEST software (not specified by the user). 
Actual HVAC equipment are yet to be designed and will be sized properly, 
taking into account the heating demand that will be served by waste heat 
from the cogeneration plant. This issue will be addressed in any energy 
modeling required as part of the Project’s self-certification. 

DOER– 5 Comment: No windows are shown on two sides of the podium. Total 
window area for the podium is approximately 19%. It’s important that the 
model performed to support self-certification reflect eventually-designed 
window areas and placement. 

Response: Casinos typically have very few windows, and thus the 
assumption in the eQUEST model run for the podium building that 
windows occur on only two of four sides is reasonable. See Appendix C. 

 

 

City of Everett Mayor- Carlo DeMaria, Jr. 

Everett – 1 Comment: The City fully supports the proposal to maintain Santilli Circle 
as an at-grade rotary/intersection provided that:  

• To the greatest extent feasible, additional improvements are made 
to accommodate the desired pedestrian routes through and around 
the rotary, particularly those connecting the Santilli Connector to 
the Gateway Shopping Center; 

• It provides improved circulation at the intersection of Santilli 
Highway and the rotary where volume created by existing 
development has created inadequate queuing distances and heavy 
flow volume in the rotary leading to unacceptable backups on 
Santilli Highway; 

• The traffic analysis at Santilli Circle should include a Saturday peak 
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to account for heavy traffic volumes entering and exiting the 
Gateway Center during these times; and 

• Proposed Santilli Circle improvements should be coordinated with 
any widening and re-alignment of Route 16 as part of the Woods 
Memorial Bridge reconstruction project. 

Response: The Proponent is working with the City, MassDOT, DCR, and 
the abutters to refine the proposed design at Santilli Circle. That 
coordination will continue in the detailed design process.  

The Proponent will coordinate the construction of the improvements at 
Santilli Circle with the Woods Memorial Bridge reconstruction, scheduled 
to begin in Fall 2015. 

Everett – 2 Comment: Analysis should be completed for the northern intersection of 
Bow Street and Broadway, which may be reconfigured to eliminate the 
merge condition and allow the extension of the bike lane to Sweetser 
Circle. 

Response: The Proponent will work with the City of Everett during the 
design of Broadway (Route 99) to evaluate the northern intersection of 
Bow Street/Broadway (Route 99), which would allow the northbound 
bicycle lane to be extended to Sweetser Circle. 

Everett – 3 Comment: To the greatest extent possible, the Santilli Connector road cross 
section should be limited to one 11- foot travel lane in each direction at all 
locations where projected traffic levels can be accommodated. 

Response: With the exception of the areas approaching each rotary, the 
Route 99 Connector will be limited to one 11-foot travel lane in each 
direction. The Proponent will continue to coordinate with the City of 
Everett on the design. 

Everett – 4 Comment: Remaining shoulder space should be allocated to pedestrian 
and bicycle uses and/or other traffic calming measures such as protected 
bike lanes and/or cycle tracks and sidewalks. 

Response: The Proponent will work with the City of Everett during the 
design phase for Santilli and Sweetser circles to implement improved 
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations along the Route 99 Connector. 
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Everett – 5 Comment: The traffic analysis of Sweetser Circle should take into account 
congestion and delays which occur on Main Street northbound during the 
afternoon peak which often creates queuing that extends into the circle. 

Response: The VISSIM model for Sweetser Circle was calibrated to take 
into consideration queuing around and adjacent to the circle. 

Everett – 6 Comment: Traffic signal equipment along lower Broadway should include 
and utilize technology to optimize transit operations along the corridor. 

Response: The signal upgrades along the Broadway (Route 99) corridor will 
include localized bus signal priority for MBTA buses. The Proponent will 
work with the City of Everett and the MBTA to ensure that transit 
operations are optimized. 

Everett – 7 Comment: Transit stops in the vicinity of the project site should include 
contextually sensitive enclosed shelters. 

Response: Proposed mitigation along Broadway (Route 99) includes 
shelters at transit stops where space is available, typically along the west 
(southbound) side of the roadway.  

Everett – 8 Comment: To the greatest extent possible, pedestrian crossing signals 
should run concurrently with the corresponding green traffic signals where 
it is safe to do so and include a leading pedestrian phase. Pedestrian signals 
should also include countdown timers.  

Pedestrian signals should activate automatically unless it is necessary to 
have an exclusive pedestrian phase at a location with minimal pedestrian 
traffic. 

Response: Concurrent phasing is provided at the intersection of Dexter 
Street/Alford Street in Boston. Exclusive pedestrian phases are provided 
along Lower Broadway at the site driveway, Beacham Street, and Bowdoin 
Street due to the heavier vehicular turning volumes at those locations. The 
Proponent will work with the City of Everett to determine whether 
concurrent crossings could be considered at any of these locations. 
Concurrent crossings will activate automatically. 

Everett – 9 Comment: In areas of Lower Broadway where roadway widening or the 
removal of parallel parking is proposed, bicycle lanes should include a 
minimum 1' (preferably 2') striped buffer from the adjacent through travel 
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lanes. 

Response: The Proponent will coordinate the design of the bicycle lanes 
with the City of Everett and incorporate buffered bike lanes where space is 
available. 

Everett – 10 Comment: To the greatest extent possible, "bike boxes" should be included 
at all intersection legs where a striped bike lane is not provided, including 
for left turn movements. 

Response: The Proponent will work with the City of Everett to incorporate 
bike boxes at signalized intersections where feasible. 

Everett –11 Comment: The City supports providing bicycle accommodations 
throughout the entirety of Sweetser Circle and encourages the proponents 
to continue the constructive and ongoing working relationship with 
MassDOT, the City and local bicycle advocacy groups such as Bike to The 
Sea, Mass Bike, Livable Streets and others to continue the development of 
improvements to Sweetser Circle. 

Response: The SFEIR presents a bicycle accommodation through Sweetser 
Circle that connects to the NSCT. While bicyclists will still be permitted to 
use the roadway as they do today, the proposed accommodations are 
intended to accommodate novice and intermediate cyclists in a similar way 
that modern roundabout designs often do. The Proponent believes that this 
accommodation, combined with a possible extension of the NSCT, will 
provide adequate bicycle accommodations through the complex rotary at 
Sweetser Circle. 

Everett – 12 Comment: Traffic calming measures such as raised/textured crosswalks, 
curb neck downs, etc. should be employed throughout the proposed 
mitigation, and specifically along Rt. 99/Lower Broadway and on entrance 
and exit ramps to Sweetser Circle to improve pedestrian safety at 
crosswalks. 

Response: The Proponent will coordinate with the City of Everett on the 
design of Broadway (Route 99) and Sweetser Circle to incorporate traffic 
calming measures where possible. 

Everett – 13 Comment: More detail should be provided showing how the bicycle and 
pedestrian paths at Santilli Circle will connect with the improved pathways 
being constructed as part of the Woods Memorial Bridge reconstruction 
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project. 

Response: The Proponent will work with the City of Everett, MassDOT, 
and DCR during the final design process to detail how the bicycle and 
pedestrian paths will connect to the pathways being constructed as part of 
the Woods Memorial Bridge reconstruction. 

Everett – 14 Comment: The City is currently exploring options to bring bike sharing 
stations (i.e. Hubway) to Everett and encourages the proponent coordinate 
with the City to support this initiative. At minimum, one Hubway station 
should be located at the proponent's site. 

Response: The Proponent will designate space on the Project Site for a 
potential Hubway location, should Hubway expand into the City of 
Everett. 

 

The City of Melrose- Mayor Robert J. Dolan 

Melrose– 1 Comment: I respectfully request that the Commonwealth examine the 
current proposal being made by Wynn for the redesign of Sweetser Circle 
(rotary at the intersection of Route 16 and Route 99) to better 
accommodate cyclists. 

Response: The SFEIR presents a bicycle accommodation through Sweetser 
Circle that connects to the NSCT. While bicyclists will still be permitted to 
use the roadway as they do today, the proposed accommodations are 
intended to accommodate novice and intermediate cyclists in a similar way 
that modern roundabout designs often do. The Proponent believes that this 
accommodation, combined with a possible extension of the NSCT, will 
provide adequate bicycle accommodations through the complex rotary at 
Sweetser Circle. 

Melrose– 2 Comment: I would also ask your support to extend the Northern Strand 
Community Trail from its current terminus to the Mystic River. 

Response: The Proponent agrees that an extension of the NSCT to the 
Mystic River would be extremely beneficial to the Project as well as its 
neighbors and surrounding communities. The City of Everett is working 
with the MBTA, DCR, and advocacy groups such as Bike to the Sea, the 
Livable Streets Alliance, the Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee, and 
the Boston Cyclists Union to develop concepts for the extension of the 
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NSCT. The City of Everett is optimistic that a feasible plan to extend the 
NSCT will be identified once field survey is completed, and that the design 
process can proceed before the Project opens. 

 

City of Somerville Mayor – Joseph A. Curtatone 

Somerville – 1 Comment: The traffic impacts and their implications on roadway use and 
construction conflict directly with Somerville’s attempts to address public 
health concerns associated with the heavy use of highways adjacent to 
residential uses (especially in environmental justice communities), and to 
foster a walkable and bike-friendly environment that provides a fertile 
ground for locally-grown businesses, and improve highways aesthetics.  

Response: The Project shares Somerville's commitments to walkable, bike 
friendly environments, especially in environmental justice communities.  
In that regard, the Proponent has been working with the City of Everett, 
MassDOT, DEP Waterways, DCR, and bicycle advocacy groups to design 
and construct walkways, bikeways, and roadways to encourage safe 
pedestrian and bicycle use both off-site and through the Project Site. 

Somerville – 2 Comment: We are also concerned that no serious assessment is provided 
of the effects of the project on Assembly Square generally and Assembly 
Square Station specifically. 

Response: Due to the minimal number of trips that will be added on Route 
28 in the general area of Assembly Square, transportation analysis was not 
carried beyond the FEIR stage, during which it was determined that the 
mitigation performed by the Assembly Row project could accommodate 
the few additional Project trips. 

The Proponent is not proposing to connect to Assembly Square Station 
with its shuttle service; therefore, there is no reason for analysis of 
Assembly Square station. The Proponent is providing funding for additional 
study of a pedestrian/bicycle crossing of the Mystic River, which may 
include access at Assembly Square Station. Analysis of the station may be 
included in that study. 

In addition, the Proponent has proposed an additional subsidy for the 
purpose of promoting train ridership in the evening and late night hours as 
part of the pursuit of aggressive mode distribution (see Section 2.3.2, page 
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2-26 through 2-27). 

Somerville – 3 Comment: It appears that the Wynn project has understated its trip 
generation rate by at least 16 percent and perhaps as much as 76 percent.  

Response: The trip generation rates and underlying assumptions are 
summarized in the SFEIR, Chapter 2, Table 2-7, and are consistent with 
MassDOT/Green DOT mode shift goals, and the Metrofuture Regional 
Plan. MassDOT has approved the underlying methodology and the use of 
the travel mode shares contained therein. The mode share analysis 
indicates that 29% of casino patrons and 59% of casino employees are 
projected to arrive via a non-SOV mode.   

Somerville – 4 Comment: The effect of these trips [at Somerville intersections] is not 
discussed in the SFEIR. And these effects and the effects at other Somerville 
intersections will be exacerbated if an appropriate and higher trip 
generation is used. 

Response: Based on the trip generation of the SFEIR, which was developed 
in consultation with and approved by MassDOT as outlined in their 
comment letter on the SFEIR, the impacts of the Project at Somerville 
intersections will be minimal. As determined in the FEIR, mitigation was 
not required at those intersections. 

Somerville – 5 Comment: Although Wynn has now been required to use VISSIM software 
to represent traffic volumes and queues in Sullivan Square, the proponent 
has not undertaken this type of evaluation as to those Somerville 
intersections. The result is an incomplete picture of what the Wynn Everett 
Project means for transportation capacity in and around Somerville 
roadways in the immediate vicinity of the project site and Sullivan Square. 

Response: VISSIM modeling was undertaken for Sullivan Square and for 
Broadway (Route 99) in the vicinity of the Project Site. As a result of prior 
iterations of analysis prepared during the FEIR, additional analysis of 
intersections in Somerville was not warranted based on the few trips the 
Project will add to those roadways. 

Somerville – 6 Comment: In addition, some of the mitigation already proposed, such as 
that at Santilli Circle, is of such a scale and duration that it would ordinarily 
require a 20-year design horizon rather than the much shorter design 
horizon used in the SFEIR. Given the large volume of traffic drawn to the 
Wynn Everett project, such a design horizon should be considered in a 
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second SFEIR. 

Response: The mitigation proposed at Santilli Circle is a surface alternative, 
not a major reconfiguration into an interchange-style design. MassDOT has 
determined that the design horizon is appropriate. 

Somerville – 7 Comment: Since the Commonwealth has just reached attainment under the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone, the State 
Implementation Plan for ozone may need to be revisited and revised. 

Response: The Project is not responsible for addressing modifications to 
the SIP.  

Somerville – 8 Comment: In addition, the Mesoscale Analysis makes no mention of fine 
particulate matter smaller than 2.5 micrometers or of ultra-fine particulate 
matter. These pollutants are a growing concern. 

Response: The Project area is in compliance with the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for the motor vehicle pollutants carbon monoxide (CO), 
fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) and Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2). U.S. EPA has 
noted there is insufficient evidence to support a separate air quality 
standard for so-called ultra-fine particulate matter.   

Somerville – 9 Comment: Similarly, as discussed below, the effect of ultra-fine particulates 
have been overlooked and may have serious consequences, especially 
near I-93, which serves the vast majority of traffic bound for the casino. 

Response: The Project area is in compliance with the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for the motor vehicle pollutants carbon monoxide (CO), 
fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) and Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2).  U.S. EPA has 
stated there is insufficient evidence to support a separate air quality 
standard for so-called ultra-fine particulate matter.  The relatively small 
increase in traffic on I-93 and Route 28 associated with the project will not 
adversely affect local air quality in Somerville, nor will it exceed any EPA 
health-based air quality standard. 

Somerville – 10 Comment: The distribution list for the SFEIR shows that it was not noticed 
in alternative media outlets, that it was not placed in alternative 
information repositories, and that no announcements or summaries were 
prepared in Spanish, Greek, Haitian Creole, Italian, Portuguese, or any 
other language used by Somerville’s EJ communities. 
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Response: The SFEIR was distributed in accordance with the requirements 
of the Certificate on the FEIR and 301 CMR 11.06.  

Somerville – 11 Comment: The project’s air quality effects on public health in Somerville 
(and in Everett and other surrounding communities) should be examined in 
terms of both criteria pollutants and ultra-fine particulates.  

Response: The Project’s air quality effects for criteria pollutants have been 
evaluated, and the Project will not exceed any EPA health-based air quality 
standards. EPA has stated there is insufficient evidence to support a 
separate air quality standard for so-called ultra-fine particulate matter.   

Somerville – 12 Comment: What Wynn has provided is a benefits-benefits proclamation 
rather than a meaningful benefits-detriments analysis that weighs the 
project’s detriments. These detriments are real and cannot be disregarded. 

Response: The impacts of and mitigation measures identified for the Project 
were addressed in the SFEIR and are addressed in the Draft Section 61 
Findings found in Chapter 4 of this SSFEIR.  

Somerville – 13 Comment: A substantial portion of the proposed use of tidelands is as a 
driveway and garage that will draw thousands of vehicles directly into the 
waterfront. The SFEIR fails to acknowledge this facet of the project and the 
impacts it brings about. 

Response: The Project will provide substantially more and higher quality 
public open space than required by Chapter 91 regulations. The relatively 
small proportion of space associated with vehicular use will ensure that the 
public may in fact have access to this premier waterfront destination for 
those who choose to access the Project Site by car, bus, or taxi. 

Somerville – 14 Comment: The Expanded Gaming Act itself (M.G.L. c. 23K) acknowledges 
that gaming poses certain issues not associated with other uses of the 
waterfront. These issues need to be acknowledged and assessed as part of 
the discussion on Chapter 91 and public benefits. This is particularly true 
given that the project changes discussed in the SFEIR include a significant 
increase in total gaming positions. 

Response: The Project will provide one of the premier waterfront 
destinations for the public in the Greater Boston area. The Proponent is 
excited to work the DEP Waterways program to ensure that public access 
to the waterfront is promoted and that substantial public benefits are 
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provided through the redevelopment of this contaminated industrial site. 

Somerville – 15 Comment: Wynn’s filings have not made clear the extent to which its 
facilities will be truly open to the public as opposed to part of a controlled 
resort casino experience. 

Response: The SFEIR identified all areas open to the public in Section 
1.2.7.2 as Facilities of Public Accommodation. With the exception of 
service and support and some office areas, the Project will be open to the 
Public.  

Somerville – 16 Comment: Moreover, the lack of detail about the cleanup plans – which 
apparently will include some combination of Activity and Use Limitations 
an in-situ stabilization/solidification (ISS) – makes it difficult, if not 
impossible, to evaluate the benefits of cleanup. It is possible that the 
cleanup plan will end up significantly limiting the public benefits and will 
pose long-term maintenance concerns, particularly when exposed to 
flooding, storm surges, and other natural phenomena. 

Response: A great deal of detail regarding the Project Site cleanup plans 
has been provided in previous submittals to EOEEA and in the Draft RAM 
Plan presented at a public meeting on June 2, 2015. The cleanup plan will 
in no way limit the public benefits of the Project, and has adequately 
addressed flooding issues. 

Somerville – 17 Comment: In short, the SFEIR poses serious questions as to the project’s 
status under Chapter 91, whether the project’s public benefits outweigh its 
detriments, and whether these benefits are commensurate with the private 
benefit being realized by Wynn. 

Response:  The Proponent believes that the public benefits of the Project 
substantially outweigh whatever detriments may exist to the public rights 
in tidelands and looks forward to receiving a confirmatory determination 
from the DEP Waterways Program. 

Somerville – 18 Comment: The first of these [Release Abatement Measures], for the removal 
of arsenic contaminated soils and for ISS of low-pH soil, was to be filed on 
February 27, 2015. As yet it appears that no filing has been made. 

Response: That is correct. The RAM Plan for the initial remedial response 
actions was presented at a public meeting held on June 2, 2015. 
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Somerville – 19 Comment: Similarly, the draft Section 61 Finding for MassDEP pays no 
attention to air pollutant health effects in Somerville and other nearby 
communities.  

Response: The Draft Section 61 Findings in the SFEIR identified mitigation 
measures to address air quality impacts as required by MassDEP 
regulations. 

Somerville – 20 Comment: In addition, the draft MassDEP Finding does not memorialize 
commitments made for environmental remediation, nor can it, until the 
needed RAM plans and other pertinent submittals are filed and reviewed. 

Response: With respect to air pollution health effects, the RAM Plan 
referenced above includes a discussion of the provisions to be taken with 
respect to dust generation related to the remedial activities. This will 
include a number of real-time air monitoring stations around the perimeter 
of the Project Site which will allow the rapid identification and rectification 
of any dust-related issues associated with remedial response actions at the 
Project Site. 

Somerville – 21 Comment: Finally, the draft Section 61 Finding for the Massachusetts 
Gaming Commission does not include commitment to help Somerville and 
other nearby communities to deal with problem gambling and other 
adverse social effects associated with a major gaming facility, nor does it 
memorialize the commitments made in the various community 
agreements.  

Response: The Proponent will abide by the terms and conditions of its host 
and surrounding community agreements including, without limitation, 
those provisions related to addressing problem gaming.  In addition, five 
percent (5%) of the gaming tax and an annual fee of not less than 
$5,000,000 will be dedicated to the “Public Health Trust Fund.”  This fund 
will be administered by the secretary of health and human services and 
will be used to assist social service and public health programs dedicated 
to addressing problems associated with compulsive gambling including, 
but not limited to, gambling prevention and addiction services, substance 
abuse services, educational campaigns to mitigate the potential addictive 
nature of gambling and any studies and evaluations necessary, including 
an annual research agenda to ensure the proper and most effective 
strategies.   
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Malden – 1 Comment: I urge you to look more closely at the proposed roadway design 
for Sweetser Circle and make sure it accommodates the level of current 
riders as well as anticipate the growing ridership from communities along 
the NSCT such as Malden, Everett, Revere, Saugus and Lynn. 

Response: The SFEIR presents a bicycle accommodation through Sweetser 
Circle that connects to the NSCT. While bicyclists will still be permitted to 
use the roadway as they do today, the proposed accommodations are 
intended to accommodate novice and intermediate cyclists in a similar way 
that modern roundabout designs often do. The Proponent believes that this 
accommodation, combined with a possible extension of the NSCT, will 
provide adequate bicycle accommodations through the complex rotary at 
Sweetser Circle. 

Malden – 2 Comment: Reports indicate that when the bike path is complete as many as 
one thousand cyclists per hour may travel down the trail to Boston at rush 
hour. Designing Sweetser Circle to accommodate this ridership is not just a 
convenience it is a safety issue. 

Response: The SFEIR presents a bicycle accommodation through Sweetser 
Circle that connects to the NSCT. While bicyclists will still be permitted to 
use the roadway as they do today, the proposed accommodations are 
intended to accommodate novice and intermediate cyclists in a similar way 
that modern roundabout designs often do. The Proponent believes that this 
accommodation, combined with a possible extension of the NSCT, will 
provide adequate bicycle accommodations through the complex rotary at 
Sweetser Circle. 

Malden – 3 Comment: I also request that the plans to build the extension of the NSCT 
under Route 16 to the Mystic River water front be included in any planned 
mitigation to reduce traffic to and from the Casino development project. 

Response: The Proponent agrees that an extension of the NSCT to the 
Mystic River would be extremely beneficial to the Project as well as its 
neighbors and surrounding communities. The City of Everett is working 
with the MBTA, the DCR, and advocacy groups such as Bike to the Sea, 
Livable Streets Alliance, the Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee, and 
the Boston Cyclists Union to develop concepts for the extension of the 
NSCT. The City of Everett is optimistic that a feasible plan to extend the 
NSCT will be identified once field survey is completed, and that the design 
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process can proceed before the Project opens. 

 

City of Revere Mayor – Daniel Rizzo 

Revere – 1  Comment: The MBTA’s sale of the land to Wynn was unauthorized.  While 
the lack of transparency at the MBTA makes it difficult to confirm with 
precision, it appears that the sale of the Everett Shops land to Wynn was 
never put to a vote of the MassDOT Board, which is the governing body of 
both MassDOT and the MBTA.  It was the MBTA, of course, that owned 
the land.  The City suspects that the MBTA believes it had delegated the 
authority to convey land valued at less than $15,000,000 to the MassDOT 
Secretary and MBTA General Manager through the attached vote.   

However, it is clear that the underlying statutory authority to make this 
delegation, as referenced in the vote, relates to the MassDOT’s role as 
MassDOT’s governing body, not the MBTA’s.  The delegation of power is 
therefore unlawful and the conveyance is void.  Moreover, as described in 
my February 4, 2015 letter to MassDOT, Paragraph 6, Wynn initially 
offered “an eight figure proposal” for the Everett Shops land, suggesting 
that the discounted price later submitted by Wynn was an attempt to 
subvert MassDOT Board oversight. 

Response: MassDOT’s counsel has advised the Proponent that the MBTA 
Board, through a vote on June 18, 2014, delegated authority to the 
MassDOT Secretary to consummate the referenced land transfer.  As set 
forth in Section 1.3.2 of this SSFEIR, the Proponent and the MBTA had 
many discussions regarding a potential acquisition of a portion of the 
MBTA Everett Shops. During these discussions, various options were 
considered including, for example, (i) the acquisition by the Proponent of 
the entire property comprising the MBTA Everett Shops, (ii) the acquisition 
of approximately one-quarter of the MBTA Everett Shops property and the 
construction of a new storage facility for the MBTA, (iii) relocation of the 
gate house that currently provides access to the MBTA Everett Shops, and 
(iv) the transfer of privately held land adjacent to the MBTA Everett Shops 
to the MBTA.  During these discussions, the proposed purchase price 
fluctuated to reflect the acreage to be acquired and/or the building of 
replacement facilities.  At no time was there any discussion of reducing the 
price for the purpose of subverting MassDOT Board oversight.   

Revere – 2 Comment: The conveyance of the Everett Shops land to Wynn by the 
MBTA is an “Agency Action” under MEPA and should not have been 
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completed prior to the period required under the law and the applicable 
regulation. 

Response: In their comment letter to the Proponent’s SFEIR, MassDOT 
stated that due to a breakdown in the MassDOT/MBTA processes, the 
Deed was executed and delivered prior to the completion of the MEPA 
process. As set forth in the MassDOT Comment Letter, the transfer of the 
Acquired Parcels should have been conditioned on the conclusion of the 
MEPA process and the issuance of the Secretary’s Certificate.  As a result, 
for the specific purpose of ensuring full compliance with the MEPA 
process, the Proponent and the MBTA have structured an escrow 
arrangement, as further described in Section 1.3.6. 

Revere – 3 Comment: The sale of the Everett Shops land to Wynn is void because it 
violated the MBTA’s statutorily required disposition procedure, as 
described in my letters to MassDOT dated October 2, 2014 and October 
29, 2014. 

Response: As set forth in Section 1.3.6, the Proponent and MassDOT have 
structured an escrow agreement for the specific purpose of ensuring full 
compliance with the MEPA process.   

Revere – 4 Comment: More specifically, there is no analysis on how the following 
aspects of operations at the maintenance facility might be impacted: (i) 
internal circulation and operations based on the fundamental reorientation 
of the site; (ii) access and egress to Broadway; (iii) use of narrowed lanes on 
Broadway; (iv) loss of relocation of storage and parking areas; (v) how the 
MBTA might be expected, over time, to alter its use of the Everett Shops 
facility to accommodate the adjacent uses; and (vi) how the dual use of the 
access road for MBTA and casino operations might impact MBTA 
operations, particularly during the periods of heavy use. 

Response: Section 1.3.4 of this SSFEIR, pages 1-6 through 1-9 contains 
detailed descriptions of the internal circulation and operations of the 
MBTA Everett Shops.  Figure 1-4 and Figure 1-5 show the proposed access 
and on-site operations.  Figures 1-8 through Figure 1-27 show how the 
various vehicles that use the MBTA Everett Shops will access and 
maneuver on the site as well as how each of those vehicles can safely enter 
and exit from Broadway (Route 99). 

The lane widths on Broadway (Route 99) are proposed to be 11 feet wide 
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with 10-foot wide travel lanes. These lanes widths have become the 
standard for use in urban areas, as outlined in MassDOT’s Project 
Development and Design Guidebook, the City of Boston’s Complete 
Streets Guidelines, the NACTO Urban Street Design Guide, and the 
American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials’ 
(AASHTO’s) A Policy on Geometric Design for Roadways and Streets 
(AASHTO’s Green Book). 

The Proponent has coordinated with the MBTA regarding the 
reconfiguration of the MBTA Everett Shops for parking and storage, and it 
has agreed that the impacts are negligible. 

The MBTA has agreed that the reconfiguration of its site will not 
significantly impact its ability to use the MBTA Everett Shops in the future. 

The MBTA and the Proponent have agreed that the shared use of the 
service road for access by both parties will not negatively impact either 
operation. 

 

 

City of Revere Mayor – Daniel Rizzo  

Revere (2) – 1  Comment: I urge you to look at how the Everett Casino project can impact 
the development of the NSCT and its connections to the Mystic River and 
Boston. 

Response: The SFEIR presents a bicycle accommodation through Sweetser 
Circle that connects to the NSCT. While bicyclists will still be permitted to 
use the roadway as they do today, the proposed accommodations are 
intended to accommodate novice and intermediate cyclists in a similar way 
that modern roundabout designs often do. The Proponent believes that this 
accommodation, combined with a possible extension of the NSCT, will 
provide adequate bicycle accommodations through the complex rotary at 
Sweetser Circle.  

The Proponent agrees that an extension of the NSCT to the Mystic River 
would be extremely beneficial to the Project as well as its neighbors and 
surrounding communities. The City of Everett is working with the MBTA, 
DCR, and advocacy groups such as Bike to the Sea, the Livable Streets 
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Alliance, the Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee, and the Boston 
Cyclists Union to develop concepts for the extension of the NSCT. The City 
of Everett is optimistic that a feasible plan to extend the NSCT will be 
identified once field survey is completed, and that the design process can 
proceed before the Project opens. 

 

Boston Transportation Department 

BTD – 1 Comment: The Proponent’s analysis provided in the DEIR demonstrated 
that adding resort traffic to the proposed roadway system would cause 
significant peak hour congestion and system failures in Sullivan Square and 
along Rutherford Avenue. Consequently, the resort proposal is 
incompatible with the City’s plan for a more sustainable transportation 
system in Charlestown. 

Response: In the DEIR, the Proponent’s analysis demonstrated a method by 
which the City’s surface alternative (with an additional lane in each 
direction on Rutherford Avenue) could be modified to accommodate future 
development, including the Project.  

The DEIR presented analysis of the City’s surface alternative, the long-term 
plan for Sullivan Square, in the “No Build” and “Build” scenarios. In the 
Friday p.m. peak hour, all intersections that operated at LOS D or better in 
the No Build Conditions continue to do so in the Build Conditions, and 
only one intersection (Maffa Way/Rutherford Avenue) would experience a 
reduction in overall LOS, from LOS C in the No Build Conditions to LOS D 
in the Build Condition. Similarly, in the Saturday afternoon peak hour, just 
one intersection would experience a reduction in overall LOS (Main 
Street/Maffa Way/Alford Street/Cambridge Street), from LOS D in the No 
Build Condition to LOS E in the Build Condition.  

BTD – 2 Comment: The implication is that with this mitigation [the Sullivan Square 
improvements] in place, existing traffic will divert away from the rotary to 
the upgraded roadway links in sufficient numbers to offset the anticipated 
increase in new traffic in Sullivan Square associated with the resort. (Note 
that we could not find any analysis or data explaining or justifying these 
traffic reassignments in the SFEIR.) 

Response: In the Proponent’s meetings with BTD prior to filing the SFEIR, 
BTD suggested that providing routes that would remove traffic from the 
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signalized intersection at Cambridge Street/Maffa Way/Alford Street and 
thus the rotary would be beneficial in accommodating more traffic from 
new development, including the Project. This is the approach the City of 
Boston took in their long-term plan for Sullivan Square. Their proposed 
street grid pattern provides multiple route options for vehicles to travel 
through the area, allowing for dispersal of traffic.  

The success of incorporating these alternate routes in the Proponent’s 
mitigation plan will depend on providing wayfinding to motorists, thus 
allowing them to choose their most direct route.  

The reassignment of traffic volumes at Sullivan Square are based on 
existing origin-destination counts. The data can be found in Appendix D. 

BTD – 3 Comment: During these meetings [with the Proponent] BTD repeatedly 
questioned the effectiveness of the plan citing concerns that spillback 
effects from the new signals will only worsen traffic conditions rather than 
improve them.  

Response: The proposed signals will be coordinated with the adjacent 
signals along the corridor. Existing spillbacks due to poor coordination 
between the current signals will be improved in the Build with Mitigations 
Condition. 

MassDOT requested supplemental traffic analyses at several key 
intersections throughout the transportation study area for the proposed 
Project. The purpose of this analysis is to present a detailed assessment of 
the proposed mitigation measures using the VISSIM microsimulation traffic 
analysis software for the Build with Mitigation Conditions VISSIM model 
for the Friday p.m. peak hour. 

The proposed mitigation was built into the VISSIM model using the same 
methodology and parameters as those used in the base Existing Conditions 
model to provide the most realistic and accurate representation of the 
improvements. The alternatives were tested with the Friday p.m. “real” 
peak hour traffic volumes, which were updated to reflect changes in the 
building program in the SFEIR. The improvements under the Build with 
Mitigation Conditions are described in Section 2.2.7 of the SFEIR. 

Both the Existing Conditions and the Build with Mitigation Conditions 
VISSIM models were updated to reflect more accurately actual conditions 
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presently occurring in the field.  

The following updates were made to the Existing Conditions model: 

• Traffic volumes were updated to reflect the most recent traffic 
counts taken in December 2014. 

• Sullivan Circle was updated to reflect the existing lane usage in the 
field. 

• Priority rules were updated at the Alford Street and Main Street 
approaches to Sullivan Circle to more accurately model driver 
behavior. 

In addition to the changes made to the Existing Conditions model (above), 
the following updates were made to the Build with Mitigation Conditions 
model: 

• Vehicles that previously entered Sullivan Circle from Cambridge 
Street and exited onto Rutherford Avenue southbound were 
rerouted to Spice Street and D Street as was proposed in the SFEIR. 

• Vehicles that previously entered Sullivan Circle from Cambridge 
Street and exited onto Main Street eastbound were rerouted to 
Gardner Street as was proposed in the SFEIR. 

• Roadway geometry was updated to reflect the current proposed 
design that was proposed in the SFEIR. 

• Signal timings were updated to reflect the current proposed design 
that was proposed in the SFEIR. 

Due to the different analysis methodologies in VISSIM and Synchro, the 
results may vary between the software packages. VISSIM has better 
capabilities to consider driver behaviors, the effects of the entire 
transportation network, and more customizable traffic signal operations. A 
relative comparison between the analysis methodologies is important to 
ensure that both models are representative of the expected future 
conditions. For example, longer queue lengths in the VISSIM model should 
also be reported in the Synchro results, even if the actual queue lengths are 
not the same. The VISSIM model also reports the results by specific 
movement, while Synchro reports the results by specific lane group (e.g., 
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through movements and right-turn movements will be reported separately 
in VISSIM but may be reported together in Synchro if there is a shared 
through/right-turn lane). 

For the VISSIM model, a total of five simulation runs were conducted and 
the measures of effectiveness (“MOEs”) were calculated. The MOEs and 
other output obtained from the model include traffic volumes, average 
delays, and average queues at the study area intersections. The detailed 
results from the five runs were averaged and are provided in Appendix D.  
A summary table of the results is also provided in Appendix D that 
contains the Synchro outputs. The following describes the results of the 
VISSIM simulation model. 

Analysis of Alternatives 

Sullivan Square is a traffic circle consisting of four entrances with merge 
points (Main Street westbound, Alford Street southbound, Cambridge Street 
eastbound, and Rutherford Avenue northbound) and five exits with diverge 
points (Rutherford Avenue southbound, Main Street eastbound, Alford 
Street northbound, Alford Street southbound, and Main Street westbound). 
Sullivan Square also contains one signalized intersection within the circle 
at the intersection of Cambridge Street/Alford Street/Maffa Way. The 
VISSIM model for Sullivan Square also includes the signalized intersection 
of Cambridge Street at the I-93 Northbound off-ramp and the proposed 
signalized intersection of Cambridge Street at Spice Street.   

Sullivan Square, Boston 

Sullivan Square and Cambridge Street currently operate with extensive 
queues and high levels of congestion during the Friday p.m. peak hour. At 
certain times of the day, a police detail is used to direct traffic throughout 
the Sullivan Square area. The VISSIM model provides output for each 
approach to Sullivan Square and for the signalized intersections of 
Cambridge Street/I-93 Northbound off-ramp, Cambridge Street/Alford 
Street/Maffa Way, Cambridge Street/Spice Street, Beacham Street/Main 
Street, Maffa Way/MBTA Busway North, and Maffa Way/MBTA Busway 
South. The following describes operations at each location within Sullivan 
Square.   

The analysis assumes that the Rutherford Avenue underpass is open and 
that through traffic along Rutherford Avenue will not enter Sullivan Square. 
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• Cambridge Street/I-93 Northbound Off-ramp – This intersection 
currently operates with queues along the I-93 Northbound off-ramp 
that are caused by spillback from the Cambridge Street eastbound 
approach to Sullivan Square and inefficient lane assignment 
designations along the ramp. The ramp is currently assigned an 
exclusive left-turn lane and an exclusive right-turn lane. Vehicles 
currently use the left-turn lane as a second right-turn lane. The 
improvements at the intersection modify the lane assignments to 
accommodate the turning movements that currently occur at the 
intersection. With these improvements, the intersection is expected 
to operate at an overall LOS C with significantly reduced queuing 
along the I-93 ramp, consistent with the Synchro results.   

• Cambridge Street/Maffa Way/Alford Street – This intersection 
currently experiences extensive queuing along the Cambridge 
Street eastbound approach during the Friday evening peak hour. 
With the proposed improvements along Cambridge Street, 
additional capacity is provided for vehicles entering Sullivan 
Square, and the queuing and delay are significantly improved. The 
intersection is expected to operate at an overall LOS D with 
improved queuing during the Friday evening peak hour under 
Build with Mitigation Conditions, which is consistent with the 
Synchro results. Both models show that the Maffa Way and Sullivan 
Circle (Alford Street) approaches will experience the most delay at 
the intersection. 

• Alford Street Southbound – The Alford Street southbound approach 
to Sullivan Square is expected to operate at LOS A with minor 
queuing during the Friday p.m. peak hour under Build with 
Mitigation Conditions, a slight improvement from the existing 
conditions. 

• Main Street Westbound – The Main Street westbound approach 
currently experiences significant congestion and extensive queuing.  
The vehicular queues generally extend onto Medford Street during 
the Friday p.m. peak hour.  No specific capacity improvements are 
proposed for this approach to Sullivan Square.  However, due to 
improvements upstream of this location, the queuing and delays 
will be slightly improved. 

• Rutherford Avenue Northbound – The Rutherford Avenue 
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northbound approach currently operates with significant delay and 
queuing. This approach is closely located downstream from a 
signalized intersection, which makes entering the circle from 
Rutherford Avenue difficult for motorists. The proposed alterations 
to the timing and phasing at the upstream signal are expected to 
significantly improve conditions at the Rutherford Avenue 
northbound approach during the Friday p.m. peak hour under the 
Build with Mitigation Conditions. This approach is expected to 
improve to operate at a LOS D with minimal queuing during the 
Friday p.m. peak hour. 

• Cambridge Street/Spice Street – This intersection is currently 
unsignalized and is proposed to be signalized under the Build with 
Mitigation Conditions. This intersection is expected to operate at an 
overall LOS C during the p.m. peak hour under Build with 
Mitigation Conditions. The Spice Street approaches are expected to 
operate with slightly more delay than the Cambridge Street 
approaches are, consistent with the Synchro output. 

• Beacham Street/Main Street – This intersection is proposed to be 
signalized under the Build with Mitigation Conditions. It is 
expected to operate at an overall LOS A during the p.m. peak hour 
under Build with Mitigation Conditions, slightly better than the 
Synchro analysis shows. 

• Maffa Way/MBTA Busway North – This intersection is proposed to 
be signalized to facilitate MBTA buses entering the Sullivan Station 
under Build with Mitigation Conditions. The VISSIM and Synchro 
analyses at this location show very dissimilar results, mainly due to 
the nature of random arrivals in VISSIM. Depending on how many 
buses arrive and at what point in the cycle they arrive, moderate 
queuing is possible along Maffa Way at this intersection. 

• Maffa Way/MBTA Busway South – This intersection is proposed to 
be signalized under the proposed Build with Mitigation Conditions.  
Based on the VISSIM analysis, it is expected to operate at an overall 
LOS D, slightly worse than the Synchro analysis indicates.  
Moderate queuing is expected along Maffa Way at this location. 

The VISSIM model does not have the complete capability to model some 
of the more nuanced driver interactions that occur under extremely 
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congested conditions in locations such as the entry points, weaving 
maneuvers, and crossing maneuvers at some of the locations within 
Sullivan Square. The VISSIM model does show that the improvements 
along Cambridge Street will provide a significant benefit to reducing the 
queuing and congestion that occur along that approach to Sullivan Square 
and along the I-93 Northbound off-ramp. These improvements will also 
create a safer environment along the I-93 mainline by reducing the 
potential for backups to the I-93 mainline from the I-93 Northbound off-
ramp. 

A traffic operations analysis was conducted to supplement the 
transportation analyses for the Project using the VISSIM microsimulation 
software. The VISSIM microsimulation software allows for a more refined 
transportation analysis that considers larger connected roadway networks 
that are presented in this evaluation. The proposed roadway infrastructure 
was incorporated into the VISSIM model to understand how the 
improvements will impact traffic operations throughout the selected study 
area. The results presented in this analysis are generally consistent with the 
Synchro results.   

Conclusions 

Based on this analysis, the proposed improvements are expected to reduce 
congestion and queuing in the Sullivan Square area along Cambridge 
Street and the I-93 Northbound off-ramp. The improvements will provide a 
more efficient cross section and much needed additional capacity along 
Cambridge Street. The Rutherford Avenue approach is also expected to 
improve under the proposed conditions. The Main Street approach to 
Sullivan Square may experience some benefits from the improvements, but 
operations are not expected to significantly change when compared to 
existing conditions. 

BTD – 4 Comment: A key element of this plan is the introduction of left-turns from 
Cambridge Street eastbound into the MBTA station (Beacham Street 
Extension) and on to Maffa Way and Main Street. The BTD, as part of its 
three-year planning study for Sullivan Square, had already investigated 
upgrading this roadway link and concluded that the introduction of left 
turns at this location would be problematic. 

Response: The conversion of the left-turn lane on the I-93 Northbound off-
ramp to a shared left/right-turn lane would allow vehicles destined to 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report  

 Secretary’s Certificate and Responses to Comments on the SFEIR 
 5-62 

Boston Transportation Department 

Beacham Street Extension to turn right from the left lane, allowing those 
vehicles to enter the left-turn lane at Beacham Street Extension without 
weaving. Queue analysis, developed in SimTraffic (at the request of 
MassDOT) suggests that, during the Friday p.m. peak hour, average queues 
in the Cambridge Street eastbound left-turn lane at Beacham Street 
Extension would be about 113 feet, and the 95th percentile queues would 
be about 220 feet. During the Saturday afternoon peak hour, average 
queues would be about 80 feet, and 95th percentile queues would be 
about 115 feet. Thus, the storage length of 150 feet will be sufficient to 
accommodate most queue lengths even during peak periods. It is likely 
that the queue area will be sufficient for most, if not all, other periods of 
the day. 

BTD – 5 Comment: There is an assumption that a large number of vehicles would 
divert to Spice Street and D Street to avoid delays entering Sullivan Square. 
However, this route is available to drivers today and it sees very little use. 

Response: Spice Street, a public way, and D Street, a Massport-owned rail 
right-of-way, are not well maintained and have poor pavement conditions. 
After improvements to the roadway and streetscape (per the request of the 
City of Boston), it will be apparent and welcoming to drivers within the 
vicinity. The success of incorporating these alternate routes in the 
Proponent’s mitigation plan will depend on providing wayfinding to 
motorists, thus allowing them to choose their most direct route.  

Although Spice Street and D Street are available today for traffic to use to 
avoid passing through the Sullivan Square rotary, the pavement is in poor 
condition, which does not encourage traffic to use the route. The 
Proponent will improve pavement conditions by repaving both the streets 
and sidewalks. There is also no signage directing traffic to use Spice and D 
streets as an alternate route, which the Proponent has proposed as part of 
the improvements to the area. 

BTD – 6 Comment: The Proponent’s plans show widenings along Cambridge Street 
and D Street that go beyond the existing roadway right-of-way. If the 
Proponent does not control the land on which the mitigation would be 
built there is no assurance that the mitigation will be built. 

Response: Although there is a minimal widening to maintain the sidewalk 
on Cambridge Street, that widening takes place on MBTA property. 
Because the plan calls for significant reconstruction of the bus station and 
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parking areas, as well as the creation of a new public road on MBTA 
property, the easements and/or acquisitions will be performed during the 
design review process. D Street is owned by Massport. The Proponent has 
met with Massport, which is agreeable to an easement for public access on 
D Street as long as the rail right-of-way is maintained. 

BTD – 7 Comment: Since no capacity improvements are proposed at the Cambridge 
Street, Maffa Way and Alford Street intersection, the queues extending 
back past the off-ramp and on the ramp itself will only worsen relative to 
existing conditions. 

Response: The proposed diversions result in a reduction in vehicle traffic 
volume at the Cambridge Street northbound approach to Maffa Way/Alford 
Street compared to the No Build Conditions. The No Build Conditions take 
other area projects into account, such as the Hood Business Park. As such, 
the proposed improvements and subsequent traffic pattern changes 
mitigate the Project’s impact on Cambridge Street.  

Additionally, a primary cause of the existing queues on Cambridge Street 
eastbound is the poor coordination between the signals at the I-93 
Northbound off-ramp and at Maffa Way/Alford Street, which will be 
improved in the Build with Mitigations Condition. 

BTD – 8 Comment: The SFEIR reports that the rotary intersection will operate at 114 
percent of capacity during the Friday, PM peak hour confirming that 
queues will continue to be a problem. 

Response: The Friday p.m. peak hour condition represents a “peak+peak” 
condition in which the Project’s peak traffic, which will occur later on a 
Friday evening, and the peak rush hour traffic are superimposed.  The 
overall intersection V/c ratio is being governed by the capacity on Maffa 
Way, which is over capacity.  The Friday p.m. “real” peak hour analysis 
indicates that all approaches are under capacity except the Maffa Way 
eastbound approach. 

BTD – 9 Comment: At the Beacham Street/Main Street intersection the proposed 
signalization will stop westbound Main Street traffic creating vehicle 
queues. Given the curved alignment of the roadway leaving the Sullivan 
Square rotary sight lines may be limited to the back of the queue creating a 
safety problem. 

Response: During the design process for the Sullivan Square 
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improvements, the Proponent will ensure all sight lines are appropriate and 
that intersection sight distance and stopping sight distances are adequate. 

BTD – 10 Comment: Insufficient capacity along Broadway will cause significant peak 
hour traffic congestion on Alford Street in the City of Boston. 

Response: All but one of the study area intersections on Lower Broadway 
(Route 99) in Everett will operate with a V/C ratio of under 1.00, the 
exception being Beacham Street/Lower Broadway (Route 99), which has a 
V/C of 1.04 in the Friday p.m. Peak Hour Build with Mitigation Conditions. 
This represents a marked improvement compared to the No Build 
conditions, where the intersection operates with a V/C of 1.34. The Friday 
p.m. Peak Hour Build with Mitigation Conditions represents a worst-case 
scenario; the intersection operates with a V/C of 0.99 in the more realistic 
Friday p.m. “Real” Peak Hour Build with Mitigation Conditions. The 
approach with the largest delay and queuing at the intersection will 
continue to be the Beacham Street westbound approach; delays on this 
approach will not affect operations in Boston. Queues on Lower Broadway 
(Route 99) northbound at the site driveway (the only approach whose 
queues would impact Alford Street in Boston) are not projected to extend 
as far back as Dexter Street in Boston. 

BTD – 11 Comment: In the Response to Comments section of the SFEIR the 
Proponent states that he “believes” he has control of the land needed to 
implement the improvements. The Proponent should verify that he in fact 
has control of these parcels. 

Response: The Proponent controls, or is in the process of obtaining control 
of, the necessary properties to complete the improvements proposed 
herein. 

BTD – 12 Comment: The capacity analysis worksheets for the site driveway 
intersection provide no indication of how pedestrians will be 
accommodated at the intersection. 

Response: The intersection of Broadway (Route 99)/Site Driveway has a 29-
second exclusive pedestrian phase. The analysis of the intersection reflects 
that this phase will sometimes be activated by pedestrians. Detailed 
phasing and timing output from Synchro is included in Appendix F. 

BTD – 13 Comment: The design includes an abrupt lane shift heading southbound at 
the Dexter Street intersection. The Proponent has yet to demonstrate that 
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this is a safe design. 

Response: The referenced lane shift requires an approximately 18.5-foot 
horizontal shift. According to the AASHTO Green Book, such a lane shift 
requires approximately 190 feet, based on a design speed of 35 mph. The 
lane shift shown on the concept design plans developed by the Proponent 
provides 205 feet and is therefore adequate. The Proponent will continue 
to refine the design during the design review process. 

BTD – 14 Comment: [BTD is concerned that] congestion will occur downstream of 
the site drive intersection causing vehicle queues to spill back through the 
site driveway intersection further reducing its capacity and causing 
operational problems on Alford Street in Boston. 

Response: The Build with Mitigation Condition introduces left-turn lanes at 
the intersection of Beacham Street/Broadway (Route 99) and adjustments to 
signal timing and coordination along the entire corridor. According to 
queuing simulations performed in SimTraffic (at the request of MassDOT), 
95th percentile queue lengths along Broadway (Route 99) northbound 
would not exceed 400 feet in either the Friday evening or Saturday 
afternoon peak hours. There is approximately 1,200 feet between the 
intersection of Beacham Street/Broadway (Route 99) and the Project Site 
driveway/Broadway (Route 99). 

BTD – 15 Comment: North of the site driveway intersection, the Beacham 
Street/Broadway intersection will reportedly operate over capacity (104 
percent) during the Friday, PM peak hour. The Beacham Street approach to 
this intersection is expected to operate at 142 percent of capacity. Signal 
timings would need to be adjusted to balance delays at this intersection 
resulting in even longer delays on Broadway than reported in the SFEIR. 
Delays on Broadway north of the site will only encourage more traffic to 
access the site to/from the south via Sullivan Square. 

Response: Due to the necessary coordination along Broadway (Route 99), 
the Beacham Street westbound approach to Lower Broadway (Route 99) 
will operate as presented in the SFEIR. The Proponent is also proposing to 
improve the Robin Street and Dexter Street corridor, allowing vehicles to 
use that improved route, which parallels Broadway (Route 99) to the east.  

BTD – 16 Comment: With only 3400 spaces proposed the BTD is concerned that the 
excess parking demand will end up queued on Boston streets. 
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Response: The peak patron parking demand for the Project is projected to 
be 2,360 spaces, which is below the proposed on-site parking supply of 
2,930 spaces, indicating that more than sufficient parking will be available 
to accommodate projected demands with sufficient reserve capacity to 
accommodate potential parking demand fluctuations without impacting 
adjacent roadways. The Transportation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
will document the actual traffic and parking demands of the Project, and 
includes specific measures to address conditions should the measured 
parking demand exceed the projected demand. 

 

Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. 

Stantec –1 Comment: MEPA considers impacts increasing by more than ten percent as 
being significant and potentially requiring the filing of a Notice of Project 
Change. Clearly, the project’s traffic impacts have increased by more than 
ten percent since filing the DEIR. 

Response: While the number of hotel rooms and gaming positions has 
increased, the amount of retail has decreased and the nightclub use has 
been eliminated from the Project building program. The estimated number 
of daily auto trips (patron and employee) has actually decreased by about 
6% in the SFEIR analysis, as compared to the DEIR. 

Stantec –2 Comment: No analysis has been provided of traffic operations along the 
four-lane boulevard that will serve as the primary access to the site. 

Response: The garage entrance located closest to the Project’s driveway’s 
intersection with Lower Broadway was analyzed, but not included in the 
capacity analysis summary tables in the SFEIR. Entering traffic will not be 
significantly delayed, nor will it form notable queues, as vehicles accessing 
the Project Site will not be required to yield the right-of-way, nor will they 
be delayed by significant conflicting traffic volumes. 

Stantec –3 Comment: The SFEIR reports that certain parcels located along the 
alignment of the proposed service driveway have yet to be acquired by the 
Proponent. This creates uncertainty relative to the Proponent’s ability to 
build the project as proposed.  

Response: The Proponent has acquired or is in the process of acquiring the 
necessary property rights to construct the service driveway.  
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Stantec – 4  Comment: The proposed service driveway is intended to, at times, hold 
taxis, accommodate services vehicles, and provide emergency access. The 
Proponent should provide a detailed management plan describing how all 
of these activities can be accommodated within the limited width of the 
service drive.  

Response: Figures 1-16 through Figure 1-35 in this SSFEIR show service 
vehicles traversing the Project Site via the proposed service driveway.   
There is a pull over area on the service driveway that vehicles can use to 
lay over, if necessary.  A designated taxi holding lane is provided at the 
Porte Cochere.  

Stantec –5 Comment: Coordination between the City and MassDOT may be required 
to the extent that City proposed improvements affect operations of the 
MassDOT-owned-I-93 ramp to Cambridge Street however, the City should 
be making decisions regarding mitigation measures on these roadways.  

Response: The Proponent has worked closely with MassDOT to minimize 
the effect of its proposed improvements.  The Proponent has offered to 
meet with representatives from the City of Boston on multiple occasions.  
As of the date of this filing, despite the Proponent’s efforts, the City of 
Boston has declined to participate in any new discussions regarding the 
Proponent’s proposed improvements.  The Proponent remains willing to 
meet with the City of Boston and MassDOT for the purpose of coordinating 
mitigation measures.   

Stantec –6 Comment: The shared parking analysis predicts parking demands that are 
well below parking supplied provided by comparable resorts.  

Response: The detailed parking demand analysis, including the patron 
length of stay, is included in the technical appendix that accompanied the 
Supplemental FEIR. The projected parking demands are reflective of the 
transportation resources that are or will be available to the Project Site.  
The parking supply will be sufficient to meet the projected demand with 
additional reserve capacity to accommodate potential parking demand 
fluctuations. 

Stantec –7 Comment: The BTD still asks that a long-term mitigation plan also be 
developed by the project proponent.  

Response: In the DEIR, the Proponent’s analysis demonstrated a method by 
which the City’s surface alternative could be modified to accommodate 
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future development, including the Project.  

In the MassDOT Comment Letter, MassDOT requested the preparation of a 
second SFEIR for the purpose, in part, of enabling the City of Boston, the 
Proponent, the Massachusetts Gaming Commission (“MGC”) and 
MassDOT to establish a process for the development of the long-term 
improvements for the Rutherford Avenue corridor.  The SFEIR Certificate 
noted that such process would “require participation by the City [of 
Boston], the Proponent, the MGC and MassDOT” and that the “success of 
this effort would be dependent on the active and constructive participation 
by all of the participants.”  Notwithstanding, the SFEIR Certificate observed 
that building consensus between the parties could pose a significant 
challenge given the litigation pending between the City of Boston and the 
MGC. 

As detailed in Section 3.21, following receipt of the SFEIR Certificate, 
MassDOT convened a meeting for the purpose of establishing a planning 
process for the development of long-term improvements for the Rutherford 
Avenue corridor.  This meeting was attended by representatives from 
MassDOT, MEPA, Energy and Environmental Affairs, MGC, City of Everett, 
City of Somerville, and the Proponent.   

The City of Boston declined to attend the meeting.  As of the date of this 
filing, despite the Proponent’s efforts, the City of Boston has declined to 
participate in any new discussions regarding the long-term planning 
process for the Rutherford Avenue corridor.   

As the SFEIR Certificate observes, the long-term planning process is 
dependent on the active and constructive participation by all of the 
participants.  At this juncture, the City of Boston has declined to participate 
thereby thwarting the efforts of the Secretary of Transportation and the 
stakeholders to advance the planning process.  Notwithstanding, following 
the filing of this SSFEIR, the Proponent remains willing to meet with, or 
without, the City of Boston to advance the planning process and will 
continue to reach out to the City of Boston and other stakeholders and 
interested community members accordingly.   

Stantec –8 Comment: Evaluation of AM peak hour traffic operations is critical to not 
only understanding project related traffic impacts but also in terms of 
understanding the impacts of proposed off-site roadway improvements. 

Response: The a.m. analysis provided indicates that there will be minimal 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report  

 Secretary’s Certificate and Responses to Comments on the SFEIR 
 5-69 

Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. 

impact to the intersections at Sullivan Square following the completion of 
the proposed roadway improvements. Under Build Mitigated Conditions, 
all of the study area intersections operate at an overall LOS D or better 
during the Friday a.m. peak hour or a LOS consistent with No Build 
Conditions. Section 3.3.4 (page 3-6 through 3-7) of the SSFEIR provides the 
details of the a.m. analysis including traffic volumes and CASTs. 

Stantec –9 Comment: The Proponent must be required to assess AM peak hour traffic 
operations.  

Response: The Friday a.m. peak hour analysis is provided in Section 3.3.4 
(page 3-6 through 3-7). The a.m. peak hour analysis indicates that the 
proposed improvements will accommodate the Build Conditions, 
improving operations compared to No Build Conditions. 

Stantec –10 Comment: The Proponent has not been able to provide solid evidence 
throughout the MEPA process to support assumed mode choices in the 
vehicle trip generation analyses. More conservative assumptions should be 
used. This is particularly true with respect to the three percent of trips 
assigned to the preferred park and ride service. Section 2.3.1 [of the SFEIR] 
refers to “possible” parking accommodations at Logan Express lots. If 
appropriate parking cannot be found to support this service then the three 
percent goal may not be met. 

Response: The mode share values used in the MEPA process were 
developed in consultation with, and approved by, MassDOT. The trip 
generation methodology was developed in coordination with MassDOT, 
who has approved the methodology.   

Parking for the Premium Park and Ride service has been discussed with 
Massport. If agreements cannot be made to co-locate in Massport’s Logan 
Express lots/garages, the Proponent believes there are opportunities in 
those general areas where it would lease parking to service the Premium 
Park and Ride service. Within the trip generation process, it has been 
assumed that only 3% of patrons will use this service.   

Stantec –11 Comment: The Proponent should be required to implement or fund 
capacity improvements on the MBTA system to mitigate impacts on system 
capacity. 

Response: The Proponent has worked with MassDOT and the MBTA to 
develop a methodology to provide an Orange Line subsidy. The details of 
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that methodology can be found in Section 2.3.1, page 2-24 through 2-26. 
The commitment to provide the subsidy is included in the Draft Section 61 
Findings in Chapter 4, page 4-19, 4-37, and 4-39. 

Stantec –12 Comment: The Proponent argues that the reduction in nightclub and retail 
space lowers trip generation estimates more than the 25% increase in hotel 
rooms and ten percent increase in gaming positions increases the estimate. 
Nightclub and retail space are typically considered ancillary uses in studies 
of other casino proposals with gaming positions and hotel rooms being the 
only independent variables considered in traffic forecasts.  

Response: The Project’s trip generation analysis accounts for each of the 
Project Site’s major uses. While many retail patrons will also be casino 
and/or hotel patrons, it is anticipated that the Project’s retail use will 
independently draw visitors to the Project Site and should therefore be 
analyzed separately. 

Stantec –13 Comment: The trip generation forecasts for the project should be revisited. 

Response: The trip generation methodology was developed in coordination 
with MassDOT, who has approved the methodology.   

Stantec –14 Comment: The Proponent should provide examples of other comparable 
facilities that have been able to achieve these mode choice figures or use 
more conservative traffic forecasts in the analysis. 

Response:  The trip generation rates and underlying assumptions are 
summarized in the SFEIR, Chapter 2, Table 2-7, and are consistent with 
MassDOT/Green DOT mode shift goals, and the Metrofuture Regional 
Plan. MassDOT has approved the underlying methodology and approved 
the use of the travel mode shares contained therein. The mode share 
analysis indicates that 29% of casino patrons and 59% of casino 
employees are projected to arrive via a non-SOV mode. 

Stantec - 15 Comment: Independent of the intersection capacity analyses provided, the 
Cambridge Street/Maffa Way/Alford Street intersection operates with long 
queues during the existing Friday PM peak hour. No capacity 
improvements are proposed for this intersection yet the Build with 
mitigation condition traffic volumes will be 14 percent higher based on the 
SFEIR forecasts. Consequently, we can conclude that queuing conditions 
will only worsen under future Build with Mitigation conditions relative to 
existing conditions. A properly validated and calibrated model applied to 
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the Build with Mitigation condition should yield the same conclusion.   

Response: Although new lane capacity is not being proposed at this 
location, there are capacity changes in the traffic signal timing as well as 
the benefits of adaptive signal control and coordination.  

The models have been appropriately calibrated following MassDOT and 
BTD procedures for calibration. The models were reviewed extensively by 
the MassDOT’s Boston Traffic section as well as District 6 Traffic. 

Stantec –16 Comment: New traffic counts collected in December 2014 are reportedly 
13 to 15 percent higher than traffic counts in the FEIR. Volume changes of 
this magnitude could lower intersection operation by a full letter grade. A 
table should be provided to compare existing conditions peak hour 
operations for both the FEIR and SFEIR. 

Response: The Existing Conditions Synchro outputs and CASTs submitted 
within the FEIR dated June 30, 2014, were based on counts provided by 
the City of Boston dated 2008. However, the traffic volume Figures 4-120 
and 4-122 within the FEIR are based on the counts conducted by the 
Proponent in May and June of 2013. The analysis based on the 2008 
counts was submitted in error. The correct existing conditions analysis 
based on the May/June 2013 counts is provided in Appendix D. Synchro 
outputs and CASTs are also provided in Appendix D. A comparison table 
of the existing conditions operational analysis, which compares the 
submitted FEIR existing analysis (2008 volumes), the correct FEIR existing 
analysis (May/June 2013 volumes), and the SFEIR existing analysis (2014 
volumes), is also provided in Appendix D. Although the SFEIR volumes are 
greater than the May/June 2013 volumes, the difference in operating 
conditions is relatively small. 

Stantec –17 Comment: If these [land] takings cannot be accomplished the mitigation 
plan cannot be built as proposed. The Proponent must first demonstrate 
that safe and effective mitigation can be built before the project is released 
from the MEPA process. 

Response: The Proponent controls, or is in the process of obtaining control 
of, the necessary properties to complete the improvements proposed 
herein. 

Stantec –18 Comment: Extending the left-turn lanes to the south to consider more 
conservative traffic forecasts for the project and to incorporate a pedestrian 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report  

 Secretary’s Certificate and Responses to Comments on the SFEIR 
 5-72 

Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. 

phase at the site driveway signal will only worsen the offset situation and 
increase potential impacts to the BWSC property.  

Response: A pedestrian phase is incorporated into the intersection’s signal 
phasing.  Left-turn lanes will not need to be extended beyond what is 
shown in the SFEIR. 

Stantec –19 Comment: The [Beacham Street/Broadway] intersection is a bottleneck 
under existing conditions and the existing volume-to-capacity ratio only 
101 percent. 

Response: The intersection operates with a 1.01 V/C ratio in the Existing 
Conditions in part because the Beacham Street westbound approach is 
over capacity.  To maintain coordination along Lower Broadway, this 
condition will continue in the Build with Mitigation Condition.  The 
Proponent will be constructing improvements along Robin Street and 
Dexter Street in the City of Everett, which will also provide an alternate 
route for traffic currently using Beacham Street westbound. 

Stantec –20 Comment: The new signal at Maffa Way will interrupt the progression of 
southbound traffic on Maffa Way. 

Response: Maffa Way currently has no progression because there is only 
one signal on Maffa Way. The proposed signals along Maffa Way will be 
actuated-coordinated to provide better progression. The two proposed 
signals adjacent to the MBTA Sullivan Square Station will be coordinated 
with the existing signal located at the intersection of Cambridge 
Street/Maffa Way/Alford Street. The Maffa Way southbound traffic will be 
provided 27-30 seconds of green bandwidth along the corridor. 

Stantec –21 Comment: The 2023 Build PM peak hour operation results for the 
Cambridge Street intersections with the I-93 off ramp and with Spice 
Street/MBTA Driveway are overstated. There is no accounting for or 
adjustment made for the downstream blockage at the Cambridge 
Street/Maffa Way/Alford Street intersection where Cambridge Street traffic 
is served by only 33 seconds on the 100 second cycle. 

Response: At the intersection of Cambridge Street/Maffa Way/Alford Street, 
the Cambridge Street approach will utilize 50 seconds out of the 100-
second cycle. Phase 1 of the signal timings include the Cambridge Street 
northbound approach which overlaps with the Alford Street southbound 
approach for 23 seconds. Phase 7 will solely accommodate the Cambridge 
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Street northbound approach for 27 seconds. The Cambridge Street 
eastbound and Maffa Way westbound, and Alford Street southbound 
approaches will achieve adequate progression without interference from 
downstream operations. The 2023 Build Friday p.m. peak hour analysis for 
the Cambridge Street intersections are provided in Appendix D. Adjusted 
offset timings from the adjacent signals have been established to ensure 
progression is achieved. 

The existing and proposed signals in the Sullivan Square area, including 
the intersection of Cambridge Street/Maffa Way/Alford Street, will be 
connected to BTD Traffic Management Center.  This will allow BTD to 
make real-time adjustments, as necessary, and allow adaptive signal 
control to be used in the Sullivan Square area. 

Stantec –22 Comment: At the Maffa Way intersection, the Cambridge Street right turn 
on red capacity of 477 vph is grossly overstated. 

Response: The Synchro output submitted in the SFEIR for the intersection 
of Cambridge Street/Maffa Way/Alford Street showed an adjustment to the 
right-turn-on-red status of the Cambridge Street eastbound approach. The 
Synchro analysis summarized in the CAST of the SFEIR (Tables 2-41, 2-42, 
and 2-43), indicates that the Cambridge Street approach prohibits right 
turns on red at the Maffa Way intersection and a right-turn-on-red 
reduction should not be present. The updated Synchro output at this 
location for the Friday p.m. peak hour is provided in Appendix D.  

Stantec –23 Comment: The introduction of another signal on Cambridge Street at Spice 
Street, which is even closer to the [I-93 off] ramp, will likely aggravate the 
existing condition. 

Response: The two signals along Cambridge Street, at the I-93 off-ramp and 
at Maffa Way/Alford Street, currently have no progression, creating 
congestion to the west of the I-93 off-ramp, blocking the intersection at the 
I-93 off-ramp, thus creating backup along the off-ramp itself.  The proposed 
signals will be coordinated to allow significantly more Cambridge Street 
eastbound traffic receiving a green light at the I-93 off-ramp to continue 
uninterrupted through the intersection of Cambridge Street/Spice Street and 
through the intersection at Maffa Way/Alford Street. 

The City of Boston requested that the Proponent investigate the use of real-
time adaptive signal control in the Sullivan Square area to further enhance 
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the progression of traffic along the corridors. However, analyzing the future 
operations at the study intersections under adaptive signal control is 
limited due to its real-time aspect, which accommodates various changing 
traffic patterns, a condition which Synchro and VISSIM is unable to 
replicate.  The VISSIM analysis provided in Appendix D represents the 
worst-case scenario during the heaviest peak period. 

Stantec –24 Comment: At Spice Street 80 percent of the cycle allows for eastbound 
movement on Cambridge Street but during all but 33 seconds this 
approach will be blocked due to downstream intersection operation.  

Response: At the intersection of Cambridge Street/Spice Street, the 
Cambridge Street approaches will utilize 65 seconds out of the 100-second 
cycle. Phase 1 of the signal timings will include the Cambridge Street 
eastbound and westbound phases for 45 seconds, and Phase 6 will 
accommodate the Cambridge Street eastbound advanced left-turn phase for 
20 seconds. The Cambridge Street eastbound and westbound approaches 
will achieve adequate progression without interference from downstream 
operations. The 2023 Build Friday p.m. peak hour operation results for the 
Cambridge Street intersections are located in Appendix D. Adjusted offset 
timings from the adjacent signals have been established to ensure 
progression is achieved. Adaptive signal control, which the City of Boston 
has requested be installed in Sullivan Square, will further enhance the 
coordination capabilities.  The proposed signals will be hard-wired to 
Boston’s Traffic Management Center, and will be able to be adjusted easily 
by the city, if necessary. 

Stantec –25 Comment: Cambridge Street westbound left turns into Spice Street will too 
often occupy the left lane essentially creating a default left turn lane and 
thereby restricting the through movements to the right lane. This could 
lead to queuing in the westbound direction on Cambridge Street. 

Response: The Cambridge Street westbound left lane at Spice Street will 
have, at most, approximately 17 vehicles utilizing it (during the Friday p.m. 
peak hour). This low volume of vehicles has been accounted for in the 
analysis, and will have a minimal impact to the operations. 

Stantec –26 Comment: The operation of the critical stop controlled intersection of 
Alford Street and the Sullivan Square Rotary is not provided. 

Response: The Sullivan Square rotary as a whole was analyzed in VISSIM, 
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as Synchro is not accurate in analyzing complex rotaries. The VISSIM 
outputs for Alford Street southbound approaching the rotary indicate that 
operations at this intersection improve. The VISSIM outputs for Sullivan 
Square can be found in the Appendix D. 

Stantec –27 Comment: The merge on Alford Street north of the rotary was not 
analyzed. 

Response: The merge analysis at Alford Street and Rutherford Avenue is 
based on the Highway Capacity Software. Under the existing and No Build 
Conditions, the merge operates at a LOS B or better during all peak periods 
analyzed. Under the Build (2023) Friday p.m. “real” peak hour conditions, 
the merge will operate at a LOS C or better during all peak periods 
analyzed. The detailed HCS reports can be found in Appendix D.   

Stantec –28 Comment: At the Beacham/Main Street intersection the proposed traffic 
signal will introduce periods when northbound Main Street is stopped and 
queues will form. Those queues will in turn introduce a very short sight 
distance in advance of the back of the queue. 

Response: During the design process for the Sullivan Square interim 
improvements, the Proponent will ensure that all sight lines are appropriate 
and that intersection sight distance and stopping sight distances are 
adequate.  

Stantec –29 Comment: Consideration of pedestrian signal phasing may result in 
reduced capacity for vehicular traffic movements and longer vehicle 
queues. 

Response: Pedestrian phases, with MUTCD- and ADA-compliant 
pedestrian timing, are provided at each of the signalized intersections 
along Broadway/Alford Street (Route 99). The intersection of Alford Street 
(Route 99)/Dexter Street includes concurrent pedestrian phasing, while 
Lower Broadway’s intersections with the Project Site driveway, Beacham 
Street, and Bowdoin Street each have exclusive pedestrian phasing.  The 
traffic analysis provided in the SFEIR reflects a Build with Mitigation 
Condition that includes these pedestrian phases and timings. 

Stantec –30 Comment: Figures 2-77 and 2-80 show volume networks which do not 
properly add up around the rotary. The entering volumes do not match the 
exiting volumes. Reported volumes turning right onto Main Street 
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southbound appear to be in error. 

Response: The volume network inaccuracies in the Sullivan Square 
graphics contained in the SFEIR have been corrected. There were missing 
background trips throughout the roadway network, which have been 
added to the networks. The volume figures have been revised to indicate 
the correct entering and exiting volumes of the rotary. The reported 
volumes at Alford Street and Main Street have also been updated. Refer to 
Section 3.3.3, pages 3-5 through 3-6 and Figure 3-2 through Figure 3-of the 
SSFEIR. 

Stantec –31 Comment: The Proponent should be required to define necessary 
improvements and commit to meaningful and proportionate mitigation for 
Rutherford Avenue.  

Response: Synchro analysis provided in the SFEIR shows that 
improvements beyond adjustments to signal timing are not required.  
Project mitigation is summarized in Chapter 4 of this SSFEIR, see pages 4-1 
through 4-10. 

Stantec –32 Comment: The Proponent has not provided any analysis of the City’s long-
range plan since filing the DEIR. The DEIR demonstrated that the casino 
resort proposal is not compatible with the City’s long-range plan.  

Response: In the DEIR, the Proponent’s analysis demonstrated a method by 
which the City’s surface alternative, through additional lanes on Rutherford 
Avenue between Mishawum Street and Arlington Street, could be modified 
to accommodate future development, including the Project.  

The DEIR presented analysis of the City’s surface alternative, the long-term 
plan for Sullivan Square, in the “No Build” and “Build” scenarios. In the 
Friday p.m. peak hour, all intersections that operated at LOS D or better in 
the No Build Conditions continue to do so in the Build Conditions, and 
only one intersection (Maffa Way/Rutherford Avenue) would experience a 
reduction in overall LOS, from LOS C in the No Build Conditions to LOS D 
in the Build Condition. Similarly, in the Saturday afternoon peak hour, just 
one intersection would experience a reduction in overall LOS (Main 
Street/Maffa Way/Alford Street/Cambridge Street), from LOS D in the No 
Build Condition to LOS E in the Build Condition.  The Project-generated 
traffic as presented in the SFEIR is less than what was projected in the 
DEIR, so this condition would be the same or better than presented in the 
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DEIR. 

Stantec –33 Comment: It is also a concern that employees parked in remote lots that 
are proximate to public transportation will be competing for spaces used 
by commuters destined to Boston. Any “displaced” transit riders destined 
to Boston may choose to drive further congesting Boston streets and 
roadways leading into the City. 

Response:  The Proponent is in the process of negotiating the leases for the 
off-site employee parking, the locations of which have been selected where 
excess parking is available for use by employees and which will not 
displace current parking. Employees will be required to park at the 
designated off-site parking facilities and to use the free employee shuttle. 
As such, employees will not displace transit riders destined to the City of 
Boston. 

Stantec –34 Comment: If the shared parking analysis results are ignored, the typical 
casino parking ratios indicate 4,626 spaces for the resort. The Philadelphia 
standards would indicate 3,979 patron spaces. These more simplistic but 
likely more reliable calculations indicate a significant shortage of parking at 
the subject site. 

Response: The parking demand calculations for the Project are reflective of 
transportation resources that are or will be available to the Project and the 
measures that will be employed to manage the traffic and parking demands 
of the Project. Applying such measures results in a calculated peak parking 
demand for patrons of 2,360 spaces, which is less than the number of 
parking spaces that will be provided (2,930) indicating that sufficient 
parking will be available to accommodate the projected demands with 
reserve capacity for potential parking demand variations. The 
Transportation Monitoring and Reporting Program will document the 
actual traffic and parking demands of the Project, and includes specific 
measures to address conditions should the measured parking demand 
exceed the projected demand. 

Stantec –35 Comment: The Proponent suggests that a parking shortage will force 
patrons to leave their cars at home and travel by alternative modes. The 
City believes this strategy may be effective for employees who regularly 
travel to the site but casino patrons, who visit infrequently, may not be 
knowledgeable of expected parking conditions at the time of their planned 
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visit and are much less likely to shift modes. 

Response: The parking demand calculations for the Project inclusive of the 
transportation resources that are or will be available to the Project and the 
measures that will be employed to manage the traffic and parking demands 
of the Project demonstrate that sufficient parking will be available to 
accommodate the projected demands with reserve capacity for potential 
parking demand variations. The quantity of parking to be provided within 
the Project Site was balanced between accommodating the projected 
demand with a reasonable reserve and the desire to constrain the available 
parking to promote the use of alternative modes of travel to single-
occupant vehicles. The Project, as designed, achieves this balance and 
incudes a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management (TDM) that 
will encourage guests to use public transportation, water shuttle, or the 
shuttle bus service that will be operated as a part of the Project. These 
amenities will be marketed to guests of the Project and will serve as an 
inducement to achieve both a traffic volume and parking demand 
reduction for the Project. In addition, the Transportation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program will serve to document the actual traffic and parking 
demands of the Project, and includes specific measures to address 
conditions should the measured parking demand exceed the projected 
demand. 

Stantec –36 Comment: A greater concern for the City of Boston is that the parking 
supply cannot serve the future demand causing vehicles waiting to enter a 
full garage to queue on City streets.  

Response: The parking demand calculations for the Project inclusive of the 
transportation resources that are or will be available to the Project and the 
measures that will be employed to manage the traffic and parking demands 
of the Project demonstrate that sufficient parking will be available to 
accommodate the projected demands with reserve capacity for potential 
parking demand variations. As such, the Project will not result in queuing 
of vehicles waiting to enter the garage to the extent that such queuing 
would impact public streets. 

Stantec –37 Comment: The analysis of the potential traffic congestion impacts on 
MBTA bus trip times is presumably based on the intersection capacity 
analysis and travel delay results in the SFEIR. As noted above, there are 
multiple locations where there the intersection capacity analyses are overly 
optimistic. The corrections proposed above should be considered in a 
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revised traffic analysis as they are likely to show that casino resort related 
bus travel delays will be greater than reported in the SFEIR. 

Response:  As detailed in the responses to the prior comments, the 
Proponent has appropriately analyzed the intersections. No corrections are 
required, and the bus travel time analysis does not require updating. 

Stantec –38 Comment: Include in the proposed transportation monitoring program 
automatic traffic recorder counts on Broadway and Alford Street as well as 
on the other locations noted in the SFEIR. 

Response: The Transportation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been 
expanded to include automatic traffic recorder counts on Broadway in the 
City of Everett and Alford Street in the City of Boston. 

Stantec –39 Comment: [The transportation monitoring program should include][m]ore 
frequent reporting on parking demand, perhaps weekly, is appropriate. 

Response: The parking component of the Transportation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program has been expanded to include reporting of monthly or 
more frequent parking demand data as available through the Project’s 
parking control system and will be documented in the annual monitoring 
program report. 

Stantec –40 Comment: Bus route ridership should be included [in the transportation 
monitoring program] for Sullivan Square routes as well. Patrons arriving 
from Boston are likely to realize that they can exit the Orange Line two 
stops before Wellington Station and access an MBTA bus at Sullivan 
Square. 

Response: Patron ridership of MBTA buses is expected to be minimal. The 
Project is expected to have a weekday peak hour of 10:00 p.m., when 
MBTA buses running from Sullivan Square to the Project Site are running 
much less frequently than during roadway peak periods, and one of the 
three buses (#105) is not running at all, while the Proponent’s shuttles will 
vary headways based on demand, never running less frequently than two 
buses per hour, and running as frequently as eight buses per hour during 
Project peak periods. The shuttles will be free for Project patrons and will 
serve as an attractive option to complete the trip between the Orange Line 
and the Project Site. 
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Stantec –41 Comment: In Section 2.7.3 [of the SFEIR] indicates that the Proponent will 
respond to “operational deficiencies” however, the monitoring program 
does not include a commitment to conduct operational analysis or even 
field observations to identify deficiencies. Standards for deficiencies should 
be defined and analyses and observations to quantify deficiencies should 
be part of the [transportation monitoring program]. 

Response: The monitoring program has been revised to incorporate 
performing operational analysis to identify deficiencies. 

Stantec –42 Comment: The method for recording resort trips through the [Sullivan] 
Square should be defined. The allowable volume limits are not known and 
need to be defined. 

Response: Pursuant to the terms of the gaming license issued by the 
Gaming Commission to the Proponent, the Proponent has agreed to work 
with the City of Boston to develop an mutually-agreed upon methodology 
for monitoring Project traffic in Sullivan Square. 

Stantec –43 Comment: The “then” actions included in the [transportation monitoring] 
plan to respond to deficiencies are generally limited to non-structural, 
operational strategies. The operational strategies are very similar to the 
strategies proposed as part of the project to meet the alternative travel 
mode goals. The City would like assurances that funding is available to 
address structural needs should deficiencies be observed and suggests that 
a significant contingency fund be available to the City to address these 
concerns. 

Response: If there are operational deficiencies, it is in the Proponent’s best 
interest to correct them. The Proponent recognizes that mitigation actions 
are not limited to simple changes such as signal timing modifications, but 
could include larger infrastructure projects or incentives to increase use of 
non-auto modes.  

 

Environment Department 

Boston - ED– 1 Comment: The Proposed project has not [adequately] considered induced 
growth [or] our question about the potential for business and job loss as a result 
of the proposed project. 
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Response: Prior MEPA filings have addressed growth factors as they may fall 
within MEPA jurisdiction.  

Boston - ED– 2 Comment: The mode share projections [for water shuttle] have not been 
substantiated and the [air quality] analysis has not been conducted. 

Response: An air quality impact analysis of the water transportation vessels was 
not required as part of MEPA or state agency review of the Project. 

Boston - ED– 3 Comment: [BED requested that the Proponent identify, and the proponent has 
not] identified the number of shuttle buses expected to provide services, the fuel 
that would be used and a description of how bus drivers would be 
accommodated during layovers so that bus idling (regardless of fuel source) 
would not be used for heating or cooling. 

Response: The SFEIR (Section 2-4-3) identified in detail the numbers of shuttle 
buses to be used on each proposed route and during each hour of the day. In 
accordance with Massachusetts State Law, buses will not idle for greater than 
five minutes. 

Boston - ED– 4 Comment: Alternative-fuel buses should be the standard for all shuttle buses. 

Response: Alternative fuel for shuttle buses will be considered. 

Boston - ED– 5 Comment: In order to minimize diesel emission from the site, we suggest the use 
of PV battery back-up for life-safety systems. 

Response: The Project will have a very large amount of PV units (panels) as part 
of the power strategy. Those panels are best optimized by full-time use during 
available daylight hours. Isolating the panels on the life-safety systems, with 
battery storage, would result in part-time use as capacity is reached, as well as 
requirements for a very large battery storage area. It is also unclear if such a 
system could be designed to meet applicable life safety codes. 

Boston - ED– 6 Comment: The locations and timing of perimeter monitoring, staff oversight and 
other details [of particulate matter monitoring for remediation and excavation 
activities] are not described. 

Response: These are described in the RAM Plan presented at a public meeting 
on June 2, 2015, held as part of Wynn’s Public Involvement Plan (PIP) activities, 
a copy of which is available at 
http://www.wynnineverett.com/files/17152110_PIP%20Plan_FINAL_Draft_2015-
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06-02.pdf. 

Boston - ED– 7 Comment: The plan developed by the LSP should have been included in the 
SFEIR. It should now be circulated to the SFEIR distribution list for comments 
and questions. 

Response: The RAM Plan was presented at a public meeting on June 2, 2015, 
held as part of Wynn’s Public Involvement Plan (PIP) activities a copy of which is 
available at http://www.wynnineverett.com/files/171521-
10_PIP%20Plan_FINAL_Draft_2015-06-02.pdf. 

Boston - ED– 8 Comment: While these steps [relative to public involvement requirements of the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan] are necessary, the vast majority will occur 
during the construction period and do not address the issue of public and 
municipal input into development of a detailed, effective and enforceable CMP. 

Response: As a designated Public Involvement Plan site under the MCP, there 
will be ample opportunity for public and municipal input on MCP remedial 
response actions. 

Boston - ED– 9 Comment: [T]ruck routes [are not] delineated in the SFEIR. 

Response: Trucks will be directed not to use local streets. Trucks moving 
contaminated soil from the Project Site will be directed to head south on Route 
99 to I-93, or north on Route 99 to Route 16 and then to I-93. For those 
connections to I-93, trucks will travel to the appropriate receiving facilities for 
the soil. 

Boston - ED– 10 Comment: There is still no indication of a regulatory determination in regards to 
310 CMR 9.3.2, Categorical Restrictions on Fill and Structures.  The status of the 
proposed project should be clarified and a mechanism identified to notify 
commenters of a decision.   

Response: The Project will be filing a Chapter 91 license application with DEP 
Waterways addressing compliance with the implementing regulations and such 
application will be publicly noticed in the Environmental Monitor which is 
published by EOEEA. 

Boston - ED– 11 Comment: The SFEIR does not address the retreat of wetlands due to sea level 
rise. As the loss of wetlands on either side of the river will affect the other, a 
maintenance plan or other means to monitor and sustain necessary wetland 
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resources should be part of Wynn’s operational system. 

Response: The Certificate on the FEIR did not require the Project to address the 
retreat of wetlands due to sea level rise. The Project, in fact, is designed to 
restore a severely damaged Coastal Bank and to enhance salt marsh areas in 
order to improve the functions of storm damage prevention provided by Coastal 
Bank and a living shoreline. 

Boston - ED– 12 Comment: The City requests a summary of the basis for the 10 year [TDM 
monitoring] term. 

Response: 10 years is the standard practice for monitoring.  The monitoring is 
codified through MassDOT’s Section 61 finding in Chapter 4. 

Boston - ED– 13 Comment: How will patrons be encouraged to provide transportation use 
information? 

Response: The Proponent will administer surveys regarding transportation use to 
its customers and will provide an incentive program to customers to encourage 
them to fill out the survey. 

Boston - ED– 14 Comment: Is employee parking being subsidized by Wynn? If so, what is the 
subsidy? 

Response: Parking for employees will be complimentary. 

Boston - ED– 15 Comment: To ensure convenience and prevent the use of taxis, potential MBTA 
patrons, including employees, should be provided with information about 
schedules for the buses identified by Wynn as useful for access to the proposed 
project. 

Response: The Proponent’s marketing plan to provide information about non-
automobile transportation services to employees and patrons is outlined in 
Section 4.16.2 (pages 4-124 through 4-131) of the FEIR. 

 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

Boston-BRA– 1 Comment: The project will prevent the implementation of long term 
planning objectives for the Charlestown neighborhood. 

Response: The SSFEIR has addressed the long-term planning objectives of 
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the Charlestown neighborhood in Section 3.2, pages 3-1 through 3-3, to 
the extent these objectives are within MEPA jurisdiction. 

Boston-BRA– 2 Comment: The project’s water transportation objectives remain very 
unrealistic and directly risk overwhelming land based transportation 
systems including roadways in Charlestown. 

Response: The trip generation methodology was developed in coordination 
with MassDOT, who has approved the methodology. The Proponent will 
be providing incentives to Project patrons and employees to use the water 
shuttle system, which will be convenient for patrons and employees on all 
public transportation lines. 

Boston-BRA– 3 Comment: The Supplemental FEIR failed to address the limitations of the 
ferry access caused by the clearance of the Alford Street bridge. This issue, 
combined with the lack of docking and berthing area throughout Boston’s 
waterfront to accommodate the project’s ferry trip assumptions casts 
extreme doubt on water transportation being a plausible mode of access to 
and from the project area. 

Response: As stated in the FEIR Certificate on page 14, custom-designed 
water transportation vessels will be designed and constructed to ensure 
that bridge openings are not required at the Alford Street bridge. The SFEIR 
scope did not require further analysis of this particular issue. Discussions 
with potential vessel operators suggest that docking facilities in the South 
Boston waterfront and downtown will be available.  

Boston-BRA– 4 Comment:  The Supplemental FEIR failed to include a Construction 
Management Plan. 

Response: Chapter 12 of the FEIR addressed Construction Management for 
the Project. The SFEIR was limited to specific scope items, and did not 
require additional information regarding proposed construction 
management. 

Boston-BRA– 5 Comment:  Due to the fact that both remediation and construction will 
occur concurrently, priority should be given to the development and 
implementation of the RAM plan, including but not limited to the inclusion 
of mitigation measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts. 

Response: The draft RAM Plan, issued on June 2, 2015 and presented at a 
public meeting, provides for prioritization of remediation activities on the 
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Project Site, and is available to the public on the Project website.   

Boston-BRA– 6 Comment:  It is imperative that the RAM plan be disseminated. 

Response: The RAM Plan was presented at a public meeting on June 2, 
2015, held as part of the Proponent’s Public Involvement Plan (PIP) 
activities. 

Boston-BRA– 7 Comment:  The Supplemental FEIR does not include a detailed future 
analysis of carbon monoxide levels at the intersections where the level of 
service is expected to deteriorate to a D and the project is projected to 
cause a 10 percent increase in traffic or where the LOS is E or F and the 
project contributes to a reduction in LOS. 

Response: An analysis of CO2 levels at these intersections was not within 
the scope of the SFEIR. 

Boston-BRA– 8 Comment:  The project does not currently include a commitment to 
enhance pedestrian connections between the project and Sullivan Square 
via Broadway/Alford Street. 

Response: The Proponent’s proposed mitigation in Sullivan Square and on 
Broadway/Alford Street (Route 99) currently includes improved pedestrian 
environments, including new sidewalks, landscaping, and lighting, as 
appropriate. 

Boston-BRA– 9 Comment:  The project should include wide sidewalks, tree plantings, and 
pedestrian-oriented enhancements within the area surrounding the project. 

Response: The Proponent’s proposed mitigation in Sullivan Square and on 
Broadway/Alford Street (Route 99) currently includes improved pedestrian 
environments, including new sidewalks, landscaping, and lighting, as 
appropriate. 

Boston-BRA– 10 Comment:  More transparent and less reflective glass types, more similar to 
the local context will help the tower relate to the surrounding area and 
mitigate the visual impact. 

Response: The Project designs are under review by the City of Everett, and 
have been designed to be consistent with goals of the LBD Plan and City of 
Everett Zoning Ordinance.  
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Boston-BRA– 11 Comment:  To avoid visual clutter of the skyline and relate the signage to 
the scale of the building, maximum letter height should be no larger than 
10’ -0”, particularly if the signage is illuminated. 

Response: The Project will be designed to comply with the City of Everett 
Zoning Ordinance and Bylaws. 

 

 

Boston Parks and Recreation Department 

Boston-BPR– 1 Comment: This significant volume of future development proposed for 
Sullivan Square needs to be included in the Wynn background analysis, in 
order to accurately assess the project’s impacts on this neighborhood in 
terms of traffic congestion, increased traffic volume, decreased accessibility 
to open space and meso-scale air quality. 

Response: The future development in Sullivan Square was included in the 
background traffic growth rate for the area. 

 

City of Medford Office of Community Development 

Medford-CD – 1 Comment: The SFEIR provides some additional information regarding 
concerns raised in the review of the FEIR. However, serious concerns still 
exist relative to the Exit 31 Southbound off-ramp from Route 93 and the 
surrounding intersections at Harvard Street/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 
16) and Mystic Avenue (Route 38). All indications are that this area will 
degrade beyond the existing LOS F and the congestion may result in its 
backup onto Route 93. Additional study and mitigation beyond signal 
timing is necessary to mitigate adverse impacts. 

Response: The Proponent has developed additional mitigation at these 
locations to improve congestion. These improvements are detailed in 
Section 3.4, pages 3-10 through 3-16. 

Medford-CD – 2 Comment: Wynn commits up to $1.5 million dollars toward design costs 
for a design of a grade separation at Wellington Circle. This proposed 
mitigation provides neither a time schedule for the commencement of 
study and design, a pledge of an exact amount of funds, nor a structure for 
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the coordination of this effort, which includes the MBTA, DCR, MassDOT, 
Cities of Everett and Somerville as well as Medford and private property 
owners. A well funded strategy should be created with a plan for 
implementation of parts of the project prior to the opening of the Casino. It 
must be clear that the City of Medford will not support an elevated 
roadway in this area nor a design that adversely affects residents and 
businesses. 

Response: The Proponent will work closely with all stakeholders to 
establish a process for the coordination of a study promptly following the 
conclusion of the MEPA process.  The Proponent has committed to fund 
the design costs, up to $1.5 million and will make such payments in 
accordance with the terms of an agreed upon design contract.   

Medford-CD – 3 Comment: The amount of funds [for Wellington Circle] is not sufficient to 
ensure a proper design. What is the proposed source of the balance of 
funds? The Casino will have adverse impacts within the City of Medford. 
The Commonwealth does not have sufficient funds to address these 
infrastructure needs. The Proponent must be required to resolve these 
issues prior to receiving approvals or occupying the building. 

Response: The Proponent’s share of the design costs ($1.5 million) was 
negotiated with the City of Medford and set forth in the Surrounding 
Community Agreement between the City of Medford and the Proponent.  
While the total design costs have not yet been determined, to the extent 
that the $1.5 million contribution by the Proponent is not sufficient, the 
Proponent will work closely with the City of Medford and other interested 
stakeholders to investigate other funding sources (including, for example, 
the Community Mitigation Fund and other private developers within the 
region). 

 

Melrose Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee – Steve Leibman 

Melrose PBMA – 1 Comment: There should be a strict requirement that construction be 
performed to extend the Northern Strand Community Trail from its current 
southern terminus to pass under Route 16 and connect to the site of future 
paths along the Mystic River, with easy access to the Alford Street (Route 
99) bridge and to the site of a proposed ped/bike bridge over the Mystic 
River. 

Response: The Proponent agrees that an extension of the NSCT to the 
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Mystic River would be extremely beneficial to the Project as well as its 
neighbors and surrounding communities. The City of Everett is working 
with the MBTA, the DCR, and advocacy groups such as Bike to the Sea, 
the Livable Streets Alliance, the Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee, 
and the Boston Cyclists Union to develop concepts for the extension of the 
NSCT. The City is optimistic that a feasible plan to extend the NSCT will be 
identified once field survey is completed, and that the design process can 
proceed before the Project opens. 

Melrose PBMA – 2 Comment: [The SFEIR commitment to DCR to fund a study for a 
pedestrian/bike bridge] should be changed to specify the measurable 
completion of a meaningful task. In particular, we suggest that the required 
deliverable be a 75% design of the ped/bike bridge. 

Response: The Proponent has made a commitment to work with DCR and 
interested stakeholders to identify feasible options for addressing a 
pedestrian/bike crossing once a study has been initiated with the funding 
provided by the Proponent. 

Melrose PBMA – 3 Comment: The design currently suggested for Sweetser Circle includes 
signage directing cyclists to dismount and walk their bikes on the sidewalk.  
These directions are unlikely to be followed in practice, and are in conflict 
with two Massachusetts laws (M G.L. I.XIV.90E.2A and 
M.G.L,I,XIV.85.11b). Bicycle accommodations must be made for the full 
circle, including the bridges that pass over the MBTA train tracks just south 
of the circle. Signage directing cyclists to dismount is not an acceptable 
method for accommodating bicycle traffic. 

Response: The Proponent will continue to refine the design of Sweetser 
Circle, working with the City of Everett, MassDOT, DCR, and the advocacy 
community. 

Melrose PBMA – 4 Comment: Physically separated cycle tracks or bike lanes with a width of at 
least 5 feet should be provided on all roadways, including the bridges over 
the MBTA lines just south of Sweetser Circle.  

Sharrows should be provided in addition to cycle tracks or bike lanes, in 
order to combat the perception that cyclists are restricted to the bike lanes.  

Response: The Proponent will continue to refine the design of Sweetser 
Circle, working with the City of Everett, MassDOT, DCR, and the advocacy 
community.  
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Melrose PBMA – 5 Comment: The intended speed in the circle, and the speed used for traffic 
throughput models is 15 MPH (see page 95 of SFEIR Volume I). However, 
the lanes widths and other design details currently assume a much higher 
design speed. This is inappropriate and unsafe. The design should include 
traffic calming measures to encourage travel at the 15 MPH speed used in 
the models.  

There must be raised crosswalks providing connectivity for the sidewalks 
across all roadways entering and exiting Sweetser Circle. There should be 
Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacons triggered by push-button for pedestrians. 

Response: The Proponent will continue to work with the City of Everett, 
MassDOT, DCR, and the advocacy community to refine the design of 
Sweetser Circle so that it is safer for all users. 

Melrose PBMA – 6 Comment: We would support a plan to close the entrance from Bow Street 
to Route 99 north (just south of Sweetser Circle), this would require 
through traffic from Bow Street to execute a 90 degree turn using Bartlett 
Street. 

Response: This suggestion has also been made by the City of Everett. The 
Proponent will work with the City of Everett to incorporate this suggestion 
if appropriate as the design of Broadway (Route 99) progresses.  

Melrose PBMA – 7 Comment: On Route 99 between the Alford Street Bridge and Sweetser 
Circle, there are frequent collisions between motor vehicles and 
pedestrians (source: MassDOT crash data) and between motor vehicles and 
bicycles (source: observation), In order to combat the increased likelihood 
of these collisions with increased traffic volume, the bike lanes should be 
painted solid green at high conflict intersections, as per the NACTO 
guidelines that were endorsed by MassDOT in April 2014. Locations 
should include southbound crossings of Bowdoin Street, retail parking lots, 
and the revised entrance to the Wynn property, along with northbound 
crossings of the southwest end of Bow Street, Lynde Street and Thorndike 
Street. 

Response: The Proponent will consider this suggestion as the design of 
Sweetser Circle progresses. The Proponent will continue to work with the 
City of Everett, MassDOT, DCR, and the advocacy community to ensure 
that the design provides safe travel for all users. 
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Somerville – BAC – 1  Comment: An Alternatives Analysis study of a Mystic River crossing has 
already been performed, having been commissioned by the Department of 
Conservation and Recreation in 2009… Therefore the $250,000 should 
begin where this report ended and included the selection and 75% design 
of a crossing (not just “an investigation” and be designed for pedestrians 
and cyclists). This 2009 Report analyzed at least four designs for a bicycle 
and pedestrian connection are feasible, and all of them would cost 
approximately $6 million, or less than half of one percent of the casino’s 
project cost.  

Response: The Proponent will work with the DCR and local organizations 
to identify the appropriate next steps to utilize the funding to optimize the 
identification of feasible solutions to develop a future Mystic River 
Crossing. 

 

Mystic River Watershed Association 

MyRWA – 1 Comment: We are concerned however that ample dedicated parking be 
created for users of these public areas to ensure that access, as required 
under Chapter 91, is provided to these kinds of visitors. This class of visitor 
is not included in the parking analysis nor is it clear in the SFEIR how these 
issues will be addressed. We recommend that an analysis of the visitor 
parking issue be completed and, based upon this analysis, a sufficient 
number of parking spaces be made available at no cost to short-term 
visitors to the site whose purpose is to enjoy the public open space and 
pathways. 

Response: The peak patron parking demand for the Project is projected to 
be 2,360 spaces, which is below the proposed on-site parking supply of 
2,930 spaces, indicating that more than sufficient parking will be available 
to accommodate projected demands with sufficient reserve capacity to 
accommodate parking for short-term visitors to the site whose purpose is to 
enjoy the public open space and pathways. In addition, it is unlikely that 
the peak patron parking demand for the Project will coincide with the 
visitation by short-term visitors whose purpose is to enjoy the public open 
space and pathways. Therefore, this will result in additional parking supply 
available to such visitors.   

 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report  

 Secretary’s Certificate and Responses to Comments on the SFEIR 
 5-91 

The Boston Harbor Association 

TBHA – 1 Comment: Such a connection [ferry shuttle service between the MBTA 
Assembly Station on the Orange Line and the project dock] could utilize 
smaller vessels than the customized ferry vessels to and from the Inner 
Harbor, and help reduce traffic congestion. We urge that the Secretary’s 
Certificate have the proponent consider this alternative as a way to further 
reduce road congestion. 

Response: The connection by water between Assembly Square and the 
facility would not significantly reduce traffic congestion as patrons on the 
Orange Line that are currently planned to use a shuttle bus from 
Wellington to access the Project Site would use the water shuttle instead. 
However, it would provide an alternative means to access the facility from 
the Orange Line. The Proponent believes a better and more effective 
solution for the same route would be a pedestrian bridge over the Mystic 
River. In furtherance thereof, the Proponent has committed to provide 
$250,000 in funding for design and feasibility analysis. 

TBHA – 2 Comment: As the Baker Administration continues its review of 
transportation needs for the Great Boston area, we strongly urge that the 
fare for the water transportation service be more in line with that of MBTA 
ferry service, and especially if parking rates are relatively low (no 
information is provided in the Supplemental FEIR on proposed parking 
rates). 

Response: Rates for the Project’s water transportation services will be 
consistent with other water transportation services operating within the 
Boston Harbor.  The Proponent will monitor the use of the water 
transportation and will adjust rates, as necessary, to promote ridership. 

TBHA – 3 Comment: The Supplemental FEIR is not  clear with regards to the project’s 
water transportation fares relative to those of the MBTA, nor whether its 
ridership numbers (6% of visitors coming by water transportation) is based 
on a fare structure similar to that of the MBTA 

Response: Rates for the Project’s water transportation services will be 
consistent with other water transportation services operating within the 
Boston Harbor.  The Proponent will monitor the use of the water 
transportation and will adjust rates, as necessary, to promote ridership. 

TBHA – 4 Comment: Based on 2015 MBTA information about funding needs to 
maintain a viable transportation system, we ask that the mitigation measure 
outlined on page 3-19 include the annual $3,303,000 baseline cost plus an 
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annual increase based on the Consumer Price Index. 

Response: The Proponent is committed to providing the water shuttle 
service, not the particular annual cost. 

TBHA – 5 Comment: We strongly support the on-going monitoring of transportation 
commitments by an independent organization.  

Response:  The Transportation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be 
undertaken by an independent third party that is qualified to conduct the 
required monitoring program and is an approved vendor of the 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission. The monitoring agent will also be 
approved by the Proponent who will be contracting directly with the agent. 

TBHA – 6 Comment: [I]f the results of the transportation monitoring and reporting 
program indicate that there are operational deficiencies at the monitored 
locations and various traffic volume conditions are met, we ask that the 
corrective measures to be undertaken also include further enhancements to 
the water transportation system. 

Response: The corrective measures defined in the Transportation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program includes additional measures and 
incentives to encourage use of public transportation, inclusive of the water 
transportation system. 

TBHA – 7 Comment: Figure 1-16 of the Supplemental FEIR appears to have the 
public cross lanes of roadway to access the front of the building and to 
access the public rest rooms and retail spaces. Safe access for those 
walking along the HarborWalk and/or enjoying the public open spaces or 
coming from the boat dock to the entrance of the building is key. 

Response: The Project will include safe, pedestrian oriented crossing points 
for connections to the Harborwalk. 

TBHA – 8 Comment: [W]e urge that the Secretary’s Certificate have the proponent 
engage in district planning for sea level-rise. 

Response:  The Project is on the forefront of planning for resiliency in the 
face of sea level rise. The living shoreline and elevation of first floor spaces 
well above the current 1% return storm event demonstrates the 
commitment of consideration of sea level rise. The Proponent would be 
willing to participate in district level planning for sea level rise, and sharing 
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the information and knowledge gained from its experience in designing 
this Project. 

  

Greenman – Pedersen, Inc. 

GPI –1 Comment: While the SimTraffic modeling indicates a noted reduction of 
the potential vehicle queuing along critical off-ramp from I-93 from 
previously reported values, any increase in traffic to this already failing 
movement could have a significant compounding effect.  

Response: Proposed signal timing and phasing changes presented in the 
SSFEIR, Section 3.4, pages 3-10 through 3-16, further reduce projected 
queues on the I-93 off-ramp in the Build with Mitigation Conditions to 
levels similar to or lower than reported for the No Build Conditions. 

GPI –2 Comment: At best these signal timing adjustments accommodate the 
project related traffic exiting I-93 to access the project site to the detriment 
of the South Medford neighborhood. At worst these improvements are 
insufficient to accommodate the project impacts resulting in regional 
mobility concerns to I-93 southbound while still having a significant 
detrimental effect to South Medford. 

Response: The SSFEIR incorporates a signal timing and phasing change 
from the SFEIR at the intersections of Harvard Street/Mystic Valley Parkway 
(Route 16)/Mystic Avenue and Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Route 16 
Connector. This change creates marked improvements to overall LOS at 
the intersections compared to No Build Conditions, as well as significant 
improvements for vehicles traveling west from Mystic Valley Parkway 
(Route 16) traveling through to Harvard Street and turning right onto 
Mystic Avenue; delay for vehicles turning left from Mystic Avenue 
southbound onto Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) are also greatly 
reduced. Operations for other movements are largely unchanged, except 
for an increase in delay for Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) westbound 
vehicles turning left onto Mystic Avenue. 

GPI –3 Comment: It is also unclear how any recommended improvements as a 
result of the Road Safety Audit would be implemented. Does the 
proponent commit to implementing any identified improvement needs as 
part of this process?  
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Response: The Proponent will evaluate the recommendations from the RSA 
process and work with MassDOT to identify funding sources. 

GPI –4 Comment: It is the opinion of GPI that the benefits of the additional 
capacity proposed by the proponent to offset these impacts [at Wellington 
Circle] may be overstated as reported in the SFEIR. The additional lanes 
will be added to an already exceptionally wide roadway cross-section. The 
utilization and effectiveness of these lanes will be limited by the overall 
congestion of Wellington Circle and upstream and downstream constraints. 

Response: The Proponent’s analysis demonstrates that the short-term 
capacity improvements at Wellington Circle will mitigate its impacts. 

GPI –5 Comment: While this is a noted commitment [up to $1.5 million for long-
term study of Wellington Circle], given the magnitude of the infrastructure 
needs at this location, this amount will likely be insufficient to fund the 
complete roadmap needed to plan for the ultimate grade-separated 
solution, which both the City of Medford and GPI consider to be 
appropriate. 

Response: The Proponent’s share of the design costs ($1.5 million) was 
negotiated with the City of Medford and set forth in the Surrounding 
Community Agreement between the City of Medford and the Proponent.  
While the total design costs have not yet been determined, to the extent 
that the $1.5 million contribution by the Proponent is not sufficient, the 
Proponent will work closely with the City of Medford and other interested 
stakeholders to investigate other funding sources (including, for example, 
the Community Mitigation Fund and other private developers within the 
region). 

GPI –6 Comment: The SFEIR also indicates a VISSIM model was completed for 
Wellington Circle, however no output data was provided. In order to 
provide a comprehensive review of this location GPI requests this model 
be provided. 

Response: Section 3.4 of this SSFEIR provides more detail regarding the 
VISSIM model for Wellington Circle.  The VISSIM model results are 
included in Appendix E.  

GPI –7 Comment: The SFEIR states that the Proponent has confirmed with the 
operators that sufficient capacity is available at the potential lease locations 
[for off-site employee parking], though no documentation has been 
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provided regarding the parking at Station Landing. 

Response: The Proponent is in the process of negotiating the leases for off-
site employee parking, which includes potential use of parking at Station 
Landing. The disposition of parking between the identified facilities will be 
dependent on the available parking at each facility and structured so as to 
not displace current and projected future parking requirements at each 
facility. The owner and operator of the Station Landing parking facility has 
indicated that excess parking is available for use by the Proponent for 
employee parking. 

GPI –8 Comment: [N]o vehicular traffic impact associated with the employee off-
site parking locations were analyzed in the SFEIR. While 4:30 – 6:00 PM 
may be the critical evening peak period, these roadways experience noted 
congestion for a much broader period of time. Not understanding the 
impacts this additional employee traffic may impose on the local roadway 
network within the City of Medford during these periods potentially masks 
additional impacts. It is requested that a more thorough analysis of this 
traffic analysis be presented even if it represents an off-peak condition 
(6:00 – 7:00 PM or 3:30 – 4:30 PM). At a minimum the expected peak 
period employee trip generation and distribution should be documented as 
it relates to the City of Medford. 
 
Response: The analyses in the SFEIR reflect travel made to the employee 
off-site parking locations. Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) counts taken by 
the Assembly Row project (EEA #13989) for its NPC indicate that traffic 
volumes are lower on the Fellsway (Route 28) before 4 p.m. and after 6 
p.m. These data are provided in Appendix E. 

GPI –9 Comment: Still outstanding however is the need to include physical 
mitigation to offset Project impacts should the need be identified by the 
traffic monitoring program. As currently proposed the Proponent states that 
should results of the traffic monitoring program indicate that measured 
traffic volumes exceed 110% of projected values or project distribution 
varies by more than 10% of assumed values the Proponent will undertake 
corrective measures. These measures however include what GPI would 
consider “soft” correct measures, such as signal timing optimization and 
Transportation Demand Management programs. 

Response: If there are operational deficiencies, it is in the Proponent’s best 
interest to correct them. The gaming legislation requires the Proponent to 
correct any traffic issues related to the Project, including funding the 
necessary improvements. Mitigation actions are not limited to simple 
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changes such as signal timing modifications, but could include larger 
infrastructure projects or incentives to increase use of non-auto modes. 
Although the Proponent believes that it has identified an appropriate off-
site transportation mitigation package in addition to a robust TDM 
program, any additional changes would be its responsibility as required by 
the legislation. 

GPI –10 Comment: Given the magnitude of this Project, GPI strongly recommends 
that at a minimum a large scale, grade-separated improvement plan be 
developed now so that it may be implemented in a timely manner should 
the traffic at this key location [Wellington Circle] become untenable in the 
future, allowing for a proactive rather than reactive plan. 

Response: The Proponent has committed to funding for a study to 
determine the appropriate long-term solution. 

GPI –11 Comment: The Proponent’s traffic monitoring commitment should not 
preclude additional physical geometric corrective measures in the future 
should they be warranted. 

Response: See Response GP-9. 

 

Liz Levin & Company 

LLC – 1 Comment: Thus the “interim plan” will not “fix” the Sullivan Square and 
Rutherford Ave.’s biggest problems. Therefore, the community will need 
implementation of the long-term transportation plan for RA/SS to realize 
the potential of this area. That plan will require City of Boston, MBTA, 
MassDOT, Mass. Gaming Commission and Wynn co-operation and 
leadership. I ask in your certificate of approval that you acknowledge that 
the interim plan is “interim” only and that you consider how best to require 
that a long term plan be in place to truly meet community goals and to 
mitigate more fully the Wynn plan impacts. 

Response: In the MassDOT Comment Letter, MassDOT requested the 
preparation of a second SFEIR for the purpose, in part, of enabling the City 
of Boston, the Proponent, the Massachusetts Gaming Commission (“MGC”) 
and MassDOT to establish a process for the development of the long-term 
improvements for the Rutherford Avenue corridor.  The SFEIR Certificate 
noted that such process would “require participation by the City [of 
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Boston], the Proponent, the MGC and MassDOT” and that the “success of 
this effort would be dependent on the active and constructive participation 
by all of the participants.”  Notwithstanding, the SFEIR Certificate observed 
that building consensus between the parties could pose a significant 
challenge given the litigation pending between the City of Boston and the 
MGC. 

As detailed in Section 3.21, following receipt of the SFEIR Certificate, 
MassDOT convened a meeting for the purpose of establishing a planning 
process for the development of long-term improvements for the Rutherford 
Avenue corridor.  This meeting was attended by representatives from 
MassDOT, MEPA, Energy and Environmental Affairs, MGC, City of Everett, 
City of Somerville, and the Proponent.   

The City of Boston declined to attend the meeting.  As of the date of this 
filing, despite the Proponent’s efforts, the City of Boston has declined to 
participate in any new discussions regarding the long-term planning 
process for the Rutherford Avenue corridor.   

As the SFEIR Certificate observes, the long-term planning process is 
dependent on the active and constructive participation by all of the 
participants.  At this juncture, the City of Boston has declined to participate 
thereby thwarting the efforts of the Secretary of Transportation and the 
stakeholders to advance the planning process.  Notwithstanding, following 
the filing of this SSFEIR, the Proponent remains willing to meet with, or 
without, the City of Boston to advance the planning process and will 
continue to reach out to the City of Boston and other stakeholders and 
interested community members accordingly.   

LLC – 2 Comment: I also request that you extend the monitoring period for the 
project to 10 years and require an extremely robust and flexible monitoring 
program that has opportunity for public input.  

Response: Pursuant to the terms of the gaming license issued by the 
Gaming Commission to the Proponent, the Proponent has agreed to work 
with the City of Boston to develop an mutually-agreed upon methodology 
for monitoring Project traffic in Sullivan Square. 

 

Frederic Salvucci 
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MIT – 1  Comment: The most credible method to produce future projections of 
traffic and transportation conditions is to use the regional traffic model 
maintained by the CTPS, a state agency. 

Response: The April 5, 2015, EOEEA Secretary’s Certificate on the 
Proponent’s SFEIR stated (on page 11) that “the SFEIR includes an updated 
transportation study prepared in conformance with the EEA/MassDOT 
Transportation (TIA) Guidelines. The study includes a comprehensive 
assessment of the transportation system in the project area based on a 
thorough analysis of existing and future conditions.”  

While useful for evaluating regional travel patterns associated with land 
use and population trends, or large-scale transportation improvements, 
such as new regional highways (Central Artery Tunnel Project) or new 
major transit services (Green Line Extension), regional travel demand 
models are much less effective and too labor intensive to adopt for a traffic 
impact study of a single private development.  

MassDOT approved the Project team’s methodology for assessing the 
traffic impacts associated with the Project and have not requested use of 
the CTPS regional travel demand model. It is interesting to note that other 
major projects in the area (such as the Assembly Square development in 
Somerville, which when complete will generate 15% more daily vehicle 
trips than Wynn Everett) have not been required to use CTPS’s regional 
travel demand model to assess traffic impacts. 

MIT – 2 Comment: The impact upon the already severely congested facilities of a 
major new traffic generator such as the proposed casino, in a real world 
context of growth in traffic generation from other major new development 
now underway can only be understood using the CTPS transportation 
model. 

Response: Please see the Proponent’s response to MIT-1. Vehicle trips 
associated with other major development in the study area were accounted 
for in the traffic impact process adopted (and approved by MassDOT) by 
the Project team.  

MIT – 3 Comment: The proposed access road from the proposed casino site to 
Route 99 needs to be understood in terms of the constraints it will create 
for existing and future essential MBTA maintenance needs. 

Response: The Proponent has worked in consultation with MassDOT and 
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the MBTA on plans for the relocation of the MBTA Everett Shops entrance 
and the construction of a new entrance to the MBTA Everett Shops and an 
access road to be shared by the Proponent and the MBTA as described in 
Section 1.2.3 of the SFEIR. 

MIT – 4 Comment: The SFEIR looks only at how prospective casino users may use 
public transportation or their autos to access the site, but not at the public 
policy question of how the proposed new casino access pressures will 
affect the delivery of public transportation and roadway service for 
everyone else. 

Response: The DEIR, FEIR, and SFEIR presented detailed analysis of 
impacts to the public transportation services and the roadway system. The 
number of existing users, future users unrelated to the Project, and new 
users generated by the Project are all incorporated into the impact analysis. 
All existing and future users of the public transportation and roadway 
system are accounted for in the Project transportation analysis.  

As presented under the response to comment MIT-1, above, the April 5, 
2015, EOEEA Secretary’s Certificate on the SFEIR stated (on page 11) that 
“the SFEIR includes an updated transportation study prepared in 
conformance with the EEA/MassDOT Transportation (TIA) Guidelines. The 
study includes a comprehensive assessment of the transportation system in 
the project area based on a thorough analysis of existing and future 
conditions.” 

MIT – 5 Comment: Rather than seeing these public transport access possibilities as 
supplementary to an auto oriented facility, the casino should be required to 
consider a zero auto access option that takes advantage of the public 
transport opportunities, and avoids any worsening of the precarious 
automobile network in the area. 

Response: The transportation impact assessments are based on travel mode 
shares – the percentage of person trips assigned to each of the available 
travel modes serving the Project Site – that have been used to establish 
quantitative non-SOV goals for both Project patrons and employees. 
MassDOT has concurred with both the methodology used to develop these 
travel mode shares and the resulting alternative travel mode goals. To 
achieve these goals, the Proponent is committed to implementing strong 
TDM measures described in detail in Section 4.16 of the FEIR and 
summarized in Section 2.7 of the SFEIR. A robust transportation monitoring 
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and reporting program, as described in the FEIR and updated in Section 2.7 
of the SFEIR, will evaluate and reinforce employee and patron travel 
behavior consistent with the alternative travel mode goals. 

MIT – 6 Comment: [The Proponent should consider] [t]he possibility of a 
dramatically smaller facility with less than half of the proposed parking. 

Response: The Project has identified an optimal program to meet the 
requirements of the Category 1 Gaming License and justify the investments 
made in the Project by the Proponent. 

MIT – 7 Comment: [The Proponent/Gaming Commission should consider] [t]he 
possibility of a different site at Suffolk Downs, or Wonderland. 

Response: This suggestion is not within MEPA jurisdiction.  

MIT – 8 Comment: [The Proponent/Gaming Commission should consider] [t]he 
Possibility of No Eastern Massachusetts major casino, providing the 
approved Springfield site with essentially an exclusive situation that would 
be much more robust in the uncertain environment of casino viability. 

Response: This suggestion is not within MEPA jurisdiction. 

MIT – 9 Comment: What needs to be recognized is that the adverse transportation 
impacts of the proposed Everett/Boston site are not mere annoyances. They 
threaten the economic viability of major economic initiatives underway 
nearby at Assembly Mall in Somerville, North Point, Kendall Square in 
Cambridge, and in Charlestown and elsewhere. 

Response: The purpose of performing a traffic impact analysis for the 
Project and each of the projects cited above is to understand how the 
additional traffic will affect traffic conditions. For example, traffic from the 
Assembly Square development (a project that when complete will generate 
more daily vehicle trips than the Project) has been accounted for in the 
Project analysis. See page 4-13 of the FEIR for a list of background projects 
incorporated into the Project transportation analysis.  

MIT – 10 Comment: Promising to spend money to implement a plan which will 
reduce the capacity of Sullivan Square in no way “mitigates” the severe 
adverse consequences of the proposed casino at Sullivan Square in Boston. 

Response: While the proposed mitigation adequately responds to the 
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Project’s impacts, the Proponent will continue to work with stakeholders to 
address a long-term solution to regional transportation concerns. 

MIT – 11 Comment: Proposing to contribute to an unspecified plan to improve the 
problems at Wellington circle, a severe problem with no known solution, 
in no way mitigates the adverse impacts that the proposed Everett/Boston 
casino would cause. 

Response: As noted the Proponent will contribute $1.5 million toward a 
study of long-term improvements to address existing deficiencies at 
Wellington Circle. To address both current and projected future 
operational deficiencies, the Proponent has collaborated with MassDOT on 
a plan to optimize traffic signal timing and phasing and make certain 
geometric improvements within the existing public right-of-way.  

The April 5, 2015, EOEEA Secretary’s Certificate on the SFEIR stated (on 
page 17) that “MassDOT comments indicate that it supports the proposed 
interim mitigation and that the study is necessary to address effective 
alternatives for addressing existing operational deficiencies.” 

 

Bike to the Sea, Inc. 

B2C – 1 Comment: The project and off-site work as described in the Supplemental 
Final EIR does continue to present significant, unmitigated adverse impacts 
by eliminating existing, critical, on-road bicycling connections at Sweetser 
Circle and increasing traffic volumes that will discourage walking and 
bicycling in this area. 

Response: The SFEIR presented a bicycle accommodation through 
Sweetser Circle that connects to the NSCT. While bicyclists will still be 
permitted to use the roadway as they do today, the proposed 
accommodations are intended to accommodate novice and intermediate 
cyclists in a similar way that modern roundabout designs often do. The 
Proponent believes that this accommodation, combined with a possible 
extension of the NSCT, will provide adequate bicycle accommodations 
through the complex rotary at Sweetser Circle. 

B2C – 2 Comment: To address the adverse impacts of additional motor vehicle 
traffic around the project area that will discourage walking and bicycling, 
Bike to the Sea, Inc. requests that Wynn, the City of Everett, the MBTA and 
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the owners of the Gateway Shopping Center provide firm and defined 
commitments to design and build the ½ mile extension of the Northern 
Strand Community Trail from its terminus at West and Wellington Streets 
in Everett to the Mystic River within 5 years. We propose inclusion of a 
Chapter 61 finding requiring funds be committed to the design of this 
extension and that the 75% design be developed prior to project opening. 

Response: The Proponent agrees that an extension of the NSCT to the 
Mystic River would be extremely beneficial to the Project as well as its 
neighbors and surrounding communities. The City of Everett is working 
with the MBTA, the DCR, and advocacy groups such as Bike to the Sea, 
the Livable Streets Alliance, the Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee, 
and the Boston Cyclists Union to develop concepts for the extension of the 
NSCT. The City of Everett is optimistic that a feasible plan to extend the 
NSCT will be identified once field survey is completed, and that the design 
process can proceed before the Project opens. 

B2C – 3 Comment: The proposed design of Sweetser Circle presented in the 
supplemental FEIR has significant adverse impacts to existing regional on-
road bicycling connections. Multiple regional bicycle routes lead into 
Sweetser Circle and down Lower Broadway to reach the Alford Street 
bridge, the first and most direct connection to Boston for bicyclists riding to 
and from Everett and other communities north and east of the Mystic River. 

Response: The SFEIR presents a bicycle accommodation through Sweetser 
Circle that connects to the NSCT. While bicyclists will still be permitted to 
use the roadway as they do today, the proposed accommodations are 
intended to accommodate novice and intermediate cyclists in a similar way 
that modern roundabout designs often do. The Proponent believes that this 
accommodation, combined with a possible extension of the NSCT, will 
provide adequate bicycle accommodations through the complex rotary at 
Sweetser Circle. The City of Everett is coordinating with the MBTA and 
DCR on extending the NSCT to the south under Route 16.  

B2C – 4 Comment: Finally, we note that changes to the Wellington MBTA Station 
appear to eliminate the most convenient bicycle parking at that site. Any 
bicycle parking impacted at that location needs to be replaced at a location 
at distance equal to or closer than the parking that is removed.  

Response: The Proponent will work with the MBTA to ensure that any 
displaced bicycle parking is replaced in a similarly accessible location. The 
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Proponent understands that Project employees and patrons may choose to 
bicycle to Wellington Station as a means to access the Project Site, and 
recognizes the importance of maintaining sufficient, accessible, and 
convenient bicycle parking spaces. 

 

Gardens for Charlestown, Inc. 

GFC – 1 Comment: We do not believe the Wynn SFEIR presents an accurate 
estimate of traffic increases in Sullivan Square resulting from their proposed 
development and does not address the potential impacts of increased 
vehicular congestion on the sustainability of our community garden. 

Response: The trip generation methodology was developed in coordination 
with MassDOT, who has approved the methodology. The Proponent will 
be providing incentives to use the water shuttle system, which will be 
convenient for patrons and employees on all public transportation lines. 

GFC – 2 Comment: The proponent should have analyzed the effect of a range of 
transportation mode shares with 29% non-auto use representing the best 
case scenario. 

Response: The trip generation rates and underlying assumptions are 
summarized in the SFEIR, Chapter 2, Table 2-7, and are consistent with 
MassDOT/Green DOT mode shift goals, and the Metrofuture Regional 
Plan. MassDOT has approved the underlying methodology and approved 
the use of the travel mode shares contained therein. The mode share 
analysis indicates that 29% of casino patrons and 59% of casino 
employees are projected to arrive via a non-SOV mode.   

GFC – 3 Comment: The mitigation measures presented to date do not address the 
potential new traffic that will be generated, should the mode share 
assumptions be overly optimistic. 

Response: The trip generation methodology was developed in coordination 
with MassDOT, who has approved the methodology. The Proponent will 
be providing incentives to use the water shuttle system, which will be 
convenient for patrons and employees on all public transportation lines. 

GFC – 4 Comment: Gardens for Charlestown is also concerned about the significant 
amount of contaminated soils that will be transported off the site during the 
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construction of the Wynn project. If these soils are transported over local 
roads there are potentially significant negative impacts from the release of 
noxious chemicals into the air and ultimately impacting the soil of the 
community garden. 

Response: Trucks removing soil from the Project Site will be directed to 
follow Route 99 south to Route 93, or Route 99 north to Route 16 west to 
Route 93. Trucks will be covered to prevent the escape of dust during 
transit, but in any case will not be using local roads. 

 

Livable Streets Alliance 

LSA – 1 Comment: The design contradicts the requirements of Massachusetts law 
that allow bicyclists to use the roadways of the Commonwealth, fails to 
provide “all reasonable accommodations” for bicyclists and pedestrians, 
and is inconsistent with Department of Conservation and Recreation’s core 
mission and trust over property it holds to provide healthful recreation for 
citizens of the Commonwealth. 

Response: The SFEIR presents a bicycle accommodation through Sweetser 
Circle that connects to the NSCT. While bicyclists will still be permitted to 
use the roadway as they do today, the proposed accommodations are 
intended to accommodate novice and intermediate cyclists in a similar way 
that modern roundabout designs often do. The Proponent believes that this 
accommodation, combined with a possible extension of the NSCT, will 
provide adequate bicycle accommodations through the complex rotary at 
Sweetser Circle. 

LSA – 2 Comment:  If lane width design exceptions cannot be secured, mitigation 
requires the construction of a bridge over the MBTA rail line to 
accommodate bicyclists traveling north from Lower Broadway. 

Response: The Proponent will continue to work with MassDOT, DCR, the 
City of Everett, and the advocacy community to develop detailed design for 
Lower Broadway (Route 99). 

LSA – 3 Comment: Route 99 and all connecting roads affected by this project 
should be designed with Complete Streets frameworks.  

Response: The design of Broadway (Route 99) as presented in the SFEIR 
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retains existing bicycle lanes while providing improvements for the three 
popular bus routes that run along the roadway. Bus stops will be moved to 
the far side of signalized intersections, as preferred by the MBTA, and bus 
shelters will be provided where sidewalk widths are sufficient. Complete 
Streets frameworks were applied as much as possible along the other 
roadways, including providing bicycle lanes along Cambridge Street in 
Charlestown. 

LSA – 4 Comment: Any bicycle parking impacted at that location [Wellington 
MBTA Station] needs to be replaced at a location at distance or equal to or 
closer than the parking that is removed. 

Response: The Proponent will work with the MBTA to ensure that any 
displaced bicycle parking is replaced in a similarly accessible location. The 
Proponent understands that Project employees and patrons may choose to 
bicycle to Wellington Station as a means to access the Project Site, and 
recognizes the importance of maintaining sufficient, accessible, and 
convenient bicycle parking spaces. 

 

Rutherford Avenue/Sullivan Square Advocacy Group 

RA/SS – 1 Comment: [W]e are convinced the current configuration of Sullivan 
Square, including Wynn’s promised mitigation, will not accommodate 
Wynn and regional traffic increases. 

Response: The analysis contained in the Proponent’s prior filings indicates 
that the proposed mitigation will accommodate both the Proponent’s traffic 
as well as other planned developments. The Proponent’s mitigation is 
intended to be an interim measure, the gateway to a long-term 
improvement for Sullivan Square and Rutherford Avenue. The Proponent 
looks forward to working with MassDOT and the cities of Boston, Everett, 
and Somerville to advance the long-term solution for Sullivan Square. 

RA/SS – 2 Comment: Their (the Proponent’s) proposed mitigation, said to be accepted 
by BTD, fails to address the bottleneck at the Sullivan Square intersection 
with Rutherford Avenue and Main Street where two lanes on the traffic 
circle must accommodate merging very heavy rush hour and casino peak 
hour traffic.  

It is not possible to resolve the bottleneck because the Sullivan Square 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report  

 Secretary’s Certificate and Responses to Comments on the SFEIR 
 5-106 

Rutherford Avenue/Sullivan Square Advocacy Group 

infrastructure narrows the circle at Rutherford and Main, and forces all 
traffic for Charlestown, Everett and points northwest through the same two 
congested traffic lanes. 

Response: The VISSIM analysis of Sullivan Square indicates that the 
Proponent’s mitigation will reduce the delay and queuing on Rutherford 
Avenue and Main Street. For more detail, see response to comment BTD-3 
of this SSFEIR, pages 5-56 through 5-62. 

 

Charleston Lofts Condominium Trust (and 23 residents thereof with similar comments) 

CLCT – 1 Comment: These streets [Bowdoin Street and Charlton Street] currently are 
at their traffic capacity and are inadequate for any additional use, 
especially commercial traffic. 

Response: No Project traffic is expected to use Bowdoin Street. The 
Proponents’ shuttle drivers and commercial deliveries will utilize the 
improved intersection at Beacham Street/Broadway (Route 99). The 
Proponent is working with the City of Everett to design the extension of 
Charlton Street to discourage other non-Project traffic from using Charlton 
and Bowdoin streets. 

CLCT – 2 Comment: While the drive aisles [in the Condominium parking lot] are 
private property, not public roads, they are frequently utilized as “cut-
through” access by drivers attempting to cut traffic lights in order to get to 
Charlton Street or Bowdoin Street faster. This private property cannot 
sustain any casino traffic. 

Response: No Project traffic will use private property to access Bowdoin 
Street or Charlton Street. The Proponents’ shuttle drivers and commercial 
deliveries will utilize the improved intersection at Beacham 
Street/Broadway (Route 99). The Proponent is working with the City of 
Everett to design the extension of Charlton Street to discourage other non-
Project traffic from using Charlton and Bowdoin streets. 

CLCT – 3 Comment: Currently, daily [MBTA worker] shift change traffic using the 
Charlton Street MBTA access gate, queues up for multiple city blocks in 
length, causing significant traffic congestion and access problems for our 
community. Moving the primary gatehouse half-mile closer will make this 
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congestion worse. 

Response: The new service driveway that will be located opposite 
Beacham Street on Broadway (Route 99) will provide access to the MBTA 
Everett Shops facility, which will discourage employees from cutting-
through on local streets and will operate at an acceptable LOS. The 
Proponent is working with the City of Everett to design the extension of 
Charlton Street to discourage other non-Project traffic from using Charlton 
and Bowdoin streets. 

CLCT – 4 Comment: Will there be a specified truck route implemented to better 
manage the high volume of truck traffic separating this route from 
Broadway, and reducing the truck traffic, and heavy load wear and tear 
caused on Broadway? 

Response: Robin Street and Dexter Street will serve as the truck route for 
the area. The Proponent will provide full-depth reconstruction of these 
roadways to accommodate heavy vehicles.  

CLCT – 5 Comment: The aesthetic efforts and green space shown in the SFEIR plans 
focused primarily on the Boston facing entrance – which appears to be 
well done and quite stunning. It is disappointing that the areas facing 
Everett appear to be adding more cement; asphalt and “back door” scenes, 
operation buildings. Very little landscaping and green space is shown in 
the plans facing Everett. 

Response: The Proponent continues to work with the City of Everett to 
ensure that the Project provides plantings and screening at appropriate 
locations. 

CLCT – 6 Comment: As stakeholders in the Lower Broadway District, the Board 
would like to be included on all abutter notices for the casino project.  

Response: The Project will comply with all regulations regarding abutter 
notifications. Local community groups, stakeholders, and citizens are 
encouraged to e-mail the Proponent team at Everett@wynnresorts.com for 
information, or to request an in-person meeting. The City of Everett will 
soon begin holding monthly update meetings at City Hall. Members of the 
public can sign up for the Massachusetts Gaming Commission e-mail list to 
receive meeting notices and agendas, public hearing notices, press 
releases, and newsletters.  
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CLCT – 7 Comment: Our Condominium… would like to see the “Bike to the Sea” 
path extended to the Lower Broadway District and to connect safely to 
access our residences and then continue to the proposed waterfront 
development so that residents could walk to the new shops and amenities 
and enjoy the waterfront parks without running the pedestrian ‘gauntlet’ 
along Broadway.  

Response: The Proponent has proposed bicycle improvements to Sweetser 
Circle and Lower Broadway (Route 99) that will improve the overall safety 
of cyclists accessing these locations and the Project Site. Bicycle lanes will 
be maintained along Lower Broadway (Route 99) and a shared use path 
will be located on the northwest side of the Sweetser Circle rotary. 

Additionally, the Project will include a shared-use path intended to provide 
continuous bicycle and pedestrian access along the waterfront and, 
pending discussions and agreement with DCR, this path will connect to 
DCR’s Gateway Park.  

CLCT – 8 Comment: We would also like to see security cameras installed along 
walkways in the Lower Broadway District with a direct video feed and call 
boxes to the Everett Police Department. We would like to be kept apprised 
of what additional steps that Wynn Everett will take to ensure that there are 
no increased crime issues related to the casino in our neighborhood.  

Response: The Project will have the entire exterior of the property covered 
by security cameras. Those cameras will be connected to and monitored 
24 hours per day by the Project’s Security Operations Center. For any 
suspicious or criminal activity discovered, the Project’s Security Team will 
contact law enforcement representatives for investigation and possible 
action. The Proponent will have State Police Officers located on site for 
immediate response, if necessary. The Everett Police Department will 
handle any criminal activity outside of our property. The Host Community 
Agreement provides funds that could be used to support cameras and 
staffing as needed by the Everett Police Department. 

CLCT – 9 Comment: We request and support the addition of a police and fire 
substation in this district. 

Response: The Proponent would support the addition of a Police and/or 
Fire substation in this district and has signed a Host Community Agreement 
that provides funds that could be used for this purpose if the City of Everett 
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determines that it is a priority. 

CLCT – 10 Comment: It appears the Condominium property will face the “back-door” 
casino service access road as well as a new operations building. This 
access road appears connected to Charlton Street. Please provide details 
pertaining to this new building and its use. Please provide details to the 
expected use of the access road, and in particular, specific to Charlton 
Street. 

Response: The site at 3 Charlton Street currently occupied by warehouse 
and manufacturing uses has been purchased by an affiliate of the 
Proponent. The site is currently envisioned to be used to accommodate the 
service road and potentially some support functions. The service road will 
provide access to the back-of-house area of the Project, as well as the back 
entrance to the MBTA Everett Shops facility. The road will be on the south 
side of the site, away from the residential neighbors. The Proponent has 
had a series of productive meetings with the apartment and condominium 
stakeholders and the City of Everett to discuss the site and roadway 
network, including if Charlton Street should remain two-way traffic or be 
converted to one-way. The Proponent is supportive of either option and 
will work with the group to investigate the advantages of both. 

The site will be attractive and a landscape buffer will be discussed with the 
abutters to determine locations where it is desired and can be installed. 

CLCT – 11 Comment: How will disruption from service traffic, truck impacts (i.e. 
engine noise, idling odors, loading dock noise, reverse back-up signal 
beacons, wear and tear from heavy oversized vehicles) be remediated?  
During construction as well as long term, how will our property be 
protected from disruption and impacts? 

Response: Any noise from truck traffic on or near the service road and 
loading area will be at normal decibel levels for that type of operations, 
such as is experienced on the adjacent Route 99, Sweetser Circle, and 
Route 16 (Revere Beach Parkway). It will be less than the frequent train 
traffic on the adjacent commuter rail line. Efforts will be made to reduce 
any truck idling to minimize both noise and exhaust.  

CLCT – 12 Comment: Will the volume of service traffic on the access road require 
trucks to queue up and idle? What hours will deliveries occur? What will 
be the speed at which semi-tractor trailers will be traveling along this 
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service road? How many truck trips are required each day? 

Response: Appendix B of the SFEIR contains the projected truck trip 
generation rates and projected trips for the Project. Applying the Central 
Artery/Tunnel project area truck trip generation rates, the Project is 
anticipated to generate 33 daily light truck arrivals, and only 9 
medium/heavy truck arrivals. 

CLCT – 13 Comment: Will service access road traffic be restricted to protect normal, 
residential use of Charlton and Bowdoin streets?  

Response: Robin Street and Dexter Street will serve as the truck route to 
and from the Project Site. The Proponent will provide full-depth 
reconstruction of these roadways to accommodate heavy vehicles. To 
discourage general vehicular traffic using the service roadway, “authorized 
vehicle” signage will be installed.  

CLCT – 14 Comment: Are there remediation methods that can be implemented [for 
noise impacts]? 

Response: Chapter 12 of the FEIR included information regarding noise 
impacts and mitigation measures during construction. During operation, 
the Project will be subject to local oversight regarding noise. 

CLCT – 15 Comment: Will any new construction impact the investment in this [newly 
installed] drainage work? Will the public system still be able to 
accommodate the storm water volume? The board would like to have 
plans, including storm water calculations provided to our civil engineer for 
review and comment at such time the plans are presented for consideration 
and approval to the City of Everett in order to commence construction. 

Response: Stormwater from the Project is not proposed to impact the City 
of Everett storm sewer system. Stormwater calculations will be provided in 
the Notice of Intent and have been included in the  City of Everett Site Plan 
Review submittals.  The Site Plan Review application is available at the 
City of Everett’s Planning Office. 

CLCT – 16 Comment: Will there be a substantial buffer screening the view between 
this service road and these homes? 

Response: The Proponent will work with the City of Everett and the 
community to ensure that adequate screening and buffers are provided. A 
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landscape buffer will be discussed with the abutters to determine locations 
where it is desired and can be installed. 

 

Charlestown Mothers Association 

CMA – 1 Comment: That mitigation [for Cambridge Street, Maffa Way, and Main 
Streets], which we understand may have been accepted by BD, fails to 
address the bottleneck at the Sullivan Square (SS) intersections with 
Rutherford Avenue (RA) and Main Street where there is already a 
gridlocked rush hour, without the addition of casino peak hour traffic. 

Response: The VISSIM analysis indicates that the Proponent’s mitigation 
does improve delay and queuing slightly on the Rutherford Avenue and 
Main Street approaches to the rotary. The VISSIM analysis is provided in 
Appendix D. 

CMA – 2 Comment: In that planning [for Sullivan Square], we strongly encourage 
consideration of providing access to Wynn Everett via an off-ramp from Rt. 
93 in Everett, rather than through Sullivan Square and Charlestown or an 
on-ramp from Charlestown to 93 North (which is already partially created). 

Response: The Proponent looks forward to working with the City of 
Boston, MassDOT, MBTA, and the MGC, as well as the community to 
determine the best regional solution for Sullivan Square. 

 

East Coast Greenway Alliance 

ECGA – 1 Comment: The ECGA requests that Wynn, the City of Everett, the MBTA 
and the owners of the Gateway Shopping Center provide firm and defined 
commitments to design and build the half mile extension of the Northern 
Strand Community Trail from its terminus at West and Wellington Streets 
in Everett to the Mystic River within 5 years. We propose inclusion of a 
Chapter 61 finding requiring that at least $200,000 be committed to the 
design of this extension and that a 75% design be developed prior to 
project opening. 

Response: The Proponent agrees that an extension of the NSCT to the 
Mystic River would be extremely beneficial to the Project as well as its 
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neighbors and surrounding communities. The City of Everett is working 
with the MBTA, the DCR, and advocacy groups such as Bike to the Sea, 
the Livable Streets Alliance, the Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee, 
and the Boston Cyclists Union to develop concepts for the extension of the 
NSCT. The City of Everett is optimistic that a feasible plan to extend the 
NSCT will be identified once field survey is completed, and that the design 
process can proceed before the Project opens. 

 

DDR Corp  

DDRC – 1 Comment: In addition, it should be noted that VHB and DDR met with the 
City of Everett Mayor, City staff members, and representatives from the 
Wynn team on March 4, 2015. During that meeting VHB further explained 
concerns relative to the project’s mitigation plan and its impacts on traffic 
operations abutting Gateway Center as presented in the SFEIR (VHB 
previously emailed the concerns to the Wynn team and followed up with a 
phone conversation to discuss the items in advance of the meeting with the 
City.) The Wynn team understood the concerns and planned to address 
them through a revised mitigation plan. The goal of the Wynn team was to 
submit a revised traffic analysis for the updated mitigation plan by Friday, 
March 13, 2015, which would give VHB and DDR 2 weeks to review prior 
to the March 27, 2015 MEPA deadline for comments. It was the hope of all 
parties that the DDR letter to MEPA would reference the updated 
mitigation plan (developed post SFEIR) and their support of the plan, 
instead of commenting on the issues raised in the SFEIR. Unfortunately, at 
the time this letter was prepared, the Wynn team was not able to provide 
an updated mitigation plan or supporting analyses, so our comments 
address only the material presented in the SFEIR. We acknowledge that the 
Wynn team is in the process of updating their proposed mitigation and we 
will work together with them to hopefully arrive at a solution that is 
acceptable to all the parties. 

Response: The Proponent has provided supporting analyses since filing the 
SFEIR, and will continue to refine the proposed design at Santilli Circle as it 
moves from permitting into a more robust design process.  

The Proponent will continue to work with the City of Everett, MassDOT, 
DCR, and the abutters to refine the design. 
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DDRC – 2 Comment: As cited in previous reviews, the SYNCHRO analysis only looks 
at traffic operations at the signalized intersections, ignoring the impacts 
associated with the other intersections on Santilli Circle. Therefore, the 
SYNCHRO results are not realistic or reasonable, and should not be used 
to measure the impact of the project on the Circle. Our review of the 
SYNCHRO analysis found one error; it was noted that the 2023 PM Build 
SYNCHRO analysis in the SFEIR uses the No Build volume of 1,480 vph 
for the westbound through traffic, instead of the Build volume of 1,603 
vph. 

Response: The volume error has been noted and corrected. The updated 
analysis will be incorporated into future design of Santilli Circle. 

DDRC – 3 Comment: In addition, we question if the No Build analysis is based upon 
the actual optimal signal timings implemented at the Circle. We believe 
the signal timings presented in the No Build analysis may reflect worse 
operations than may be attainable, skewing the No Build to Build analysis 
results comparison. 

Response: The analysis contained in the SFEIR, including the No Build 
analysis, reflects the actual optimized signal timings. 

DDRC – 4 Comment: The VISSIM model disconnects Wellington Circle from Santilli 
Circle and Sweetser Circle, which does not accurately represent the 
existing roadway system. Of further concern, the simulation model shows 
that the Route 16 westbound queues approaching Wellington Circle back 
to the end of the link in the model where grid lock forms. It is important 
that the model connect the link between Wellington Circle and Santilli 
Circle in order to determine if the Wellington Circle westbound backups 
interrupt and affect flow upstream at Santilli Circle. 

Response: The Proponent deliberately didn’t connect the two circles 
because origin-destination data from the River’s Edge Drive/Wellington 
Station ramps is not available. Based on field observations, the eastbound 
direction of Route 16 doesn’t back up at Santilli Circle, and although the 
westbound direction of Route 16 at Wellington Circle does occasionally 
back up to the River’s Edge Drive ramps, it doesn’t back up to Santilli 
Circle; therefore, the results are not affected by the two networks not being 
connected. 

DDRC – 5 Comment: The analysis results show that the Santilli Highway traffic is not 
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adequately being serviced by the proposed improvement plan. In fact, the 
VISSIM model indicates that less than 40% of the traffic attempting to exit 
from Santilli Highway to the Circle is getting process and onto the roadway 
network. This means that the volume circulating in the Circle is not correct 
and therefore, the results for vehicles exiting from Mystic View Road are 
not correct. The VISSIM model shows excessive backups on Santilli 
Highway. 

Response: The excessive queuing exists today on Santilli Highway. In the 
Build Mitigated conditions model, the proposed mitigation has been 
refined to include a slip lane from Santilli Highway onto Revere Beach 
Parkway (Route 16) westbound as well as provision for two lanes for 
queuing on Santilli Highway. The models indicate that these provisions 
will improve conditions on Santilli Highway.  

DDRC – 6 Comment: The proposed mitigation plan calls for reconfiguration of the 
Mystic View Road intersection with the Circle. It is unclear if the traffic 
control proposed is for a stop or yield condition to exit Mystic View Road 
and enter the Circle. There is concern that the volume exiting from Mystic 
View Road will not be adequately services under either traffic control, 
particularly during the Saturday peak hour when a volume of 850+ vph 
would have to stop exiting Mystic View Road and yield to 700+/- vph 
circulating in the Circle. This new ramp configuration warrants a VISSIM 
analysis of the Saturday peak hour condition to ensure that the proposed 
mitigation plan is not adversely affecting traffic flow on Mystic View Road. 

Response: The Proponent will continue to work with the City of Everett, 
MassDOT, DCR, and the abutters to refine the design. 

 

John Vitagliano 

JV – 1 Comment: Wynn’s claim that 6% of their casino’s patrons and employees 
will access their site by water transportation is unsupportable and disputed 
by recent real world operational experience in Boston Harbor, and the 
distinct possibility that existing LNG operational restraints will intensify as 
the result of programs to meet the region’s growing energy demands. 

Response: The projected ridership for water transportation vessels is based 
on a careful and thoughtful analysis of potential ridership origin and 
destinations and the Proponent believes it is a realistic estimation of future 
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ridership. Based on conversations with the Boston Harbormaster, Harbor 
Pilots and U.S. Coast Guard, the LNG ship movements do not appear to be 
a significant impediment to successful water transportation service. 

JV – 2 Comment: [Boat builders] stated that due to the design’s unusually low air-
draft requirement, coupled with standard freeboard safety standards, that 
the Wynn design would require the passenger cabin to be located very low 
in the vessel, requiring the passengers to step down on entry and step up 
on exiting which would be no only an obstacle to physically challenged 
passengers, but also a requirement for longer embarking and dis-embarking 
times, adversely affecting ferry schedules. 

Response: The proposed vessel design is similar to that successfully used in 
other parts of the world and will be fully handicapped accessible. 

JV – 3 Comment: Another significant ferry service concern is the low-tide water 
depth in two critical locations: the east side of the Alford Street Bridge and 
also a large section of the Mystic River approach to the Wynn casino. Both 
sites would likely require dredging in order for the Wynn vessels to be 
certified as operational. 

Response: There are no water depth constraints for the operation of the 
proposed vessels, other than in the immediate area of the docking facility 
at the site, which is proposed to be dredged as part of the project. 

JV – 4 Comment: The predictable lengthy winter moratorium on ferry service 
based on actual experience, the necessity of operating at least six ferries 
per hour (assuming an unrealistic 100 percent vessel load factor) to achieve 
the person trips mode share claims in the SFEIR, argue against water 
transportation ever making a meaningful contribution to the Wynn casino 
transportation system. 

Response: There are no winter moratoriums on passenger vessel operations 
in Boston Harbor and vessel operators and transportation analysts believe 
the operational parameters for the service are reasonable.  

 

Thomas Lincoln 

TL – 1 Comment: It is imperative that this project does not impinge on the Malden 
River, River’s Edge, or the excellent work done by Preotle, Lane in that 
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area over that past 15 years.  

Response: The Project’s living shoreline has been designed to greatly 
improve existing conditions within areas already disturbed and degraded 
on the Project Site. 

 

Ellin Reisner 

ER – 1 Comment: The SFEIR does not even address the traffic impacts on Mystic 
Avenue in Somerville nor does it take into consideration the increased 
traffic that will result from the build out of the Partners Health Care offices 
being constructed at Assembly Row.  

Response: The traffic impacts on Mystic Avenue in Somerville are 
estimated to be minimal based on analysis contained in the FEIR. 

The build out of Partners Healthcare at Assembly Row is included in the 
No Build conditions. However, according to the Notice of Project Change 
(NPC) filed by the Assembly Row project developers (EEA #13989), the 
Partners Healthcare office building will actually have less traffic impact 
than the IKEA that was originally proposed to occupy that site. 

ER – 2 Comment: The interim plan [the Proponent’s mitigation] keeps the Sullivan 
Square rotary and underpass. In addition to the traffic congestions the 
rotary will remain dangerous to enter and exit and maintaining the 
underpass precludes the long term improvements needed for the area.  

Response: The Proponent’s mitigation will mitigate the Project traffic in 
Sullivan Square and does not preclude the implementation of either the 
surface or underpass long-term solutions. 

ER – 3 Comment: I also believe that the proposed $250,000 offered by Wynn to 
study a bike/pedestrian crossing of the Mystic River between Assembly 
Row (and MBTA station) to the Casino should be increased to actually 
cover the costs of designing and building the crossing which will clearly 
benefit the Casino by making access to the site possible by public 
transportation (particularly for employees who would most like travel to 
the site this way). It is also critical to ensure that in constructing the 
pedestrian/bicycle crossing that the structure does not interfere with the 
possible future construction of a circumferential light rail route from the 
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Grand Junction into Everett and Chelsea, as originally proposed in the MA 
DOT Circumferential Transportation study. 

Response: The Proponent has committed to provide funding for additional 
study of a Mystic River Crossing. DCR and/or MassDOT will be the 
proponents of that study and will ensure that circumferential light rail is not 
precluded by a pedestrian/bicycle bridge. 

 

Lynne C. Levesque 

LL – 1 Comment: While Wynn representatives have been most responsive in 
providing the community with information about their plans, we have no 
way of knowing if the City of Boston agrees with their plans and traffic 
numbers. Representatives of the City have been unable to participate in 
any of these meetings because of the bending lawsuit filed by the City 
against the MGC. 

Response: The Proponent appreciates the commenter’s acknowledgement 
of its participation with the community.  Ongoing permitting activities will 
include public participation as required by law and policy. 

LL – 2 Comment: It makes no sense to me that Wynn plans to spend $10 million 
and perhaps more for a short-term solution to be completed within 3 years 
prior to their opening. While I understand that part of their design could be 
incorporated into a long-term solution, I fear that moving forward with 
their plan will negatively impact progress on the long-term plan for 
improving Sullivan Square and Rutherford Avenue and will perhaps results 
in the potential waste of money that could be better spend on a long-term 
solution. 

Response: In order for the Project to open, it must complete its necessary 
mitigation prior to opening. Because a long-term plan for Sullivan Square is 
still in the conceptual design stage, the Proponent estimates that it would 
take five to eight years for design and construction of the long-term 
improvements.  

LL – 3 Comment: Wynn maintains that their short-term plan will work with either 
the surface or the tunnel solutions to the Sullivan Square/Rutherford 
Avenue traffic disaster. It is unclear to me if this is in fact true, again since 
the City has not shared their reactions to Wynn’s plans with the 
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Charlestown community as a result of the pending lawsuit. 

Response: The Proponent believes that it has demonstrated the viability of 
its mitigation plan. The Proponent cannot speculate on the City’ reaction. 

LL – 4 Comment: [Please provide] in situ mockups of all lighting poles, any 
proposed illuminated items and signage, lighted displays within a building 
that are intended to be seen from a distance, and hi-readers, including 
anything considered by a layperson to be a light or sign, that is associated 
with the Wynn Casino, wherever they may be located, to determine any 
impacts on Charlestown, especially our historic Bunker Hill Grounds, the 
Phipps Street Burying Ground, and the Charlestown/Doherty Playground, 
all listed in the National Register of Historic Places, plus the Barry 
Playground located next to the Alford St. Bridge and any other playgrounds 
along the Mystic River. 

Response: The Project will be designed to meet the requirements of the 
City of Everett Zoning Ordinance and Chapter 91. Illumination beyond 
local and Chapter 91 review is not a subject within MEPA jurisdiction. 

LL – 5 Comment: [Please provide] a listing of the corner points and roof heights, 
including mechanicals, of all structures within the Wynn Development to 
see the actual heights and dimensions in relationship to each other and 
visibility from Charlestown’s historic and recreational resources. 

Response: The Project will be designed to meet the requirements of the 
City of Everett Zoning Ordinance and Chapter 91. Illumination beyond 
local and Chapter 91 review is not a subject within MEPA jurisdiction. 

LL – 6 Comment: [Please provide] a listing of the times of day and night 
throughout the year with the highest and lowest intensity of each of the 
above listed signs and items. 

Response: The Project will be designed to meet the requirements of the 
City of Everett Zoning Ordinance and Chapter 91. Illumination beyond 
local and Chapter 91 review is not a subject within MEPA jurisdiction. 

LL – 7 Comment: [Please provide] a description of the controls and remedies 
regarding maximum allowed standards that will be put into effect by the 
appropriate State agency to test the Wynn stated maximums, with funds for 
such testing to be placed in escrow by Wynn with the appropriate state 



Wynn Resort in Everett                             Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report  

 Secretary’s Certificate and Responses to Comments on the SFEIR 
 5-119 

Lynne C. Levesque 

agency. 

Response: See response to LL-6. 

 

Samantha A. Miko 

SM – 1 Comment: The Final Environmental Impact Report and the SFEIR do not 
adequately address the impacts of this schedule delay and request for 
additional reporting to MassDEP. The long delay in the interim schedule 
for remediation of the Monsanto Site may have substantial impacts on the 
Project’s construction timeline – both for on-site construction and 
construction of off-site mitigation. However, the SFEIR provided no 
analysis of the impacts of these delays nor the impacts on the mitigation 
proposals. Nor does that SFEIR discuss whether there will be additional 
delays of further analysis required to implement a remedy that will enable 
construction of the Wynn Project at the Monsanto Site. Given that there 
will be at least a one-year delay in the submission of a Remedial 
Implementation Plan to MassDEP, and that this submission is a mere 
eighteen months before the end of 2017, it seems unlikely that the Project 
could open to the public on its stated schedule. 

Response: Remediation activities are progressing in accordance with the 
MCP. All required remediation is expected to be completed prior to the 
Project opening. 

SM – 2 Comment: However, neither the SFEIR nor the FEIR supply adequate 
analysis on the feasibility of construction of the necessary infrastructure to 
support the water shuttle, not the effect that elevated levels of 
contamination in the sediment and surface water would have on the 
ultimate feasibility of these water transportation proposals. There is no 
analysis – even though such analysis was requested by several commenters 
on the FEIR including the City of Boston Transportation Department –of the 
impacts to traffic on local roadways that would be occasioned by the 
displacement of 6% of the Project’s patrons should subsequent analysis 
preclude a permanent solution that enable construction of the 
infrastructure necessary to support water transportation. 

Response:  The current levels of contamination will have no effect on the 
feasibility of the water transportation proposals. The construction of the 
infrastructure will involve the removal of contaminated soil along a portion 
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of the shoreline, and the removal of contaminated sediment from within 
the navigational channel being proposed as part of the project.  

SM – 3 Comment: Moreover, the SFEIR provides insufficient explanation whether 
there will be difficulty or delays in procuring and manufacturing the 
custom fleet of high capacity boats capable of transporting 6% of Project 
patrons through the congested waters of Boston Harbor and beneath the 
12-foot clearance of the Alford Street drawbridge in the time space 
described in Section 4.4.3. 

Response: The Proponent has discussed the boat design intent with several 
boat manufactures and did not discover significant concerns about 
producing the boats that meet the criteria. The manufacturing time prior to 
opening is sufficient to procure and manufacture the boats, based on the 
experience of our marine consultants experience with other similar 
projects. 

SM – 4 Comment: To acquire highway rights –of-way needed to the infrastructure 
improvements proposed to mitigate the traffic impacts of the Project the 
SFEIR make clear that, at a minimum, land takings will be necessary at 
Lower Broadway and Alford Street (Route 99) in the Cities of Boston and 
Everett and at Sullivan Square in the City of Boston. Wynn should provide 
additional analysis, identifying with specificity all parcels needed for 
mitigation, the possibility of delays in the acquisition schedule, and 
contingencies if it is not able to acquire the necessary parcels through a 
lawful transaction. 

Response: The Proponent has acquired or is negotiating to acquire the 
necessary rights-of-way along Broadway/Alford Street (Route 99). 

In Sullivan Square, the only right-of-way to be acquired is the change of 
ownership of the MBTA busway (Beacham Street Extension), currently used 
by MBTA buses and motorists using the parking lot to the east of the 
station. The busway is currently owned by the MBTA and would become a 
public street under this plan. 

SM – 5 Comment: Finally, I am also concerned by plans that show Wynn will take 
open space in the Mystic River Reservation and perhaps elsewhere that is 
protected by article 97. As noted in its August 8, 2014 comment letter on 
Wynn’s FEIR, the Department of Conservation and Recreation owns and 
operates open space that Wynn has proposed to alter in the SFEIR and 
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FEIR, including Mystic Valley Parkway (which includes Wellington Circle), 
Revere Beach Parkway (which includes Santilli Circle) and the Mystic River 
Reservation. In Wellington Circle, Wynn’s proposal to widen the roadway 
to add travel lanes, reconstruct sidewalks and build other modifications 
comes at the expense of existing open space protected by Article 97. 

Response: Proposed adjustments to the Mystic Valley Parkway will provide 
improvements to traffic flow as well as sidewalk and landscape 
enhancements as described in the SFEIR within the existing Right of Way. 
The proposal to improve Wellington Circle does not anticipate impacts to 
land under the jurisdiction on Article 97. 
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March 27, 2015 
 

Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary 

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office - Anne Canaday, MEPA #15060 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 
 

RE: Wynn Everett, MEPA #15060, SFEIR 
 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 

The Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) regularly reviews proposals deemed to have regional impacts. The Council 

reviews proposed projects for consistency with MetroFuture, the regional policy plan for the Boston metropolitan area, the 

Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development Principles, the GreenDOT initiative, consistency with Complete Streets policies and 

design approaches, as well as impacts on the environment. 
 

Wynn MA, LLC (the Proponent) proposes a resort and casino that will contain a 629 room hotel, gaming space, retail and dining 

space, as well as entertainment and meeting facilities. The project is located on approximately 33.9 acres on Horizon Way off 

Lower Broadway in Everett and abuts Route 99, a major commuter route that provides connections to numerous regional and 

interstate highways. It is also located within a major transit corridor in close proximity to two MBTA transit stations, Sullivan 

Square Station and Wellington Station, and a number of bus routes.    
 

Since the filing of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), the building program has increased by 58,000 square feet to a 

grand total of 3,096,700 square feet. While the overall building footprint remains the same, changes to the building program include 

adding 125 hotel rooms, increasing the square footage of the convention and meeting space, eliminating the nightclub, and slightly 

reducing the square footage of retail and dining space. Since the filing of the FEIR, the amount of on-site parking has decreased by 

300 spaces. Of the 4,200 spaces now in the parking program, 3,400 are on-site and 800 are off-site.  
 

The project is forecast to generate 1,332 vehicle trips during the Friday afternoon peak hour (4:30-5:30 PM) and daily vehicle trips 

will increase to 1,756 during the Saturday afternoon peak hour (2:45-3:45 PM). Although the increased number of trips is not 

projected to cause traffic impacts during peak hours with the new building program, the estimated number overall daily trips on a 

Friday is forecast to increase by 3.3%.   
 

MAPC has a long-term interest in alleviating regional traffic and environmental impacts, consistent with the goals of 

MetroFuture. The Commonwealth also has established a mode shift goal of tripling the share of travel in Massachusetts by 

bicycling, transit, and walking by 2030. Additionally, the Commonwealth has a statutory obligation to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions (GHG) by 25% from 1990 levels by 2020 and by 80% from 1990 levels by 2050. This project is likely to make all 

these goals more challenging to achieve. Therefore, the Secretary faces a special obligation to require all reasonable actions that 

will minimize or mitigate the substantial adverse impacts of this project and keep the Commonwealth on track in meeting its 

regulatory and statutory goals. 
 

MAPC has reviewed the Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report (SFEIR) and has concerns that primarily address the 

off-site parking program and the need to develop a mitigation program due to increased demand on the public transit system. 

These issues, proposed recommendations, and questions are detailed as an attachment to this letter. MAPC respectfully requests 

that the Secretary incorporate our recommendations as part of the SFEIR Certificate issuance and require the Proponent to 

address our concerns. 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

Marc D. Draisen 

Executive Director 
 

cc: James Errickson, City of Everett 

 Gina Fiandaca, City of Boston 

Clinton Bench, MassDOT 

Jack Murray, DCR 
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Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) Comments on 

Wynn Everett SFEIR - MEPA #15060 

 

Off-Site Parking Program 

 

Off-Site Parking Locations 

 

Since the Proponent plans to dedicate the majority of on-site parking to patrons, most employees will need to access 

the project site by public transportation or shuttle services provided by the Proponent. While MAPC is pleased that 

the Proponent has proposed a shuttle program for employees that will operate between off-site parking facilities and 

the project site, significant questions remain. According to the SFEIR, up to 800 parking spaces will be provided 

among three off-site locations – in Malden at a downtown garage, in Medford adjacent to Wellington Station, and in 

Everett’s industrial quadrant southeast of the project site. However, the Proponent has yet to identify the exact 

allocation of the 800 parking spaces. In addition, the location of the Everett off-site parking facility and its 

associated shuttle route still need to be determined. MAPC is very concerned that these critical components of the 

off-site employee parking program have not been provided as part of the MEPA review process. The details of the  

off-site parking program should be resolved in the subsequent permitting and design phase with the municipalities 

and any measures required to mitigate impacts at the three sites should be included in the Secretary’s Section 61 

Findings. 

 

MAPC also has concerns regarding the Proponent’s conclusions in the SFEIR regarding the planned leasing of space 

for off-site employee parking. On page 2-86, the SFEIR claims that off-site employee parking will be “sufficient to 

accommodate the projected employee parking demand of 365 spaces.” However, on page 2-75, there is a 

contradictory statement cautioning that “overlapping employee shifts required to ensure that positions are 

appropriately staffed may result in parking demands that could be approximately twice that of the projected peak 

parking demand.” The Proponent needs to provide further analysis regarding congestion and capacity issues that 

could result with employee shift changes at each of the three off-site parking locations. 

 

MAPC respectfully requests that the Proponent provide further information pertaining to these additional concerns 

regarding off-site parking: 

 

 While the proposed parking in Everett will most likely be new parking, the sites in Medford and Malden 

are in existing and well-utilized facilities. Do these facilities have available capacity for the Proponent’s 

planned use while still serving current parking patrons?  Will any current users be displaced, and if so, 

where will they relocate? Any such displacement should be mitigated by the Proponent. 

 

 The  traffic impacts and parking demands of the off-site parking program should be determined by on-site 

monitoring at all three locations, not by simply administering surveys as the Proponent currently proposes.   

  

 An estimated 40 private charter buses will access the project site daily. While the SFEIR mentions that 

private charter buses will pick-up and drop-off riders at the project site, where will they be staged?  

 

Premium Park and Ride 

 

The SFEIR mentions that the Proponent plans to operate a Premium Park and Ride (PPR) service that will, if 

possible, share excess parking at two or three of Massport’s Logan Express facilities in Braintree, Framingham, 

and/or Woburn. PPR service would be modeled on Massport’s Logan Express service, which provides a non-stop 

bus ride between Logan Airport and one of four Massport parking lot locations in Braintree, Framingham, Woburn, 

and Peabody. The Proponent proposes that both employees and patrons who choose to use the PPR service would 

not be charged, thus providing an incentive to use the service. If spaces are not available at Massport’s Logan 

Express parking facilities, the Proponent will lease spaces at proximate parking facilities.  

 

While this appears to be a viable concept, additional information needs to be provided which, at a minimum, should 

identify specific parking locations and associated number of spaces. If a PPR service is implemented, then leases 

with Massport should be short-term and give priority to accommodate airport patrons, should that demand increase. 

In addition, the PPR service should be evaluated by on-site monitoring. 
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Transit Demand and Impacts to the Transit Network 
 

While the Proponent has committed to an extensive mitigation program for roadway improvements, mitigation for 

public transportation is minimally addressed. MAPC believes strongly that transportation impact mitigation should 

not be limited solely to roadways. The Proponent’s project has an integrated public transportation component as part 

of its transportation program. Although the SFEIR states that MBTA bus and Orange Line operations will 

satisfactorily serve project patrons and employees, and that the additional ridership will not adversely affect future 

operations, that is hardly an assurance of optimal performance. In spite of this claim, MAPC believes that public 

transportation will likely be strained by the substantial addition of new passengers.  

 

To off-set potential impacts, the Proponent should partner with the MBTA by contributing to both the operating and 

maintenance costs of area bus service and the Orange Line in an amount that is reasonably related to the project’s 

additional demand and its impact on MBTA services. Specific thresholds should be determined collaboratively 

between the MBTA and the Proponent. It is important to note that Hub and Spoke1, a report recently completed by 

Northeastern University, concluded that the Orange Line already has congestion and capacity issues.  

 

It is also worth mentioning that the SFEIR notes the revised analysis of Orange Line peak loads for weekday and 

weekend service between Wellington and Back Bay as outlined in MassDOT’s FEIR comment letter is unresolved 

(Table 1.3 MassDOT Coordination Summary, page 1-20). This issue needs to be addressed by the Proponent in 

concert with MassDOT and the MBTA. 

 

Transportation Monitoring Plan 

 

The Proponent proposes an extensive post-development transportation monitoring and reporting program. The 

program includes annual data collection of traffic counts, parking, public transportation, and travel modes. The 

Proponent has committed to conducting regular monitoring and reporting of transportation mode shares and 

adjusting the project’s alternative transportation services and transportation demand management (TDM) programs 

as necessary. The monitoring program will begin prior to initial occupancy of either the hotel or gaming components 

of the Project, whichever occurs first, and will continue for a period of 10 years. Most importantly, the Proponent 

agrees to monitor and adhere to a strict mode share goal. Specifically, no more than 71% of patrons and 0% of 

employees2 will arrive by automobile respectively. Including the segment of each employee trip in a Single 

Occupancy Vehicle (SOV), 41% of trips will involve SOV modes and 59% will be via non-SOV modes. 

 

Corrective measures will be undertaken by the Proponent if the monitoring indicates there are operational 

deficiencies at the monitored locations and if either of the following conditions apply: 1) traffic volumes for the 

project exceed 110% of the projected volumes or 2) the distribution of project-related traffic from the project site 

entrance to the roadway network varies by more than 10% of the trip assignment assumed for the project.  

 

As stated earlier, in addition to the on-site data collection proposed in the SFEIR, the transportation monitoring plan 

needs to include monitoring of the three off-site parking locations to ensure that they are working effectively. If not,  

the Proponent will need to implement adjustments to the off-site parking program. Furthermore, as indicated above, 

the PPR program should also include data collection and monitoring if it is implemented. 

 

Traffic and Roadway Impacts 

 

The transportation network will shoulder the greatest impact of the proposed project. The project’s transportation 

impacts are major and will have significant effects on the host and surrounding communities, the residents of those 

cities and towns, local businesses, and people who travel into or through those communities. In order to mitigate the 

impacts of the proposed development, the Proponent has outlined significant steps designed to improve the roadway 

network. MAPC is pleased that the Proponent has committed to complete all proposed roadway improvement 

mitigation prior to project opening. 

                                                            
1 Hub and Spoke, Core Transit Congestion and the Future of Transit and Development in Greater Boston, Northeastern 

University, June 2012.   
2 Does not include the limited number of Wynn executives and employees with disabilities. 
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Summarized below are specific issues MAPC has concerning Route 99 and Sullivan Square/Rutherford Avenue: 

 

Roadway Changes to Integrate Bus Service along Route 99 

 

In addition to serving as a primary access route to/from Boston, Everett, Malden, Medford, and Somerville, three 

MBTA bus lines (104, 105, and 109) traverse the Route 99 corridor in the vicinity of the proposed project. While 

MAPC acknowledges that the Proponent proposes relocating bus stops in closer proximity to the project site’s 

primary driveway as well as other improvements such as sidewalks and bicycle lanes, additional improvements are 

necessary to facilitate bus service along this corridor. Specifically, these improvements include collaborating with 

the MBTA to ensure bus arrival and departure times are synchronized with employee shift changes, enhanced bus 

shelters (e.g., with real-time message boards), signal priority for buses, dedicated bus lanes, and other “bus rapid 

transit” (BRT) features. Enhancing the Route 99 corridor for bus service will encourage patrons and employees 

accessing the project site to use this mode of transportation. MAPC expects that further integration of bus service 

will be addressed as the Proponent continues to collaborate with the City of Everett, MassDOT and the MBTA as 

the design of Route 99 advances, and we urge the Secretary so to require in his Certificate.    
  
Sullivan Square/Rutherford Avenue 

 

According to the terms of its Gaming License, the Proponent has agreed to make a payment equal to $25 million 

toward implementing a long-term solution for Sullivan Square and Rutherford Avenue. In addition, the Proponent 

has agreed to an annual payment of $20,000 per additional vehicle trip entering and leaving the project using 

Sullivan Square during the Friday peak hour. This payment is for the first 10 years and is capped at $20 million.  

According to the SFEIR, discussions are underway with MassDOT, the MBTA and the Boston Transportation 

Department (BTD) regarding the refinement of the mitigation program as the project moves toward final design and 

construction. 

 

Congestion at the Exit 28 ramp on I-93 and through Sullivan Square is a significant concern. In its comment letter 

addressing the FEIR, MassDOT noted that a queue of 667 feet (27 vehicles) would occur on the Cambridge Street 

eastbound approach during the Friday PM peak hour under the build-mitigated scenario. In the SFEIR, this queue 

has increased to 727 feet. Showing no improvement compared to No Build conditions, this queue would still extend 

beyond the I-93 northbound exit ramp and could result in lengthier queues on the ramp itself.  

 

As the Proponent finalizes design plans in consultation with MassDOT, the MBTA, and the BTD, it is critical that 

they support implementation of the City of Boston’s long-term plans for Sullivan Square and Rutherford Avenue. 

The City of Boston’s multi-year effort to create a “new neighborhood” in the City is highly consistent with the 

Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development Principles, the regional plan MetroFuture, as well as MassDOT mode-

shift goals and Green DOT programs3. This vision will likely be compromised by the proposed project’s increase in 

vehicular traffic. It is imperative that this area be closely monitored post-development, and that every effort is made 

to minimize and mitigate negative impacts that endanger the City’s plan for the neighborhood. 

 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 

 

The Proponent will contribute up to $250,000 to DCR for a study to examine the design of a pedestrian/bicycle 

connection across the Mystic River linking Somerville and Everett as part of their mitigation program. MAPC 

supports further study that may advance this potential connection. The primary purpose of this connection is to join 

one of the key missing gaps in the planned active transportation greenway between the North Shore and Boston. 

This connection also provides key access between public transportation in Assembly Square and destinations in 

Everett across the Mystic River. 

 

                                                            
3 The Boston Redevelopment Authority BRA and MAPC recently completed a land use study for the Sullivan Square area.  

The Sullivan Square Disposition Study lays the foundation to create a mixed-use, walkable neighborhood with new housing and 

business opportunities in close proximity to the Orange Line. 

http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/planning/planning-initiatives/sullivan-square-disposition-study
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To improve non-motorized access between the site and points north, the Proponent should work with the MBTA to 

extend the Bike-to the-Sea trail along the MBTA right-of-way beneath Revere Beach Parkway to the project site. 

This link will provide a safe car-free alternative to the Project site.   

 

Parking Pricing Strategies 

 

MAPC is pleased that the Proponent will evaluate and monitor pricing strategies for managing on-site parking in a 

manner that will appropriately serve visitors while also supporting the goal of reducing SOV trips and encouraging 

use of public transportation. These strategies include implementing a revenue control system, discouraging parking 

during peak traffic and parking demand periods, and providing guest rewards for arriving at the site by means of 

modes other than SOV. Although the SFEIR states that parking pricing strategies will be summarized in an annual 

report that will be provided to MassDOT and the Massachusetts Gaming Commission, the report should propose 

adoption of new pricing strategies, if necessary.    
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MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:  Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary, EEA 
ATTN:  Anne Canaday, MEPA Unit 
FROM: Bruce Carlisle, Director, CZM  
DATE:  March 26, 2015 
RE: EEA 15060, Wynn Everett 
              

 
The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) has completed its review of 

the above-referenced Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report (SFEIR), noticed in the 
Environmental Monitor dated February 25, 2015 and offers the following comments. 
 
Project Description 

The proposed project includes the construction of a resort casino on the 32 acre former 
Monsanto Chemical site along the Mystic River in the City of Everett.  The project includes a luxury 
hotel with 629 rooms, a gaming area, retail space, food and beverage outlets, convention and 
meeting space, a spa and gym, a parking garage, and other complementary amenities as described in 
the SFEIR. The project will also include landscape and open space amenities including a public 
gathering area, pavilion, waterfront features, Harborwalk, and water transportation docking facilities.  
The proposed project includes shoreline stabilization with a new vertical steel pile bulkhead and the 
placement of new stone revetment.  The project also includes dredging to accommodate vessels and 
the proposed water transportation docking facilities.  

 
The SFEIR was prepared in response to the Secretary’s Certificate on the Final 

Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) that required the proponent to address issues relating to 
traffic and transportation and provide a response to comments.  The SFEIR indicates that the 
project design was also refined since the submission of the FEIR.  The proposed refinements 
include design modifications to the hotel tower, 300 space reduction in the number of parking 
spaces, addition of 125 hotel rooms, elimination of the proposed nightclub, increase in gaming 
positions, and an increase in the square footage of convention and meeting space as well as retail 
and food and beverage space. 
 
Project Comments 

As detailed in our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and FEIR, 
the proposed Wynn Everett project is subject to the approvals and conditions contained in the 
Secretary’s February 10, 2014 decision on the City of Everett Central Waterfront Municipal Harbor 
Plan (“MHP Decision”), which will guide the Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) 
in making regulatory decisions, pursuant to MGL Chapter 91 and the Waterways Regulations. 
Municipal Harbor Plans (MHPs) afford communities the opportunity to propose modifications to 
the uniform standards of the Waterways Regulations at 310 CMR 9.00.  It is important to note, 
however, that while MHPs often contain elements of local planning related to waterfront uses and 
development, state approval of MHPs is limited to the formal evaluation and approval of 
substitutions to specific discretionary standards of the Chapter 91 Waterways Regulations. As such, 



 

 

review and approval of MHPs is not intended to consider all of the potential project impacts 
associated with a development proposal, nor all of the public benefits associated with a project 
within a planning area.  
 

The Secretary’s MHP Decision approved certain proposed Chapter 91 Waterways 
substitutions for the Wynn Everett project with corresponding offsets as detailed in the MHP 
Decision and summarized below:    

 
 Water-dependent Use Zone (WDUZ) substitution: Allows the reconfiguration of the 

WDUZ with no net loss of area. 

 Height substitution: Allows up to 55 feet in Zone A and up to 400 feet in Zone B. 
Offsetting measure is one new square foot of open space for every one square foot of net 
new shadow. 

 Lot coverage substitution: Allows lot coverage up to 60% with a priority offset of an open 
space connection between the development site and Gateway Park, and an alternative menu 
of offsets that include a kayak/canoe launch, fishing pier, and walking/bicycle paths.   

 
As presented in the SFEIR, the project design modifications are consistent with the MHP 

Decision. Conformance of the proposed project with the approval language and conditions of the 
MHP Decision will be confirmed by MassDEP in the Chapter 91 licensing process. 
 
Federal Consistency 

The proposed project may be subject to CZM federal consistency review.  For further 
information on this process, please contact, Robert Boeri, Project Review Coordinator, at 617-626-
1050 or visit the CZM web site at www.state.ma.us/czm/fcr.htm. 
 
BKC/lbe/bvw 
 
cc: Lisa Berry Engler, CZM 
 Ben Lynch, MassDEP Waterways 
 Nancy Baker, MassDEP 
 Tay Evans, DMF 
 Jamie Errickson, City of Everett 
 Jamie Fay, Fort Point Associates 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS · EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Department of Conservation and Recreation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
March 27, 2015 
 
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Attn: Anne Canaday, MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
Re: EOEEA #15060 Wynn Everett SFEIR 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
The Department of Conservation and Recreation (“DCR” or “Department”) is pleased to submit the 
following comments in response to the Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report (“SFEIR”) 
submitted by Wynn MA LLC (the “Proponent”) for the Wynn Everett project (the “Project”). 
 
As described in the SFEIR, the Project proposes construction and operation of a Category 1 gaming 
establishment.  The proposal includes hotel, gaming, retail, restaurant, spa/gym, and convention/meeting 
space.  The Proponent submitted a Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) in June 2014.  Changes 
presented in the SFEIR include an increase of 125 additional hotel keys and approximately 78,000 square 
feet of hotel space, reductions in square footages for retail, gaming, food/beverage, and entertainment / 
nightclub uses, and a reduction of 300 total parking spaces.  In total, the Project as presented in the SFEIR 
will construct three million gross square feet of new building space.  The SFEIR was submitted in 
response to a scope that required additional analysis on transportation issues. 
 
DCR owns and operates transportation infrastructure near the Project Site, including Mystic Valley 
Parkway (which includes Wellington Circle), Revere Beach Parkway (which includes Santilli Circle), the 
Fellsway, and Mystic Valley Parkway.  As presented in the SFEIR, a Construction and Access Permit will 
be required from DCR.   The SFEIR presents alternatives for improvements to DCR intersections and 
roadways including Wellington Circle, Santilli Circle, sections of Revere Beach Parkway in the City of 
Chelsea, and Sweetser Circle.  In addition, DCR owns and operates the Mystic River Reservation, a 400- 
acre recreation facility in the municipalities of Arlington, Somerville, Medford and Everett.  DCR also 
operates the Ameila Earhart dam, a flood control structure located on the Mystic River near the Site.  
 
DCR submits the following comments relative to impacts to DCR transportation infrastructure near the 
Project.  
 
Santilli Circle, Everett 
Proposed mitigation at Santilli Circle has changed substantially from the FEIR document. Grade 
separation proposals have been replaced by an at-grade proposal, which will include geometric changes as 
well as new guide signs and traffic signal timing and phasing adjustments aimed to improve traffic flow. 
These simpler improvement proposals have been closely coordinated with MassDOT and should allow 
for greater retention of the parkway character along this section of Revere Beach Parkway compared to 

Charles D. Baker 
Governor 

Karyn E. Polito 
Lt. Governor 

Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary, Executive  
Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

John P. Murray, Commissioner 
Department of Conservation & Recreation 

 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 600 
Boston MA 02114-2119 
617-626-1250  617-626-1351 Fax 
www.mass.gov/dcr 



EEA #15060 SFEIR 
Page 2 of 2 
 
the grade separated proposal. DCR notes traffic characteristics at Santilli Circle are much different on the 
weekends (due to higher volumes of shoppers and lower volumes of regional commuter traffic). DCR 
recommends that the Proponent develop a separate timing plan based on actual weekend (holiday season) 
traffic counts.  This topic could be addressed when a DCR Construction and Access Permit is issued for 
the Project. 
 
Sweetser Circle, Everett  
Proposed mitigation at Sweetser Circle includes updated signage and pavement markings to clarify lane 
usage and paths for motorists as they pass through Sweetser Circle. Bicycle accommodations have been 
provided on approach roadways but are not carried through the Circle itself (consistent with 2009 edition 
of MUTCD). These improvements have been closely coordinated with MassDOT.  In our review of the 
SFEIR, it appears the proposed improvements will improve conditions at this location compared to the 
2023 Build Condition. 
 
Revere Beach Parkway (Route 16) Intersections, Chelsea 
Proposed mitigation at signalized intersections along Revere Beach Parkway in Chelsea include 
upgrading traffic signal equipment along with signal timing and phasing adjustments to improve traffic 
flow.  These improvements have been closely coordinated with MassDOT, and are proposed for the 
following locations: 
 

1. Revere Beach Parkway and Washington Avenue, Chelsea 
2. Revere Beach Parkway and Union Street, Chelsea 
3. Revere Beach Parkway at Garfield and Webster Avenues, Chelsea 

 
DCR suggests that the Proponent make additional changes to reduce accidents at the Revere Beach 
Parkway at Garfield and Webster Avenues intersection.  This intersection was noted in our FEIR 
comments.  In the SFEIR, the Proponent concluded that left turns can be made simultaneously from 
Garfield Avenue and Webster Avenue with the existing intersection geometry and that split phasing is not 
necessary.  DCR notes traffic congestion and documented accident history are associated with these 
simultaneous left turning movements, and a solution should be explored further when the Proponent 
submits its Construction and Access Permit.  All other issues raised in our FEIR letter appear to be 
addressed by the Proponent in the SFEIR. 
  
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.  If you need further information on transportation impacts, 
please direct inquiries to Ken Kirwin at 617-626-1498 or ken.kirwin@state.ma.us.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
John P. Murray 
Commissioner 
 
cc:   Laura Dietz, Ken Kirwin, Tom LaRosa, Mike Misslin, Joe Orfant, Nathaniel Tipton (DCR)  
 Jamie Fay, Fort Point Associates 
 
 
 

mailto:ken.kirwin@state.ma.us
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CITY OF BOSTON • MASSACHUSETTS 
 

OFFICE OF GAMING ACCOUNTABILITY 
City Hall, Room 620 Boston, MA 02201 

 
 

March 27, 2015  

Secretary Matthew Beaton  
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Attn: MEPA Office/MEPA Reviewer 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

RE: EOEEA #15060 Wynn Everett Resort SFEIR  

Dear Secretary Beaton:  

The City of Boston submits the following comments on Wynn’s Supplemental Final Environmental 
Impact Report (“SFEIR”), dated February 17, 2015.  The City is opposed to the SFEIR on transportation in its 
entirety.  Wynn’s plan is inconsistent with and antithetical to the City’s planned use of its streets in 
Charlestown.  It further fails to mitigate traffic issues in Sullivan Square.   

 
In its lawsuit against the Gaming Commission (City of Boston v. Massachusetts Gaming Commission et. 

al., Civ. No. 15-0012 (Suffolk Sup. Ct.)), as well as in communications with Wynn, the City has made it 
abundantly clear that it has expended considerable time, effort, resources and funds in formulating plans to 
transition Sullivan Square into a low-traffic, pedestrian-friendly neighborhood.  The plan described in Wynn’s 
SFEIR, however, proposes a dramatic increase – rather than decrease – in traffic in Sullivan Square.  Wynn’s 
plan also would jeopardize the health, safety, and welfare of Boston’s citizens.  A multitude of other defects and 
flaws with Wynn’s SFEIR render it inadequate, incomplete, and violative of MEPA requirements, as described 
in detail in the attachments to this letter.  As a result, if necessary, the City will exercise its sovereign rights to 
prevent its streets from being used in a manner that is incompatible with its plans and the safety of its residents. 

 
Attached please find the following City of Boston comment letters: 

• Attachment A: Boston Transportation Department  
• Attachment B: City of Boston Environment, Energy & Open Space 
• Attachment C: Boston Parks and Recreation Commission 
• Attachment D: Boston Redevelopment Authority 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
The City recommends and expects that you will issue a determination that Wynn’s SFEIR on 

transportation is wholly inadequate. 
   

 

Very truly yours 

 

Anthony J. Gallagher 
Office of Gaming Accountability 
City Hall Room 620 
Boston MA, 02201 
 

 

 
Cc: Via Electronic Delivery: 

Eugene L. O’Flaherty, Corporation Counsel, City of Boston 
Gina Fiandaca, Boston Transportation Department 
Brian Golden, Boston Redevelopment Authority  
Austin Blackmon, Boston Energy & Open Space 
Carrie Marsh, Boston Parks and Recreation Commission 
Anne Canaday, Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
John Ziemba, Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
Thomas C. Frongillo, Fish & Richardson, PC 
Ariel I. Raphael, Fish & Richardson, PC 
Caroline K. Simons, Fish & Richardson, PC 
 
 

 
 



 

 

 

 

Attachment A 
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Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 
55 Green Mountain Drive 
South Burlington VT  05403 
Tel: (802) 864-0223 
Fax: (802) 864-0165 

 

   
 

March 27, 2015 
File: 195310830 

Attention: Ms. Gina Fiandaca 
Boston Transportation Department 
City of Boston 
City Hall, Room 721 
Boston, MA 02201 

Dear Commissioner Fiandaca, 

Reference: EOEEA# 15060  
Wynn Everett Resort SFEIR   
Transportation 

 
Per your request we have reviewed the transportation element of the Supplemental Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the proposed Wynn Everett resort dated 
February 17, 2015. We understand that the City opposes the project for a number of 
reasons. Primary among these is the fact that the project is incompatible with the City’s 
plans for the redevelopment of Sullivan Square and for transportation system upgrades to 
create a sustainable, pedestrian friendly roadway network within Sullivan Square and 
along Rutherford Avenue. Our review of the SFEIR confirms that the “refined” Wynn 
project described in the SFEIR remains incompatible with the City’s plans. Other 
shortcomings of the SFEIR are described in greater detail below. 
 
In general we find that the SFEIR has failed to adequately address many of the comments 
raised in our review of the project’s Final Environmental Impact Report. Concerns that 
have carried over from our earlier review include: 

• Failure to discuss or demonstrate compatibility of the resort proposal with the 
City’s redevelopment and transportation plan for Sullivan Square and Rutherford 
Avenue. 

• The absence of any meaningful “penalty clause” associated with the proposed 
travel demand management and traffic monitoring plan. 

• The use of vehicle trip generation forecasts for the traffic analyses that are based on 
optimistic and unsupported assumptions regarding the use of alternative modes. 

• Uncertainty regarding the location and availability of off-site parking for 
employees. 
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• Fluctuating forecasts of the anticipated patron parking demand and an anticipated 
shortfall in the parking supply based on industry standards. 

• Inaccurate analyses of the Site Driveway/Broadway/Alford Street intersection 
which do not consider accommodations for pedestrians within the signal timing 
plans. 

• Failure to address concerns regarding the safety implications of a proposed abrupt 
lane shift on Alford Street southbound and the possible landtaking impacts 
associated with implementing a safe design. 

• A lack of control of right-of-way necessary to implement roadway improvements 
that have been proposed along Broadway and Alford Street. This issue has since 
expanded to Cambridge Street and D Street with the latest Sullivan Square 
mitigation plan. 

• Failure to offer any meaningful mitigation for the substantial traffic volumes that 
the project will add to intersections along Rutherford Avenue.   

With regard to the first bullet point above the SFEIR could be found inadequate as it does 
not properly comply with the MEPA Certificate on the FEIR. Provided below are quotes 
from the Certificate requiring Proponent to work with the City and others to address the 
City’s short-range and long-range plans for Sullivan Square. As noted, this work has not 
been undertaken. 

 “I strongly encourage the Proponent to consult jointly with MassDOT and the City 
of Boston regarding the treatment of Rutherford Avenue and Sullivan Square in the 
SFEIR.” No such joint meetings have taken place. 

 
“I expect the Proponent will continue to work with MassDOT, the surrounding 
cities and MAPC on both short-term and long-term solutions to address the 
project’s impacts while supporting municipal redevelopment visions, roadway 
design plans, and improved regional connections.” The Proponent has not initiated 
any discussions with the City regarding long-term municipal redevelopment 
visions and roadway design plans for Sullivan Square and Rutherford Avenue. The 
City, demonstrating its commitment to advance the Sullivan Square and 
Rutherford Avenue plans approved by Charlestown residents, commissioned a 
follow-up study to more closely examine the redevelopment potential of parcels of 
land in Sullivan Square. The Proponent’s traffic engineer is a member of the 
consulting team that evaluated land use opportunities in the Square and is 
consequently certainly aware of the City’s “redevelopment visions” and “roadway 
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design plans” yet failed to discuss these with the City in the context of the Wynn 
proposal. 

“The Proponent should also seek consensus with MassDOT, DCR, and 
municipalities regarding the feasibility of proposed roadway improvements.” The 
feasibility of proposed plans has been questioned given the Proponent’s lack of 
control of key parcels necessary to implement proposed roadway widenings. 
Discussions of the revised mitigation plans with the Proponent have not 
demonstrated that the Proponent has full control of parcels needed for roadway 
widenings. In fact, it has only led to the identification of additional parcels that 
must be acquired from the MBTA to implement mitigation plans for Sullivan 
Square. No joint meetings with MassDOT highway division have occurred. 

“The SFEIR should present alternatives for pedestrian access from the site to 
Sullivan Square.” The Proponent has presented no such alternative plans. 

“The SFEIR should include direct responses to comments to the extent that they 
are within MEPA jurisdiction.” In many cases the Proponent’s response to City of 
Boston comments is a referral to a lengthy section of the report with no direct 
response to the issue raised. In other cases the City’s comments are dismissed with 
statements such as “MassDOT has approved this assumption”. Recognizing that 
MassDOT and the City bring different perspectives to this project the Proponent 
should be required to address City comments directly as required by the MEPA 
Certificate on the FEIR. 

Proposed changes in the project may also demonstrate non-compliance with the MEPA 
Certificate on the FEIR. The FEIR reported changes including four additional hotel rooms 
and 188 new gaming positions since filing the DEIR. The current “refinements” add 
another 125 hotel rooms and another 420 gaming positions. Combined with the 
refinements proposed in the SFEIR, each of the key independent variables the influence 
trip generation, gaming positions and hotel rooms, have increased by more than ten 
percent since filing the DEIR. Gaming positions grew 15 percent from 3972 to 4580 and 
hotel rooms grew 26 percent from 500 to 629. MEPA considers impacts increasing by 
more than ten percent as being significant and potentially requiring the filing of a Notice 
of Project Change. Clearly, the project’s traffic impacts have increased by more than ten 
percent since filing the DEIR. 
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Section 1.2.3-The site access description mentions the four-lane boulevard that will serve 
as the primary access to the site. Parking garage access drives connect with this driveway 
where they may be impacted by queuing on the boulevard. No analysis has been provided 
of traffic operations along the boulevard. A capacity analysis worksheet found in the 
SFEIR appendix reports a garage exit drive operating at Level of Service F. A full analysis 
of operations along the boulevard should be provided as congestion here could affect 
operations along Broadway and Alford Street. 

The SFEIR reports that certain parcels located along the alignment of the proposed 
service driveway have yet to be acquired by the Proponent. This creates uncertainty 
relative to the Proponent’s ability to build the project as proposed. The impact analysis in 
the SFEIR would need to be redone if the property is not acquired. 

The proposed service driveway is intended to, at times, hold taxis, accommodate service 
vehicles and provide emergency vehicle access. The Proponent should provide a detailed 
management plan describing how all of these activities can be accommodated within the 
limited width of the service drive. 

Section 1.5.1-Table 1-3 lists topics discussed between the Proponent and MassDOT. 
Included on this list are discussions regarding mitigation for Sullivan Square and 
Rutherford Avenue in Boston. These roadways are under the jurisdiction of the City of 
Boston not MassDOT. Coordination between the City and MassDOT may be required to 
the extent that City proposed improvements affect operations of the MassDOT-owned I-
93 ramp to Cambridge Street however, the City should be making decisions regarding 
mitigation measures on these roadways. Remarkably, the City of Boston was not invited 
to participate in any of these discussions between the Proponent and MassDOT. As 
detailed in this letter there are multiple technical inadequacies with respect to the 
mitigation plans and supporting traffic analyses. Until such time as the City, MassDOT 
and the Proponent thoroughly review and agree upon short-range and long-range traffic 
mitigation plans the project should remain in the MEPA process. 

Item 50 in Table 1-3 describes a revised parking analysis completed for the project. It 
states that this analysis is based on assumptions regarding patron length of stay, arrival 
patterns and desired operating levels of service. These factors are not presented in the 
SFEIR. Instead, the SFEIR presents results of a shared parking analysis using Urban 
Land Institute data. The duration of stay and arrival pattern information in combination 
with the site trip generation forecasts would be valuable to check the parking calculations 
shown in the SFEIR. The shared parking analysis predicts parking demands that are well 
below parking supplies provided by comparable resorts. 
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Section 1.5.2-The Proponent describes the content of meetings between the Proponent 
and BTD prior to the submission of the SFEIR. Presumably the Proponent was seeking 
BTD approval of the proposed mitigation plan. While the Proponent did answer some 
questions asked by the BTD regarding the plan, the project proponent never provided 
critical information so that the City never fully vetted the proposed plan and the 
underlying assumptions (base traffic volumes, project trip generation and assignment, 
intersection operations, signal coordination and queuing impacts) associated with the 
plan. The BTD finds that the plan presented in the SFEIR does not provide adequate 
“interim” traffic mitigation for the project on Boston streets. The BTD still asks that a 
long-term mitigation plan also be developed by the project proponent before the project is 
released from the MEPA process. 

Table 1-4 notes that the BTD asked to see an analysis of AM peak hour traffic operations 
before reaching any conclusions regarding the adequacy of proposed traffic mitigation 
plans. The City was told that AM peak hour traffic data was collected in early January of 
2015. This City has not yet seen this data or analyses based on this data. Evaluation of AM 
peak hour traffic operations is critical to not only understanding project related traffic 
impacts but also in terms of understanding the impacts of proposed off-site roadway 
improvements.  

The peak activity period for the casino does not coincide with the AM commuter peak 
hour. However, the hotel component of the project by itself generates more than 3000 
daily vehicle trips (5310 trips) and would therefore require preparation of a full 
environmental impact report. The AM peak hour trip generation for a 650-room hotel is 
345 trips compared to 390 trips for the PM peak hour. Consequently, an EIR prepared to 
address just the impacts of the hotel component of the project would include an analysis 
of both AM and PM peak commuter hours. The Proponent must be required to assess AM 
peak hour traffic operations. 

Section 2.1-The SFEIR mentions mode share “goals” for the project. However, the trip 
generation forecasts provided in the SFEIR use the same mode share assumptions as the 
goals. The traffic forecasts in the SFEIR should be based on likely mode shares rather 
than the goals. The Proponent has not been able to provide solid evidence throughout the 
MEPA process to support assumed mode choices in the vehicle trip generation analyses. 
More conservative assumptions should be used. This is particularly true with respect to 
the three percent of trips assigned to the preferred park and ride service. Section 2.3.1 
refers to “possible” parking accommodations at Logan Express lots. If appropriate 
parking cannot be found to support this service then the three percent goal may not be 
met. 
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Should the Proponent’s mode choice targets be realized, the project will utilize significant 
capacity on the MBTA network affecting level of service on the Orange Line and MBTA 
buses operating out of Sullivan Station. The Proponent should be required to implement 
or fund capacity improvements on the MBTA system (purchase more rail cars/buses, 
upgrade signal systems to allow closer headways, etc.) to mitigate impacts on system 
capacity. 

Section 2.1.1.1-The trip generation changes associated with the project “refinements” are 
suspect. The Proponent argues that the reduction in nightclub and retail space lowers the 
trip generation estimates more than the 25 percent increase in hotel rooms and ten 
percent increase in gaming positions increases the estimate. However, nightclub and 
retail space are typically considered ancillary uses in studies of other casino proposals 
with gaming positions and hotel rooms being the only independent variables considered 
in traffic forecasts. The traffic forecasts for the refined project should be higher than those 
for the FEIR proposal. Further evidence of the suspect trip generation analysis is the 
Proponent’s conclusion that the refinements will decrease peak hour trips but increase 
daily vehicle trips. Similarly, Table 2.2 shows that the nightclub generates 143 Friday 
commuter PM peak hour trips while the 504-room hotel only generates 65 trips during 
this hour. Logically, the hotel will generate more trips at this time than a nightclub which 
may not even be open at this hour. The trip generation forecasts for the project should be 
revisited. 

Section 2.1.2-Table 2-7 provides summaries of the trip generation forecasts. The 
Proponent states that only 63 percent of casino patrons and 76 percent of the other 
patrons will drive to the site. The Proponent should provide examples of other 
comparable facilities that have been able to achieve these mode choice figures or use more 
conservative traffic forecasts in the analysis. Are there other retail stores or hotels near 
the project site that have achieved the 24 percent non-auto mode share?  

Section 2.1.3-The Proponent applied multiple traffic simulation programs to assess traffic 
operations in the study area. A complex model calibration process is described. The City 
was not involved in the model development and calibration process and consequently 
cannot attest the validity of the model results. The City is also cautious about using model 
“outputs” as definitive predictors of future traffic operations. Often, model results are 
used to compare alternative improvement plans to understand which alternative may 
provide better or best operations. Predictions of actual delays and vehicle queue lengths 
are less reliable particularly for systems that are operating at or near capacity. 
Independent of the intersection capacity analyses provided, the Cambridge Street/Maffa 
Way/Alford Street intersection operates with long queues during the existing Friday PM 
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peak hour. No capacity improvements are proposed for this intersection yet the Build with 
Mitigation condition traffic volumes will be 14 percent higher based on the SFEIR 
forecasts. Consequently, we can conclude that queuing conditions will only worsen under 
future Build with Mitigation conditions relative to existing conditions. A properly 
validated and calibrated model applied to the Build with Mitigation conditions should 
yield the same conclusion.  

Section 2.2.1-New traffic counts collected in December 2014 are reportedly 13 to 15 
percent higher than traffic counts used in the FEIR. Volume changes of this magnitude 
could lower intersection operations by a full letter grade. A table should be provided to 
compare existing conditions peak hour operations for both the FEIR and SFEIR. 

Section 2.2.1.1-The Proponent commits to working with the City and others as the design 
of the lower Broadway/Alford Street mitigation continues. The mitigation plans involves 
landtakings from parcels that the Proponent may not control. Safe design of the 
southbound Alford Street lane shift at Dexter Street may require takings from the Boston 
Water and Sewer Commission. If these takings cannot be accomplished the mitigation 
plan cannot be built as proposed. The Proponent must first demonstrate that safe and 
effective mitigation can be built before the project is released from the MEPA process. 
Presently, an S-turn is proposed on southbound Alford Street to “wrap” the southbound 
through lanes around the proposed northbound left-turn lanes and avoid impacts to the 
BWSC property on the west side of Alford Street. The S-turn results in a sudden, poorly-
warned lane shift with southbound traffic having an offset view of the proposed traffic 
signal heads. Extending the left-turn lanes to the south to consider more conservative 
traffic forecasts for the project and to incorporate a pedestrian phase at the site driveway 
signal will only worsen the offset situation and increase potential impacts to the BWSC 
property. Without fully addressing these design issues now there is no assurance that the 
proposed plan can be constructed. 

Section 2.2.1.2-The Beacham Street/Broadway intersection mitigation includes the 
addition of northbound and southbound left-turn lanes. The SFEIR references future 
Level of Service (LOS) D operations at the intersection as evidence that project impacts 
are fully mitigated. A closer examination of the operation analysis results in Table 2-14 
shows that the intersection operates at 104 percent of capacity under Friday PM Build 
with mitigation conditions. The Beachman Street intersection approach will operate at 
145 percent of capacity. The intersection is a bottleneck under existing conditions and the 
existing volume-to-capacity ratio only 101 percent. 
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Section 2.2.7.2-Comments pertaining to the Sullivan Square mitigation plan are provided 
below. Additional comments are provided relative to the lack of mitigation plans for 
Rutherford Avenue. 

• The concept seeks to reduce the demand on the Sullivan Square rotary by enabling 
Cambridge Street traffic to access Maffa Way and Main Street via the MBTA 
Busway and the Beacham Street extension roadways. This concept introduces the 
risk of increased delay to drivers on Maffa Way and possible safety concerns on 
Main Street. The new signal at Maffa Way will interrupt the progression of 
southbound traffic on Maffa Way.  

• The 2023 Build PM peak hour operation results forthe Cambridge Street 
intersections with the I-93 off ramp and with Spice Street/MBTA Driveway are 
overstated. There is no accounting for or adjustment made for the downstream 
blockage at the Cambridge Street / Maffa Way / Alford Street intersection where 
Cambridge Street traffic is served by only 33 seconds of the 100 second cycle. 
Signal green time allotted to Eastbound Cambridge Street at the ramp will not be 
fully utilized as traffic downstream will be blocked 67 percent of the cycle by the 
red signal at Alford Street/Maffa Way. 

• At the Maffa Way intersection, the Cambridge Street right turn on red (RTOR) 
capacity of 477 vph is grossly overstated. 

• At the I-93 off ramp, the rights turns from both lanes on the ramp will 
unnecessarily delay left turns from the ramp when Cambridge Street is blocked. 
Cambridge Street is blocked today due to the downstream signal at Maffa Way and 
Alford Street. The introduction of another signal on Cambridge Street at Spice 
Street, which is even closer to the ramp, will likely aggravate the existing condition.  

• At Spice Street 80 percent of the cycle allows for eastbound movement on 
Cambridge Street but during all but 33 seconds this approach will be blocked due 
to downstream intersection operation. Also the RTOR movements onto Spice 
Street are overstated because these vehicles will not be at the stop line to make this 
choice. 

• Westbound left turns into Spice Street will too often occupy the left lane essentially 
creating a default left turn lane and thereby restricting the through movements to 
the right lane. This could lead to queuing in the westbound direction on Cambridge 
Street.  
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• The operation of the critical stop controlled intersection of Alford Street and the 
Sullivan Square Rotary is not provided. This intersection is influenced by the very 
short weaving movements to Main Street and to Cambridge Street / Rotary that are 
also not discussed. Similarly, traffic operations where Rutherford Avenue 
northbound meets the rotary are not discussed nor are conditions where Main 
Street northbound meets the rotary. The merge on Alford Street north of the rotary 
was not analyzed. 

• At the Beacham Street/Main Street intersection the proposed traffic signal will 
introduce periods when northbound Main Street is stopped and queues will form. 
Those queues will in turn introduce a very short sight distance in advance of the 
back of the queue. 

• Pedestrian provisions at the traffic signals are not evident by the Synchro 
worksheets provided. Consideration of pedestrian signal phasing may result in 
reduced capacity for vehicular traffic movements and longer vehicle queues. 

• Figures 2-77 and 2-80 show volume networks which do not properly add up 
around the rotary. The entering volumes do not match the exiting volumes. 
Reported volumes turning right onto Main Street southbound appear to be in 
error. (They are not comparable to volumes reported in prior MEPA documents.) 
To the extent that incorrect volumes have been incorporated into the operations 
analyses the analyses are flawed and the findings invalid. As a “disclosure” 
document, the SFEIR should be revised to reflect accurate calculations. 

The SFEIR reports that 300 to 400 peak hour vehicles will be added to Rutherford 
Avenue south of Sullivan Square. These volumes are comparable in magnitude to the 
volumes added to Broadway in Everett north of the site. While the Proponent has 
committed millions of dollars to mitigate traffic impacts north of the site the commitment 
relative to Rutherford Avenue is to retime one signal, an improvement the City of Boston 
can accomplish through routine maintenance. Capacity concerns may arise at these 
intersections when the City moves forward with all or part of its plans to eliminate grade 
separations along Rutherford Avenue and create a more pedestrian and bike friendly 
corridor. The DEIR analysis showed that changes would be needed to these plans to 
accommodate casino resort traffic. The Proponent should be required to define necessary 
improvements and commit to meaningful and proportionate mitigation for Rutherford 
Avenue. 
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Section 2.2.7.3-The Proponent claims that proposed improvements in Sullivan Square are 
consistent with the City’s long-range plan for the Square. The Proponent has not provided 
any analysis of the City’s long-range plan since filing the DEIR. The DEIR demonstrated 
that the casino resort proposal is not compatible with the City’s long-range plan.  

Section 2.3.2-The City appreciates the Proponent’s commitment to restrict on-site 
parking opportunities for employees. However, there is still uncertainty relative to where 
these employees will park and whether the suggested parking facilities in fact have the 
available capacity to accommodate employees. It’s also a concern that employees parked 
in remote lots that are proximate to public transportation will be competing for spaces 
used by commuters destined to Boston. Any “displaced” transit riders destined to Boston 
may choose to drive further congesting Boston streets and roadways leading into the City. 

There is substantial data available, some of it perhaps proprietary to Wynn, to define 
parking demands at casino resorts. The SFEIR even mentions an average parking ratio at 
comparable resorts of 1.01 spaces per gaming position. The City of Philadelphia, which is 
years ahead of Boston with respect to the implementation of casino gaming requires 0.8 
spaces per gaming position and 0.5 spaces per hotel room. If the shared parking analysis 
results are ignored, the typical casino parking ratios indicate 4626 spaces for this resort. 
The Philadelphia standards would indicate 3979 patron spaces. These more simplistic but 
likely more reliable calculations indicate a significant shortage of parking at the subject 
site. The Proponent suggests that a parking shortage will force patrons to leave their cars 
at home and travel by alternative modes. The City believes this strategy may be effective 
for employees who regularly travel to the site but casino patrons, who visit infrequently, 
may not be knowledgeable of expected parking conditions at the time of their planned 
visit and are much less likely to shift modes. A greater concern for the City of Boston is 
that the parking supply cannot serve the future demand causing vehicles waiting to enter 
a full garage to queue on City streets. The Proponent should be required to build an 
adequate parking supply to serve the projected demand. As with the project trip 
generation forecasts, any adjustments to the parking analysis to account for mode choice 
should consider the likely share of travelers using alternative modes rather than the 
“goals” described above. 

Section 2.4.2.2-The analysis of potential traffic congestion impacts on MBTA bus trip 
times is presumably based on the intersection capacity analysis and travel delay results in 
the SFEIR. As noted above there are multiple locations where the intersection capacity 
analyses are overly optimistic. The corrections proposed above should be considered in a 
revised transit impact analysis as they are likely to show that casino resort related bus 
travel delays will be greater than reported in the SFEIR. 
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Section 2.7.1-The following should be incorporated into the proposed transportation 
monitoring program. 

• Include automatic traffic recorder counts on Broadway and Alford Street as well as 
on the other locations noted in SFEIR.  

• Parking monitoring is proposed only once annually. There will be seasonal 
variations in parking demand and automated vehicle counting systems are 
available to track parking in real time. More frequent reporting on parking 
demand, perhaps weekly, is appropriate. 

• Bus route ridership should be included for Sullivan Square routes as well. Patrons 
arriving from Boston are likely to realize that they can exit the Orange Line two 
stops before Wellington Station and access an MBTA bus at Sullivan Square. 

• In Section 2.7.3 indicates that the Proponent will respond to “operational 
deficiencies” however, the monitoring program does not include a commitment to 
conduct operational analyses or even field observations to identify deficiencies. 
Standards for deficiencies should be defined and analyses and observations to 
quantify deficiencies should be part of the plan. 

• Better define the monitoring program associated with Sullivan Square. The 
method for recording resort trips through the Square should be defined. The 
allowable volume limits are not known and need to be defined. 

• The “then” actions included in the plan to respond to deficiencies are generally 
limited to non-structural, operational strategies. The operational strategies are 
also very similar to the strategies proposed as part of the project to meet the 
alternative travel mode goals. The City would like assurances that funding is 
available to address structural needs should deficiencies be observed and suggests 
that a significant contingency fund be available to the City to address these 
concerns. 

The Gaming Commission has imposed a condition on the project as an incentive to limit 
site traffic to levels that are at or below the projections in the SFEIR. The Proponent 
would pay a certain dollar amount per vehicle trip for each trip recorded above the target 
number up to a maximum dollar limit. The condition would only apply for the first ten 
years of operation. This condition was not negotiated with City participation. The City 
believes that this agreement must be revised substantially to clarify monitoring methods, 

lydia
Typewritten Text
38

lydia
Typewritten Text
39

lydia
Typewritten Text
40

lydia
Typewritten Text
41

lydia
Typewritten Text
42

lydia
Typewritten Text
43



March 27, 2015 
Ms. Gina Fiandaca 
Page 12 of 12  

Reference: Wynn Everett FEIR  
 

 

timing of payments and access to funds among other things. Most importantly, the 
imposition of a cap on payments and the ten-year time limit eliminates any “incentive” 
component to this condition. Once the cap or ten-year time limit is reached the Proponent 
can generate as much traffic as it wants above the target figure without penalty. This is 
not how an incentive should work.  

We anticipate that you will forward these comments to the MEPA Office.  We are available 
to answer any questions you or members of the MEPA staff may have regarding these 
comments. 

Regards, 

STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC. 

Richard S. Bryant 
Senior Project Manager 
Phone: (802) 497-6327  
Fax: (802) 864-0165  
Richard.Bryant@stantec.com 
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APPENDIX A:  DISTRIBUTION LIST 

STATE AGENCIES AND GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATIONS 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Attn:  MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
MassDEP 
Commissioner’s Office 
One Winter Street 
Boston, MA 02108 
  
MassDEP Northeast Regional Office 
Attn: Environmental Reviewer 
205B Lowell Street 
Wilmington, MA 01887 
 
MassDEP, Waterways Program 
Attn:  Ben Lynch 
One Winter Street 
Boston, MA  02108 
 
MassDEP 
Attn: Mr. Gary Moran  
One Winter Street 
Boston, MA 02108 
 
Massachusetts Historical Commission 
Attn: Brona Simon, Executive Director 
220 Morrissey Boulevard 
Boston, MA 02125 
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Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
Neil Boudreau 
State Traffic Engineer 
Traffic Operations 7th floor 
10 Park Plaza 
Boston MA 02116 
 
Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
Stanley Wood, P.E. 
Highway Design Engineer 
Highway Design, 6th floor 
10 Park Plaza 
Boston MA 02116 
 
Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
Public Private Development Unit 
Attn: Lionel Lucien 
Room 4150 
Ten Park Plaza 
Boston, MA 02116 
 
Massachusetts Department of Transportation  
Attn: David J. Mohler, Executive Director 
Office of Transportation Planning  
Ten Park Plaza, Suite 4160  
Boston, MA 02116  
 
MassDOT– Highway Division District #4 
Attn: Environmental Reviewer 
519 Appleton Street 
Arlington, MA 02476 
 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
Attn: Marc Draisen, Executive Director 
60 Temple Place, 6th floor 
Boston, MA 02111 
 
Office of Coastal Zone Management 
Attn: Project Review Coordinator 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800 
Boston, MA 02114 

http://www.mapc.org/�
http://www.state.ma.us/czm�
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Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation 
Division of Urban Parks  
Attn: MEPA Coordinator  
251 Causeway Street, Suite 600 
Boston MA 02114 
 
Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation 
Attn: Carol Sanchez, Commissioner 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 600 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries 
Attn: Paul J. Diodati 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 400 
Boston, MA 02114  
 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
Attn:  Andrew Brennan 
10 Park Plaza, 6th Floor 
Boston, MA 02116-3966 
 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
Attn: John Ziemba 
84 State Street, 10th Floor 
Boston, MA 02109 
 
Board of Underwater Archaeological Resources 
Attn: Victor T. Mastone, Director 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800 
Boston, MA 02114 
   
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 
Attn: John Ballam, Manager of Engineering & CHP Program 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 1020 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Massachusetts Port Authority 
Attn: James Doolin, Chief Development Officer 
One Harborside Drive, Suite 200S 
East Boston, MA 02128 
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Massachusetts Water Resources Authority 
Attn: Marianne Connolly, Senior Program Manager, Environmental Review and Compliance  
100 First Avenue  
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority 
Attn: MEPA Coordinator 
100 First Avenue 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 

CITY OF EVERETT 

Office of the Mayor 
Attn: Melissa Murphy Rodrigues, Chief of Staff 
Everett City Hall 
484 Broadway, Room 31 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Everett Dept. of Planning & Development  
Attn: Tony Sousa 
Everett City Hall 
484 Broadway, Room 25 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Everett Conservation Commission 
Attn: Jon Norton, Chairman 
Everett City Hall 
484 Broadway, Room 40 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Everett Public Health Department  
Everett City Hall 
484 Broadway, Room 20 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Everett Department of City Services 
Everett City Hall 
484 Broadway 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
 



Wynn Resort in Everett                   Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

Appendix A – Distribution List 

A-5 

OTHER MUNICIPALITIES 

City of Boston 

Martin J. Walsh, Mayor 
One City Hall Square, 5th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 
 
Salvatore LaMattina 
Boston City Councilor 
1 City Hall Plaza  
Boston, MA 02201 
 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Attn: MEPA Reviewer 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201 
 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 
Attn: Christopher Cook 
1010 Massachusetts Avenue  
Boston, MA 021 18  
 
Boston Transportation Department 
1 City Hall Plaza, Room 721  
Boston, MA 02201 
 
Boston Environment Department 
Chief of Environment and Energy  
1 City Hall Plaza, Room 603 
Boston, MA 02201 
 
Host Community Advisory Committee 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201  
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City of Chelsea 

City Manager 
City Hall, Room #302 
500 Broadway 
Chelsea, MA 02150 
 
City of Malden 

Gary Christenson, Mayor 
200 Pleasant Street, Room 627 
Malden, MA 02148 
 
City of Somerville 

Department of Strategic Planning and Community Development  
Somerville City Hall  
93 Highland Avenue 
Somerville, MA 02143 
 
Mayor Joseph Curtatone 
Somerville City Hall 
93 Highland Avenue 
Somerville, MA 02143 
 
Bruce M. Desmond, Alderman at Large 
220A Summer St. 
Somerville, MA 02143 
617 594-8347 
   
City of Medford 

Office of Community Development  
Attn: Lauren DiLorenzo, Director   
Ci ty Hall, Room 308 
85 George P. Hassett Drive 
Medford, MA 02155 
 
Department of Public Works  
Attn: Commissioner  
City Hall, Room 304 
85 George P. Hassett Drive 
Medford, MA 02155 
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Mayor Michael McGlynn 
Rooms 202-204, City Hall 
85 George P. Hassett Drive 
Medford, MA 02155 
 
Medford Office of Energy & Environment 
Attn: Alicia Hunt, Director 
City Hall Room 205 
85 George P. Hassett Drive 
Medford, MA 02155 

 
City of Medford Police Department 
Attn: Leo A. Sacco, Jr., Chief of Police 
100 Main Street 
Medford, Massachusetts 02155 
 
City of Medford Fire Department 
Attn: Frank A. Giliberti, Jr., Chief 
120 Main Street 
Medford, MA 02155 
 
City of Revere  

Mayor Daniel Rizzo 
281 Broadway 
Revere, MA 02151 
 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
Attn: Frank Stringi, Director 
281 Broadway 
Revere, MA 02151 
 
City of Melrose 
 
Mayor Robert J. Dolan 
562 Main Street 
Melrose, MA 02176 
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ELECTED OFFICIALS  

Senator Sal N. DiDomenico 
State House Room 218 
Boston, MA 02133 
  
Representative Wayne A. Matewsky 
State House Room 540 
Boston, MA 02133 
Representative Marjorie Decker 
State House Room 437 
Boston, MA  02133 
 
Representative David M. Rogers 
State House Room 134 
Boston, MA  02133 
 
Representative Timothy J. Toomey  
State House Room 238 
Boston, MA  02133 
 
Representative Eugene L. O’Flaherty 
State House Room 136 
Boston, MA 02133 
 
Senator Anthony Petruccelli 
State House Room 424 
Boston, MA 02133 
 
Representative Carlo P. Basile 
State House Room 174 
Boston, MA 02133 
 
Representative Christopher G. Fallon 
State House Room 236 
Boston, MA 02133 
 
Representative Paul A. Brodeur 
State House Room 43 
Boston, MA 02133 
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Senator Katherine Clark 
State House Room 410 
Boston, MA 02133 
 
Representative Carl M. Sciortino, Jr 
State House Room 472 
Boston, MA 02133 
 
Representative Denise Provost 
State House Room 473B 
Boston, MA 02133 
 
Senator Patricia Jehlen 
State House Room 543 
Boston, MA 02133 
 
Congressman Michael E. Capuano 
110 First Street 
Cambridge, MA  02141 
 
Representative Kathi-Anne Reinstein 
State House Room 481 
Boston, MA 02133 
 

ORGANIZATIONS 

Bike to the Sea. Inc. 
Attn: Stephen Winslow 
83 Jacob Street 
Malden, MA 02148 
 
Boston Harbor Islands Alliance 
Attn: Jane Ellis, VP for Operations 
15 State Street, Suite 1100 
Boston, MA 02109 
 
Mass Audubon 
Attn: Christina McDermott, Assistant to the Director of Public Policy & Government Relations 
6 Beacon Street, Suite 1025 
Boston, MA 02108 
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Charlestown Mothers Association 
Attn: Jennifer Rossi, Co-President  
Jennifer Rossi [jennifer.m.rossi@gmail.com] 
 
Charlestown Waterfront Coalition 
P.O. Box 290533 
Charlestown, Massachusetts 02129 
 
Charlestown Neighborhood Council  
Attn: Mark Rosenshein  
32 Green Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
markrosenshein@comcast.net 
 
Gardens for Charlestown, Inc. 
P.O. Box 290044 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Columbia Design Group 
jshipe@columbiadesigngroup.com 
 
Charlestown Preservation Society Design Review Committee 
P.O. Box 290201 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Boston Harbor Alliance 
jellis@islandalliance.org 
 
Everett Teacher’s Association 
40 Woodward Street 
Everett. MA 02149 
 
Mystic River Watershed Association  
Attn: EkOngKar Singh Khalsa, Executive Director 
20 Academy Street, Suite 306  
Arlington, MA 02476 
 
Rutherford Corridor Improvement Coalition 
Attn: William P. Lamb 
rcic@rcic-charlestown.org 
  

mailto:rcic@rcic-charlestown.org�
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The Boston Harbor Association 
Attn: Vivien Li, President 
374 Congress Street, Suite 307 
Boston, MA 02210 
 
WalkBoston  
Attn: Wendy Landman, Executive Director 
45 School Street 
Boston, MA 02108 
 
Friends of City Square Park 
Attn: Annette Tecce 
P.O Box 290635 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
Massachusetts Oyster Project 
 
DDR Corp. 
Jim Grafmeyer 
3300 Enterprise Parkway  
Beachwood, OH 44122 
 
East Coast Greenway Alliance 
Molly Henry 
5315 Highgate Dr. Suite 105 
Durham, NC 27713 
 
Somerville Bicycle Advisory Committee 
Alex Epstein 
93 Highland Avenue 
Somerville, MA 02143 
 
Melrose Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee 
Steve Leibman 
melrosepedbike@gmail.com 
 
Rutherford Avenue/Sullivan Square Advocacy Group 
P.O. Box 290535 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
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Livable Streets Alliance 
70 Pacific Street 
Cambridge, MA 02139 
 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) 
 Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering 
Fred Salvucci 
77 Massachusetts Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02139 
 
Charleston Lofts Condominium Trust 
c/o First Realty Management Corp. 
151 Tremont Street 
Boston, MA 02111 
 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTERS ON THE EENF, DEIR,  FEIR, AND SFEIR 

Andrew Montelli 
11 Unquowa Road  
Fairfield, CT 06824 
 
Alexander Pancic 
12 Cushing Street 
Medford, MA 02155 
 
Bette Task  
bette_task@yahoo.com 
 
Federal Realty Investment Trust 
Attn: David Webster, Director of Development 
5 Middlesex Avenue  
Somerville, MA 02145 
 
Federal Realty Investment Trust 
Attn: Donald Briggs, President 
5 Middlesex Avenue, Suite 401 
Somerville, MA 02145 
 
Dan Kovacevic  
d.kovacevic@att.net 
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Evmorphia Stratis 
43 Corey Street 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Ivey St John 
1 Monument Square, Unit 3 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
John Vitagliano 
19 Seymour Street 
Winthrop, MA 02152 
 
Jennifer Herlihy 
31 Allston Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Kate Altieri 
26 Bradford Street 
Plymouth, MA 02360 
 
Kay Conway 
69 Cleveland Avenue 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Katherine M. Alitz 
24 Mt. Vernon Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Kristen & Nelson Flores 
9 Auburn Street #1 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Martha Abdella 
12 Marion Street 
Dedham, MA 02026 
 
Matthew Desmond 
70 Highland Avenue 
Somerville, MA 02143 
 
 



Wynn Resort in Everett                   Second Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

Appendix A – Distribution List 

A-14 

M. Kocol 
P.O. Box 441467 
Somerville, MA 02144 
 
Michael D. Bear  
mbear13@gmail.com 
 
Michael Bornhorst 
Director, Corporate Initiatives 
Boston Children's Hospital Trust 
401 Park Drive, Suite 602 
Boston, MA 02215 
 
Ronald Lent 
53 School Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Stefanie Hanlon-DuBois 
26 Everett Street 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Tony Reidy 
112 High Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Marc Older 
50 Mount Vernon Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Robert Laquidera 
238 Chelsea St. 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Christine 
313 Main Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Liz Levin and Company 
342 Bunker Hill St. 5A 
Boston, MA 02129 
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Dan Jaffe  
dh_jaffe@earthlink.net 
 
Jon-Luc Dupuy 
11 Trenton Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Ken Krause 
50 Mystic Street 
Medford, MA 02155 
 
Kateri McGuinness 
37 Essex Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Richard C. Lynds, Esq. 
1216 Bennington Street 
East Boston, MA 02128 
 
Lynne C. Levesque 
20 Lawrence Street #3 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Mary Guy 
3 Harvard Place #3 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Peter Cipriani 
15 Forest Avenue 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Steffen Koury, Everett Resident 
210 Broadway, Unit A401 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Suzanne Crowther 
32 Concord Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
Tom Cobb  
sir.tom.of.flake@verizon.net 

mailto:dh_jaffe@earthlink.net�
mailto:sir.tom.of.flake@verizon.net�
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Tony Reidy 
112 High Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 
 
William F. Lyons Jr., P.E., Esq. 
Fort Hill Companies 
54 Canal Street, 5th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Berman/Segall 
25 Cherry Street 
Somerville, MA 02114 
 
Bruce Kulik 
168 Grove Street 
Medford, MA 02155 
 
Francis A. Parker Jr. 
28 Freeman Avenue 
Everett MA 02149 
 
Todd Van Hoosear 
vanhoosear@gmail.com 
 
Seagull Consulting 
19 Seymour Street 
Winthrop, MA 02152 
 
Ron Newman 
Rnewman@alum.mit.edu 
 
S. Solomon 
Solomony2k@yahoo.com  
 
Carrie Dancy 
carrie@eastsomervillemainstreets.org 
 
Ellin Reisner 
Reisnere51@gmail.com 
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Susan Altman 
Susan.altman@comcast.net 
 
Peter Giannikopoulos 
107 Swan Street 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Terry Baldwin-Williams 
323 Main Street, #1 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Charles D’Entremont 
101 High Street 
Malden, MA 02148 
cfdentremont@msn.com 
 
Sam Miko 
Samiko10@gmail.com 
 
Thomas Lincoln 
27 Gleason Street 
Medford, MA 02155 
TLinc02155@aol.com 
 
Alan Moore 
23 Cherry Street 
Somerville, MA 02144 
 
Michelle Moon 
215 Summer Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 
 
John Sanzone 
sanzoneja@gmail.com 
 
Jeffrey Leclair 
jleclair@gmail.com 
 
Lawrence J. Russo 
89 Waltham Street, Unit 4 
Boston, MA 02118 
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Lynn Weissman 
112 Belmont Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 
 
Frederick and Jane Sillman 
8 Gerry Street 
Cambridge, MA 02138 
FSILLMAN@PARTNERS.ORG 
 
Catherine Evans 
83 Jacques Street 
Somerville, MA  
cathyevanswilson@gmail.com 
 
Seth Avakian 
25 Raymond Avenue 
Somerville, MA 02144 
sethavakian@gmail.com 
 
Pebble Williams 
32 Marion Street 
Medford, MA 02155 
Pebble.williams@cru.org 
 
Christopher Ferry 
263 Highland Avenue, Apt. 3 
Somerville, MA 02143 
Christopher.ferry@gmail.com 
 
Kate Zebrose 
26 Josephine Avenue 
Somerville, MA  
kate@zebrose.com 
 
Susan Mcanneny 
33 Pearson Road 
Somerville, MA 
mcanneny@rcn.com 
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Ryan Fritz Holznagel 
25 Willoughby Street, #1 
Somerville, MA 02143 
fritzholz@gmail.com 
 
Walter Willett 
72 Chestnut Street 
Cambridge, MA 
wwillett@hsph.harvard.edu 
 
Syra Arif210 Broadway, Apt. 403-A 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Ronald Campbell 
210 Broadway, Apt. A-106 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Teresa Clark 
210 Broadway, Apr. 202A 
Everett, MA 02149 
  
Paul Croft 
210 Broadway, Apt. 303 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Eric and Melissa Garfield 
43 Charlton Street Unit B204 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Christopher Greci 
43 Charlton Street Unit B307 
Everett, MA 02149 
cgreci@gmail.com 
 
Rachel Grubb 
43 Charlton Street Unit B408 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Tracy Leigh Hanbury 
43 Charlton Street Unit B105 
Everett, MA 02149 
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Stanley Heydrick 
43 Charlton Street Unit B206 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
David McCool 
210 Broadway Unit A302 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
TJ McDonough 
210 Broadway Unit 404 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Stephen Morin 
210 Broadway Unit A406 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Jeff Mullin 
210 Broadway Unit 103 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Mujahid Sait 
210 Broadway Unit 403A 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
John Silverstone 
210 Broadway Unit A206 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Iva Blazina Vukelja 
210 Broadway Unit A305 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Jeanine Woodford 
210 Broadway Unit 203 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Matthew Rich 
43 Charlton Street 
Building B-102 
Everett, MA 02149 
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Alexander Colarusso 
43 Charlton Street 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Emily and Mark Stoehrer 
210 Broadway Unit A108 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Neil Allwood 
210 Broadway Unit A201 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Tea Huot 
210 Broadway Unit A201 
Everett, MA 02149 
 

PUBLIC LIBRARIES  

Parlin Memorial Library 
410 Broadway 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Shute Memorial Library 
781 Broadway 
Everett, MA 02149 
 
Malden Public Library 
36 Salem Street  
Malden, MA 02148 
 
Boston Public Library, Charlestown Branch 
179 Main Street  
Charlestown, MA 02129  
 
Medford Public Library 
111 High Street 
Medford, MA 02155 
 
Chelsea Public Library 
569 Broadway 
Chelsea, MA 02150 
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Somerville Public Library 
79 Highland Avenue 
Somerville, MA 02143 
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Southern Middlesex - 20/20 Perfect Vision i2 Document Detail Report

Current datetime: 3/4/2015 4:04:55 PM 

Doc# Document Type Town Book/Page File Date Consideration

1693043 EASEMENT 03/02/2015 

Property-Street Address and/or Description

 BROADWAY 

Grantors

WYNN MA LLC,   EVERETT PROPERTY LLC,   MASSCHUSETTS BAY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Grantees

References-Book/Pg  Description  Recorded Year

Registered Land Certificate(s)-Cert#  Book/Pg

258475  01465/99 



































Memoranda Of Encumbrances

Cert No: 258475 

Book/Page: 01465/99

Cert No 258475 

Document

Number

1693040 

Kind CERTIFICATE 

In Favor of

Date of Instr

Terms

Date of Reg 03/02/2015 

Time of Reg 12:10PM 

.

Cert No 258475 

Document

Number

1693041 

Kind CERTIFICATE 

In Favor of

Date of Instr

Terms

Date of Reg 03/02/2015 

Time of Reg 12:10PM 

.

Cert No 258475 

Document

Number

1693042 

Kind CERTIFICATE 

In Favor of

Date of Instr

Terms

Date of Reg 03/02/2015 

Time of Reg 12:10PM 

.

Cert No 258475 

Document

Number

1693043 



Kind EASEMENT 

In Favor of

Date of Instr

Terms

Date of Reg 03/02/2015 

Time of Reg 12:10PM 

.

Cert No

Document

Number

Kind

In Favor of

Date of Instr

Terms

Date of Reg

Time of Reg

.



8/26/2014 SPR Central Register Real Property Submit Confirmation

State Publications and Regulations
William. Francis Galvin, Secretary of the Commonwealth

Horne Search j Index j Feedback Contact

The following Real Property submission
received.

Planned date of publish

was successfully

is 9/3/2014

Awarding Agency

Agency Name 'Massachusetts

and Address:

Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA), by its designated

representative Massachusetts Realty Group. 20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120, Boston,

MA 02116

Project Number:

Proposal

Deadline Date: j

10/03/2014 Time:11:00 AM

Contact Information

Name: Thomas Cox

Phone: !(6r)316-1670 Fax[

Email Address: tcox@greyco.com

Notify email address listed when final publish date assigned.

Contract Information

Transaction 'Acquisition:

Terms:

Not Chosen

Disposition Sale

Project: The MBTA has received an offer to purchase certain property located off of

Lower Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts(consisting of 3 parcels of land with

an aggregate area of approximately 2.0 acres) for cash consideration of

$6,000,000 and additional consideration of the construction of access drive and

traffic signalization improvements benefiting the MBTA's adjacent land. Any

person wishing to exceed the offer that has been received shall submit a sealed

:proposalto Massachusetts Realty Group,the MBTA's designated

representative, in accordance with requirements set forth in a Notice of Proposal

land Request for Response (RFR). 

Estimated Value, A qualifying higher proposal is one that raises the total consideration (combined

Source of i

Valuation /

cash and non-cash consideration) to be received by the MBTA in connection

with the sale. 

http.//www.sec.state.ma.us/sprpublicforms/RPSubmitConfirmation.aspOID=14187 1/2



8/26/2014

Additional

Information

SPR Central Register Real Property Submit Confirmation

The RFR is available at vvww.mbtarealty.com or by contacting: Massachusetts

Realty Group, 20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120, Boston, MA 02116, Attention: 

Thomas Cox, tcox@greyco.com, (617) 316-1670. A qualifying higher propos al

must be accompanied by a deposit of certified funds in the amount of 25% of the

cash consideration of the bid. Propos als may be subject to a best and final offer

process. Any questions concerning the RFR should be addressed in writing to

Thomas Cox of Massachusetts Realty Group at the address noted above. 

This page can be printed for your records.

http://mw.sec.state.ma.us/sprpubl icforms/RPSubmi tConfi rmati on.asp>01D= 14187 2/2
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Kathy Caple booksigning at Parlin Library
Night at the Zoo is the

latest book by Kathy Caple,
Children's Librarian at the
Shute Library. Join us for a
booksigning Monday, Sept.
22 at 6:30 P.M. at the Partin
Library Meeting Room. This
is Ms. Caple's 181h book
and is published by Holiday
Flouse as a part of their l Like
to Read series.
A native of Longview,

Washington, Kathy Caple
studied art and writing at the
University of Washington and

Library Science at the Uni-
versity of Rhode Island. She
worked at the Watertown Free
Public Library before she be-
came the Children's Librarian
at the Shute Library almost
ten years ago. Recently, she
has been working on plans for
the new Childmn's Room at
the renovated Shute Library
and is looking forward to its
re-opening.
Ms. Caple will make a

prescntion on the creative
process far writing and illus-

MGC /COMINIED FROM PAGE 1

!rating children's hooks and
autograph copies of newly
purchased or already owned
copies of her books. Hard-

cover copies of Night at the
Zoo or Duck & Company will
be available for $ I I from the

Friends of the Everett Librar-

ies; and the paperback Duck

& Company will be available

for $4. After the program
there will be a drawing for a
free book and refreshments.

A 814011 oi the.zo.
Kathy Caple

is to make sure that the pro-
is flexible and be able to

take different steps along the
way if you need it.
Commissioner Jim

McHugh agreed that the tar-
get date should remain, but
there should be flexibility to
go longer.

"That's really an important
point," McHugh said. "We've
said and maintain that we're
starting on the 8111. We are
starting on the 8th, and we

said we are finishing on the
12111. We are going to make
the award on the 12th. We will
try to do that. But if we don't

do that because we are trying

to make sure that we get the
best result for the Common-
wealth, we will continue with

perhaps pauses to have these
back and forths with the appli-
cants straightforward until we
do finish Meal. If that takes n
few extra days, so be it. But
the object is to ensure that W
have n fair transparent process
that results in the best • in the
best bagging for the Common-
wealth, and this is designed to
assist us in doing that."
The Commission will be-

gin by making reports on four
different areas of study.

First will be a return to the
suitability discussions of all
applicants — whether or not
there have been any changes
in status to applicants.

Then, after all the suitabili-
ty discussions have been had,
the Commission will move tin

Grant / CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

to analyzing and rating each
of the two proposals on the
subjects of Building/Site De-
sign and Finance.
The second set of discus-

will be on the subjects
of Mitigation and Economic
Development.
The final discussion will be

an overview of all four cate-
gories.

That will launch into what
is expected to he a prolonged
and potentially complicated

Process of adding conditions
and correcting any enors
made in the presentations.
The Commission will sub-

mit a series of questions and
continents to each applicant
and then put the tnecting in
recess.

That will allow the appli-
cants to answer the questions
and discuss the conditions.

That back and forth will
continue until all have been
satisfied.
No ratings will be discussed

until the overview process.
Again, rather than an up or

down vote on the two proj-
ects, there will be ratings for
each project, with the license
going to the project that has
scored the best. With that in
mind, a project may get favor-
able ratings, but if the ratings
are eclipsed by the other proj-
ect. the other project would be
awarded the license.

using culturally and linguis-
tically appropriate methods.
The 2015 Open Enrollment
period nuts from Nov. 15
through Feb. 15, 2015.
"The upcoming Open En-

rollment period gives our
members and new applicants
the opportunity to find per-
manent coverage, and enjoy
all of the benefits of the Af-
fordable Care Act," said Jean
Yang, the Executive Director
of the Health Connector. "Our
Navigators provide a valuable
service by offering the kind
of direct assistance members
rely on and respond to best.
These groups will be very vis-

ible throughout the state, and
we look forward to working
them throughout Open En-
rollment."

Cogently, nearly 400.000
people are in subsidized tem-
porary MassHealth coverage
or extended Health Connec-
tor eovetage, or buy their in-
surance through the Health
(7onnector without financial
assistance. Those people will
need to update their applica-
tion information in the system
during Open Enrollment in
order to maintain insurance
and avoid a gap in coverage.

Last week, the Common-
wealth announced it would

Wynn /CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1
mit a formal proposal that the
Authority would then post
publicly for bid. The pro-
curement process is now be-
ing conducted. Bidders are
required to submit proposals

that are the same as or better
than the Wynn proposal."

Earlier in the casino 
ce

pro-
access to the proposed

Wynn site became a big deal
as one access point would

have to cross over Boston
land. Wynn officials indicated
at that time that they were in
negotiations with the MBTA
to create a plan that would
eliminate the problem.

With the purchase of the
MBTA land, Wynn would no
longer have to use the access
road that crosses over a nar-
row piece of Boston land near
Martuchio Scrap Metal,

THINK OF IT AS
AN OWNER'S
MANUAL FOR
YOUR MONEY.

The free Consumer Action Handbook. In print and online of

ConsumwAelion.gov, it's the everyday guide to getting the mast

for your herd-enured money. For your free copy, order online at

ConsumerAction.gov; write to Handbook, Pueblo, CO 81009; or

cull toll-free 1 (8881 8 PUEBLO.

A pobl, massana Own aw U.S. Gomel Saw,to A‘iminntwana.

I It Is estimated that

l 1 OW Of 4 people over age 50
has a measurable hearing loss.

Dczyo,o.,somee dtlm.ecs,h,eyar but no 
henhg 

,1„uend.e,rosntapndr.97

: w Has bee:Ivem 
mumbler

r mmonths,s7Ince your last heating test?
to 

I II you answereelyas Many& the
above questions, thenjoln us to

I have your hearing screened FREEI

l This no obligation screening is by
appointment only. Please call

I 617.241-0328 to confirm you,
' ime.

iluniUliAiyHouse

ALL TO SCHEDULE YOU

FREE
HEARING SCREENING

SAT, 9/13

9-1:30PM
Ulna Lacey House
9West School5t,
Charlestown, MA

remain a state-based Market-
place this fall, with a new sys-

tem that includes important
member functionality, Mellish

ing automatically display-

ing the Stale Wrap benefit —

which will include additional
financial assistance above and
beyond federal tax credits for
many applicants who qualify
for subsidized Health Con-
nector plans.

In addition to the Navi-
gator program, additional
outreach, education and ap-
plication efforts will include
statewide programming oper-
ated by Health Care For All.
A network of approximately

1,100 Certified Application
Councilors, predominately
at health-care provider lo-
cations, are also available to
help applicants.
A contact list of Naviga-

tors and Councilors can be
found at the Health Comte,
tor's we bsite. Additionally,
the Health Connector will be
using direct mail and phone
calls to current members, a se-
ries of public application-in-
take events, advertising, and
other initiatives designed to
increase awareness and en-
courage menthols to take im-
mediate action.

First Baptist Church
50 Church Street, Everett

781-640-5384
Facebook.com/firstbaptistchurch

PREACHING THE GOSPEL OF JESUS CHRIST

Sunday school at 9:30am
Sunday Morning Service 10:30am

Thursday Evening Service 7:00pm

GENTLY USED ITEMS FOR THOSE IN NEED.

Hearts and 11.ds Ministry

781-929-1053

Become Iftspired,
Excited, Exhilarated, Stimulated,

Encouraged, Delighted, Gladdened,

Gratified, (), crjoyed...

,l0111 0111'

A 11T C 1. -1 s

The EVERETT ARTS ASSOCIATION

offers drawing and painting instruction at

a reasonable fee.

Classes begin on September 22,2014

Mondays 2:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.

at Everett City Hall, Lower Level.

Must be over Ow age of 18

For more inrorinatiOn or to ,11[41 an application,

contact Us

cireil: ,‘,..n.mo....ahww.a. plume es at 919-399.SO96

An application is avail:WI., nn oar 99hme at nos, ,wwitaa,.1 

Mown Am Asso,imon. I, 0 mw.19o2I42.9.wwit, MA 02 kin

FROM THE MAYOR'S OFFICE

SENIOR SOCIAL SET FOR SEPTEMBER

Mayor Carlo DeMaria's Council on Aging has planned its

next Senior Social for Wednesday, September 17th at 11:45AM

at The Connolly Center. This month's social will feature piz-

Zit, salad and dessen. Music and dancing will be provided by a

spectacular performance from "The Swingers."

Tickets will be available from September 8th - 12th from

10AM - I2PM al the Council on Aging Office, located in the

Connolly Center, 90 Chelsea Street.
For more information contact Dale at 617-394-2323, or Ida

at 617-394-2260.

SENIORS ON THE MOVE!
Council on Aging announces trip to Providence, Rhode

Island
Mayor Carlo DeMaria's Council on Aging is pleased to an-

nounce a special trip to Providence, Rhode Island on Tuesday,

October 21st. Attendees will enjoy am. of Providence's grand
history including Federal Hill. In addition, attendees will enjoy

a delicious luncheon at Constantino's Italian Restaurant in Little

Italy.
The luxury coach bus departs from the Spring Street parking

lot at 9,00AM on Tuesday, October 21st.
For more information please contact Dale at 617.394.2323 or

Ida at 617.394.2260

COUNCIL ON AGING ANNOUNCES
SEPTEMBER SENIOR MOVIES

Mayor Carlo DeMaria and the Council on Aging arc pleased
to announce the lineup for the Senior Matinee Movie Series for

the month of September.
Thursday, September 4th "God's Not Dead"

Starring Shane Harper
Thursday, September 1 I th "Draft Day"
Starring Kevin Costner
Thursday, September 18111 "Mom's Night Out"
Starring Sarah Drew & Sean Astin
Thursday, September 2501 "The Fault in Our Stars"

Starring Shako° Woodley

All screenings take place at the Connolly Center and begin

at 2,00PM. Free refreshments provided by the Mayor's Coun-
cil on Aging. For more information please contact Dale al
617.394.2323 or Ida at 617.394.2260.

crrr TO HOLD 9/11 CANDLELIGHT VIGIL
Mayor Carlo DeMaria would like to invite all residents to this

year's ceremony honoring the victims, heroes, and their fami-
lies of the September I I, 2001 tragedy. A candlelight vigil will

be held on Thursday. September I I th at 6PM in Everett Square
at the 9/1 1 Memorial Park.

0 Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority

Legal Notice — Request for Proposals: Sale of Land
Off of Lower Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts

The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority

(MBTA) has received an offer to purchase certain

property located off of Lower Broadway, Everett

Massachusetts (consisting of 3 parcels of land with an

aggregate area of approximately 2,0 acres) for cash

consideration of $6,000,000 and additional

consideration of the construction of access drive and

traffic signalization improvements benefitting the

MBTA's adjacent land.

Any person wishing to exceed the offer that has been

received shall submit a sealed proposal to

Massachusetts Realty Group, the MBTA's designated

representative, in accordance with requirements set

forth in a Notice of Proposal and Request for Response

(RFR) available at www.mbtarealty.com or by

contacting:

Massachusetts Realty Group

20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120

Boston, MA 02116

Attention: Thomas Cox

tcox@grevco.com 

(617) 316-1670

Proposals are due by Friday, October 3, 2014 at 11:00

AM. A qualifying higher proposal is one that raises the

total consideration (combined cash and non-cash

consideration) to be received by the MBTA in

connection with the sale. A qualifying higher proposal

must be accompanied by a deposit of certified funds in

the amount of 25% of the cash consideration of the bid.

Proposals may be subject to a best and final offer

process.

ZelmallaceyHouseam
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,II05[010.
EN ow mmmmm

Black Black

Any questions concerning the RFR should be addressed

in writing to Thomas Cox of Massachusetts Realty

Group at the address noted above.
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CHIEF MAZZIE AND EPD CELEBRATE RETIRING K9 DOG "WARNER"

We Rey Diamonds, Gold and Silver Jewelry
We Boy Gold and silver Coins

fatiCeZet Vititt 345 Broadway • 784286-CASH
Honest & Trusted For 35 years!! sellgoldmass.com

THINK OF IT AS

hbl OWNER'S MANUAL

FOR YOUR MONEY,

Axon tkraank In ON ad pair. a ConnunrAcinel "
••••••• 9,6 b pairing ,c ,r tad owl riVrey, Fee ,en. Irre cap, crtIr

I•nd yaw nnme dd.,.linrdnnolt, NeInb,
Co MON, coI Irmr 1188818 REBID.

BoIrnj a wad Jam.' ins!

0 Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority

Legal Notice - Request for Proposals: Sale of Land

Off of Lower Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts

The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority

(MBTA) has received an offer to purchase certain

property located off of Lower Broadway, Everett

Massachusetts (consisting of 3 parcels of land with an

aggregate area of approximately 2.0 acres) for cash

consideration of $6,000,000 and additional

consideration of the construction of access drive and

traffic signalization improvements benefitting the

MBTA's adjacent land.

Any person wishing to exceed the offer that has been

received shall submit a sealed proposal to

Massachusetts Realty Group, the MBTA's designated

representative, in accordance with requirements set

forth in a Notice of Proposal and Request for Response

(RFR) available at www.mbtarealty.com or by

contacting:

Massachusetts Realty Group

20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120

Boston, MA 02116

Attention: Thomas Cox

tc0x@greyCo.com 

(617) 316-1670

Proposals are due by Friday, October 3, 2014 at 11:00

AM. A qualifying higher proposal is one that raises the

total consideration (combined cash and non-cash

consideration) to be received by the MBTA in

connection with the sale. A qualifying higher proposal

must be accompanied by a deposit of certified funds in

the amount of 25% of the cash consideration of the bid.

Proposals may be subject to a best and final offer

process.

Chief Steven Maxxle and
the Everett Police Depart-
ment (photo right) recent-
ly honored retiring City
of Everett canine, War-
ner, for his service and
dedication to the City.
Warner was the second
anine added to the EPD
and has served far eight
81 years with Officer Eric
Rixsa as a Detection Dog
or explosive devices.
During his time, Warner
uccessfully contributed
n locating and appre-
hending people Involved
'n criminal activity and
ided in the location of

evidence at numerous
rime scenes. Warner,
he first canine ever to be
etlred by the EPD, will
Ne out his retirement
with Officer Rleea and his
family (photo left).

FOR ADVERTISING

RATES,

PLEASE CALL

617-387-9600

He doesn't have to
take two transfers to
access the Internet.

INTERNET 1 1 1 1
ESSENTIALS I I

from Comcast I

Your children don't need to take the bus or subway Just

to do their homework online. Now they can do it at home.

With Internet Essentials- from Corncast, your family con:

• Do homework • Typo book reports • Emelt teachers

• Get online tutoring • Take online classes • Research colleges

You may qualify for Internet Essentials if your child is eligible to

participate in the National School Lunch Program.

AFFORDABLE INTERNET

$995 • Ho plca IMMO.

• nia lone
• Inn Ku,. mice left

A LOW.COST
COMPUTER

8149°1 .",:=

FREE
INTERNET TRAINING
nvierroonnernagsoonvemning
owe.. m prwan tea in pint

To learn more or apply, visit: InternetEssentials.com

Or call: 1-855-8-INTERNET (1-855-846-8376)

atAny questions concerning the RFR should be addressed

in writing to Thomas Cox of Massachusetts Realty

Group at the address noted above.

McwIcni. norm utnIntn I mum tnoone rano inmeni tifnU •t•i • Kno wpm, ern nni COMCAST.nneve nn....,114.1410 Iful ouzo nI1011InnOrlIDI ...el L•11ann eno con nn Inman nrrpoollfai CS, 1111•••••.1lon. • PM.
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EVERETT'S SEPTEMBER 11 TRIBUTE
1,10105111.1.11,05FRS

A large turnout of residents gathered in EVCN it Square next
to the Partin Library on Thursday evening, Sept. II, to pay their
respects to the victims of September II, 21101 on the 13th anni-
versary oldie tragic event. Candles were lit in memory of those
who lost their lives that day. Attendees peacefully gathered lis-
tening to a brief speech made by Mayor Carlo DeMaria before
lighting their candles and passing the light of hope amongst one
another.

A Flag of Honor was presented containing all the names of
those who lost their lives on September 11, 2001.

Everett Police Color Guard hold their flags high.

Reverend Thomas Coots from the Glendale Lighthouse Church
leads the crowd in prayer.

Newly elected State Rep. Joe McG nagle,Tyrone Campbell,
Police Lt. Jim Gabriel and Bishop Brown.

Senator Sal DiDomenico's son,
Sal, holds his candle steady
while It Is lit

FOR ADVERTISING

RATES,

PLEASE CALL

617-387-9600

Mayor Carlo DeMaria ad-
dressed the crowd as he
remembered September 11,
2001.

Everett High School student
Jennifer Hart recites a poem
about the Twin Towers in New
York City.

Councilor-at-Large John
Hanlon holds his candle In
remembrance.

Mayor Carlo DeMaria and attendees stand together.

Councilors John Hanlon and Fred Capone
stand with friends and relatives.

Joseph Hickey of Everett Veterans Office,

erett Police Lieutenant Jim Gabriel plays 
Bishop Brown of the Zion Baptist Church, and

v 
he bagpipes while candles are lit. 

State Sen. Sal DiDomenico and his son, Sal,
following the candlelight vigil

First Day
At School
Th. FleUay oe seiwwi

wry horny & cnonlid diw
narenni. grondintrents
& children.

PLEASE SHARE THOSE
PHOTOS WITH US

• Child's Nome • Sthool • Newspaper to be published in ((hoose One)

Photos will be published in
The Revere Journal, Chelsea Record,

Winthrop Sun Transcript, Everett Independent,
East Boston Times, Lynn Journal
on September 24th & 25th.

Deadline Thursday, September 19th.

Mail photos or Drop off to:
Revere Journal 385 Broadway

Citizens Bank Building, Revere, MA 02151
or email photos to: colm@lynntournalcom
Nol responsible for lost or unpublished pholos

Photos must be [kited up in 30 days

414 410 Ito i.)1‘
Terri's Little Pumpkins
School Age Express Too!
Is Now Enrolling for the Fall
6 weeks to 7 years old for TLP • 5 years to 10.9 for School Age Express Tool

$25.00 off your registration fee when you mention this Adl

Hours of operation

Mondays thru Friday 6:30 AM to 6:00 PM

We offer nutritious breakfast, lunch and snack.

Offer transportation to and from homes and public schools.

Fun, educational, stimulating curriculum

Hablamos espanol

Locations in: Somerville, Winthrop, Chelsea, Medford, Revere (Squire Road 8: Point of Pines)

1-888-four TLP
www.terrislittlepumpkins.coal

0 Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority

Legal Notice — Request for Proposals: Sale of Land

Off of Lower Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts

The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority

(MBTA) has received an offer to purchase certain

property located off of Lower Broadway, Everett

Massachusetts (consisting of 3 parcels of land with an

aggregate area of approximately 2.0 acres) for cash

consideration of $6,000,000 and additional

consideration of the construction of access drive and

traffic signalization improvements benefitting the

MBTA's adjacent land.

Any person wishing to exceed the offer that has been

received shall submit a sealed proposal to

Massachusetts Realty Group, the MBTA's designated

representative, in accordance with requirements set

forth in a Notice of Proposal and Request for Response

(RFR) available at www.mbtarealty.com or by

contacting:

Massachusetts Realty Group

20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120

Boston, MA 02116

Attention: Thomas Cox

tcox@greveo.com 

(617) 316-1670

Proposals are due by Friday, October 3, 2014 at 11:00

AM. A qualifying higher proposal is one that raises the

total consideration (combined cash and non-cash

consideration) to be received by the MBTA in

connection with the sale. A qualifying higher proposal

must be accompanied by a deposit of certified funds in

the amount of 25% of the cash consideration of the bid.

Proposals may be subject to a best and final offer

process.

Black

Any questions concerning the RFR should be addressed

in writing to Thomas Cox of Massachusetts Realty

Group at the address noted above.
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GI BENGAL & MAINE
z COON CdIS & KITTENS
ET, litLiggAUTZ
• www.attractivecats.com

ANNOUNCEMENTS ANNOUNCEMENTS ANNOUNCEMENTS

intErigt \GE ETC.
BOATING

GREY DOLPHIN FISHING CHARTERS Cape Cod Bay
www.greydolphInfishingcharters.com 508-277-4352

CAPTAIN'S COVE MARINA Quincy, MA1-617-479-2440

CAREER TRAINING

BAY STATE SCHOOL OF TECHNOLOGY g513T13',rantnSt"

1-888-828-3434

THE PETERSON SCHOOL ',.;;ftuvr,g0Tillgi506-M2,
Worcester: 781.938-5656 www.petersonschool.com

FOOD & DINING

FUJI RESTAURANT P60171-1'43%181i8""t' Quincy.
WWW.dbafullmt.corn

ANNOUNCEMENTS ANNOUNCEMENTS ANNOUNCEMENTS 

DESTINATIONS

CHANNEL WATERFRONT COTTAGES 1,11sWde'L'Cra""
www.channelcottages.com 603-366-4673

SEABROOK INNS 1.86t6a-r3d861
3079

Seabrook, NH

www.seacoastvacation.com.

THREE SEASONS RESORT Rd.l, gednnVI=t,
508-398-6091 www.threeseasonsresort.com

WINDJAMMER MOTEL 
192 Shorn Drive, South
Yar 

www.mywindfammer.com 800-448-9744, 508-398-2370

Expanded info on these local businesses can be found
In our weekend directories, or check out their websites.

For advertising information call 617-423-4545

COLLECTIBLES

.y.

SALVADoR DALI SGULFRIRE
CbtcollecticreChrist of Saint
John of the Doss. $20,000

781.961-4164

MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS 

Top $$ Paid
We Buy Guitars,Aal In-
struments - Saxes,
etc, We travel & PU. Cash
on the spot! 617-594.3255

NOVENA PRAYERS

NOVENA PRAYERS
$175/1ne/day

To place your adcall

PETS

BORDER COLLIE PUPS,
❑ Registered, vet chkd,lst
aJ shotsdnigiAod3650.

IX  

ILU CHOCOLATE LABS
Z AKC Pure Bred English Pups

O Bred with Love
• 51,000.701.509--1

12

213

O • ii11111711134a—
phftymiral in th e red colon

PETS

CHIHUAHUAS
CNC Male Sable

181ar5t83ri1811995

ff

CHINESE SHARPEI PUPS

shotsoPara2 00.
House broken, lsk„End

DACHSHUND PUPS AKC
Long haired Male. Last of
the fitter. Exc. temp. loves
kids $350; 508.930-0452

ENGLISH BIILL TERRIER
AKC, IMale Ian & White 14
mon/ail/0401%613/0

GERMAN SHEPERD PUPS
ANC American Show
Lineage Black/Tan

$700, a 774.230-3996

()ERMAN SHEPHERD PUPS
AKC born 7/10. Extra larg
Working blood lines. 

e.

limited; $1200 Full.
603-53b-7727

GOLDENTIETRIEVER PUPS
AKC: CHAMPION LINES.

l''reao4'1:n2$48-33e

PETS

GERMA SHRD PU
AKC black/tan & 

PH 
s 
E
olld black

Surat 01 97r2499'24

PETS

MORKIE PUPPIES
2 fem. Familyraised. Vet
checked $650. Delivery
a
NO
vail Boston area.
T A PET STORE
603.498-6221

www.pupplesR4sale.com
. •

JAPANESE CHIN PUPS
1Icea.4<ttU'r1,:hrTiLvd."

Priced 
1” Fi?75401.CALL9

JUST PUPS
OPEN HOUSE

Bulldl ogs, Morkies.
Appointments also

VisaINItgieirted.
Visit our website

RASA APSO PUPSAKC
Brown &White, Black &

White, 2M 4F
lig5=eardiciazts

$800. 617-66131'7Y

37111 16T,IEbtrtit%
checked. Great

!c.41E1 r17 nt:En

PEKE-A-CHON PUPPIES
1Fem. Vet checked, family

"Ilgray
h 

lrote,°.
603-974.1142; 603-49813221
www.pupplesR4sale.com

PIK-A-PUP
Adcptf,".'XilVge
3 +breeds, vet chckd

health guar. 508.429-4431
www.p ika pup. cant

PUGG LE PUPPIES
Vet checked. fangly_raised,

NOT A PET 
Sii~T
ORE.

602e9741142; 603498.6221
www.puppiesR4sale,com

Call 61742,V.60115—
place your ad in the Boston

Hprald_Classlfieds—

PETS

PUPPIES
CUTE& HEALTHY!
All Breeds Available.

Microchipped.
1Year Warranty. Free
office visit to local vet.
& Free Grooming incl.
All Shots, Vet Checked.
50% off Sy/Neuter

781.59
x'
2.2'003

978-774.7382
781-233.1383

4 f

PUPPIIS &KITTENS
Fin, Mr &Feather

PET SHOP
Great Sale Rims On R+PP.-,HAN0I181- 739

TEDDY BEAR PUPS
hoicked $65I/a Delivery t
atiahap a

www•PuPple4sale.com

----Wo

sR

out
bostonherv

k
Id.com for

the latest breaking news,
columnists, Noes and morel

To reach the Boston Herald
Classified Advertising

Department, call
617.423,4545_

PETS

WE LOVE PETS!
Find a loving home for your

pet through the
Boston Herald Classifieds.
4 lines, 2 weeks $42.

Free Photo!
For more info call

617-423-4545

Herald

WEST HIGHLAND TERRIER
PUPPIES, 3 females, family
raised. Vet checked $500.

NOT A PET STORE
Del ive taigaaBohin area

www.pupplesR4sale.corn

YORIUE POO PUPPIES
Family raised. Vet

checked. Delivery available

t"fi n9;a11 
www.popplesR4sale.com

Home delivery of the
Boston Herald Is now
available In all areas.
!tar. Inarmi.oplicta II

PERSONALS

MEET HOT
LOCALS!!

Browse &
Reply FREE!

Stralght
(617)338.9990

Gay/8166668.1
(617)

Free Code 2610,18+

PETS

YORKSHIRE TERRIERS
1Male; Family raised. Vet
checked; $700. DeliverY

avail. to Boston area
NOT A PET STORE
603-974-1142

www.POPplesR4sale.com

WANTED TO BUY 
BUYING TOY TRAIN SI
Lionel American Flyer
Marx & ESP. GERMAN

TRAINS Kurt 800-659-9454

CASH FOR TOOLS
HAND OR POWER.

Carpenter, electdclal,
machinist. mechanic,

P1.8D0.94s 18241,

Costume
Jewelry Wanted
Necklaces. Pins, Rings,

Earrings & Bracelets Also

SCAIWan'tegr5183

all FOR ROADS
33 1ps, & 45s

GEORGE

617.633-2682

ilk Cer or'fruck?

toda;r8he 
It 

tcr out ut reaXUtO
Donations guide running
every day In the Boston

Herald automotive section.

Picture TWA In-column
photos are now available

for automotive, real estate
and merchandise ads In
the Boston Herald. Call
todlgo4 rapiirsn41.o n,

C°Riedetli?FTOME ?
SHOWCASE, a weekend

listing of homes and
condos for sale every

Fri tlay,gtdnr Umnodr:rdi n the

111

LEGAL NOTICES LEGAL NOTICES

C") Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority

Legal Notice •
Request for Proposals: Sale of Land Off of
Lower Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts

The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) has
received an offer to purchase certain property located off of
Lower Broadway, Everett Massachusetts (consisting of 3
parcels of land with an aggregate area of approximately 2.0
acres) for cash consideration of 06,000,000 and additional
consideration of the construction of access drive and traffic
signalitatIon Improvements benettirm the MBTA's adjacent
land.

Any person wishing to exceed the offer that has been received
shall submit a sealed proposal to Massachusetts Realty
Group, the MBTA's designated representative, in accordance
with requirements set forth In a Notice of Proposal and
Request for Response (REA) available at
YoWN,MhIaleON.CEI Or by contacting::

Massachusetts Realty Group
20 Park Piave, Suite 1120
Boston, MA 02116
Attention: Thomas Cox
Doxliiorevcocom 
(617) 316-1670

Proposals are due by Friday, October 3, 2014 at 11:00 AM. A
qualifying higher proposal Is one that raised the total
consideration (combined cash and non-cash consideration) to
be received by the MBTA in connection with the sale. A
qualifying higher proposal must be accompanied by a deposit
of certified funds in the amount of 25% of the cash
consideration of the bid. Proposals may be subject to a best
and final offer process.

Any questions concerning the REA should be addressed in
writing to Thomas Cox of Massachusetts Realty Group at the
address noted above.

PROBATE CITATIONS I PROBATE CITATIONS

CARE AND PROTECTION
TERMINATION OF PARENTAL RIGHTS

SUMMONS BY PUBLICATION
DOCKET NUMBER: 13CP0087SP

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Hampden County Juvenile Court

80 State Street
Springfield, MA 01102

(413) 748-7714

TO: The Father of Martel Ventura Motes,
Born on 12/09/2004 to Madeline Ayala

A petition has been presented to this court
by Department of Children & Families
Springfield,seeking, as to Martel Ventura
Mote that said child(ren) be found ined
of care and protection and committed

ne 
to

the Department of Children and Families.
The court may dispense the rights of the

per 
r
to 

cone 
nt t
amed 

ho an
er
y
ein 

legal proceeding af-
to receive notice of

ons
fecting the adoption, custody, or guardian-
ship or any other disposition of the
child(ren) named herein, if it finds that the
child(ren) Is/are in need of care and protec-
tion and that the best Interests of the
child(ren) would be served by said disposition.

You are hereby ORDERED to appear In this
court, at the court address set forth above,
on the following date and time: 09/25/2014
09:00 AM Other Hearing

You may bring en attorney with you. If you
have a right to an attorney and If the court
determines that you are Indigent, the court
will appoint an attorney to represent you.

If you fall to appear, the court may proceed
on that date and any date thereafter with a
trial on the merits of the petition and an
adjudication of this matter.

For further information, call the Office of
the Clerk- Magistrate et (413) 748-7714.
WITNESS:
Hon. Daniel J. Swords
FIRST JUSTICE
DATE ISSUED: 08/18/2014

Christina A. Calabrese
CLERK-MAGISTRATE

Sept 3, 7,14

CHECK IT OUT

at
bostonherald.com



DRIVERS DRIVERS DRIVERS

DRIVER APPRECIATION
OPEN HOUSE

WIN A FREE TRUCK
September 15-16, Noon to 6 PM

1 Rollaway Drive Randolph, MA 877-715.7325
•18.0•Nam-MMIRowse*-101.1••••4•••••00..11*.

PAYUNE

DitoCkt,tit or F,iatl Credit

No P kohl, to

YOU'RE APPROVED

RoadOne
Intermoda Log istics

workplace 08 FAIR

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 28
10 AM -4 PM

„„it.oao* THE COLONNADE HOTEL

120 HUNTINGTON AVE., BOSTON, MA

Helping you to build a talented. diverse workforce Is the goal

at the Boston Herald's Workplace Diversity Job Fair. Don't miss

the opportunity to meet MBAs, undergraduates and skilled

professionals who are actively seeking employment.

Pullout: Monday, October 27

Deadline: Thursday, October 23

Space Is limited. For rates and Information.

please call 1617) 619-6123 or

email dorls.plcardl@bostonherald,com

Hilfild.comosnim l monster®

DRIVERS DRIVERS

NEWSPAPER DELIVERY
LEXINGTON / BEDFORD

781-863-0934
Flexible and reliable person with a

dependable car to deliver
newspapers during the early

morning hours. No collections. You
must be capable of working on your
own. Excellent part time situation for

the right person.
Call Countryside News.

CONSTRUCTION/TRADE

LICENSED

PLUMBER
OREmail 

APPRENTICE
resume,

corr'sccaelr

PLUMBER
LICENSED-STEADY WORK
GREAT PAY 978-500-9130

SALES

*SALES`

J.D. Byrider,
America's fastest growing
auto sales/finance com-

Aaennl=a=%r
Mass locations, Guaran•

teed Salary k Commission.
Benefits and 401(1O.

Email to:
lcorrelagiventurcap.net
for confidetial Interviewn 

ur 
508-427.5819

INSTRUCTION/TRAINING

GC/Builders
LICENSE COURSE

Classes bkgin Sept. Zji- Oct
Register by Sept. 26

Medford, Dedham, Braintree
&IR ohAtri.lic

C
dtions.

C

1-888-833-5207
tenkriiitatecerBfiejitiejitYm
All codcbooks avail from CCI

Check
bostonherald.com for
the latest breaking news,

columnists, blogs and morel

To reach the Boston Herald
Classified Advertising

R6V12Pritta I

LAND COURT NOTICE LAND COURT NOTICE 

INSTRUCTION/TRAINING

NOW ENROLLING
LEARN BY

"HANDS ON" TRAINING
No Previous Exp. Needed

MAJOR APPLIANCE
SERVICE ECH

Learn to Se
T
rvice &

Repair All Household

ELECYAIGP C=CIAN
-Electronic- ComputerElmar

ri:tt°111:,71,1Zriti,
HVACR TECH

Learn to Service & Repair
Air Conditioning Units
& Refrigtion Systemsera
LAPTOP. Meters, Gauges
&Certification Prep St Tits5ng
n.%d in tan Tr, ALLeirlrags

Jun Plc jegen't'Rssistan CC
- Financial Aid Assistance
avaiL to qualified students.
A=C. NOW,/ Frier* Schaal
BAY STATE SCHOOL
OF TECHNOLOGY

225 Turnpike St. (Rte.138)
Canton, MA 02021

"Cnaliff 11A-V2M1P)
www.baystatetech.erg.

APT RENTALS

_ ARLINGTON
rm n".,

$700 VI-t8w0(1-".
4506, no smk/no pets.

BOSTON/JP-2BR Ava't Now
Pend View. Nr Brjk VII, T.
Hosp., Schools Parking, No
Fee, $2000. 857-247-2153

CHELSEA: 2BR 1,345;

NO FEE

DORCHESTER
2BR, IBA, new kit/ba,

SiNrtttigi%1IPZI‘ed

617-524-2988

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
DEPARTMENT OF THE TRIAL COURT

(SEAL)
SUFFOLK, ss.

SUPERIOR COURT DEPARTMENT
OF THE TRIAL COURT

CIVIL ACTION: 14 25998

TO: Deborah E. Grayand to all persons enti-
tled to the benefit of the Soldiers' and Sailors'
Civil Relief Act of 1940 as amended:

Eastern Bank, claiming to be the holder of
mortgage covering real property in Mat-

tapan in said County of Suffolk 011 Oakrldge
Street and numbered 19 given by Deborah
E. Gray to and presently held by Eastern
Bank dated October 28, 2004 and recorded
at Suffolk County Registry of Deeds In Book
35771, Page 145 has filed with said court a
complaint for authority to foreclose said mort-
gage in the manner following: by entry and
possession and exercise of power of sale.

If you are entitled to the benefits of the
Soldiers' and Sailors' Civil Relief Act of 1940

as amended and you object to such foreclo-
sure you or your attorney should file a writ-
ten appearance and answer in said court at
Suffolk on or before the twentieth day of
October 2014, or you may be forever barred
from claiming that such foreclosure Is Inva-

lid under said act.

Witness, Barbara J. Rouse, Esquire., Chief
Justice of the Superior Court, the 28th day
of August in the year of our Lord Two Thou-
sand and Fourteen.
Attest:

MICHAEL JOSEPH DONOVAN
Clerk/Magistrate

Sept 10

APT RENTALS

DORCHESTER 2BR in 2
Fain. Newly Renovated

hd•od.,ot
ti seateNlialVi

DORCHESTER
3 Bed. LS bath Exposed
Brick. Boston view. High
Ceilinhgar 8 ok,

617-524-2988

DORCHESTER
3BR near bos station, Sec i8
OK $1400.617-938-8691

DORCHESTER
Mod 3 & 4 BR doled no fee
SB ok RE 617 524 5464 X10

DORCHESTER: Spac 3BR

'breland'e'd V$1.AV
avail Sept. 617-293.3429

EQUAL
HOUSING

OPPORTUNITY
Publisher's Notice

All real estate
advertised i 

subjectPLgihetkrd'g 

Hres0sUgJgg.
Act and Act and the Boston &

Cambridge Fair
Housing Ordinances

wht indTretTs'e Tn'y"'
preference, limitation,

basedscinat on race, color,
religion, sex, handicap

familial status,
national origin,

oWlgertlr,YMaal
status. sexual

oriettion. veterans

scone5OTraneycf
intention to make .y

"rt'rtTr.
isrimination.

This newspaper will
not knowingly accept
any advertising tor

real estate which is in
violation of the law.
Our readers are

hereby gl,Toerr innegd, that
II 

advertised are
available on an equal

oTro'rVaibnar.

HggrVe7tn1c40
8275005. For the NE
area call HUD at 617.
994.8300. Toll free
number for hearing

1-800-027 9275or
617.565.5453.

EVERETT- 4 Rm. lor2 BR

Er,'r. lit'erarAMALg_ Nag
no pets/smkg 617-36W-9309

JAMAICA PLAIN - 3BR
Nr. T Green St Sta.. Sec. B
OK $1600. 617.442-5189
or 617-462-3859 Oct. 1

MALDEN .STU0101 I c a r,
5950. lst/last sec

Avail Now61740 .1261
After 4:30

MATTAPAN 3 br
2nd fib hw fIrs,near T,

$1400, No Pets,
617.755-6365

MATTAPANt 3BR, near T
de-leaded, hwfSectinn 8 Olt

$1,_500 no utilities.
617-698-4771

ROSLINDALE
Attractive studio apt, near

T, $800 including,utits.
Won't Iasi] 617-947-4390

SOMERVILLE - 2,3,4 13Rts

Hard 
 

Woad Flo
Walk tors.o T, Laund Permitry,

Parking 781-583-8096

ROOMMATES

‘A''Fjcqlr& Bath, 511 Utils
Included $160-$165/wk.

781-891-9166 or
617-678-8732

ROOM RENTALS

ARLINGTON:Near T, Lovely
Tr room, shared
kitchen , no smokng

$140/wk. 781-643-15'76

DORCHESTER
Fields Cor & Meholle Ave.
area, Rooms unfurroshed

617-825-2321

ROOM RENTALS

DORCHESTER
NICE CLEAN ROOM $125
PER WEEK 857.333-3390

DORCHESTER-ROXBURY Rm
w/sharod K&B 91654175/w k

857.492-6680/
617.504.6228

JAMAICA PLAIN
Rooms with kitchenette

&bath Near Transportation
9150. $185/wk.

617-524-2988

LYNN: FURNISHED ROOMS
All Utils, Fridge/Microwave

Near Bus $125/wk.
781-599-2856

LYNN
FURNISHED ROOMS
Near T. Clean, Quiet In.
eludes Utilities, Fridge
Washer & Dryer. $125

Per Week.
CALL; 781.521-9411
or 781-233.1944

LYNN:L

2268; 7131-r888 2037 after
4prni John 781-513-0680

Furnishedar Ocean Clean
Room, tJear T,

Parkini eistabVIIIVa-

sLY°161%R000gisufri Rcnti

FREE labld/WiFiCk:klairy*
1st St Last 857.233-8217

MATTAPAN
FURNISHED RM, $150 p
wk, Newlycaed. 857

r
mj

SAIEMANNTHW
(NR. SALEM COMMON)

Sober Home en the

Maley rgiVare's7
WCOUPLES ELcOME

Smoking 
Cable

Ortn'T". 'Pay
All unraded

LIVE-IN MANAGER
WANTED

617-645-7062

LEGAL NOTICES

(kJ
ROOM RENTALS 8,

SOBER
HOME

Single Rooms Atonable

BILLERICA
SAUGUS* WOBURN
& BERWICK, MAINE

Meals included
LIVE -IN MANAGER

WANTED

781-935-9134

IMF RNV8LIEgrAIGSI 

 

Etto

vID/L

tm

065

g.

aH.1 ,,

VACATION RENTALS

CAPE COD
SUMMER REIMS
WATER FRONT
WATER VIEW
WALK TO BEACH
HUGE SELECTION -
ALL SIZES, PRICES

&LOCATION

.
S
Fo
eat:

50
w

-548 3415

OFFICE SPACE

DOICIESTER
/MILTON LINE

Asst Class Office Space.

(1

A5P501/64/

,12,11611P:Er3V6'3E7D3
Brokers Welcome

Check out 
o

bostonherald.com for
the latest breaking news, •

columnists, blogs and morel Er,

To reach the Boston Herald
Classified Advertising
D6e#r4n3tittall

LEGAL NOTICES g:

O Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority 

3

Legal Notice •
Request for Proposals: Sale of Land Off of
Lower Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts

The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (META) has
received an offer to purchase certain properly located off 01
Lower Broadway, Everett Massachusetts (consisting of 3
parcels of land with an aggregate area of approximately 2.0
acres) for cash consideration of 06,000,000 and additional
consideration of the construction of access drhre and traffic
slonalization Improvements benefitting the MBTA's adjacent
land.

Any person wishing to exceed the offer that has been received
shall submit a sealed proposal to Massachusetts Realty
Group, the MBTA's designated representative, b accordance
with requirements set forth In a Notice of Proposal and
Request for Response (FIER) available at
Wwwinbtarealtv.cont or by contacting::

Massachusetts Realty Group
20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120
Boston, MA 02116
Attention: Thomas Cox
Icox4orevco.cortt
(617) 316-1670

Proposals are due by Friday, October 3, 2014 at 11:00 AM. A
qualifying higher proposal is one that raised the total
consideration (combined cash and non-ash consideration) to
be received by the META in connection with the sale. A
qualifying higher proposal must be accompanied by a deposit
of certified funds In the amount of 25% of the cash
consideration of the bid. Proposals may be subject to a best
and final offer process.

MY questions concerning the In should be addressed in
writing to Thomas Cox of Massachusetts Really Group at the
address noted above.
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THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION

NOTICE OF PUBLIC COMMENT

Notice is hereby given that the Massachusetts Department of Con-
servation and Recreation (DCR), acting under its authority pursuant
to M.G.L. c.21,§§37B, 37C, 37D; M.G.L. c.21A, §10H; and M.G.L.
c.90B, §5D, and in conformance with M.G.L. chapter 30A, will hold
public hearings regarding the adoption of a new regulation et 302
CMR 18.00 (Aquatic Nuisance Control Program). This regulation will
establish an aquatic nuisance control program which alms to sup-
press, eradicate, control and otherwise mitigate or reduce the risk of
the spread of aquatic nuisances throughout the Commonwealth.

Four (4) public hearings will be conducted to receive public com-
ment, both oral and written, on the proposed adoption of a new
regulation at 302 CMR 18.00.

DCR West Boylston Office Date; SApArzAbr,,, r 29, 2014
180 Beaman Street
West Boylston, MA

DCR West Region Office 30, 
740 South Street e  Time,S1?. AMb 

2014

Pittsfield, MA

Waquoit Bay Reserve Headquarters 
a 

Date: October 20,
the Boathouse 

rin,seo4, 

131 Waquoit Highway, (Rte. 28)
Waquolt (E. Falmouth), MA

Charles River Watershed Association Date: October 21, 2014
190 Park Road (et Leo J. Martin Golf Course) Time: 10:00 AM - Noon
Weston, MA

Verbal and written testimony may be presented at the public hear-
ings; however, parties are requested to provide written copies of
their testimony. Written comments will be accepted beginning Sep
tember 19, 2014 until 5:00 p.m. E.D.T. on Monday, November 3,
2014. Please submit written comments to Laura Dietz via mall to
Department of Conservation and Recreation, 251 Causeway Street,
Suite 600, Boston, MA 02114, or electronically to
regs.cornments@state.ma.us.

You may request a copy of the proposed new regulation from Bar-
bara Black by calling 617-626-1401, or by submitting an electronic
request to barbara.black@state.ma.us. Also, the proposed new
regulation will be available on OCR's webslte.

By order of the Department of Conservation and Recreation.
John P. Murray, Commissioner

September, 2014
Sept 17

THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE BANKING DEPARTMENT
NOTICE OF MERGER OF CENTRIX BANK
& TRUST WITH AND INTO EASTERN BANK

The New Hampshire Banking Department hereby gives notice that
Centrlx Bank and Trust ("Centrlx"), a New Hampshire chartered
commercial bank, located at 1 Atwood Lane, Bedford, New Hamp-
shire will merge with and into Eastern Bank, a Massachusetts-
chartered trust company headquartered at 265 Franklin Street, Bos-
ton, Massachusetts. Eastern Bank will be the successor in Interest
to Centrix. The anticipated effective date is October 24, 2014.

The charter and bylaws of the surviving institution will be those of
Eastern Bank. The surviving institution will assume the operations
of the merging institution, and the name of the surviving institution
will be "Eastern Bank."

Each account holder of Centrlx immediately prior to the merger will
continue to hold en identical account with respect to dollar amount,
Interest rate, maturity and other terms and conditions, in Eastern
Bank, following the merger. No restriction on the withdrawal of funds
by depositors of Centrlx will be necessary as a result of the merger.

Depositors of Centrlx are entitled to withdraw their deposits upon
demand on or before the effective date of the mer er. Any depositor
of the bank who does not withdraw the amount deposited to his or
her credit, shall be deemed to have assented to the plan and shall be
entitled to a deposit of a like amount without Interruption of Interest
In the bank resulting from the merger.

This notice Is being published In accordance with N.H. RSA 388.

/s/
In grid E. White
New Hampshire Deputy Bank Commissioner

Sept 17, 24, Oct 1

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION

NOTICE OF PUBLIC COMMENT

Notice Is hereby given that the Massachusetts Department of Con-
servation and Recreation (DCR), acting under Its authority pursuant
to M.G.L. Chapter 21, section 1; Chapter 92, sections 33, 34B, 37;
Chapter 132A, section 7; Chapter 21A, section 2(28); and Chapter 41
of the Acts of 2003, and in conformance with M.G.L. Chapter 30A,
will open a public comment period regarding the rescission of an
existing regulation at 302 CMR 3.00 (Scenic and Recreational Rivers
Orders), as its enabling statute (M.G.L. chapter 21, section 17B) was
repealed in 2003, rendering it ineffective.

Written comments will be accepted by the Department of Conserva-
tion and Recreation beginning et 9:00 a.m. E.D.T. on Friday, Septem-
ber 19, 2014 until 5:00 p.m. E.D.T. on Monday, October 20, 2014.
Please submit written comments to Laura Dietz and mall to the De-
partment of Conservation and Recreation, 251 Causeway Street,
Suite 600, Boston, MA 02114, or electronically to
regs.commentsgstate.rna.us. You may request acopy of the pro-
posed regulation sought to be rescinded by calling Barbara Black at
617-626-1401, or by submitting an electronic request to Bar-
bara.black@state.ma.us. The proposed regulation slated for rescis-
sion will also be available on OCR's webslte.

By order of the Department of Conservation and Recreation.

.o.hpntePri,inirri?,:r3:4Cornmissioner
S

Sept 17

LEGAL NOTICES LEGAL NOTICES LEGAL NOTICES

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION,

OFFICE OF WATER RESOURCES
NOTICE OF PUBLIC COMMENT

Notice is hereby given that the Massachusetts Department of Con-
servation and Recreation (DCR), Office of Water Resources, acting
under its authority pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 21, sections 1, 11;
Chapter 21A, section 2(28); Chapter 92, sections 33, 348, 37; Chap-
ter 132A, section 7; and Chapter 41 of the Acts of 2003, and in con-
formance with M.G.L. Chapter 30A, will open a public comment pe-
riodregarding the rescission of an existing regulation at 313 CMR
3.00 (Registration of Well Drillers and Filing of Well Completion Re-
ports), which regulates a program that has 

beepart
n moved to the De-

partment of Environrnental Protection ( as of Pat-
rick's Reorganization Plan 2009-1. (Note

DEP 
that
) 
DEP 

promulgatedGovernor 
its own

regulations relating to this program in 2010, at 310 CMR 46.00.)

Written comments will be accepted by the Department of Conserva-
tion and Recreation beginning at 9:00 a.m. E.D.T on Friday, Septem-
ber 19, 2014 until 5:00 p.m. E.D.T. on Monday, October 20, 2014.
Please submit written comments to Laura Dietz and mall to the De-
partment of Conservation and Recreation, 251 Causeway Street,
Suite 600, Boston, MA 02114, or electronically to
recis.commentsPstate.ma.us. You may request a copy of the pro-
posed regulation sought to be rescinded by calling Barbara Black at
617-626-1401, or by submitting an electronic request to
Barbara.black@state.ma.us. The proposed regulation slated for re-
scission will also be available on DCR's website.

By order of the Department of Conservation and Recreation.

John ePaeUrrr2S4COMMISSIOner
S

Sept 17

MASSACHUSETTS MUNICIPAL WHOLESALE ELECTRIC COMPANY
NOTICE FOR CONTRACT PROPOSALS

Notice is hereby given that sealed proposals will be received by the
Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company at its general
offices at 327 Moody Street, Ludlow, MA 01056, until 2:00 p.m.,
Tuesday, September 30, 2014, for the material, eguipment, work
and services, described in Its Documents entitled ' Dow Chemical
Cation Resin and Anion Resin", Request for Proposal No. BB-140825,
dated August 25, 2014. All proposals will be opened publicly on the
date and time specified.

The Documents may be obtained from the Purchasing and Support
Manager or examined at the general offices of MMWEC.

MMWEC reserves the right to reject any and all proposals.

Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale
Electric Company
Procurement Department

Sept 17

C-) Massachusetts BayTransportation Authority
Legal Notice •

Request for Proposals: Sale of Land Off of
Lower Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts

me Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) has
received an offer to purchase certain property located off of
Lower Broadway, Everett Massachusetts (consisting of 3
parcels of land with an aggregate area of approidmately 2.0
acres) for cash consideration of $6,000,000 and additional
consideration of the construction of access drive and traffic
sIgnalization improvements benefitting the MBTA's adjacent
land.

Any person wishing to exceed the offer that has been received
shall submit a sealed proposal to Massachusetts Realty
Group, the IABTA's designated representative, in accordance
with requirements set forth In a Notice of Proposal and
Request for Response (RFR) available at
www,mbtarealtvam or by contacting::

Massachusetts Realty Group
20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120
Boston, MA 02116
Attention: Thomas Cox
Icox@orevco core
(617)316-1670

Proposals are due by Friday, October 3, 2014 at 11:00 AM. A
qualifying higher proposal is one that raised the total
consideration (combined cash and non-cash consideration) to
be received by the MBTA In connection will the sale. A
qualifying higher proposal must be accompanied by a deposit
of certified funds In the amount of 25% of the cash
consideration of the bid. Proposals may be subject to a best
and final offer process.

Any questions concerning the RFR should be addressed In
writing to Thomas Cox of Massachusetts Realty Group at the
address noted above,

Don't store your boat or
motorcycle...SELL IT!

Boston Herald Classifieds
617.423,4545

Notice
Auction Sale according to
all laws of unredeemedaw

erage pledges of the
Etoldmine 234 Broadway
Chelsea 9:30am, Monday,

September 22, 2014
RIchierd Veader Auction

MA IR 42057

AuctIonsale of all unredeemed

Co.  Of ; Stoughton yEsti,tteon'tr
pemises 1130 Washington
Street Boston MA on Oct.
/(3144 . ', 10330a.m. by
Harvei4A. Liejtpstaneet,

MORTGAGE FORECLOSURE MORTGAGE FORECLOSURE MORTGAGE FORECLOSURE 

NOTICE OF MORTGAGEE'S SALE OF REAL ESTATE

By virtue and In execution of the Power of Sale contained in a cer-
tain mortgage given by Alberto Beraido to Mortgage Electronic
Registration Systems, Inc., dated July 20, 2005 and recorded with
the Suffolk County Registry of Deeds at Book 37625, Page 113, of
which mortgage the undersigned is the present holder by assign-
ment from Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. to
JPMorgan Chase Bank, National Association dated April 20, 2012
and recorded with said registry on May 9, 2012 at Book 49481
Page 225, for breach of the conditions of said mortgaged for the
purpose of foreclosing, the same will be sold at Public Auction at
11:00 a.m. on October 9, 2014, on the mortgaged premises located
at 964 Bennington Street, East Boston (Boston), Suffolk County,
Massachusetts, all and singular the premises described in said
mortgage,

TO WIT;

the land in thatpart of said Boston called East Boston, in the County
of Suffolk and Commonwealth of Massachusetts, with the buildings
thereon now numbered 964 Bennington Street, being Lot 13 on a
plan by S.L. Leftevich, dated January 14,1914, recorded with Suffolk
Deeds in Book 3787, page 295, bounded:
SOUTHEASTERLY: by Bennington Street, twenty eight and 10/100
(28.10) feet;
SOUTHWESTERLY: by Lot 12, one hundred seven (107) feet;
NORTHERLY: by Lots 4 and 5, twenty eight and 97/100 (28.97) feet; and
NORTHEASTERLY: by Lots 14, ninety nine and 98/100 (99.98) feet.
Containing 2908 square feet of land, all as shown on said plan.

For mortgagor's(s, title see deed recorded with Suffolk County

Registry of Deeds in Book 25784, Page 205.

These premises will be
g
 sold and conveyed subject to and with the

benefit of all rights, rihts of way, restrictions, easements, cove-
nants, liens or claims In the nature of liens, improvements, public
assessrnents, any and all unpaid taxes, tax titles, tax liens, water
and sewer liens and any other municipal assessments or liens or
existing encumbrances of record which are In force and are applica-
ble, having priority over said mortgage, whether or not reference to
such restrictions, easements, improvements, liens or encumbrances
Is made in the deed.

TERMS OF SALE:

A deposit of Ten Thousand ($10,000.00 ) Dollars by certified or
bank check will be required to be paid by the purchaser at the time
and place of sale. The balance is to be paid by certified or bank
check at Harmon Law Offices, P.C., 150 California Street, Newton,
Massachusetts 02458, or by mall to P.O. Box 610389, Newton
Highlands, Massachusetts 02461-0389, within thirty (30) days from
the date of sale. Deed will be provided to purchaser for recording
upon receipt in full of the purchase price. The description of the
premises contained in said mortgage shall control In the event of en
error in thls publication.

Other terms, If any, to be announced at the sale.

JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
Present holder of said mortgage

By its Attorneys,
HARMON LAW OFFICES, P.C.
150 California Street
Newton, MA 02458
(617) 558-0500
201204-0378 - PRP

Sept 17, 24, Oct 1

LEGAL NOTICES LEGAL NOTICES

Auction sale of al unredeemed
pledges of Empire Loan Co.

on the preintses 1130
Washington Street Boston,
MA, en OCT.7, 71514 (d

1Auctionee000 am 
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ESCROW AGREEMENT

This ESCROW AGREEMENT (hereinafter the "Agreement") is made and entered

into the 15th day of April, 2015, by WYNN MA, LLC, a Nevada limited liability

company ("Wynn"), and EVERETT PROPERTY, LLC, a Massachusetts limited liability

company, each having a place of business at 3131 Las Vegas Boulevard, South Las

Vegas, NV 89109 (together, the "Wynn Parties"), MASSACHUSETTS BAY

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, a body politic and corporate and a political

subdivision of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts existing pursuant to Massachusetts

General Laws, Chapter 161A, with a principal place of business at Ten Park Plaza,

Boston, Massachusetts 02116 (the "MBTA") and Fidelity National Title Insurance

Company (hereinafter "Escrow Agent").

Reference is made to the following facts:

A. The MBTA has conveyed to Wynn by Quitclaim Deed dated February 26, 2015,

recorded with the Middlesex South Registry of Deeds in Book 64987, Page 327 (the

"MBTA Deed"), those certain parcels of land (the "Property") located off of Lower

Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts, containing an aggregate area of approximately

76,594 square feet of land (1.758± acres), including any improvements thereon and

appurtenances thereto, if any, shown as "Parcel 1," 'Parcel 2" and "Parcel 3" on a

plan entitled "Approval Not Required Plan, 84 Broadway, Everett, Mass.," ("ANR

Plan") prepared by Feldman Land Surveyors, dated January 7, 2014 for a purchase

price equal to $6,000,000 (the "Purchase Price").

B. Wynn acquired certain land adjacent to the Property by deed dated December 29,

2014 and recorded with the Registry in Book 64748, Page 556 and filed with the

Middlesex County South Registry District of the Land Court as Document No.

1689280 with Certificate of Title No. 258475 and Everett Property, LLC acquired

certain land adjacent to the MBTA's Property by deed dated February 18, 2015

and recorded with the Registry in Book 64926, Page 58 (together, "Wynn's

Adjacent Land").

C. The MBTA and the Wynn Parties entered into a certain Easement Agreement dated

February 26, 2015, and recorded with the Registry in Book 64987, Page 336 and

filed with the Middlesex County South Registry District of the Land Court as
Document No. 1693043, with Certificate of Title No. 258475, whereby the Wynn

Parties granted to the MBTA certain temporary and permanent easements over

portions of Wynn's property as more particularly set forth therein (the "Easement

Agreement).

D. Wynn has executed a certain Quitclaim Deed to convey the Property back to the

MBTA ("Wynn Deer), and the Wynn Parties and the MBTA have executed an

gsdocs\8186710.8



agreement terminating the Easement Agreement ("Termination of Easement
Agreement"), which are both being held by the Escrow Agent subject to the terms of
this Agreement.

E. The Escrow Agent is in receipt of $6,000,000 (the "Escrow Money") from the
MBTA, which equals the Purchase Price of the Property, and the Escrow Agent will
hold Escrow Money in an interest-bearing account.

F. The conveyance of the Property is subject to the condition or restriction, under the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, G.L. c. 30, ss. 61, 62 — 621, and its
implementing regulations, 301 CMR 11.00 et seq., that it shall be deemed not to
have taken place unless and until the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs
has determined that, for the project on Wynn's Adjacent Land that includes work or
activities on the Property: (1) no Environmental Impact Report is required; or (2) a
single or Final Environmental Impact Report is adequate and 60 days have elapsed
following publication of notice of the availability of the single or final EIR in the
Environmental Monitor in accordance with 301 CMR 11.15(2), provided that the
MBTA shall reconsider and confirm or modify the conveyance of the Property
pursuant to the MBTA Deed and any conditions thereof following completion of
MEPA review.

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and
sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the Wynn Parties, the MBTA and
Escrow Agent agree as follows:

1. Following completion of MEPA review as described in Paragraph F(1) and (2) above,
the MBTA shall reconsider and confirm the conveyance of the Property, or propose
modifications or conditions to the conveyance or mitigation associated therewith, all in
accordance with 301 CMR 11.12(5)(b) to address impacts ("Everett Shops Impacts") to
MBTA operations at the MBTA Everett Shops property resulting from the conveyance
of the Property not already considered and addressed in the MBTA Deed and the
Easement Agreement and consistent with the Secretary's Certificate determining the
final EIR for the Wynn Resort in Everett (EEA No. 15060) is adequate (collectively, the
"MBTA Final Action"), promptly after which, as hereby agreed by the MBTA and the
Wynn Parties:

a. If the MBTA determines that the MBTA Final Action requires no modifications
or conditions to the conveyance of the Property or mitigation associated
therewith, the Escrow Agent shall return the Wynn Deed and Termination of
Easement Agreement to Wynn, and the Escrow Money to the MBTA (together
with any interest earned thereon); or

b. If the MBTA determines that the MBTA Final Action requires modification or
conditions to the conveyance of the Property or mitigation associated therewith
as a result of the Everett Shops Impacts, the MBTA and the Wynn Parties shall
work in good faith to document such required modifications, conditions, or
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mitigation commitments in recordable form, after which the Escrow Agent shall
(i) return the Wynn Deed and Termination of Easement Agreement to Wynn,
and the Escrow Money to the MBTA (together with any interest earned thereon),
and (ii) record the modified documents.

c. In the event that the MBTA determines that the MBTA Final Action requires
modification or conditions to the conveyance of the Property or mitigation
associated therewith as a result of Everett Shops Impacts, but the MBTA and the
Wynn Parties are not able to agree on the required modifications, conditions, or
mitigation associated therewith pursuant to paragraph (b) above within sixty (60)
days of the completion of MEPA review as set forth in Paragraph F(1) and (2)
above or such later date as the Wynn Parties, the MBTA, and the Escrow Agent
may agree in writing, the Escrow Agent shall promptly confirm through a title
examination that no new title encumbrances have been recorded against the
Property since the recording of the MBTA Deed, and shall promptly thereafter
record the Wynn Deed and the Termination of Easement Agreement, and
transmit the Escrow Money to Wynn and the interest earned thereon to the
MBTA.

d. In the event that the title examination described in paragraph (c) above reveals
title encumbrances that have been recorded against the Property since the
recording of the MBTA Deed, the Wynn Parties shall promptly discharge such
title encumbrances to the reasonable satisfaction of the MBTA, and thereafter
the Escrow Agent shall record the Deed and the Termination of Easement
Agreement, and transmit the Escrow Money to Wynn and the interest earned
thereon to the MBTA. In the event that the Wynn Parties fail to promptly
discharge any such title encumbrances, the MBTA may direct the Escrow Agent
to record the Deed and the Termination of Easement Agreement, withhold an
amount from the Escrow Money that the MBTA believes is sufficient to
discharge any such encumbrances, and transmit the balance of the Escrow
Money to Wynn and the withheld portion of the Escrow Money and the interest
earned on the Escrow Money to the MBTA.

e. The Wynn Parties hereby covenant and agree that during the term of this
Agreement they (i) shall not remove any improvements from nor construct any
improvements on the Property; (ii) shall not commence any pre-construction or
construction activities on the Property; and (iii) shall otherwise leave the
Property in the condition that it was in as of the date of the MBTA Deed, normal
wear and tear excepted. In the event that the Wynn Parties are not in compliance
with this paragraph (e) as of the date that the Property is to be conveyed to the
MBTA pursuant to paragraph (c) or (d) above, the MBTA may direct the Escrow
Agent to record the Deed and the Termination of Easement Agreement, withhold
an amount from the Escrow Money that the MBTA reasonably believes is
sufficient to restore the Property to the condition that it was in as of the date of
the MBTA Deed, normal wear and tear excepted, or to compensate the MBTA
for any decreased value of the Property caused by the Wynn Parties failure to

gsdocs\8186710.8 3



comply with this paragraph (e), and transmit the balance of the Escrow Money
to Wynn and the withheld portion of the Escrow Money and the interest earned
on the Escrow Money to the MBTA.

2. Escrow Agent agrees to hold the Wynn Deed, the Termination of Easement
Agreement and the Escrow Money and otherwise take the actions described in this
Agreement subject to the following conditions:

a. The Escrow Agent is employed under this Agreement in a ministerial
capacity only, and shall act only as provided in this Agreement and shall not be
liable to any party for loss or damage resulting therefrom.

b. If there is any dispute among the parties hereto as to whether the Escrow
Agent shall disburse any funds or release or record documents or instruments held
hereunder, the Escrow Agent may either (i) hold such items until receipt of an
authorization in writing signed by all persons having an interest in said dispute; or
(ii) file a suit in interpleader in a court of competent jurisdiction, tender such items
into court, and obtain an order requiring the parties to litigate their several claims
among themselves, upon which event the Escrow Agent shall ipso facto be released
and discharged from all obligations and duties under this Agreement.

c. The MBTA and the Wynn Parties shall jointly and severally indemnify and
hold the Escrow Agent harmless from and against any and all claims, liability, loss,
costs and expenses (including reasonable attorneys' fees and court costs) arising
from the performance of the Escrow Agent hereunder, except for any such claim,
action or proceeding resulting in a final determination that the Escrow Agent by its
own bad faith, negligence or willful misconduct breached the terms hereof. In no
event shall Escrow Agent's liability hereunder exceed the aggregate amount of the
Escrow Money it is holding.

d. Except for any claim, action or proceeding resulting in a final determination
that the Escrow Agent acted in bad faith, negligently or engaged in any type of
willful misconduct, the Escrow Agent shall not be responsible for any loss or delay
occasioned by the closure or insolvency of the institution with which any Escrow
Money is invested in accordance with this Agreement and shall have no liability for
interest on such Escrow Money. The Escrow Agent shall not be liable for any loss
or delay occasioned by the failure of said financial institution to wire funds in a
timely manner

e. If the Escrow Money is at any time attached, garnished, or levied upon under
any court order or if the payment or delivery of the Escrow Money is stayed or
enjoined by any court order, or if any order, judgment or decree shall be made or
entered by any court affecting the Escrow Money, Escrow Agent is authorized, in its
sole discretion, to rely upon and comply with the order, writ, judgment or decree.
Escrow Agent shall not be liable to any of the parties or to any other person firm or
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corporation by reason of such compliance even though the order, writ, judgment or
decree may be subsequently reversed modified, annulled, set aside or vacated.

f. The parties acknowledge that the Escrow Money will be deposited in an
interest bearing Money Market account at RBS Citizens Bank ("Citizens").
Furthermore, it is understood and agreed by the parties that should Escrow Agent
cease to maintain its escrow accounts with Citizens, and establishes its escrow
banking relationship with another national banking institution, that said Escrow
Money will transferred to a similar interest bearing account at said institution.
Escrow Agent shall not be responsible for (i) any fluctuations in the interest rate
applicable to any cash held by it pursuant to or by virtue of this Agreement: (ii) the
validity, sufficiency, collectability, or legal effect of any instrument deposited with
Escrow Agent.

g. The parties hereto do hereby certify that they are aware that the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation ("FDIC") coverages apply only to a cumulative
maximum amount of $250,000 for each individual depositor for all of depositor's
accounts at the same or related institution. The parties hereto further understand that
certain banking instruments such as, but not limited to, repurchase agreements and
letters of credit are not covered at all by FDIC insurance.

h. Further the parties hereto understand that Escrow Agent assumes no
responsibility for, nor will the parties hereto hold Escrow Agent liable for, any loss
occurring which arises from the fact that the amount of the above account may cause
the aggregate amount of any individual depositor's accounts to exceed $250,000 and
that the excess amount is not insured by the FDIC or that FDIC insurance is not
available on certain types of bank instruments.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank. Signatures Follow.]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF each of the undersigned has caused this instrument to be
duly executed and its seal to be affixed thereto as of the day and year first written above.

WYNN MA, LLC i

By: 
Name: Robert J. DeSalvio
Title: President

Hereunto Duly Authorized

EVERETT PROPERTY, LLC

By: 
Name: Daniel O. Gaquin
Title: Authorized Signatory

Hereunto Duly Authorized

[Signatures continue on next page.]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF each of the undersigned has caused this instrument to be

duly executed and its seal to be affixed thereto as of the day and year first written abov
e.

Name:
Title:

Robert J. DeSalvio
President
Hereunto Duly Authorized

EVERETT PROPERTY, LLC

By:
Nam :------15andel O. Ca

Title: Authorized Signatory

Hereunto Duly Authorized

[Signatures continue on next page.]
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MASSACHUSETTS BAY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

B :  •✓• 

By:

lame: Fr a‘xci.:r ..1) t• de?c/ti

Title: —41 (-3 e /71 

d/4
Name: Stephanie Pollack
Title: Secretary & Chief Executive Officer

Massachusetts Department of Transportation

Approved as to form:

By:
Name: L c - e 2n

Title:  Prt- GQ-c‘Q,r0..\ Co,“-Ns.2.\

[Signatures continue on next page.]
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Acknowledged and Agreed:

FIDELITY NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY

By:
Name:
Title:
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Exhibit B 

Response Forms

Form 1 — Response

Form 2 — Beneficial Interest Disclosure Statement

Form 3 — Certifications of Compliance

Form 4 — Conflict of Interest Certification



FORM 2: BENEFICIAL INTEREST DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Pursuant to G. L. c. 7C, § 38, the undersigned  Robert DeSalvio

Senior Vice President  of  Wynn MA, LLC

(Name)

(Title) (Prospective Purchaser's Name)

certifies as follows:

1. Set forth below are the true names and addresses of all persons who have or will have a
direct or indirect beneficial interest in the land of the Massachusetts Bay Transportation
Authority ("MBTA") located off of Lower Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts and more
particularly described in that certain Notice of Proposal and Request for Response dated
September 3, 2014, including, without limitation, prospective purchasers. Please note: Do
not write "none."

Name Address 

Wynn MA, LLC ("Wynn MA") is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Wynn Resorts, 

Limited ("Wynn Resorts"). Wynn Resorts is a Nevada corporation with a principal

place of business at 3131 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Las Vegas, NV 89109. Wynn Resorts

is traded on NASDAQ (WYNN: NASDAQ). 

2. None of the above-mentioned persons is (i) an employee of the MBTA, Massachusetts
Realty Group, Greystone & Co., Inc. or Jones Lang LaSalle Americas, Inc. or (ii) an official
elected to public office in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, except as listed below.
Please note: If none, write "none; do not leave blank.

Name

None.

Employer Title

Signed under the penalties of perjury on  September 4  , 2014.

Signature of person whose name and title
appear at the top of this form

Form 2
Page 1 of 1



FORM 3: CERTIFICATIONS OF COMPLIANCE

The undersigned  Robert DeSalvio  Senior Vice President
(Name) (Title)

of  Wynn MA, LLC , whose principal place of business
(Prospective Purchaser)

is located at:  3131 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Las Vegas., NV 8,9109

hereby certify that the following statements are correct:

1. Non-Collusion

This response is in all respects bona fide, fair and made without collusion or fraud with any other
person. As used in this statement, the word "person" means any natural person, joint venture, partnership,
corporation or other business or legal entity.

2. Tax and Employment Security Compliance

Pursuant to G. L. c. 62C, § 49A and G. L. c. 151A, § 19A(b), the above-named prospective
purchaser has complied with:

i. all laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts relating to taxes, reporting of employees
and contractors, and withholding and remitting child support, and

ii. all laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts relating to employment-security
contributions and payments in lieu of contributions.

3. Good Standing

The above-named prospective purchaser (i) has filed with the Secretary of the Commonwealth
for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts all registrations, certificates and annual reports required by
law, and (ii) if the prospective purchaser is a corporation or limited liability company, such entity is in
good standing and qualified to do business in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

4. Debarment and Other Ineligibility

The above-named prospective purchaser certifies that it is not presently debarred, suspended,
proposed for debarment, declared ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from providing goods and/or
services to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts or the United States of America pursuant to any
applicable debarment or suspension provision of federal or state law or any rules or regulations
promulgated thereunder.

Form 3
Page 1 of 2



5. Northern Ireland Transactions

Pursuant to G. L. c. 7, §§ 22C-F, the above-named prospective purchaser certifies that (check
applicable statements):

I.  x  The prospective purchaser does not employ ten or more employees in an office or other
facility in Northern Ireland.

  The prospective purchaser employs ten or more employees in an office or other facility
located in Northern Ireland and further certifies that:

a.

b.

The prospective purchaser does not discriminate in employment,
compensation, or the terms, conditions and privileges of employment on
account of religious or political belief, and

The prospective purchaser promotes religious tolerance within the work
place, and the eradication of any manifestations of religious and other
illegal discrimination; and

c.   The prospective purchaser is not engaged in the manufacture,
distribution or sale of firearms, munitions, including rubber or plastic
bullets, tear gas, armored vehicles or military aircraft for use or
deployment in any activity in Northern Ireland.

  The prospective purchaser does not certify to the statements set forth in Item I or Item
II(a-c) above.

6. Dependent Care Assistance

The above-named prospective purchaser hereby certifies that, if selected as the successful
bidder for the sale transaction described in that certain Notice of Proposal and Request for
Response issued by the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority on September 3, 2014,
relating to certain parcels of land off of Lower Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts, Purchaser
shall comply, to the extent required by law, with Section 7 of Chapter 521 of the Acts of 1990, as
amended by Chapter 329 of the Acts of 1991, and the regulations issued pursuant thereto, 102
C.M.R. 12.00.

Signed under the penalties of perjury on  September 4  , 2014.

Signature of person whose name and title
appear at the top of this form

Form 3
Page 2 of 2



FORM 4: CONFLICT OF INTEREST CERTIFICATION

The undersigned  Robert DeSalvio Senior Vice President
(Name) (Title)

of  Wynn MA, LLC  ("Purchaser), hereby certifies

that:

1. Purchaser shall comply with Massachusetts Conflict of Interest Laws, G.L. c. 268A;

2. Purchaser has no real or perceived conflict of interest in relation to the transactions
contemplated by that certain Notice of Proposal and Request for Response dated
September 3, 2014, issued by the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority and
relating to certain land located off Lower Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts
(collectively, the "Transaction"); and

3. Purchaser shall take any action and supply any information necessary or appropriate
should a conflict of interest arise in connection with the Transaction.

Signature of person whose name and title
appear at the top of this form

September 4, 2014
Date

Form 4
Page 1 of 1



Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
 

 
 

Notice of Proposal 
and 

Request for Response 
 
 

Sale of Land off Lower Broadway 
Everett, Massachusetts 

 
September 3, 2014 

 

 
Massachusetts Realty Group 

20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120 

Boston, MA 02116 

617-316-1654 

www.mbtarealty.com 

MASSACHUSETTS REALTY GROUP 
REAL ESTATE CONSULTANTS TO THE MBTA 
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A. Introduction 

The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (“MBTA”) has received an offer from 
Wynn MA, LLC (“Wynn”) to purchase “as is” certain real property located off of Lower 
Broadway, Everett, Massachusetts (the “Property”), according to the terms and conditions set 
forth in the agreement attached hereto as Exhibit A (the “Proposal”).  The Proposal incorporates 
by reference a plan entitled “Proposal of Land Acquisitions,” dated May 20, 2014, prepared by 
AECOM Technical Services, Inc. (the “Plan”), a copy of which is included in Exhibit A.

The MBTA, through its designated representative, Massachusetts Realty Group, seeks 
responses to this Notice of Proposal and Request for Response (this “RFR”) from any persons 
wishing to provide better value to the MBTA in connection with the sale of the Property than the 
transaction terms set forth in the Proposal.  Consistent with its enabling statute, Massachusetts 
General Laws Chapter 161A, the MBTA with this offering seeks to maximize non-fare revenues 
and to achieve the best value for the MBTA through an open, competitive process. 

The schedule for this offering is tentatively expected to proceed as follows:

Event Date

RFR Available September 3, 2014 

Deadline for Written Questions September 16, 2014 at 5:00 PM 

Pre-Response Conference September 18, 2014 at 11:00 AM 

Response Deadline October 3, 2014 at 11:00 AM 

Should the MBTA alter or supplement this RFR, such amendments will be distributed in 
the form of addenda to the RFR to all interested parties who register as potential respondents via 
the Massachusetts Realty Group website, http://www.mbtarealty.com, or by contacting Thomas 
Cox, Massachusetts Realty Group, 20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120, Boston, Massachusetts 02116, 
(617) 316-1670, tcox@greyco.com.

B. Proposal

The purpose of this RFR is to invite responses from persons seeking to provide the MBTA 
with better value for the “as is” sale of the Property than the terms set forth in the Proposal.

Please see the attached Exhibit A for further information about the Proposal.  The 
Property shall remain subject to all existing encumbrances and encroachments, except as set 
forth in the response.  The MBTA shall retain an easement for vehicular and pedestrian access 
across the land shown as Parcel One on the Plan unless and until such time as the purchaser of 
the Property constructs operationally equivalent substitute access to the MBTA’s remaining land.  
The respondent’s proposed use must not be inconsistent with or materially interfere with the 
MBTA’s use and operation of its adjacent land and the facilities located thereon. 
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C. Response Requirements 

Qualified responses shall include (i) a complete, duly executed original of each of the 
response forms attached hereto as Exhibit B, (ii) a certified bank or cashier’s check payable to 
the MBTA in an amount equal to twenty-five percent (25%) of the offered purchase price, to be 
held as a deposit in accordance with the terms set forth in this RFR, and (iii) for respondents that 
are corporations or limited liability companies, a Certificate of Good Standing issued by the 
Secretary of the Commonwealth for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts or reasonably 
equivalent evidence of legal existence and good standing.  Incomplete submissions or 
submissions on response forms containing alterations, additional terms or conditions may be 
deemed non-responsive and rejected in the sole discretion of the MBTA. 

All responses must include 1 signed original, 3 paper copies and 1 electronic (PDF 
format) copy of the response including all of the required forms attached to this RFR as 
Exhibit B.  Responses must be received at the following address on or before the response 
deadline of October 3, 2014 at 11:00 AM: 

Massachusetts Realty Group 
20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120 

Boston, MA  02116 
Attention: Thomas Cox 

All responses must be submitted in a sealed envelope clearly marked “RESPONSE FOR 
MBTA PROPERTY LOCATED OFF LOWER BROADWAY, EVERETT, 
MASSACHUSETTS.”  The envelope must also show the name, address, telephone number and 
email address of the person(s) submitting the response.   

Any response received after the deadline specified will be considered a late response. A 
late response shall not be considered for award unless the MBTA determines that it is in the best 
interests of MBTA to do so. 

All inquiries concerning this RFR must be made in writing and addressed to Thomas Cox 
at Massachusetts Realty Group, 20 Park Plaza, Suite 1120, Boston, MA  02116 or 
tcox@greyco.com (email preferred).  Prospective respondents should note that all requests for 
clarifications and exceptions, including those relating to the terms and conditions of the proposed 
sale, must be submitted prior to submission of a response and no later than the deadline for 
written questions of September 16, 2014 at 5:00 PM.

A Pre-Response Conference will be held at the MBTA’s offices at 10 Park Plaza, Boston, 
Massachusetts on September 18, 2014 at 11:00 AM. 

Answers to all questions of a substantive nature will be provided to all prospective 
respondents whose contact information is known, in the form of an addendum to this RFR. This 
RFR and any addenda will be posted on the Massachusetts Realty Group’s website 
(http://www.mbtarealty.com).   Respondents should provide contact information to the 
Massachusetts Realty Group staff person listed above in order to ensure that they receive any 
addenda.  It is the responsibility of respondents to ensure that they receive all information 
pertaining to this RFR.   Respondents should not contact any staff member of Massachusetts 
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Realty Group or the MBTA except as provided above.  

This RFR does not represent an offer or commitment by the MBTA to enter into an 
agreement with a respondent or to pay any costs incurred in the preparation of a response to this 
RFR.  The responses and any information made as part of the responses will not be returned to 
respondents. This RFR and the selected respondent’s response to this RFR, may, by reference, 
become a part of any formal agreement between the MBTA and the respondent resulting from 
this solicitation. 

MBTA reserves the right to (i) waive portions of the RFR for all respondents, (ii) excuse 
minor informalities in any response, (iii) discuss any provision of any response with the 
respondent in order to clarify the response, (iv) request all respondents who submitted qualifying 
responses to submit best-and-final offers, (v) reject any part of any response, and (vi) reject all 
responses.

D. Minimum Qualifying Responses 

Responses shall be evaluated on the basis of the highest overall value to the MBTA 
offered by a responsive and eligible respondent.  Responses will be ranked based on both 
economic and non-economic criteria, including, without limitation, the following factors:

Proposed price for purchasing the Property; 
Economic value to the MBTA of any non-cash elements proposed in the response; 
Impact on the MBTA’s operations; and 
Respondent’s capacity to cover any obligations proposed in the response. 

While purchase price will be an important factor in the evaluation of responses, the MBTA is not 
required to select the highest purchase price offered.  Rather, the MBTA shall select the response 
that demonstrates the “best value” overall and that meets the objectives stated in this RFR.  The 
MBTA reserves the right to negotiate with respondents.

A respondent shall be deemed responsive and eligible if: (i) all required response forms 
are complete, (ii) the respondent is in good standing with the MBTA and the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, and (iii) the respondent provides sufficient information regarding experience and 
qualifications to carry out the transactions contemplated by this RFR.

 A qualifying response must be accompanied by a deposit of certified funds in the amount 
of twenty-five percent (25%) of the purchase price set forth in the response.  If the respondent is 
declared the successful bidder for the Property, the deposit becomes non-refundable and may be 
retained by the MBTA if the respondent fails to complete the purchase of the Property in 
accordance with the agreed transaction terms.  The deposit paid by the successful bidder will be 
credited to the purchase price at the closing of the sale of the Property.  If a respondent is the 
second or third ranked bidder, the MBTA may elect to retain the respondent’s deposit for a 
diligence period ending not later than November 7, 2014. 

 Acceptance of the highest ranked response or BAFO (as defined below) may be subject 
to a vote by the MBTA Board of Directors approving the proposed terms of the sale.   
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E. Successful Bidder Designation

  After preliminary identification of the best value bid submitted by a responsive and 
eligible bidder, the MBTA shall conduct due diligence and designate the successful bidder, 
subject to the MBTA’s right to solicit best and final offers as described below.  Wynn shall be 
designated the successful bidder if no qualified respondents offer better value to the MBTA than 
the transaction terms stated in the Proposal.  A written notice of the successful bidder designation 
will be sent to the successful bidder in a timely fashion.   

  All awards by the MBTA shall be made in strict compliance with Massachusetts General 
Laws, Chapter 161A.  The MBTA shall not discriminate on the basis of race, creed, color, sex, 
national origin, disability or sexual orientation in consideration for an award. 

F. Best and Final Offer 

 The MBTA may determine that it is in its best interest to solicit a second round of bids as 
best and final offers (“BAFOs”) from bidders with eligible and responsive bids.  In this event, 
Massachusetts Realty Group will contact all of the eligible and responsive bidders to provide 
BAFO forms and instructions.  In the event an invited bidder does not submit a new bid, the 
MBTA will consider that as a restatement of the bid already received.  The bidder who submits 
the BAFO bid providing the MBTA with the best value shall be deemed the successful bidder 
subject to MBTA conducting final due diligence.   

G. Other Terms and Conditions 

1. Closing Date 

The closing of the sale of the Property shall take place at MBTA’s offices at 10 Park 
Plaza, Boston, Massachusetts at 11:00 AM on a date within one hundred eighty (180) days of the 
designation of the successful bidder.  The successful bidder must give the MBTA not less than 
fifteen (15) days’ written notice of the closing date. If the successful bidder fails to close the 
transaction within the specified time period, then (i) the MBTA has the right to retain the 
successful bidder’s deposit as liquidated damages, and (ii) all obligations of the MBTA to the 
successful bidder shall cease. 

2. No Representations or Warranties 

The successful bidder shall be responsible for determining and verifying all title 
information pertaining to the Property, subject only to the MBTA’s satisfaction of the title 
requirements set forth in the Proposal.  The MBTA makes no representation as to the fitness of 
the Property for any proposed use, the suitability of the Property for any particular purpose, or as 
to the ability of the successful bidder to obtain any necessary permits or approvals relating to the 
Property.  The successful bidder shall be responsible for identification of and compliance with all 
current laws, regulations, ordinances, rules, regulations and approvals that may be applicable to 
the Property and any proposed uses of the Property.  Without limiting the generality of the 
foregoing, the successful bidder shall be responsible for all necessary regulatory and permitting 
approvals associated with the use of the Property after closing.  The successful bidder’s inability 
to obtain any permitting approvals necessary to successful bidder’s plans for the development 
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and use of the Property shall not relieve the successful bidder of its obligation to perform under 
its agreement to purchase the Property. 

 The successful bidder shall accept the Property in its “as is” condition with “all faults”, 
without any warranty or representation by the MBTA, its agents or representatives whatsoever 
relating to the Property.  The successful bidder shall not rely on any representation or 
inducement which may have been made or implied by the MBTA or any party acting on behalf 
of the MBTA with respect to the Property.  The MBTA hereby expressly disclaims any 
warranties of any nature, express or implied or otherwise, except as expressly set forth in this 
RFR or the Proposal, including without limitation, anything related to the presence of “oil”, 
“hazardous materials” or “hazardous wastes” as those terms are defined in Massachusetts 
General Laws Chapter 21E and regulations promulgated by the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (collectively, “Hazardous Materials”), and as further defined in all 
other applicable state and federal laws regarding Hazardous Materials on, in, at, over, under, 
from, through or associated with the Property.   

3. Incorporation of RFR Into Response 

All of the terms, conditions, specifications, exhibits and information included in this RFR 
shall be incorporated by reference into each response.  No conditions other than those specified 
in this RFR will be accepted and conditional bids may be disqualified except as stated in this 
RFR or determined by the MBTA. 

4. Property Investigation 

 The successful bidder shall be solely responsible for verifying any and all physical or 
other site conditions of the Property.  The successful bidder, at the successful bidder’s expense, 
may investigate the Property pursuant to a license for entry which may be issued by the MBTA in 
accordance with the procedures and requirements outlined at 
https://www.mbtarealty.com/licenses.html, including, without limitation, the successful bidder’s 
agreement to all of the approval, indemnification and insurance requirements set forth in the 
standard license forms posted on the website.  The MBTA shall waive its usual administrative fee 
and license fee for the successful bidder.  The successful bidder must submit all results and 
reports relating to inspection of the Property to the MBTA and Massachusetts Realty Group. 

5. Survey

 The successful bidder will be responsible for retaining a licensed surveyor to prepare a plan 
in recordable form showing the precise boundaries of the Property (the “Survey”).  The Survey shall 
be subject to the MBTA’s reasonable approval.  Any modifications to the Survey required by the 
MBTA shall be completed at the expense of the successful bidder.  The successful bidder shall be 
responsible for obtaining all necessary local approvals and endorsements required to record the plan 
with the Middlesex County (Southern District) Registry of Deeds at or before closing, including, 
without limitation, any “Approval Not Required” endorsement or subdivision approval which may 
be required by law. 
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6. Indemnification and Release 

The deed conveying the Property from the MBTA to the successful bidder shall require the 
successful bidder to indemnify, defend (at the option of the MBTA) and hold the MBTA harmless 
from and against any and all liabilities, losses, damages, costs, expenses (including reasonable 
attorneys’ expenses and fees), causes of action, suits, claims, demands or judgments of any nature 
whatsoever related to Hazardous Materials that may be imposed upon, incurred by, or asserted 
against the MBTA because of the condition of the Property at closing.  The indemnification for 
Hazardous Materials includes indemnification for the presence of existing Hazardous Materials on, 
in, at, under or from the Property.  In addition, the successful bidder shall agree not to sue or 
commence action, claim, counterclaim or cross-claim, or otherwise seek affirmative relief 
against the MBTA arising out of the condition of the Property at closing, including, but not 
limited to, the presence of Hazardous Materials on, in, at, under or  from the Property.  Any 
required response action related to the Property required by a governmental authority shall be 
performed by successful bidder at successful bidder’s sole cost and shall be performed in 
accordance with Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 21E, the Massachusetts Contingency 
Plan, and any other applicable statutes and regulations. 

The foregoing provisions of indemnity and release shall be binding on the successful 
bidder and its successors and assigns and shall run with the land. 

7. Response and Pre-Closing Costs 

 Respondents shall be entirely responsible for any and all expenses they incur preparing 
and/or submitting any responses to this RFR including any costs or expenses resulting from the 
issuance, extension, supplementation, withdrawal, or amendment of this RFR.  Any and all 
expenses incurred by the successful bidder prior to closing will be the responsibility of the 
successful bidder and entirely at its own risk. 

8. MBTA Departmental Reviews 

 The successful bidder may be required to work with all appropriate MBTA departments to 
ensure that the use and development of the Property does not materially interfere with the MBTA’s 
use of its adjacent land.  All plans as well as permit applications and submittals relating to the 
Property and/or the new access way connecting the MBTA’s remaining land with Lower Broadway 
must be reviewed and approved in writing by the MBTA prior to submittal.  The successful bidder 
must submit its equipment, construction plans and specifications including timetables to the MBTA 
for review to assure that construction will have no adverse impact on MBTA operations.  Be 
advised that the MBTA departments may have conditions with which the successful bidder will be 
required to comply, including, but not limited to insurance and bonding requirements.  It may be 
required that the successful bidder enter into a Construction Agreement with the MBTA 
memorializing how the construction will occur while minimizing conflict with MBTA operations. 

9. Appeals and Protests 

Appeals/Protests relative to this RFR will be reviewed and adjudicated in accordance 
with the MBTA’s Appeals/Protest Procedures – Goods & Services. A copy of these procedures 
is available by contacting the MBTA Materials Department.
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10. Public Records 

 Respondents should assume that all material submitted in response to the RFR will be 
open to the public.  To the extent allowed by Massachusetts public records laws, the MBTA will 
use best efforts not to disclose or make public any pages of a response on which the respondent 
has stamped or imprinted “confidential.”  Confidential data will be limited to confidential 
financial information concerning the respondent’s organization.  Neither the MBTA nor 
Massachusetts Realty Group assumes any liability for disclosure or use of any information or 
data.



Exhibit A 

Proposal

[Attach letter agreement between Wynn and MBTA dated August 26, 2014] 
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Appendix C 
 

EQUEST MODEL INPUTS 
 



Screen 1: SFEIR eQUEST Run for Hotel Tower used R‐25 (not R‐30) roof insulation for the Base Case and Mitigation Case. 



Screen 2: SFEIR eQUEST Run for Podium Building used R‐25 (not R‐30) roof insulation for the Base Case and Mitigation Case. 

 

 



Screen 3: SFEIR eQUEST Run for Hotel Tower used eQUEST default thermal efficiency of 80% (not 70%) for hot water heating. 

 

 

   



Screen 4: SFEIR eQUEST Run for Hotel Tower used constant (not variable) speed compressors. 



Screen 5: SFEIR eQUEST Run for Hotel Tower used constant, one‐speed (not variable) speed cooling tower fans. 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D 
 

SULLIVAN SQUARE 
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Appendix D  

SULLIVAN SQUARE 
D1. Synchro Output 

a. Existing (2014) Conditions 

b. No Build (2023) Conditions 

c. Build (2023) Conditions 

d. Build (2023) Mitigated Conditions 

D2. Reassignment of Traffic Volumes 

D3. VISSIM Analysis 

D4. 2013 Existing Conditions Synchro Output and 
CASTs 

D5. HCS Merge Analysis 

D6. Comparison Between Existing Conditions Analysis, 
(2008, 2013, 2014) 
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Existing (2014) Conditions



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street 3/10/2015

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Existing 2013 AM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 480 0 0 594 225 316
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3139 3312 1671 1417
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3139 3312 1671 1417
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 0.85 0.93 0.93 0.77 0.77
Adj. Flow (vph) 565 0 0 639 292 410
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 565 0 0 639 292 410
Heavy Vehicles (%) 15% 0% 0% 9% 8% 14%
Turn Type NA NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.2 55.2 30.9 30.9
Effective Green, g (s) 55.2 55.2 30.9 30.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.57 0.57 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1803 1902 537 455
v/s Ratio Prot 0.18 c0.19 0.17 c0.29
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.31 0.34 0.54 0.90
Uniform Delay, d1 10.6 10.8 26.8 31.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.5 1.1 20.7
Delay (s) 11.1 11.3 27.9 51.8
Level of Service B B C D
Approach Delay (s) 11.1 11.3 41.9
Approach LOS B B D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.54
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 96.1 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way 3/10/2015

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Existing 2013 AM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1533 130 0 0 0 0 0 736 283 501 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4940 1455 2538 3213 3282
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4940 1455 2538 3213 3282
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1614 137 0 0 0 0 0 836 322 569 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1614 74 0 0 0 0 0 836 322 569 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 11% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 12% 9% 10% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm Prot Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 38.0 49.7 15.3 71.0
Effective Green, g (s) 38.0 38.0 49.7 15.3 71.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.41 0.13 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1564 460 1051 409 1941
v/s Ratio Prot c0.33 c0.33 c0.10 0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05
v/c Ratio 1.03 0.16 0.80 0.79 0.29
Uniform Delay, d1 41.0 29.5 30.7 50.8 12.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 31.4 0.2 6.2 9.6 0.4
Delay (s) 72.4 29.7 36.9 60.4 12.5
Level of Service E C D E B
Approach Delay (s) 69.1 0.0 36.9 29.8
Approach LOS E A D C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 51.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
58: Spice Street/MBTA Drive & Cambridge Street 3/10/2015

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Existing 2013 AM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 23 725 48 10 591 30 3 4 10 1 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.25 0.25 0.25
Hourly flow rate (vph) 28 884 59 11 622 32 6 8 19 4 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.92 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92
vC, conflicting volume 654 943 1302 1644 471 1180 1658 327
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 462 754 862 1222 239 735 1236 108
tC, single (s) 5.4 4.5 8.2 7.0 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.9 2.4 3.8 4.2 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 96 98 97 94 97 98 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 690 681 186 134 704 265 160 861

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 470 501 322 343 32 4
Volume Left 28 0 11 0 6 4
Volume Right 0 59 0 32 19 0
cSH 690 1700 681 1700 282 265
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.29 0.02 0.20 0.11 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 1 0 10 1
Control Delay (s) 1.2 0.0 0.5 0.0 19.4 18.8
Lane LOS A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 0.6 0.3 19.4 18.8
Approach LOS C C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Queuing and Blocking Report
Existing 2013 AM Peak Hour 1/29/2015

Wynn Everett SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 251 201 221 211 275 363
Average Queue (ft) 108 51 96 95 113 169
95th Queue (ft) 198 135 188 185 208 291
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 1 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 525 512 500 250 242 255 273 245 229 178
Average Queue (ft) 483 421 327 113 179 177 162 121 130 75
95th Queue (ft) 541 524 477 282 255 253 240 223 202 159
Link Distance (ft) 483 483 483 201 201 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 18 6 4 7 6
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 25 21
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 21 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 27 0

Intersection: 58: Spice Street/MBTA Drive & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 166 149 83 36 53 8
Average Queue (ft) 37 18 11 1 15 0
95th Queue (ft) 118 85 50 19 44 4
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 201 201 275 182
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 75



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street 12/29/2014

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 651 0 0 552 316 317
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 3438 1787 1495
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 3438 1787 1495
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.82 0.82 0.86 0.86 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 794 0 0 642 340 341
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 794 0 0 642 340 341
Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 0% 5% 1% 8%
Turn Type NA NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.3 55.3 25.5 25.5
Effective Green, g (s) 55.3 55.3 25.5 25.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 0.61 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2113 2093 501 419
v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.19 0.19 c0.23
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.31 0.68 0.81
Uniform Delay, d1 9.0 8.5 29.0 30.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.4 3.6 11.5
Delay (s) 9.5 8.9 32.7 41.9
Level of Service A A C D
Approach Delay (s) 9.5 8.9 37.3
Approach LOS A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 18.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.8 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way 12/29/2014

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1170 160 0 0 0 0 0 993 183 436 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4940 1495 2733 3019 3223
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4940 1495 2733 3019 3223
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1360 186 0 0 0 0 0 1128 218 519 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 102 0 0 0 0 0 40 66 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1360 84 0 0 0 0 0 1088 152 519 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 8% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 16% 12% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.2 37.2 53.6 11.4 71.0
Effective Green, g (s) 37.2 37.2 53.6 11.4 71.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.31 0.45 0.10 0.60
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1541 466 1228 288 1919
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 c0.40 c0.05 0.16
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.88 0.18 0.89 0.53 0.27
Uniform Delay, d1 38.9 29.9 30.0 51.3 11.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 6.3 0.2 9.6 1.7 0.3
Delay (s) 45.3 30.1 39.6 53.1 12.0
Level of Service D C D D B
Approach Delay (s) 43.4 0.0 39.6 24.1
Approach LOS D A D C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 38.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 119.2 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.2% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
58: Cambridge Street 12/29/2014

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 18 903 47 16 539 41 10 2 89 1 0 3
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.50 0.50 0.50
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 1062 55 18 606 46 12 2 109 2 0 6
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.94 0.89 0.92 0.92 0.89 0.92 0.92 0.94
vC, conflicting volume 652 1118 1477 1820 559 1348 1825 326
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 493 876 1031 1404 245 890 1409 145
tC, single (s) 5.3 4.5 7.9 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.8 2.4 3.7 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 97 97 91 98 84 99 100 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 710 592 143 122 675 174 121 826

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 552 586 321 349 123 8
Volume Left 21 0 18 0 12 2
Volume Right 0 55 0 46 109 6
cSH 710 1700 592 1700 463 427
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.34 0.03 0.21 0.27 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 2 0 27 1
Control Delay (s) 0.8 0.0 1.0 0.0 15.6 13.6
Lane LOS A A C B
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 0.5 15.6 13.6
Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Queuing and Blocking Report
Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour 12/29/2014

Wynn Everett SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 208 183 194 191 327 317
Average Queue (ft) 127 80 81 82 156 156
95th Queue (ft) 190 161 160 154 266 266
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 492 419 323 127 244 252 199 179 198 178
Average Queue (ft) 357 300 184 46 208 210 115 48 106 48
95th Queue (ft) 467 395 289 88 258 256 186 142 175 129
Link Distance (ft) 483 483 483 201 201 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 0 13 13
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 63 67
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2

Intersection: 58: Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 177 180 86 46 104 14
Average Queue (ft) 50 37 11 2 46 2
95th Queue (ft) 140 128 45 20 85 9
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 201 201 275 182
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 133



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street 12/29/2014

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Existing 2013 Saturday Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 472 0 0 486 263 443
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3505 3539 1770 1538
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3505 3539 1770 1538
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91
Adj. Flow (vph) 508 0 0 512 289 487
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 508 0 0 512 289 487
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 5%
Turn Type NA NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.1 55.1 33.3 33.3
Effective Green, g (s) 55.1 55.1 33.3 33.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.56 0.56 0.34 0.34
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1962 1981 598 520
v/s Ratio Prot c0.14 0.14 0.16 c0.32
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.48 0.94
Uniform Delay, d1 11.1 11.1 25.7 31.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.3 0.6 24.4
Delay (s) 11.5 11.5 26.4 56.0
Level of Service B B C E
Approach Delay (s) 11.5 11.5 44.9
Approach LOS B B D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 25.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 98.4 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1018 146 0 0 0 0 0 882 203 348 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5036 1524 2733 3367 3471
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5036 1524 2733 3367 3471
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.88 0.88 0.88
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1119 160 0 0 0 0 0 969 231 395 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 110 0 0 0 0 0 39 66 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1119 50 0 0 0 0 0 930 165 395 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 3% 6% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 32.7 32.7 54.1 11.0 71.1
Effective Green, g (s) 32.7 32.7 54.1 11.0 71.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.47 0.10 0.62
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1434 434 1287 322 2149
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 c0.34 c0.05 0.11
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.11 0.72 0.51 0.18
Uniform Delay, d1 37.7 30.4 24.3 49.3 9.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 0.1 3.5 1.4 0.2
Delay (s) 40.6 30.5 27.9 50.7 9.6
Level of Service D C C D A
Approach Delay (s) 39.3 0.0 27.9 24.8
Approach LOS D A C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 32.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 114.8 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 24 862 29 1 482 11 4 0 19 1 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.25 0.25 0.25
Hourly flow rate (vph) 24 871 29 1 507 12 6 0 27 4 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.97 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.97
vC, conflicting volume 519 900 1190 1455 450 1026 1464 259
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 431 755 938 1217 274 767 1226 163
tC, single (s) 5.2 4.1 8.0 6.5 7.1 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.8 2.2 3.8 4.0 3.4 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 97 100 97 100 96 98 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 792 809 174 168 655 263 166 830

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 460 465 255 265 33 4
Volume Left 24 0 1 0 6 4
Volume Right 0 29 0 12 27 0
cSH 792 1700 809 1700 442 263
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.27 0.00 0.16 0.07 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 0 0 6 1
Control Delay (s) 0.9 0.0 0.1 0.0 13.8 18.9
Lane LOS A A B C
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 0.0 13.8 18.9
Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 194 174 170 165 255 467
Average Queue (ft) 105 46 82 79 128 247
95th Queue (ft) 172 114 153 138 223 400
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 427 375 249 82 233 242 209 181 168 143
Average Queue (ft) 298 252 138 39 182 185 114 57 80 26
95th Queue (ft) 397 346 242 69 250 256 190 157 146 92
Link Distance (ft) 481 481 481 201 201 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 7 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 29 34
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 58: Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 133 103 18 5 70 6
Average Queue (ft) 34 16 1 0 22 0
95th Queue (ft) 99 64 18 4 56 4
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 201 201 164 182
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 64



  .  
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 574 0 0 643 236 508
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3139 3312 1671 1417
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3139 3312 1671 1417
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 0.85 0.93 0.93 0.77 0.77
Adj. Flow (vph) 675 0 0 691 306 660
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 675 0 0 691 306 660
Heavy Vehicles (%) 15% 0% 0% 9% 8% 14%
Turn Type NA NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Effective Green, g (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.35 0.35
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1726 1821 584 495
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.21 0.18 c0.47
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.39 0.38 0.52 1.33
Uniform Delay, d1 12.9 12.8 25.9 32.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.6 0.9 163.4
Delay (s) 13.6 13.4 26.7 195.9
Level of Service B B C F
Approach Delay (s) 13.6 13.4 142.3
Approach LOS B B F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 66.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.7% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1806 136 0 0 0 0 0 834 504 545 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4940 1455 2538 3213 3282
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4940 1455 2538 3213 3282
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1901 143 0 0 0 0 0 948 573 619 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1901 87 0 0 0 0 0 948 573 619 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 11% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 12% 9% 10% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm Prot Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 38.0 49.0 16.0 71.0
Effective Green, g (s) 38.0 38.0 49.0 16.0 71.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.41 0.13 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1564 460 1036 428 1941
v/s Ratio Prot c0.38 c0.37 c0.18 0.19
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 1.22 0.19 0.92 1.34 0.32
Uniform Delay, d1 41.0 29.8 33.5 52.0 12.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 103.1 0.2 13.8 167.6 0.4
Delay (s) 144.1 30.0 47.3 219.6 12.8
Level of Service F C D F B
Approach Delay (s) 136.1 0.0 47.3 112.2
Approach LOS F A D F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 109.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.09
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 24 779 225 10 640 31 3 4 44 1 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.25 0.25 0.25
Hourly flow rate (vph) 29 950 274 11 674 33 6 8 83 4 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.91 0.89 0.93 0.93 0.89 0.93 0.93 0.91
vC, conflicting volume 706 1224 1504 1873 612 1331 1994 353
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 492 1002 981 1378 313 796 1508 106
tC, single (s) 5.4 4.5 8.2 7.0 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.9 2.4 3.8 4.2 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 96 98 96 93 86 98 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 659 522 145 103 612 203 106 854

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 504 749 347 369 96 4
Volume Left 29 0 11 0 6 4
Volume Right 0 274 0 33 83 0
cSH 659 1700 522 1700 388 203
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.44 0.02 0.22 0.25 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 2 0 24 2
Control Delay (s) 1.2 0.0 0.7 0.0 17.3 23.1
Lane LOS A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 0.5 0.3 17.3 23.1
Approach LOS C C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.5% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 226 193 232 234 541 546
Average Queue (ft) 129 92 117 117 411 479
95th Queue (ft) 207 175 236 233 700 623
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 1 34 62
Queuing Penalty (veh) 4 4 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 539 537 541 250 244 265 462 454 414 372
Average Queue (ft) 503 504 507 176 201 194 388 368 278 76
95th Queue (ft) 523 525 529 341 255 257 525 532 541 264
Link Distance (ft) 483 483 483 201 201 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 67 65 68 11 8 47 42 18 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 46 34 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 66 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 90 1

Intersection: 58: Spice Street/MBTA Drive & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 166 201 172 126 62 10
Average Queue (ft) 47 35 20 13 28 0
95th Queue (ft) 131 125 89 67 57 4
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 201 201 275 182
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 180
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 711 0 0 637 331 379
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 3438 1787 1495
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 3438 1787 1495
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 773 0 0 692 356 408
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 773 0 0 692 356 408
Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 0% 5% 1% 8%
Turn Type NA NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.2 55.2 29.8 29.8
Effective Green, g (s) 55.2 55.2 29.8 29.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.58 0.58 0.31 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2016 1997 560 468
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.20 0.20 c0.27
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.35 0.64 0.87
Uniform Delay, d1 10.7 10.4 27.9 30.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.5 2.4 16.2
Delay (s) 11.3 10.9 30.3 47.0
Level of Service B B C D
Approach Delay (s) 11.3 10.9 39.2
Approach LOS B B D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 20.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 95.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1279 168 0 0 0 0 0 1303 339 518 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4940 1495 2733 3019 3223
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4940 1495 2733 3019 3223
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1390 183 0 0 0 0 0 1416 368 563 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 98 0 0 0 0 0 42 64 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1390 85 0 0 0 0 0 1374 304 563 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 8% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 16% 12% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.4 37.4 49.9 15.1 71.0
Effective Green, g (s) 37.4 37.4 49.9 15.1 71.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.31 0.42 0.13 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1547 468 1142 381 1916
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 c0.50 c0.10 0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.90 0.18 1.20 0.80 0.29
Uniform Delay, d1 39.2 29.9 34.8 50.7 11.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 7.3 0.2 99.8 11.1 0.4
Delay (s) 46.5 30.1 134.5 61.8 12.3
Level of Service D C F E B
Approach Delay (s) 44.6 0.0 134.5 31.8
Approach LOS D A F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 74.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.03
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 119.4 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.1% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 19 1038 49 17 623 43 10 2 261 1 0 3
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 1128 53 18 677 47 11 2 284 1 0 3
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.92 0.88 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.92 0.92 0.92
vC, conflicting volume 724 1182 1575 1957 591 1628 1960 362
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 538 938 1081 1496 269 1138 1500 146
tC, single (s) 5.3 4.5 7.9 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.8 2.4 3.7 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 97 97 92 98 56 99 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 667 555 131 107 649 77 106 814

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 585 617 357 385 297 4
Volume Left 21 0 18 0 11 1
Volume Right 0 53 0 47 284 3
cSH 667 1700 555 1700 549 240
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.36 0.03 0.23 0.54 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 3 0 80 1
Control Delay (s) 0.8 0.0 1.1 0.0 19.0 20.3
Lane LOS A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 0.5 19.0 20.3
Approach LOS C C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 284 245 221 197 418 450
Average Queue (ft) 156 102 105 97 177 247
95th Queue (ft) 251 208 192 174 360 459
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 2 5
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 501 468 348 225 252 257 338 293 233 192
Average Queue (ft) 380 322 205 54 227 232 202 159 125 69
95th Queue (ft) 496 426 300 128 244 249 302 272 204 156
Link Distance (ft) 483 483 483 201 201 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 2 0 40 45 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 263 295 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 3 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 4 0

Intersection: 58: Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 247 244 172 123 314 11
Average Queue (ft) 183 184 19 7 291 2
95th Queue (ft) 270 264 90 51 302 9
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 201 201 275 182
Upstream Blk Time (%) 6 6 0 100
Queuing Penalty (veh) 33 33 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 630
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 509 0 0 527 280 488
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3505 3539 1770 1538
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3505 3539 1770 1538
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 547 0 0 555 304 530
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 547 0 0 555 304 530
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 5%
Turn Type NA NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Effective Green, g (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.35 0.35
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1927 1946 619 538
v/s Ratio Prot 0.16 c0.16 0.17 c0.34
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.28 0.29 0.49 0.99
Uniform Delay, d1 12.0 12.0 25.5 32.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.4 0.6 34.7
Delay (s) 12.4 12.4 26.1 66.9
Level of Service B B C E
Approach Delay (s) 12.4 12.4 52.1
Approach LOS B B D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 29.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.56
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1078 153 0 0 0 0 0 1014 291 375 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5036 1524 2733 3367 3471
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5036 1524 2733 3367 3471
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1172 166 0 0 0 0 0 1102 316 408 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 108 0 0 0 0 0 40 65 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1172 58 0 0 0 0 0 1062 251 408 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 3% 6% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 34.1 34.1 51.8 13.3 71.1
Effective Green, g (s) 34.1 34.1 51.8 13.3 71.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.45 0.11 0.61
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1477 447 1218 385 2123
v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 c0.39 c0.07 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04
v/c Ratio 0.79 0.13 0.87 0.65 0.19
Uniform Delay, d1 37.8 30.1 29.2 49.2 9.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.0 0.1 8.7 3.9 0.2
Delay (s) 40.8 30.3 37.9 53.2 10.1
Level of Service D C D D B
Approach Delay (s) 39.5 0.0 37.9 28.9
Approach LOS D A D C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 116.2 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 25 941 30 1 523 12 4 0 73 1 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 25 951 30 1 551 13 4 0 79 1 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.96 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.96
vC, conflicting volume 563 981 1294 1581 490 1164 1590 282
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 458 818 1000 1304 288 863 1314 165
tC, single (s) 5.2 4.1 8.0 6.5 7.1 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.8 2.2 3.8 4.0 3.4 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 97 100 97 100 87 99 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 763 758 154 148 634 203 146 822

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 501 506 276 288 84 1
Volume Left 25 0 1 0 4 1
Volume Right 0 30 0 13 79 0
cSH 763 1700 758 1700 546 203
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.30 0.00 0.17 0.15 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 0 0 13 0
Control Delay (s) 0.9 0.0 0.1 0.0 12.8 22.8
Lane LOS A A B C
Approach Delay (s) 0.5 0.0 12.8 22.8
Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.3% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15



Queuing and Blocking Report
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Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 215 179 223 198 460 496
Average Queue (ft) 113 56 87 85 177 314
95th Queue (ft) 188 138 175 167 388 520
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 2 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 429 364 241 92 238 248 220 196 180 162
Average Queue (ft) 306 261 145 43 207 211 145 92 87 34
95th Queue (ft) 395 344 248 73 248 257 209 193 151 104
Link Distance (ft) 481 481 481 201 201 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 14 15
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 71 76
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1

Intersection: 58: Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 175 194 21 10 137 14
Average Queue (ft) 62 47 1 0 54 1
95th Queue (ft) 148 135 11 5 111 6
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 201 201 164 182
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 148



  .  
   

Build (2023) Conditions
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 581 0 0 649 236 571
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3139 3312 1671 1417
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3139 3312 1671 1417
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 0.85 0.93 0.93 0.77 0.77
Adj. Flow (vph) 684 0 0 698 306 742
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 684 0 0 698 306 742
Heavy Vehicles (%) 15% 0% 0% 9% 8% 14%
Turn Type NA NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Effective Green, g (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.35 0.35
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1726 1821 584 495
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.21 0.18 c0.52
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.40 0.38 0.52 1.50
Uniform Delay, d1 12.9 12.8 25.9 32.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.6 0.9 235.0
Delay (s) 13.6 13.4 26.7 267.5
Level of Service B B C F
Approach Delay (s) 13.6 13.4 197.2
Approach LOS B B F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 92.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.7% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1876 136 0 0 0 0 0 903 504 551 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4940 1455 2538 3213 3282
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4940 1455 2538 3213 3282
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1975 143 0 0 0 0 0 1026 573 626 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1975 87 0 0 0 0 0 1026 573 626 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 11% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 12% 9% 10% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm Prot Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 38.0 49.0 16.0 71.0
Effective Green, g (s) 38.0 38.0 49.0 16.0 71.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.41 0.13 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1564 460 1036 428 1941
v/s Ratio Prot c0.40 c0.40 c0.18 0.19
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 1.26 0.19 0.99 1.34 0.32
Uniform Delay, d1 41.0 29.8 35.3 52.0 12.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 123.5 0.2 25.7 167.6 0.4
Delay (s) 164.5 30.0 61.0 219.6 12.8
Level of Service F C E F B
Approach Delay (s) 155.5 0.0 61.0 111.6
Approach LOS F A E F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 121.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.14
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 24 848 225 10 646 31 3 4 44 1 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.25 0.25 0.25
Hourly flow rate (vph) 29 1034 274 11 680 33 6 8 83 4 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.91 0.89 0.93 0.93 0.89 0.93 0.93 0.91
vC, conflicting volume 713 1309 1591 1964 654 1380 2084 356
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 496 1092 1066 1466 354 839 1596 106
tC, single (s) 5.4 4.5 8.2 7.0 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.9 2.4 3.8 4.2 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 96 98 95 92 86 98 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 656 478 124 89 574 185 94 854

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 546 791 351 373 96 4
Volume Left 29 0 11 0 6 4
Volume Right 0 274 0 33 83 0
cSH 656 1700 478 1700 350 185
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.47 0.02 0.22 0.27 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 2 0 27 2
Control Delay (s) 1.2 0.0 0.7 0.0 19.1 24.8
Lane LOS A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 0.5 0.3 19.1 24.8
Approach LOS C C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.3% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 739 0 0 664 331 638
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 3438 1787 1495
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 3438 1787 1495
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 803 0 0 722 356 686
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 803 0 0 722 356 686
Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 0% 5% 1% 8%
Turn Type NA NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Effective Green, g (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.35 0.35
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1909 1890 625 523
v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.21 0.20 c0.46
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.42 0.38 0.57 1.31
Uniform Delay, d1 13.2 12.8 26.4 32.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.6 1.2 153.5
Delay (s) 13.9 13.4 27.6 186.0
Level of Service B B C F
Approach Delay (s) 13.9 13.4 131.9
Approach LOS B B F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 61.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1320 168 0 0 0 0 0 1589 339 545 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4940 1495 2733 3019 3223
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4940 1495 2733 3019 3223
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1435 183 0 0 0 0 0 1727 368 592 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 43 64 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1435 89 0 0 0 0 0 1684 304 592 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 8% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 16% 12% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.8 37.8 49.9 15.1 71.0
Effective Green, g (s) 37.8 37.8 49.9 15.1 71.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.42 0.13 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1558 471 1138 380 1910
v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.62 c0.10 0.18
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.92 0.19 1.48 0.80 0.31
Uniform Delay, d1 39.6 29.8 35.0 50.9 12.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 9.3 0.2 220.8 11.5 0.4
Delay (s) 48.9 30.0 255.8 62.3 12.6
Level of Service D C F E B
Approach Delay (s) 46.7 0.0 255.8 31.7
Approach LOS D A F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 127.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.17
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 119.8 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 104.9% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 19 1324 49 17 650 43 10 2 261 1 0 3
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 1439 53 18 707 47 11 2 284 1 0 3
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.92 0.87 0.91 0.91 0.87 0.91 0.91 0.92
vC, conflicting volume 753 1492 1901 2297 746 1812 2301 377
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 552 1259 1381 1818 398 1284 1822 142
tC, single (s) 5.3 4.5 7.9 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.8 2.4 3.7 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 97 95 85 97 46 98 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 651 402 75 66 526 48 66 813

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 740 773 372 400 297 4
Volume Left 21 0 18 0 11 1
Volume Right 0 53 0 47 284 3
cSH 651 1700 402 1700 414 162
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.45 0.05 0.24 0.72 0.03
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 4 0 138 2
Control Delay (s) 0.9 0.0 1.5 0.0 32.9 27.8
Lane LOS A A D D
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 0.7 32.9 27.8
Approach LOS D D

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 376 326 227 231 534 548
Average Queue (ft) 193 144 112 110 502 515
95th Queue (ft) 302 271 208 201 570 535
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 1 55 88
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 2 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 513 452 346 214 263 262 327 276 249 193
Average Queue (ft) 404 336 215 54 230 234 203 160 141 89
95th Queue (ft) 516 435 322 131 249 251 296 255 222 181
Link Distance (ft) 483 483 483 201 201 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3 0 49 50 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 386 396 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 5

Intersection: 58: Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 245 245 150 134 311 13
Average Queue (ft) 213 217 30 15 285 1
95th Queue (ft) 262 262 112 78 301 7
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 201 201 275 182
Upstream Blk Time (%) 14 14 0 100
Queuing Penalty (veh) 97 98 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 987
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 542 0 0 559 280 797
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3505 3539 1770 1538
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3505 3539 1770 1538
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 583 0 0 588 304 866
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 583 0 0 588 304 866
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 5%
Turn Type NA NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Effective Green, g (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.35 0.35
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1927 1946 619 538
v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 0.17 0.17 c0.56
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.30 0.30 0.49 1.61
Uniform Delay, d1 12.1 12.1 25.5 32.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.4 0.6 282.9
Delay (s) 12.6 12.5 26.1 315.4
Level of Service B B C F
Approach Delay (s) 12.6 12.5 240.2
Approach LOS B B F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 126.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.7% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way 12/31/2014

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Build 2013 Saturday Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1135 153 0 0 0 0 0 1356 291 407 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5036 1524 2733 3367 3471
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5036 1524 2733 3367 3471
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1234 166 0 0 0 0 0 1474 316 442 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 101 0 0 0 0 0 41 65 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1234 65 0 0 0 0 0 1433 251 442 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 3% 6% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 35.3 35.3 51.7 13.4 71.1
Effective Green, g (s) 35.3 35.3 51.7 13.4 71.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.30 0.44 0.11 0.61
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1514 458 1203 384 2102
v/s Ratio Prot c0.25 c0.52 c0.07 0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.14 1.19 0.65 0.21
Uniform Delay, d1 38.0 30.0 32.9 49.8 10.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.5 0.1 94.6 4.0 0.2
Delay (s) 41.5 30.1 127.4 53.8 10.7
Level of Service D C F D B
Approach Delay (s) 40.2 0.0 127.4 28.6
Approach LOS D A F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 73.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 117.4 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.8% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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58: Cambridge Street 12/31/2014
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 25 1283 30 1 555 12 4 0 73 1 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 25 1296 30 1 584 13 4 0 79 1 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.95 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.95
vC, conflicting volume 597 1326 1656 1961 663 1370 1969 298
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 475 1178 1343 1667 456 1041 1676 161
tC, single (s) 5.2 4.1 8.0 6.5 7.1 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.8 2.2 3.8 4.0 3.4 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 97 100 95 100 84 99 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 744 551 83 89 487 144 87 820

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 673 678 293 305 84 1
Volume Left 25 0 1 0 4 1
Volume Right 0 30 0 13 79 0
cSH 744 1700 551 1700 388 144
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.40 0.00 0.18 0.22 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 0 0 20 1
Control Delay (s) 0.9 0.0 0.1 0.0 16.8 30.3
Lane LOS A A C D
Approach Delay (s) 0.5 0.0 16.8 30.3
Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.6% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15



Queuing and Blocking Report
Build 2013 Saturday Peak Hour 12/31/2014

Wynn Everett SimTraffic Report
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Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 188 157 193 197 532 548
Average Queue (ft) 115 55 93 91 507 516
95th Queue (ft) 179 126 173 171 519 537
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 48 88
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 458 408 277 78 246 257 215 181 176 143
Average Queue (ft) 327 273 157 44 219 224 138 87 91 28
95th Queue (ft) 431 369 253 75 249 258 204 188 160 87
Link Distance (ft) 481 481 481 201 201 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 23 25
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 153 167
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1

Intersection: 58: Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 220 189 7 10 138 6
Average Queue (ft) 99 85 0 0 59 1
95th Queue (ft) 193 172 4 7 123 5
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 201 201 164 182
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 323



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street 12/31/2014
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 727 0 0 653 331 527
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 3438 1787 1495
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 3438 1787 1495
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 790 0 0 710 356 567
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 790 0 0 710 356 567
Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 0% 5% 1% 8%
Turn Type NA NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Effective Green, g (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.35 0.35
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1909 1890 625 523
v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.21 0.20 c0.38
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.41 0.38 0.57 1.08
Uniform Delay, d1 13.1 12.8 26.4 32.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.6 1.2 64.1
Delay (s) 13.8 13.3 27.6 96.6
Level of Service B B C F
Approach Delay (s) 13.8 13.3 70.0
Approach LOS B B E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 35.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1302 168 0 0 0 0 0 1466 339 533 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4940 1495 2733 3019 3223
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4940 1495 2733 3019 3223
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1415 183 0 0 0 0 0 1593 368 579 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 96 0 0 0 0 0 43 64 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1415 87 0 0 0 0 0 1550 304 579 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 8% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 16% 12% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.6 37.6 49.9 15.1 71.0
Effective Green, g (s) 37.6 37.6 49.9 15.1 71.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.31 0.42 0.13 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1553 470 1140 381 1913
v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.57 c0.10 0.18
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.91 0.19 1.36 0.80 0.30
Uniform Delay, d1 39.4 29.8 34.8 50.8 12.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 0.2 167.8 11.1 0.4
Delay (s) 47.8 30.0 202.6 61.9 12.4
Level of Service D C F E B
Approach Delay (s) 45.8 0.0 202.6 31.7
Approach LOS D A F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 102.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 119.6 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 100.3% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 19 1201 49 17 638 43 10 2 261 1 0 3
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 1305 53 18 693 47 11 2 284 1 0 3
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.92 0.87 0.91 0.91 0.87 0.91 0.91 0.92
vC, conflicting volume 740 1359 1760 2151 679 1733 2154 370
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 546 1111 1244 1673 330 1213 1677 144
tC, single (s) 5.3 4.5 7.9 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.8 2.4 3.7 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 97 96 89 97 51 98 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 658 464 96 82 584 61 81 813

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 673 706 365 393 297 4
Volume Left 21 0 18 0 11 1
Volume Right 0 53 0 47 284 3
cSH 658 1700 464 1700 475 198
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.42 0.04 0.23 0.63 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 3 0 105 2
Control Delay (s) 0.9 0.0 1.3 0.0 24.4 23.6
Lane LOS A A C C
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 0.6 24.4 23.6
Approach LOS C C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 3.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 389 349 230 219 542 541
Average Queue (ft) 193 137 115 112 487 511
95th Queue (ft) 313 274 207 189 618 538
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 0 48 76
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 499 480 354 154 251 263 314 263 241 218
Average Queue (ft) 406 336 211 47 228 234 201 158 142 90
95th Queue (ft) 505 434 309 97 242 251 284 246 213 177
Link Distance (ft) 483 483 483 201 201 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 2 0 48 51
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 354 371
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3

Intersection: 58: Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 264 246 171 147 295 18
Average Queue (ft) 216 217 23 14 286 1
95th Queue (ft) 258 255 103 79 298 9
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 201 201 275 182
Upstream Blk Time (%) 16 14 0 0 100
Queuing Penalty (veh) 97 90 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 919
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 226 0 0 1428 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 246 0 0 1552 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1552 776 1552
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1552 776 1552
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 28 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 104 340 423

Direction, Lane # EB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 246 1035 517
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 246 0 0
cSH 340 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.72 0.61 0.30
Queue Length 95th (ft) 134 0 0
Control Delay (s) 38.8 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS E
Approach Delay (s) 38.8 0.0
Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 193 30 0 0 0 20 1846 186 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91
Frt 0.98 0.99
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1829 5014
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1829 5014
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 210 33 0 0 0 22 2007 202 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 240 0 0 0 0 0 2209 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 1
Permitted Phases 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 11.8 28.2
Effective Green, g (s) 11.8 28.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 431 2827
v/s Ratio Prot c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.44
v/c Ratio 0.56 0.78
Uniform Delay, d1 16.8 8.5
Progression Factor 1.10 0.75
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.8
Delay (s) 19.9 8.2
Level of Service B A
Approach Delay (s) 19.9 0.0 8.2 0.0
Approach LOS B A A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 9.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.5% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 226 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 246 0

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total (vph) 0 0 246
Volume Left (vph) 0 0 246
Volume Right (vph) 0 0 0
Hadj (s) 0.00 0.00 0.23
Departure Headway (s) 4.4 4.4 4.1
Degree Utilization, x 0.00 0.00 0.28
Capacity (veh/h) 900 900 861
Control Delay (s) 7.4 7.4 8.8
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 8.8
Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 8.8
Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 15.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 817 0 193 0 0 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3539 1681 1681
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3539 1681 1681
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 888 0 210 0 0 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 79 79 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 888 0 26 26 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 1 2
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 28.2 11.8 11.8
Effective Green, g (s) 28.2 11.8 11.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.56 0.24 0.24
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1995 396 396
v/s Ratio Prot c0.25
v/s Ratio Perm c0.02 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.45 0.06 0.06
Uniform Delay, d1 6.3 14.8 14.8
Progression Factor 1.00 0.01 0.01
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.1 0.1
Delay (s) 7.1 0.2 0.2
Level of Service A A A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 7.1 0.2 0.0
Approach LOS A A A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 5.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.33
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.5% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 2052 32 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 31 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4752 822 950
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4752 822 950
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 2230 35 0 0 0 0 0 37 0 34 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 2262 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 34 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 100% 2% 100% 2%
Turn Type NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 1 5 5
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 35.2 4.8 4.8
Effective Green, g (s) 35.2 4.8 4.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.70 0.10 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3345 78 91
v/s Ratio Prot c0.48 0.00 c0.04
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.05 0.37
Uniform Delay, d1 4.2 20.5 21.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.18
Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 0.2 2.4
Delay (s) 5.3 20.8 27.5
Level of Service A C C
Approach Delay (s) 5.3 0.0 20.8 27.5
Approach LOS A A C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 5.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.3% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 581 0 0 649 0 236 0 571 0 0 8
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 9.0 9.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.93 0.85 0.86
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 3438 1577 1421 1611
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 3438 1577 1421 1611
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 632 0 0 705 0 254 0 614 0 0 9
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 632 0 0 705 0 0 450 418 0 0 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 0% 0% 5% 2% 1% 2% 8% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type NA NA Split NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 1 1 5 5 5 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 45.5 45.5 35.9 35.9 1.6
Effective Green, g (s) 45.5 45.5 35.9 35.9 1.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.46 0.36 0.36 0.02
Clearance Time (s) 9.0 9.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1579 1564 566 510 25
v/s Ratio Prot 0.18 c0.21 0.29 c0.29 c0.00
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.40 0.45 0.80 0.82 0.01
Uniform Delay, d1 18.2 18.7 28.7 29.1 48.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.51 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.9 7.6 9.9 0.1
Delay (s) 18.9 29.0 36.3 39.1 48.5
Level of Service B C D D D
Approach Delay (s) 18.9 29.0 37.6 48.5
Approach LOS B C D D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 29.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.60
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.5% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1876 3 0 0 0 0 0 542 504 551 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4939 2733 3019 3223
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4939 2733 3019 3223
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 2039 3 0 0 0 0 0 589 548 599 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 2042 0 0 0 0 0 0 589 548 599 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 8% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 16% 12% 0%
Turn Type NA custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 5 1 7 6 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.0 31.0 15.0 32.0
Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 31.0 15.0 32.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.31 0.15 0.32
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1827 847 452 1031
v/s Ratio Prot c0.41 c0.22 c0.18 0.19
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.12 0.70 1.21 0.58
Uniform Delay, d1 31.5 30.3 42.5 28.4
Progression Factor 1.28 1.14 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 58.1 2.4 114.5 0.8
Delay (s) 98.5 36.9 157.0 29.2
Level of Service F D F C
Approach Delay (s) 98.5 0.0 36.9 90.3
Approach LOS F A D F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 86.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.05
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.8% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 181 487 451 10 646 31 3 4 44 1 7 143
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.93 0.99 0.88 0.87
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1142 3000 3321 1654 1657
Flt Permitted 0.33 1.00 0.76 0.92 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 399 3000 2515 1529 1655
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 197 529 490 11 702 34 3 4 48 1 8 155
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 93 0 0 2 0 0 44 0 0 141 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 197 926 0 0 745 0 0 11 0 0 23 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 58% 3% 21% 19% 5% 64% 20% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type D.P+P NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 6 6 1 1 5 5
Permitted Phases 1 1 5 5
Actuated Green, G (s) 76.0 81.0 60.8 9.0 9.0
Effective Green, g (s) 76.0 81.0 60.8 9.0 9.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.76 0.81 0.61 0.09 0.09
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 416 2430 1529 137 148
v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 0.31
v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 c0.30 0.01 c0.01
v/c Ratio 0.47 0.38 0.49 0.08 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 3.8 2.6 10.9 41.7 42.0
Progression Factor 1.11 1.16 0.31 1.00 1.47
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.1 1.0 0.3 0.3
Delay (s) 4.9 3.1 4.4 42.0 62.2
Level of Service A A A D E
Approach Delay (s) 3.4 4.4 42.0 62.2
Approach LOS A A D E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 9.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.1% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Queuing and Blocking Report
Build Mitigation 2023 AM Peak Hour 
Intersection: 2: D Street & Rutherford Avenue

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 120
Average Queue (ft) 65
95th Queue (ft) 113
Link Distance (ft) 302
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: MBTA Station Drive/Beacham St & Maffa Way

Movement NB SE SE SE
Directions Served TR LT T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 263 318 324 328
Average Queue (ft) 112 299 296 293
95th Queue (ft) 215 313 317 311
Link Distance (ft) 260 280 280 280
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 42 37 48
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 288 255 331
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: D Street & Spice Street

Movement SB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 71
Average Queue (ft) 41
95th Queue (ft) 61
Link Distance (ft) 385
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Queuing and Blocking Report
Build Mitigation 2023 AM Peak Hour 
Intersection: 6: Beacham St & Main Street

Movement WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T L LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 212 137 78 111
Average Queue (ft) 110 42 28 32
95th Queue (ft) 187 95 66 76
Link Distance (ft) 204 204 116 116
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Maffa Way & MBTA Bus Only

Movement SE SE SE NE SW
Directions Served T T TR R T
Maximum Queue (ft) 176 179 176 122 108
Average Queue (ft) 147 146 146 71 48
95th Queue (ft) 170 169 166 124 105
Link Distance (ft) 119 119 119 65 91
Upstream Blk Time (%) 64 69 78 44 5
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served T T T T LTR R R
Maximum Queue (ft) 238 329 240 247 374 308 61
Average Queue (ft) 70 178 167 160 236 181 11
95th Queue (ft) 162 292 247 238 356 292 41
Link Distance (ft) 678 678 217 217 497 497 210
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 13 12
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Queuing and Blocking Report
Build Mitigation 2023 AM Peak Hour
Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T TR R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 288 290 295 226 211 445 401 279 219
Average Queue (ft) 276 266 265 140 132 313 259 146 87
95th Queue (ft) 289 281 282 212 204 469 421 280 191
Link Distance (ft) 246 246 246 210 210 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 39 37 41 1 0 8 5 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 241 232 256 2 1 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 58: Spice Street/MBTA Station Drive & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L T TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 189 87 142 132 138 83 104
Average Queue (ft) 79 15 35 47 26 32 39
95th Queue (ft) 150 56 114 110 99 62 81
Link Distance (ft) 217 217 217 210 210 260
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1635
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 266 10 0 0 0 0 1272 199 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1854 4982
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1854 4982
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 289 11 0 0 0 0 1383 216 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 38 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 297 0 0 0 0 0 1561 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 1
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.5 27.5
Effective Green, g (s) 12.5 27.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.55
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 463 2740
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c0.31
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.64 0.57
Uniform Delay, d1 16.7 7.4
Progression Factor 1.16 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.6 0.9
Delay (s) 22.0 8.2
Level of Service C A
Approach Delay (s) 22.0 0.0 8.2 0.0
Approach LOS C A A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 10.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.0% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1891 0 266 0 0 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3539 1681 1681
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3539 1681 1681
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 2055 0 289 0 0 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 33 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 2055 0 111 112 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 1 2
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.5 12.5 12.5
Effective Green, g (s) 27.5 12.5 12.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.25 0.25
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1946 420 420
v/s Ratio Prot c0.58
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.07
v/c Ratio 1.06 0.26 0.27
Uniform Delay, d1 11.2 15.1 15.1
Progression Factor 1.00 0.06 0.06
Incremental Delay, d2 37.1 0.3 0.3
Delay (s) 48.3 1.3 1.3
Level of Service D A A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 48.3 1.3 0.0
Approach LOS A D A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 42.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.0% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 739 0 0 664 331 638
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 3438 1688 1421
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 3438 1688 1421
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 803 0 0 722 356 686
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 803 0 0 722 541 501
Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 0% 5% 1% 8%
Turn Type NA NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 1 1 5 5
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 18.4 18.4 21.6 21.6
Effective Green, g (s) 18.4 18.4 21.6 21.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.37 0.43 0.43
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1277 1265 729 613
v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.21 0.32 c0.35
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.63 0.57 0.74 0.82
Uniform Delay, d1 13.0 12.6 11.9 12.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.38 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.4 1.6 4.1 8.3
Delay (s) 15.3 19.1 16.0 20.8
Level of Service B B B C
Approach Delay (s) 15.3 19.1 18.3
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1280 3 0 0 0 0 0 1188 339 545 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4938 2733 3019 3223
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4938 2733 3019 3223
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1391 3 0 0 0 0 0 1291 368 592 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 477 346 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1394 0 0 0 0 0 0 814 22 592 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 8% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 16% 12% 0%
Turn Type NA custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 5 4 6 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 27.0 6.0 23.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 27.0 6.0 23.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.06 0.23
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1333 737 181 741
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 c0.30 0.01 c0.18
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.05 1.10 0.12 0.80
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 36.5 44.5 36.3
Progression Factor 0.80 0.82 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 35.4 63.2 0.3 6.0
Delay (s) 64.6 93.0 44.8 42.3
Level of Service E F D D
Approach Delay (s) 64.6 0.0 93.0 43.3
Approach LOS E A F D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 69.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 245 923 224 17 485 43 10 2 261 1 11 179
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.87 0.87
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1142 3290 3235 1640 1659
Flt Permitted 0.37 1.00 0.69 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 450 3290 2251 1593 1653
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 266 1003 243 18 527 47 11 2 284 1 12 195
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 6 0 0 129 0 0 165 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 266 1230 0 0 586 0 0 168 0 0 43 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 58% 3% 21% 19% 5% 64% 20% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type D.P+P NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 6 6 1 1 5 5
Permitted Phases 1 1 5 5
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.7 74.7 47.5 15.3 15.3
Effective Green, g (s) 69.7 74.7 47.5 15.3 15.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.70 0.75 0.48 0.15 0.15
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 467 2457 1069 243 252
v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 0.37
v/s Ratio Perm c0.27 0.26 c0.11 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.57 0.50 0.55 0.69 0.17
Uniform Delay, d1 6.4 5.1 18.6 40.1 36.8
Progression Factor 1.02 0.94 0.55 1.00 2.28
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 0.1 1.2 8.2 0.3
Delay (s) 7.7 4.9 11.5 48.4 84.3
Level of Service A A B D F
Approach Delay (s) 5.4 11.5 48.4 84.3
Approach LOS A B D F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 18.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.8% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 3: MBTA Station Drive/Beacham St & Maffa Way

Movement NB SE SE SE
Directions Served TR T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 274 271 226 189
Average Queue (ft) 117 207 152 105
95th Queue (ft) 225 316 262 240
Link Distance (ft) 260 237 237 237
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 16 14 18
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Beacham St & Main Street

Movement WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T L LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 248 247 88 90
Average Queue (ft) 217 203 35 38
95th Queue (ft) 256 273 74 77
Link Distance (ft) 204 204 117 117
Upstream Blk Time (%) 35 27 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 714 720 226 243 523 510
Average Queue (ft) 686 692 122 133 376 309
95th Queue (ft) 774 724 219 228 579 548
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 223 223 493 493
Upstream Blk Time (%) 78 95 1 1 17 10
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 2 4 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T TR R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 293 293 266 264 281 476 467 465 451
Average Queue (ft) 257 239 197 241 246 433 427 396 264
95th Queue (ft) 345 336 306 254 267 526 538 575 504
Link Distance (ft) 246 246 246 210 210 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 24 12 6 68 68 80 78 49 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 101 50 26 403 405 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 58: Spice Street/MBTA Station Drive & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L T TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 237 253 258 146 154 292 171
Average Queue (ft) 136 227 232 41 45 281 65
95th Queue (ft) 226 248 251 128 133 291 188
Link Distance (ft) 223 223 223 210 210 269 260
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 22 33 1 1 100 7
Queuing Penalty (veh) 4 103 150 3 3 0 14
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1270
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 205 3 0 0 0 0 1121 178 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1859 4981
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1859 4981
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 223 3 0 0 0 0 1218 193 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 37 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 225 0 0 0 0 0 1374 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 1
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 11.5 28.5
Effective Green, g (s) 11.5 28.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.57
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 427 2839
v/s Ratio Prot c0.12 c0.28
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.53 0.48
Uniform Delay, d1 16.9 6.4
Progression Factor 1.39 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 0.6
Delay (s) 24.6 7.0
Level of Service C A
Approach Delay (s) 24.6 0.0 7.0 0.0
Approach LOS C A A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 9.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1290 0 205 0 0 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3539 1681 1681
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3539 1681 1681
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1402 0 223 0 0 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 34 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1402 0 77 78 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 1 2
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 28.5 11.5 11.5
Effective Green, g (s) 28.5 11.5 11.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.57 0.23 0.23
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2017 386 386
v/s Ratio Prot c0.40
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.05
v/c Ratio 0.70 0.20 0.20
Uniform Delay, d1 7.7 15.5 15.5
Progression Factor 1.00 0.11 0.11
Incremental Delay, d2 2.0 0.2 0.2
Delay (s) 9.7 1.9 1.9
Level of Service A A A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 9.7 1.9 0.0
Approach LOS A A A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 8.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street 1/6/2015

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Build Mitigated 2023 Saturday Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 542 0 0 559 280 797
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.93 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3505 3539 1659 1461
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3505 3539 1659 1461
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 583 0 0 588 304 866
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 583 0 0 588 598 572
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 5%
Turn Type NA NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 1 1 5 5
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.8 16.8 23.2 23.2
Effective Green, g (s) 16.8 16.8 23.2 23.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.46 0.46
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1177 1189 769 677
v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 0.17 0.36 c0.39
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.50 0.49 0.78 0.84
Uniform Delay, d1 13.2 13.2 11.2 11.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.55 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.4 5.0 9.5
Delay (s) 14.7 21.9 16.2 21.3
Level of Service B C B C
Approach Delay (s) 14.7 21.9 18.7
Approach LOS B C B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 18.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.2% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1123 2 0 0 0 0 0 984 291 407 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5034 2733 3367 3471
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5034 2733 3367 3471
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1221 2 0 0 0 0 0 1070 316 442 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 478 296 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1223 0 0 0 0 0 0 592 20 442 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 3% 6% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 0%
Turn Type NA custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 5 4 6 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.8 27.0 6.2 23.2
Effective Green, g (s) 26.8 27.0 6.2 23.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.06 0.23
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1349 737 208 805
v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 c0.22 0.01 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.91 0.80 0.09 0.55
Uniform Delay, d1 35.4 34.0 44.3 33.8
Progression Factor 0.82 0.78 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.1 8.6 0.2 0.8
Delay (s) 37.1 35.3 44.4 34.6
Level of Service D D D C
Approach Delay (s) 37.1 0.0 35.3 38.7
Approach LOS D A D D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 218 911 209 1 404 12 4 0 73 1 3 154
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.87 0.87
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1157 3409 3426 1492 1649
Flt Permitted 0.48 1.00 0.88 0.92 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 590 3409 3008 1381 1647
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 220 920 211 1 425 13 4 0 79 1 3 167
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 1 0 0 72 0 0 152 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 220 1121 0 0 438 0 0 11 0 0 19 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 56% 2% 7% 0% 2% 100% 25% 0% 10% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type D.P+P NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 6 6 1 1 5 5
Permitted Phases 1 1 5 5
Actuated Green, G (s) 76.0 81.0 56.2 9.0 9.0
Effective Green, g (s) 76.0 81.0 56.2 9.0 9.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.76 0.81 0.56 0.09 0.09
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 560 2761 1690 124 148
v/s Ratio Prot 0.08 c0.33
v/s Ratio Perm 0.22 0.15 0.01 c0.01
v/c Ratio 0.39 0.41 0.26 0.09 0.13
Uniform Delay, d1 3.6 2.7 11.2 41.7 41.9
Progression Factor 1.08 1.10 0.50 1.00 1.61
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3
Delay (s) 4.2 3.0 5.9 42.1 67.9
Level of Service A A A D E
Approach Delay (s) 3.2 5.9 42.1 67.9
Approach LOS A A D E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 10.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.40
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.0% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 6: MBTA Station Drive/Beacham St & Maffa Way

Movement NB SE SE SE
Directions Served TR T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 240 265 232 182
Average Queue (ft) 99 160 102 77
95th Queue (ft) 187 264 226 205
Link Distance (ft) 254 237 237 237
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 6 10 11
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 7: Beacham St & Main Street

Movement WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T L LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 231 186 88 84
Average Queue (ft) 163 82 28 25
95th Queue (ft) 256 161 72 62
Link Distance (ft) 204 204 117 117
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 709 712 208 230 545 534
Average Queue (ft) 645 661 119 128 445 397
95th Queue (ft) 866 807 188 209 611 601
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 222 222 493 493
Upstream Blk Time (%) 70 83 0 0 36 24
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T TR R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 284 281 257 250 273 449 453 448 387
Average Queue (ft) 238 214 150 237 245 367 341 211 109
95th Queue (ft) 336 313 256 250 263 504 503 463 296
Link Distance (ft) 244 244 244 210 210 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 13 5 2 68 69 34 28 10 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 48 17 9 335 339 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 58: Spice Street/MBTA Station Drive & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L T TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 235 264 264 130 140 209 170
Average Queue (ft) 130 229 234 53 49 173 54
95th Queue (ft) 218 250 250 110 113 196 170
Link Distance (ft) 222 222 222 210 210 158 254
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 26 37 0 0 98 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 4 116 167 0 0 0 14
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1050
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 266 10 0 0 0 0 1254 199 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1854 4981
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1854 4981
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 289 11 0 0 0 0 1363 216 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 39 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 297 0 0 0 0 0 1540 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 1
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.5 27.5
Effective Green, g (s) 12.5 27.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.55
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 463 2739
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c0.31
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.64 0.56
Uniform Delay, d1 16.7 7.3
Progression Factor 1.20 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.6 0.8
Delay (s) 22.8 8.2
Level of Service C A
Approach Delay (s) 22.8 0.0 8.2 0.0
Approach LOS C A A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 10.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1743 0 266 0 0 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3539 1681 1681
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3539 1681 1681
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1895 0 289 0 0 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 33 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1895 0 111 112 0 0 0 0
Turn Type NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 1 2
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.5 12.5 12.5
Effective Green, g (s) 27.5 12.5 12.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.25 0.25
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1946 420 420
v/s Ratio Prot c0.54
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.97 0.26 0.27
Uniform Delay, d1 10.9 15.1 15.1
Progression Factor 1.00 0.06 0.06
Incremental Delay, d2 15.1 0.3 0.3
Delay (s) 26.0 1.1 1.1
Level of Service C A A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 26.0 1.1 0.0
Approach LOS A C A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.75
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 727 0 0 653 331 527
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 3438 1712 1421
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 3438 1712 1421
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 790 0 0 710 356 567
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 790 0 0 710 481 442
Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 0% 5% 1% 8%
Turn Type NA NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 1 1 5 5
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.1 20.1 19.9 19.9
Effective Green, g (s) 20.1 20.1 19.9 19.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1395 1382 681 565
v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.21 0.28 c0.31
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.57 0.51 0.71 0.78
Uniform Delay, d1 11.6 11.3 12.6 13.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.35 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 1.2 3.3 7.0
Delay (s) 13.2 16.5 16.0 20.1
Level of Service B B B C
Approach Delay (s) 13.2 16.5 17.9
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 16.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.5% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1262 3 0 0 0 0 0 1065 339 533 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4938 2733 3019 3223
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4938 2733 3019 3223
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1372 3 0 0 0 0 0 1158 368 579 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 477 346 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1375 0 0 0 0 0 0 681 22 579 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 8% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 16% 12% 0%
Turn Type NA custom Prot NA
Protected Phases 5 4 6 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 27.0 6.0 23.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 27.0 6.0 23.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.06 0.23
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1333 737 181 741
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 c0.25 0.01 c0.18
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.03 0.92 0.12 0.78
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 35.5 44.5 36.1
Progression Factor 0.80 0.84 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 31.0 17.5 0.3 5.4
Delay (s) 60.2 47.1 44.8 41.5
Level of Service E D D D
Approach Delay (s) 60.2 0.0 47.1 42.8
Approach LOS E A D D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 51.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 23.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 245 800 224 17 473 43 10 2 261 1 11 179
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.87 0.87
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1142 3265 3230 1640 1659
Flt Permitted 0.39 1.00 0.70 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 473 3265 2261 1555 1652
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 266 870 243 18 514 47 11 2 284 1 12 195
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 18 0 0 5 0 0 173 0 0 169 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 266 1095 0 0 574 0 0 124 0 0 39 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 58% 3% 21% 19% 5% 64% 20% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type D.P+P NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 6 6 1 1 5 5
Permitted Phases 1 1 5 5
Actuated Green, G (s) 71.7 76.7 51.6 13.3 13.3
Effective Green, g (s) 71.7 76.7 51.6 13.3 13.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.72 0.77 0.52 0.13 0.13
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 473 2504 1166 206 219
v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 0.34
v/s Ratio Perm c0.29 0.25 c0.08 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.56 0.44 0.49 0.60 0.18
Uniform Delay, d1 5.5 4.1 15.7 40.9 38.5
Progression Factor 1.07 0.96 0.56 1.00 2.20
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 0.1 0.9 4.9 0.3
Delay (s) 7.1 4.0 9.7 45.8 84.9
Level of Service A A A D F
Approach Delay (s) 4.6 9.7 45.8 84.9
Approach LOS A A D F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 6: MBTA Station Drive/Beacham St & Maffa Way

Movement NB SE SE SE
Directions Served TR T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 262 271 254 198
Average Queue (ft) 120 212 145 80
95th Queue (ft) 227 299 256 184
Link Distance (ft) 260 237 237 237
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 10 5 5
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 7: Beacham St & Main Street

Movement WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T L LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 240 242 100 101
Average Queue (ft) 216 180 41 39
95th Queue (ft) 254 268 79 82
Link Distance (ft) 204 204 117 117
Upstream Blk Time (%) 24 14 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 662 668 227 226 384 315
Average Queue (ft) 534 580 99 115 239 145
95th Queue (ft) 954 896 182 192 367 280
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 223 223 493 493
Upstream Blk Time (%) 50 65 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T TR R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 290 291 257 264 273 481 476 473 445
Average Queue (ft) 266 247 200 242 247 447 443 411 257
95th Queue (ft) 312 298 282 257 265 483 483 562 486
Link Distance (ft) 246 246 246 210 210 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 23 9 3 66 67 91 90 53 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 96 38 14 348 357 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 58: Spice St/MBTA Station Drive & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L T TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 234 254 268 141 150 295 212
Average Queue (ft) 135 217 228 28 36 283 63
95th Queue (ft) 220 257 262 86 103 293 176
Link Distance (ft) 223 223 223 210 210 269 260
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 11 20 0 100 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 5 45 84 0 0 8
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 999
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Sullivan Square Vehicle O/D Tracking
4‐6pm
Friday 12/5/2014
PDI File# 144208

Exiting to:
C A B C D E F G H I J K L

Cars Main Street WB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

4:00 PM 402 364 90.55% 66 0 0 45 150 95 8
4:15 PM 394 355 90.10% 66 1 0 59 132 90 7
4:30 PM 409 379 92.67% 66 0 0 92 116 102 3
4:45 PM 397 343 86.40% 58 0 0 45 124 109 7
5:00 PM 419 329 78.52% 65 0 1 51 103 101 8
5:15 PM 393 327 83.21% 75 0 0 34 119 96 3
5:30 PM 381 282 74.02% 61 0 0 33 105 79 4
5:45 PM 355 269 75.77% 53 0 0 34 110 72 0

3150 2648 84.06% 510 1 0 1 0 393 0 959 0 744 40 0
19.26% 0.04% 0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 14.84% 0.00% 36.22% 0.00% 28.10% 1.51% 0.00%

Exiting to:
C A B C D E F G H I J K L

Heavy 
Vehicles

Main Street WB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

4:00 PM 14 15 107.14% 9 0 0 1 4 1 0
4:15 PM 13 15 115.38% 4 0 0 5 2 3 1
4:30 PM 12 12 100.00% 7 0 0 0 4 1 0
4:45 PM 15 15 100.00% 7 0 0 2 5 1 0
5:00 PM 8 9 112.50% 7 0 0 1 1 0 0
5:15 PM 6 7 116.67% 4 0 0 1 2 0 0
5:30 PM 11 12 109.09% 6 0 0 1 2 3 0
5:45 PM 11 11 100.00% 6 0 0 1 2 2 0

90 96 106.67% 50 0 0 0 0 12 0 22 0 11 1 0
52.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 12.50% 0.00% 22.92% 0.00% 11.46% 1.04% 0.00%

Exiting to:
C A B C D E F G H I J K L

Combined Main Street WB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB  

4:00 PM 416 379 91.11% 75 0 0 0 0 46 0 154 0 96 8 0
4:15 PM 407 370 90.91% 70 1 0 0 0 64 0 134 0 93 8 0
4:30 PM 421 391 92.87% 73 0 0 0 0 92 0 120 0 103 3 0
4:45 PM 412 358 86.89% 65 0 0 0 0 47 0 129 0 110 7 0
5:00 PM 427 338 79.16% 72 0 0 1 0 52 0 104 0 101 8 0
5:15 PM 399 334 83.71% 79 0 0 0 0 35 0 121 0 96 3 0
5:30 PM 392 294 75.00% 67 0 0 0 0 34 0 107 0 82 4 0
5:45 PM 366 280 76.50% 59 0 0 0 0 35 0 112 0 74 0 0

3240 2744 84.69% 560 1 0 1 0 405 0 981 0 755 41 0
20.41% 0.04% 0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 14.76% 0.00% 35.75% 0.00% 27.51% 1.49% 0.00%

Entering from:

Exiting to:

Exiting to:



Sullivan Square Vehicle O/D Tracking
4‐6pm
Friday 12/5/2014
PDI File# 144208

Exiting to:
E A B C D E F G H I J K L

Cars Cambridge Street SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

4:00 PM 144 144 100.00% 49 0 43 0 40 12 0
4:15 PM 136 137 100.74% 66 0 28 0 34 9 0
4:30 PM 140 138 98.57% 62 1 35 0 35 5 0
4:45 PM 124 120 96.77% 41 0 40 0 29 10 0
5:00 PM 147 123 83.67% 46 0 34 0 28 15 0
5:15 PM 137 121 88.32% 51 0 43 0 21 6 0
5:30 PM 153 127 83.01% 47 0 52 0 26 2 0
5:45 PM 139 130 93.53% 50 0 45 0 31 4 0

1120 1040 92.86% 412 1 0 320 0 0 0 244 0 63 0 0
39.62% 0.10% 0.00% 30.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 23.46% 0.00% 6.06% 0.00% 0.00%

Exiting to:
E A B C D E F G H I J K L

Heavy 
Vehicles

Cambridge Street SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

4:00 PM 22 24 109.09% 10 0 6 0 2 6 0
4:15 PM 14 14 100.00% 6 0 1 0 1 6 0
4:30 PM 19 16 84.21% 12 0 2 0 0 1 1
4:45 PM 19 18 94.74% 9 0 4 0 1 4 0
5:00 PM 17 14 82.35% 3 0 5 0 0 6 0
5:15 PM 11 9 81.82% 4 0 2 0 2 1 0
5:30 PM 15 14 93.33% 3 0 3 0 3 5 0
5:45 PM 14 12 85.71% 3 0 3 0 2 4 0

131 121 92.37% 50 0 0 26 0 0 0 11 0 33 1 0
41.32% 0.00% 0.00% 21.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 9.09% 0.00% 27.27% 0.83% 0.00%

Exiting to:
E A B C D E F G H I J K L

Combined Cambridge Street SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB  

4:00 PM 166 168 101.20% 59 0 0 49 0 0 0 42 0 18 0 0
4:15 PM 150 151 100.67% 72 0 0 29 0 0 0 35 0 15 0 0
4:30 PM 159 154 96.86% 74 1 0 37 0 0 0 35 0 6 1 0
4:45 PM 143 138 96.50% 50 0 0 44 0 0 0 30 0 14 0 0
5:00 PM 164 137 83.54% 49 0 0 39 0 0 0 28 0 21 0 0
5:15 PM 148 130 87.84% 55 0 0 45 0 0 0 23 0 7 0 0
5:30 PM 168 141 83.93% 50 0 0 55 0 0 0 29 0 7 0 0
5:45 PM 153 142 92.81% 53 0 0 48 0 0 0 33 0 8 0 0

1251 1161 92.81% 462 1 0 346 0 0 0 255 0 96 1 0
39.79% 0.09% 0.00% 29.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 21.96% 0.00% 8.27% 0.09% 0.00%

Entering from:

Exiting to:

Exiting to:



Sullivan Square Vehicle O/D Tracking
4‐6pm
Friday 12/5/2014
PDI File# 144208

Exiting to:
G A B C D E F G H I J K L

Cars Rutherford Avenue SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

4:00 PM 175 162 92.57% 0 0 121 38 0 3 0
4:15 PM 165 158 95.76% 4 0 116 37 0 1 0
4:30 PM 179 167 93.30% 3 0 119 42 0 3 0
4:45 PM 176 167 94.89% 2 0 126 38 1 0 0
5:00 PM 191 179 93.72% 2 0 124 49 0 4 0
5:15 PM 200 189 94.50% 1 0 148 36 1 3 0
5:30 PM 182 170 93.41% 2 0 138 28 1 1 0
5:45 PM 197 185 93.91% 1 0 147 35 0 2 0

1465 1377 93.99% 15 0 0 1039 0 303 0 3 0 17 0 0
1.09% 0.00% 0.00% 75.45% 0.00% 22.00% 0.00% 0.22% 0.00% 1.23% 0.00% 0.00%

Exiting to:
G A B C D E F G H I J K L

Heavy 
Vehicles

Rutherford Avenue SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

4:00 PM 11 9 81.82% 0 0 2 6 1 0 0
4:15 PM 11 10 90.91% 0 0 6 3 1 0 0
4:30 PM 12 11 91.67% 0 0 5 6 0 0 0
4:45 PM 9 9 100.00% 1 0 1 2 3 2 0
5:00 PM 9 8 88.89% 0 0 4 2 1 1 0
5:15 PM 6 6 100.00% 0 0 4 0 1 1 0
5:30 PM 7 6 85.71% 1 0 1 3 1 0 0
5:45 PM 6 6 100.00% 0 0 4 1 0 1 0

71 65 91.55% 2 0 0 27 0 23 0 8 0 5 0 0
3.08% 0.00% 0.00% 41.54% 0.00% 35.38% 0.00% 12.31% 0.00% 7.69% 0.00% 0.00%

Exiting to:
G A B C D E F G H I J K L

Combined Rutherford Avenue SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB  

4:00 PM 186 171 91.94% 0 0 0 123 0 44 0 1 0 3 0 0
4:15 PM 176 168 95.45% 4 0 0 122 0 40 0 1 0 1 0 0
4:30 PM 191 178 93.19% 3 0 0 124 0 48 0 0 0 3 0 0
4:45 PM 185 176 95.14% 3 0 0 127 0 40 0 4 0 2 0 0
5:00 PM 200 187 93.50% 2 0 0 128 0 51 0 1 0 5 0 0
5:15 PM 206 195 94.66% 1 0 0 152 0 36 0 2 0 4 0 0
5:30 PM 189 176 93.12% 3 0 0 139 0 31 0 2 0 1 0 0
5:45 PM 203 191 94.09% 1 0 0 151 0 36 0 0 0 3 0 0

1536 1442 93.88% 17 0 0 1066 0 326 0 11 0 22 0 0
1.18% 0.00% 0.00% 73.93% 0.00% 22.61% 0.00% 0.76% 0.00% 1.53% 0.00% 0.00%

Entering from:

Exiting to:

Exiting to:



Sullivan Square Vehicle O/D Tracking
4‐6pm
Saturday 12/6/2014
PDI File# 144208

Exiting to:
C A B C D E F G H I J K L

Cars Main Street WB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

2:00 PM 310 269 86.77% 61 1 0 42 102 63 0
2:15 PM 302 280 92.72% 78 0 1 39 105 57 0
2:30 PM 319 276 86.52% 66 0 0 36 109 65 0
2:45 PM 315 268 85.08% 58 0 1 40 102 67 0
3:00 PM 289 271 93.77% 50 0 0 51 110 60 0
3:15 PM 274 272 99.27% 64 0 0 55 91 62 0
3:30 PM 270 266 98.52% 75 0 0 43 85 63 0
3:45 PM 231 225 97.40% 59 0 0 46 70 50 0

2310 2127 92.08% 511 1 0 2 0 352 0 774 0 487 0 0
24.02% 0.05% 0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 16.55% 0.00% 36.39% 0.00% 22.90% 0.00% 0.00%

Exiting to:
C A B C D E F G H I J K L

Heavy 
Vehicles

Main Street WB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

2:00 PM 11 11 100.00% 7 0 0 0 2 2 0
2:15 PM 7 9 128.57% 3 0 0 2 4 0 0
2:30 PM 6 6 100.00% 2 0 0 0 4 0 0
2:45 PM 8 10 125.00% 6 0 0 1 2 1 0
3:00 PM 7 6 85.71% 4 0 0 1 0 1 0
3:15 PM 8 8 100.00% 4 0 0 1 3 0 0
3:30 PM 5 6 120.00% 3 0 0 1 2 0 0
3:45 PM 9 12 133.33% 5 0 0 1 1 5 0

61 68 111.48% 34 0 0 0 0 7 0 18 0 9 0 0
50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 10.29% 0.00% 26.47% 0.00% 13.24% 0.00% 0.00%

Exiting to:
C A B C D E F G H I J K L

Combined Main Street WB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB  

2:00 PM 321 280 87.23% 68 1 0 0 0 42 0 104 0 65 0 0
2:15 PM 309 289 93.53% 81 0 0 1 0 41 0 109 0 57 0 0
2:30 PM 325 282 86.77% 68 0 0 0 0 36 0 113 0 65 0 0
2:45 PM 323 278 86.07% 64 0 0 1 0 41 0 104 0 68 0 0
3:00 PM 296 277 93.58% 54 0 0 0 0 52 0 110 0 61 0 0
3:15 PM 282 280 99.29% 68 0 0 0 0 56 0 94 0 62 0 0
3:30 PM 275 272 98.91% 78 0 0 0 0 44 0 87 0 63 0 0
3:45 PM 240 237 98.75% 64 0 0 0 0 47 0 71 0 55 0 0

2371 2195 92.58% 545 1 0 2 0 359 0 792 0 496 0 0
24.83% 0.05% 0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 16.36% 0.00% 36.08% 0.00% 22.60% 0.00% 0.00%

Entering from:

Entering from:

Entering from:



Sullivan Square Vehicle O/D Tracking
4‐6pm
Saturday 12/6/2014
PDI File# 144208

Exiting to:
E A B C D E F G H I J K L

Cars Cambridge Street SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

2:00 PM 120 103 85.83% 45 0 33 0 15 10 0
2:15 PM 138 129 93.48% 57 0 50 0 13 9 0
2:30 PM 133 125 93.98% 60 0 36 0 20 9 0
2:45 PM 128 119 92.97% 51 0 39 0 19 10 0
3:00 PM 101 99 98.02% 50 1 27 0 13 8 0
3:15 PM 134 121 90.30% 59 0 33 0 22 7 0
3:30 PM 123 119 96.75% 50 0 43 0 16 10 0
3:45 PM 119 115 96.64% 58 0 34 0 11 12 0

996 930 93.37% 430 1 0 295 0 0 0 129 0 75 0 0
46.24% 0.11% 0.00% 31.72% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 13.87% 0.00% 8.06% 0.00% 0.00%

Exiting to:
E A B C D E F G H I J K L

Heavy 
Vehicles

Cambridge Street SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

2:00 PM 6 6 100.00% 3 0 2 0 0 1 0
2:15 PM 4 5 125.00% 2 0 1 0 0 2 0
2:30 PM 12 8 66.67% 2 0 5 0 0 1 0
2:45 PM 7 8 114.29% 6 0 2 0 0 0 0
3:00 PM 7 7 100.00% 2 0 3 0 0 2 0
3:15 PM 4 5 125.00% 0 0 2 0 0 3 0
3:30 PM 6 5 83.33% 2 0 2 0 0 1 0
3:45 PM 6 4 66.67% 1 0 3 0 0 0 0

52 48 92.31% 18 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0
37.50% 0.00% 0.00% 41.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.83% 0.00% 0.00%

Exiting to:
E A B C D E F G H I J K L

Combined Cambridge Street SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB  

2:00 PM 126 109 86.51% 48 0 0 35 0 0 0 15 0 11 0 0
2:15 PM 142 134 94.37% 59 0 0 51 0 0 0 13 0 11 0 0
2:30 PM 145 133 91.72% 62 0 0 41 0 0 0 20 0 10 0 0
2:45 PM 135 127 94.07% 57 0 0 41 0 0 0 19 0 10 0 0
3:00 PM 108 106 98.15% 52 1 0 30 0 0 0 13 0 10 0 0
3:15 PM 138 126 91.30% 59 0 0 35 0 0 0 22 0 10 0 0
3:30 PM 129 124 96.12% 52 0 0 45 0 0 0 16 0 11 0 0
3:45 PM 125 119 95.20% 59 0 0 37 0 0 0 11 0 12 0 0

1048 978 93.32% 448 1 0 315 0 0 0 129 0 85 0 0
45.81% 0.10% 0.00% 32.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 13.19% 0.00% 8.69% 0.00% 0.00%

Entering from:

Entering from:

Entering from:



Sullivan Square Vehicle O/D Tracking
4‐6pm
Saturday 12/6/2014
PDI File# 144208

Exiting to:
G A B C D E F G H I J K L

Cars Rutherford Avenue SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

2:00 PM 198 194 97.98% 14 9 137 34 0 0 0
2:15 PM 211 198 93.84% 12 1 130 53 0 2 0
2:30 PM 187 179 95.72% 4 0 115 56 0 4 0
2:45 PM 192 179 93.23% 4 0 129 44 0 2 0
3:00 PM 180 182 101.11% 13 0 115 52 1 1 0
3:15 PM 190 178 93.68% 16 0 120 42 0 0 0
3:30 PM 152 147 96.71% 11 0 101 34 0 1 0
3:45 PM 163 159 97.55% 7 0 111 36 1 4 0

1473 1416 96.13% 81 10 0 958 0 351 0 2 0 14 0 0
5.72% 0.71% 0.00% 67.66% 0.00% 24.79% 0.00% 0.14% 0.00% 0.99% 0.00% 0.00%

Exiting to:
G A B C D E F G H I J K L

Heavy 
Vehicles

Rutherford Avenue SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB

2:00 PM 4 4 100.00% 0 0 3 1 0 0 0
2:15 PM 6 5 83.33% 2 0 1 2 0 0 0
2:30 PM 5 6 120.00% 2 0 4 0 0 0 0
2:45 PM 3 3 100.00% 1 0 1 1 0 0 0
3:00 PM 6 6 100.00% 0 0 4 2 0 0 0
3:15 PM 5 5 100.00% 1 0 0 4 0 0 0
3:30 PM 2 2 100.00% 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
3:45 PM 1 1 100.00% 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

32 32 100.00% 7 0 0 14 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0
21.88% 0.00% 0.00% 43.75% 0.00% 34.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Exiting to:
G A B C D E F G H I J K L

Combined Rutherford Avenue SB Tracked % Tracked Alford St SB West Street
Main Street 

WB
Maffa Way EB

Cambridge St 
SB

Cambridge St 
NB

Rutherford 
Ave SB

Rutherford 
Ave NB

Main Street EB Main Street WB
Schrafft 
Driveway

Alford Street NB  

2:00 PM 202 198 98.02% 14 9 0 140 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:15 PM 217 203 93.55% 14 1 0 131 0 55 0 0 0 2 0 0
2:30 PM 192 185 96.35% 6 0 0 119 0 56 0 0 0 4 0 0
2:45 PM 195 182 93.33% 5 0 0 130 0 45 0 0 0 2 0 0
3:00 PM 186 188 101.08% 13 0 0 119 0 54 0 1 0 1 0 0
3:15 PM 195 183 93.85% 17 0 0 120 0 46 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:30 PM 154 149 96.75% 12 0 0 102 0 34 0 0 0 1 0 0
3:45 PM 164 160 97.56% 7 0 0 111 0 37 0 1 0 4 0 0

1505 1448 96.21% 88 10 0 972 0 362 0 2 0 14 0 0
6.08% 0.69% 0.00% 67.13% 0.00% 25.00% 0.00% 0.14% 0.00% 0.97% 0.00% 0.00%

Entering from:

Entering from:

Entering from:







  .  
   

VISSIM Output



Sullivan Square Analysis 01-30-2015

Intersection/Movement
Observed 

Vehicles

Average 

Delay (sec)
LOS

Average 

Queue (ft)

Observed 

Vehicles

Average 

Delay (sec)
LOS

Average Queue 

(ft)

Observed 

Vehicles

Average 

Delay (sec)
LOS

Average 

Queue (ft)

Cambridge St/Alford St/Maffa Way 3467 48.8 D 175.2 2929 43.5 D - - 48.6 D -

Cambridge St EB to Rutherford Ave SB 508 43.9 D 134.8 - - - - - - - -

Cambridge St EB to Sullivan Traffic Circle 744 48.2 D 134.8 1027 26.9 C 92.5 1065 38.7 D 303

Maffa Way EB to Cambridge St WB 747 84.6 F 459.4 - - - - 3

Maffa Way EB to Rutherford Ave SB 219 37.9 D 46.8 445 54.1 D 220.0

Maffa Way EB to Sullivan Traffic Circle 192 81.5 F 459.4 777 73.1 E 220.0

Alford St SB to Cambridge St WB 41 49.6 D 68.3 520 19.0 B 28.5 533 32.0 C 82

Alford St SB to Rutherford Ave SB 845 13.4 B 29.5 29 49.4 D 42.5

Alford St SB to Sullivan Traffic Circle 170 61.2 E 68.3 131 57.0 E 42.5

Cambridge St/I-93 Off Ramp 2288 48.2 D 227.7 2190 20.1 C - - 26.1 C -

Cambridge St EB thru 497 22.0 C 47.5

Cambridge St EB to Cambridge St EB left-turn 221 26.1 C 47.5

Cambridge St WB thru 1075 13.6 B 47.7 610 16.5 B 32.9 653 8.4 A 39

I-93 Off Ramp left to Cambridge St WB 252 81.6 F 374.1 333 19.9 B 53.2 331 41.6 D 280

I-93 Off Ramp right to Cambridge St EB 505 19.5 B 53.2

I-93 Offramp NB right to Cambridge St EB left-turn 16 24.9 C 53.2

Busway SB right - - - - 7 53.8 D 3.8 7 48.7 D 0

NW Sullivan Square 2677 17.8 C 47.8 2313 5.4 A - - - - -

Alford St SB to Main St WB 567 1.7 A 0.0 610 1.6 A 0.0 - - - -

Alford St SB to Sullivan Traffic Circle 707 46.1 E 140.9 464 18.5 C 36.6 - - - -

Sullivan Traffic Circle thru 1404 10.1 B 2.5 1239 2.4 A 0.0 - - - -

Sullivan Square- Main St East 2403 17.8 C 629.8 2862 13.8 B - - - - -

Main St WB to Sullivan Traffic Circle 552 64.1 F 1255.2 659 53.4 F 1178.5 - - - -

Sullivan Traffic Circle thru 1851 3.9 A 4.4 2203 2.0 A 1.2 - - - -

Sullivan Square- Rutherford Ave NB 2526 33.6 D 730.2 2739 9.9 B - - - - -

Sullivan Traffic Circle thru 1402 1.3 A 0.1 - - - -

Sullivan Circle to Main St SB 530 2.5 A 0.1 - - - -

Rutherford Ave NB to Sullivan Traffic Circle 801 29.5 E 85.1 - - - -

Rutherford Ave NB to Main St SB 5 28.3 C 85.1 - - - -

Cambridge St/Spice St - - - - 2175 23.7 C - - 16.8 B -

Cambridge St EB left - - - - 239 38.6 D 60.7 245 8.5 A 21

Cambridge St EB thru - - - - 784 13.7 B 37.9 800

Cambridge St EB right - - - - 217 11.1 B 37.9 224

Cambridge St WB left 17 29.6 C 34.4 17

Cambridge St WB thru - - - - 466 21.8 C 34.4 473

Cambridge St WB right 39 22.9 B 34.4 43

Spice St NB left - - - - 11 46.5 D 62.0 10

Spice St NB thru - - - - 1 43.5 D 62.0 2

Spice St NB right - - - - 253 43.3 D 62.0 261

Busway SB left - - - - 0 0.0 A 34.4 1

Busway St SB thru - - - - 12 46.8 D 34.4 11

Busway St SB right - - - - 136 41.6 D 34.4 179

Beacham St at Main St Overall - - - - 1966 7.3 A - - 23.2 C -

Main St WB left (BUS) - - - - 22 11.1 B 29.5 0 - - -

Main St WB thru - - - - 1608 7.1 A 29.5 1743 26.7 C 283

Beacham St NB left - - - - 5 7.2 A 14.2

Beacham St NB left (BUS) - - - - 331 8.4 A 14.2

Beacham St NB thru - - - - 0 0.0 A 14.2 0 1.9 A 0

Maffa Way at Busway NORTH Overall - - - - 1432 88.8 F - - 4.4 A -

Maffa Way EB thru - - - - 1336 92.8 F 718.6 1475

Maffa Way EB right - - - - 27 45.3 D 718.6 27

Busway SB thru - - - - 42 30.3 C 1.3 29 101.7 F 7

Busway NB right - - - - 28 28.8 C 6.1 40 - - -

Maffa Way at Busway SOUTH Overall - - - - 1706.6 39.6 D - - 9.9 A -

Maffa Way EB left - - - - 23 40.6 C 221.1 22

Maffa Way EB thru - - - - 1205 47.4 B 221.1 1254

Maffa Way EB right - - - - 153 21.2 C 221.1 199

Busway NB thru - - - - 316 19.4 D 14.2 266

Busway NB right - - - - 9 20.6 C 4.0 10
21.8 C 83

38

2.5 A 0

7.7 A 100

1.9 A 0

14.1 B 105

E 121

Existing VISSIM Analysis Build Mitigated VISSIM Analysis Build Mitigated Synchro Analysis

346

2.2 A 47

1262

339

59.8 E

64.7

1660 1.6 A 4.1

642 58.8 E 108.8

319 126.2 F 380.2

727 19.5 B 168

527 49.3 D 262

45.8 D 59

85.2 F

867 95.0 F 1456.3

288
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 726 0 0 602 359 459

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0%

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 50 50

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Ped Bike Factor

Frt 0.850

Flt Protected 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 0 0 3471 1736 1482

Flt Permitted 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 0 0 3471 1736 1482

Right Turn on Red Yes No

Satd. Flow (RTOR)

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 704 584 536

Travel Time (s) 16.0 13.3 12.2

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Peak Hour Factor 0.78 0.78 0.84 0.84 0.81 0.81

Growth Factor 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 0% 4% 4% 9%

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Parking  (#/hr)

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 0% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 931 0 0 717 443 567

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 931 0 0 717 443 567

Turn Type NA NA NA Prot

Protected Phases 2 6 4 4

Permitted Phases

Detector Phase 2 6 4 4

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0

Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0

Total Split (s) 60.0 60.0 40.0 40.0

Total Split (%) 60.0% 60.0% 40.0% 40.0%

Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Max Max None None

Act Effct Green (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.35 0.35

v/c Ratio 0.49 0.38 0.73 1.09

Control Delay 14.9 13.5 36.7 100.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 14.9 13.5 36.7 100.4

LOS B B D F

Approach Delay 14.9 13.5 72.5

Approach LOS B B E

Queue Length 50th (ft) 181 128 244 ~410

Queue Length 95th (ft) 189 154 310 #521

Internal Link Dist (ft) 624 504 456

Turn Bay Length (ft)

Base Capacity (vph) 1909 1909 607 518

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.49 0.38 0.73 1.09

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Natural Cycle: 55

Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.09

Intersection Signal Delay: 36.4 Intersection LOS: D

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.8% ICU Level of Service B

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.

Splits and Phases:     52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 726 0 0 602 359 459

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 3471 1736 1482

Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 3471 1736 1482

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.78 0.78 0.84 0.84 0.81 0.81

Adj. Flow (vph) 931 0 0 717 443 567

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 931 0 0 717 443 567

Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 0% 4% 4% 9%

Turn Type NA NA NA Prot

Protected Phases 2 6 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0

Effective Green, g (s) 55.0 55.0 35.0 35.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.35 0.35

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1909 1909 607 518

v/s Ratio Prot c0.27 0.21 0.26 c0.38

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.49 0.38 0.73 1.09

Uniform Delay, d1 13.8 12.8 28.4 32.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.6 4.4 67.8

Delay (s) 14.7 13.3 32.8 100.3

Level of Service B B C F

Approach Delay (s) 14.7 13.3 70.7

Approach LOS B B E

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 35.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service D

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.8% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 1350 118 0 0 0 0 0 982 247 509 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% 0%

Storage Length (ft) 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 0

Taper Length (ft) 50 50 50 50

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95 1.00

Ped Bike Factor

Frt 0.850 0.850

Flt Protected 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 4940 1482 0 0 0 0 0 2760 3335 3252 0

Flt Permitted 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 4940 1482 0 0 0 0 0 2760 3335 3252 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 94 73 73

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 553 345 584 445

Travel Time (s) 12.6 7.8 13.3 10.1

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Peak Hour Factor 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.94 0.94 0.94

Growth Factor 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 9% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 5% 11% 0%

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Parking  (#/hr)

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 0% 0% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1570 137 0 0 0 0 0 1116 263 541 0

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1570 137 0 0 0 0 0 1116 263 541 0

Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4

Detector Phase 4 4 2 1 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0

Minimum Split (s) 27.0 27.0 14.0 14.0 28.0

Total Split (s) 43.0 43.0 55.0 22.0 77.0

Total Split (%) 35.8% 35.8% 45.8% 18.3% 64.2%

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes

Recall Mode None None Max None Max

Act Effct Green (s) 38.0 38.0 52.8 12.2 71.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.44 0.10 0.59

v/c Ratio 1.00 0.26 0.89 0.65 0.28

Control Delay 64.7 12.3 39.5 44.6 12.5

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 64.7 12.3 39.6 44.6 12.5

LOS E B D D B

Approach Delay 60.5 23.0

Approach LOS E C

Queue Length 50th (ft) ~447 23 420 73 102

Queue Length 95th (ft) #516 65 #586 114 134

Internal Link Dist (ft) 473 265 504 365

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200

Base Capacity (vph) 1564 533 1254 507 1924

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 4 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 1.00 0.26 0.89 0.52 0.28

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.00

Intersection Signal Delay: 45.8 Intersection LOS: D

Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.7% 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.

Splits and Phases:     53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 1350 118 0 0 0 0 0 982 247 509 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 4940 1482 2760 3335 3252

Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 4940 1482 2760 3335 3252

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.94 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1570 137 0 0 0 0 0 1116 263 541 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 41 66 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1570 73 0 0 0 0 0 1075 197 541 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 9% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 5% 11% 0%

Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 38.0 52.8 12.2 71.0

Effective Green, g (s) 38.0 38.0 52.8 12.2 71.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.44 0.10 0.59

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1564 469 1214 339 1924

v/s Ratio Prot c0.32 c0.39 c0.06 0.17

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05

v/c Ratio 1.00 0.16 0.89 0.58 0.28

Uniform Delay, d1 41.0 29.5 30.8 51.5 12.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 23.7 0.2 9.7 2.5 0.4

Delay (s) 64.7 29.6 40.5 54.0 12.4

Level of Service E C D D B

Approach Delay (s) 61.9 0.0 40.5 26.0

Approach LOS E A D C

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 47.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service D

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.7% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 670 0 0 552 336 375

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0%

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 50 50

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Ped Bike Factor

Frt 0.850

Flt Protected 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 3539 0 0 3539 1770 1583

Flt Permitted 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 3539 0 0 3539 1770 1583

Right Turn on Red Yes No

Satd. Flow (RTOR)

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 704 584 536

Travel Time (s) 16.0 13.3 12.2

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.90 0.90 0.94 0.94

Growth Factor 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 2%

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Parking  (#/hr)

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 0% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 798 0 0 613 357 399

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 798 0 0 613 357 399

Turn Type NA NA NA Prot

Protected Phases 2 6 4 4

Permitted Phases

Detector Phase 2 6 4 4

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0

Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0

Total Split (s) 60.0 60.0 40.0 40.0

Total Split (%) 60.0% 60.0% 40.0% 40.0%

Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Max Max None None

Act Effct Green (s) 55.3 55.3 28.0 28.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.59 0.59 0.30 0.30

v/c Ratio 0.38 0.29 0.67 0.84

Control Delay 11.6 10.7 35.2 46.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 11.6 10.7 35.2 46.9

LOS B B D D

Approach Delay 11.6 10.7 41.4

Approach LOS B B D

Queue Length 50th (ft) 125 90 183 219

Queue Length 95th (ft) 173 140 277 332

Internal Link Dist (ft) 624 504 456

Turn Bay Length (ft)

Base Capacity (vph) 2096 2096 667 597

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.38 0.29 0.54 0.67

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 93.3

Natural Cycle: 40

Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.84

Intersection Signal Delay: 21.7 Intersection LOS: C

Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 670 0 0 552 336 375

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3539 3539 1770 1583

Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3539 3539 1770 1583

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.90 0.90 0.94 0.94

Adj. Flow (vph) 798 0 0 613 357 399

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 798 0 0 613 357 399

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 2%

Turn Type NA NA NA Prot

Protected Phases 2 6 4 4

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 55.3 55.3 28.0 28.0

Effective Green, g (s) 55.3 55.3 28.0 28.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.59 0.59 0.30 0.30

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2097 2097 531 475

v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.17 0.20 c0.25

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.38 0.29 0.67 0.84

Uniform Delay, d1 10.0 9.4 28.6 30.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.4 3.3 12.4

Delay (s) 10.5 9.7 32.0 42.9

Level of Service B A C D

Approach Delay (s) 10.5 9.7 37.7

Approach LOS B A D

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 19.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service B

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.53

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 93.3 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 921 159 0 0 0 0 0 948 187 354 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% 0%

Storage Length (ft) 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 0

Taper Length (ft) 50 50 50 50

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95 1.00

Ped Bike Factor

Frt 0.850 0.850

Flt Protected 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 5085 1553 0 0 0 0 0 2760 3400 3438 0

Flt Permitted 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 5085 1553 0 0 0 0 0 2760 3400 3438 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 187 81 73

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 553 345 584 445

Travel Time (s) 12.6 7.8 13.3 10.1

Confl. Peds. (#/hr)

Confl. Bikes (#/hr)

Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.89 0.89 0.89

Growth Factor 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 4% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 3% 5% 0%

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Parking  (#/hr)

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 0% 0% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1123 194 0 0 0 0 0 1030 210 398 0

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1123 194 0 0 0 0 0 1030 210 398 0

Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4

Detector Phase 4 4 2 1 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0

Minimum Split (s) 27.0 27.0 14.0 14.0 28.0

Total Split (s) 43.0 43.0 55.0 22.0 77.0

Total Split (%) 35.8% 35.8% 45.8% 18.3% 64.2%

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes

Recall Mode None None Max None Max

Act Effct Green (s) 33.0 33.0 54.7 10.4 71.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.48 0.09 0.62

v/c Ratio 0.77 0.34 0.76 0.56 0.19

Control Delay 41.5 6.5 28.5 38.7 10.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 41.5 6.5 28.6 38.7 10.3

LOS D A C D B

Approach Delay 36.4 20.1

Approach LOS D C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 278 4 322 51 63

Queue Length 95th (ft) 293 42 478 88 95

Internal Link Dist (ft) 473 265 504 365

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200

Base Capacity (vph) 1681 638 1354 536 2124

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 27 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.67 0.30 0.78 0.39 0.19

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 115.1

Natural Cycle: 75

Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.77

Intersection Signal Delay: 30.3 Intersection LOS: C

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.8% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 921 159 0 0 0 0 0 948 187 354 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1553 2760 3400 3438

Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1553 2760 3400 3438

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.89 0.89 0.89

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1123 194 0 0 0 0 0 1030 210 398 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 133 0 0 0 0 0 43 66 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1123 61 0 0 0 0 0 987 144 398 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 4% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 3% 5% 0%

Turn Type NA Perm custom Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 33.0 33.0 54.7 10.4 71.1

Effective Green, g (s) 33.0 33.0 54.7 10.4 71.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.48 0.09 0.62

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1457 445 1311 307 2123

v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 c0.36 c0.04 0.12

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04

v/c Ratio 0.77 0.14 0.75 0.47 0.19

Uniform Delay, d1 37.6 30.5 24.7 49.7 9.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.6 0.1 4.0 1.1 0.2

Delay (s) 40.2 30.6 28.7 50.8 9.7

Level of Service D C C D A

Approach Delay (s) 38.8 0.0 28.7 23.9

Approach LOS D A C C

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 32.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service C

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 115.1 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.8% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 590 0 0 545 272 278
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 3471 1736 1482
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 3471 1736 1482
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.78 0.78 0.84 0.84 0.81 0.81
Adj. Flow (vph) 756 0 0 649 336 343
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 756 0 0 649 336 343
Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 0% 4% 4% 9%
Turn Type NA NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.3 55.3 25.8 25.8
Effective Green, g (s) 55.3 55.3 25.8 25.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 0.61 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2106 2106 491 419
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.19 0.19 c0.23
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.36 0.31 0.68 0.82
Uniform Delay, d1 9.0 8.7 29.0 30.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.4 3.9 11.8
Delay (s) 9.5 9.0 33.0 42.3
Level of Service A A C D
Approach Delay (s) 9.5 9.0 37.7
Approach LOS A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 18.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 91.1 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1152 149 0 0 0 0 0 928 203 401 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.83 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4940 1233 2760 3335 3252
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4940 1233 2760 3335 3252
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1340 173 0 0 0 0 0 1055 216 427 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 96 0 0 0 0 0 40 66 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1340 77 0 0 0 0 0 1015 150 427 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 98
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 9% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 5% 11% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm Prot Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 36.9 36.9 54.2 10.8 71.0
Effective Green, g (s) 36.9 36.9 54.2 10.8 71.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.31 0.46 0.09 0.60
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1533 382 1258 302 1941
v/s Ratio Prot c0.27 c0.37 c0.04 0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.20 0.81 0.50 0.22
Uniform Delay, d1 38.8 30.2 27.8 51.5 11.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.9 0.3 5.6 1.3 0.3
Delay (s) 44.7 30.4 33.5 52.7 11.4
Level of Service D C C D B
Approach Delay (s) 43.0 0.0 33.5 25.3
Approach LOS D A C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.80
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 118.9 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 222 188 182 181 246 324
Average Queue (ft) 119 60 78 70 136 141
95th Queue (ft) 189 147 155 146 221 252
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 486 486 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 484 409 322 108 368 380 182 165 209 156
Average Queue (ft) 347 290 177 51 226 224 108 43 98 34
95th Queue (ft) 460 387 282 94 327 332 166 131 174 106
Link Distance (ft) 479 479 479 486 486 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 2
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 670 0 0 552 336 375
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3539 3539 1770 1583
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3539 3539 1770 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.90 0.90 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 798 0 0 613 357 399
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 798 0 0 613 357 399
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type NA NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.3 55.3 28.0 28.0
Effective Green, g (s) 55.3 55.3 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.59 0.59 0.30 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2097 2097 531 475
v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.17 0.20 c0.25
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.29 0.67 0.84
Uniform Delay, d1 10.0 9.4 28.6 30.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.4 3.3 12.4
Delay (s) 10.5 9.7 32.0 42.9
Level of Service B A C D
Approach Delay (s) 10.5 9.7 37.7
Approach LOS B A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 19.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.53
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 93.3 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 921 159 0 0 0 0 0 948 187 354 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1463 2760 3400 3438
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1463 2760 3400 3438
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.89 0.89 0.89
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1123 194 0 0 0 0 0 1030 210 398 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 133 0 0 0 0 0 41 66 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1123 61 0 0 0 0 0 989 144 398 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 4% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 3% 5% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm Prot Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 33.0 33.0 54.7 10.4 71.1
Effective Green, g (s) 33.0 33.0 54.7 10.4 71.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.29 0.29 0.48 0.09 0.62
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1457 419 1311 307 2123
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 c0.36 c0.04 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04
v/c Ratio 0.77 0.14 0.75 0.47 0.19
Uniform Delay, d1 37.6 30.5 24.7 49.7 9.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.6 0.2 4.1 1.1 0.2
Delay (s) 40.2 30.7 28.8 50.8 9.7
Level of Service D C C D A
Approach Delay (s) 38.8 0.0 28.8 23.9
Approach LOS D A C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 32.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 115.1 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.1% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 241 215 190 183 305 326
Average Queue (ft) 142 86 88 86 158 182
95th Queue (ft) 222 183 164 162 252 295
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 486 486 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 391 326 237 75 368 352 182 152 164 119
Average Queue (ft) 264 220 101 41 218 213 102 40 85 27
95th Queue (ft) 348 298 212 66 336 321 165 120 147 82
Link Distance (ft) 479 479 479 486 486 422 422 422 422
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 0
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 651 0 0 552 316 317
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3471 3438 1787 1495
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3471 3438 1787 1495
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.82 0.82 0.86 0.86 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 794 0 0 642 340 341
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 794 0 0 642 340 341
Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 0% 0% 5% 1% 8%
Turn Type NA NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.3 55.3 25.5 25.5
Effective Green, g (s) 55.3 55.3 25.5 25.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 0.61 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2113 2093 501 419
v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 0.19 0.19 c0.23
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.31 0.68 0.81
Uniform Delay, d1 9.0 8.5 29.0 30.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.4 3.6 11.5
Delay (s) 9.5 8.9 32.7 41.9
Level of Service A A C D
Approach Delay (s) 9.5 8.9 37.3
Approach LOS A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 18.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.8 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1170 160 0 0 0 0 0 993 183 436 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 4940 1495 2733 3019 3223
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 4940 1495 2733 3019 3223
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1360 186 0 0 0 0 0 1128 218 519 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 102 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1360 84 0 0 0 0 0 1128 218 519 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 8% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 16% 12% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm Prot Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.2 37.2 51.6 13.5 71.1
Effective Green, g (s) 37.2 37.2 51.6 13.5 71.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.31 0.43 0.11 0.60
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1540 466 1182 341 1920
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 c0.41 c0.07 0.16
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.88 0.18 0.95 0.64 0.27
Uniform Delay, d1 39.0 29.9 32.7 50.6 11.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 0.2 17.3 3.9 0.3
Delay (s) 45.4 30.1 50.0 54.5 12.0
Level of Service D C D D B
Approach Delay (s) 43.5 0.0 50.0 24.5
Approach LOS D A D C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 41.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 119.3 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.2% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 18 903 47 16 539 41 10 2 89 1 0 3
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.50 0.50 0.50
Hourly flow rate (vph) 21 1062 55 18 606 46 12 2 109 2 0 6
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.93 0.89 0.92 0.92 0.89 0.92 0.92 0.93
vC, conflicting volume 652 1118 1477 1820 559 1348 1825 326
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 485 874 1017 1390 243 876 1395 136
tC, single (s) 5.3 4.5 7.9 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.8 2.4 3.7 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 97 97 92 98 84 99 100 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 714 592 147 124 676 179 123 835

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 552 586 321 349 123 8
Volume Left 21 0 18 0 12 2
Volume Right 0 55 0 46 109 6
cSH 714 1700 592 1700 468 435
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.34 0.03 0.21 0.26 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 2 0 26 1
Control Delay (s) 0.8 0.0 1.0 0.0 15.4 13.4
Lane LOS A A C B
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 0.5 15.4 13.4
Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 208 165 200 182 241 291
Average Queue (ft) 125 75 83 81 145 161
95th Queue (ft) 197 150 167 157 227 264
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 451 393 321 188 244 255 218 193 207 174
Average Queue (ft) 318 274 184 51 205 208 116 59 99 51
95th Queue (ft) 414 375 275 112 259 261 198 164 177 133
Link Distance (ft) 557 557 557 203 203 437 437 437 437
Upstream Blk Time (%) 11 11
Queuing Penalty (veh) 53 57
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2

Intersection: 58: Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 179 161 120 94 103 14
Average Queue (ft) 50 37 20 6 45 2
95th Queue (ft) 133 121 81 46 79 9
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 203 203 275 182
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 112
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 472 0 0 486 263 443
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3505 3539 1770 1538
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3505 3539 1770 1538
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.91
Adj. Flow (vph) 508 0 0 512 289 487
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 508 0 0 512 289 487
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 5%
Turn Type NA NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 55.1 55.1 33.3 33.3
Effective Green, g (s) 55.1 55.1 33.3 33.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.56 0.56 0.34 0.34
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1962 1981 598 520
v/s Ratio Prot c0.14 0.14 0.16 c0.32
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.48 0.94
Uniform Delay, d1 11.1 11.1 25.7 31.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.3 0.6 24.4
Delay (s) 11.5 11.5 26.4 56.0
Level of Service B B C E
Approach Delay (s) 11.5 11.5 44.9
Approach LOS B B D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 25.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 98.4 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way 1/28/2015

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Existing 2013 Saturday Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1018 146 0 0 0 0 0 882 203 348 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5036 1524 2733 3367 3471
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5036 1524 2733 3367 3471
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.88 0.88 0.88
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1119 160 0 0 0 0 0 969 231 395 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 110 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1119 50 0 0 0 0 0 969 231 395 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 3% 6% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm Prot Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 32.7 32.7 52.2 12.9 71.1
Effective Green, g (s) 32.7 32.7 52.2 12.9 71.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.45 0.11 0.62
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1434 434 1242 378 2149
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 c0.35 c0.07 0.11
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.11 0.78 0.61 0.18
Uniform Delay, d1 37.7 30.4 26.5 48.6 9.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 0.1 4.9 2.9 0.2
Delay (s) 40.6 30.5 31.4 51.5 9.6
Level of Service D C C D A
Approach Delay (s) 39.3 0.0 31.4 25.0
Approach LOS D A C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 33.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 114.8 Sum of lost time (s) 17.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
58: Cambridge Street 1/28/2015

Wynn Everett  12/29/2014 Existing 2013 Saturday Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 24 862 29 1 482 11 4 0 19 1 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.25 0.25 0.25
Hourly flow rate (vph) 24 871 29 1 507 12 6 0 27 4 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 255 329
pX, platoon unblocked 0.96 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.96
vC, conflicting volume 519 900 1190 1455 450 1026 1464 259
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 420 749 917 1196 267 746 1205 150
tC, single (s) 5.2 4.1 8.0 6.5 7.1 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.8 2.2 3.8 4.0 3.4 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 97 100 97 100 96 99 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 798 811 180 173 660 272 171 842

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 460 465 255 265 33 4
Volume Left 24 0 1 0 6 4
Volume Right 0 29 0 12 27 0
cSH 798 1700 811 1700 451 272
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.27 0.00 0.16 0.07 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 0 0 6 1
Control Delay (s) 0.9 0.0 0.1 0.0 13.6 18.4
Lane LOS A A B C
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 0.0 13.6 18.4
Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Queuing and Blocking Report
Existing 2013 SAT Peak Hour 6/30/2015

Wynn Everett SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Intersection: 52: I-93 NB Off-ramp & Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB NB
Directions Served T T T T L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 207 152 177 180 352 458
Average Queue (ft) 102 46 78 76 130 255
95th Queue (ft) 172 116 153 149 258 416
Link Distance (ft) 671 671 218 218 492 492
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 53: Cambridge Street/Alford Street & Maffa Way

Movement EB EB EB EB NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T R R R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 374 350 249 92 244 248 205 188 178 146
Average Queue (ft) 268 233 147 41 184 184 115 51 85 29
95th Queue (ft) 349 319 232 72 251 258 184 148 150 98
Link Distance (ft) 556 556 556 203 203 421 421 421 421
Upstream Blk Time (%) 7 7
Queuing Penalty (veh) 31 32
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 58: Cambridge Street

Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT TR LT TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 130 119 17 24 63 12
Average Queue (ft) 29 16 1 1 18 1
95th Queue (ft) 91 71 18 13 49 6
Link Distance (ft) 218 218 203 203 164 182
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 64



Table 1 – Capacity Analysis Summary & Comparison, FRIDAY p.m. Peak Hour, Sullivan Square, Boston

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

52. (S) Cambridge Street/I-93 NB off-Ramp/Sullivan Station D 35.6 B 18.5 B 18.3
Cambridge Street EB thru | thru B 14.7 0.49 181 189 590 A 9.5 0.36 119 189 59 A 9.5 0.38 125 197 590
Cambridge Street WB thru | thru B 13.3 0.38 128 154 475 A 9 0.31 78 155 475 A 8.9 0.31 83 167 475
I-93 NB ramp NB left C 32.8 0.73 244 310 >800 C 33 0.68 136 221 >800 C 32.7 0.68 145 227 >800
I-93 NB ramp NB right F 100.3 1.09 ~410 #521 >800 D 42.3 0.82 141 252 >800 D 41.9 0.81 161 264 >800

53.   Sullivan Square 
53a. (S) Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street D 47.3 D 36.3 D 41.6

Maffa EB thru | thru | thru E 64.7 1.00 ~447 #516 >800 D 44.7 0.87 347 460 >800 D 45.4 0.88 318 414 >800
Maffa EB right C 29.6 0.16 23 65 195 C 30.4 0.2 51 94 195 C 30.1 0.18 51 112 195
Cambridge NB right | right D 40.5 0.89 420 #586 485 C 33.5 0.81 226 332 485 D 50.0 0.95 208 261 485
Alford SB left | left D 54 0.58 73 114 330 D 52.7 0.5 108 166 330 D 54.5 0.64 116 198 330
Alford SB thru | thru B 12.4 0.28 102 134 330 B 11.4 0.22 98 174 330 B 12.0 0.27 99 177 330

Table 2 – Capacity Analysis Summary & Comparison, SATURDAY Afternoon Peak Hour, Sullivan Square, Boston

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

52. (S) Cambridge Street/I-93 NB off-Ramp/Sullivan Station B 19.8 B 19.8 C 25.9
Cambridge Street EB thru | thru B 10.5 0.38 125 173 590 B 10.5 0.38 142 222 59 B 11.5 0.26 102 172 590
Cambridge Street WB thru | thru A 9.7 0.29 90 140 475 A 9.7 0.29 88 164 475 B 11.5 0.26 78 153 475
I-93 NB ramp NB left C 32 0.67 183 277 >800 C 32 0.67 158 252 >800 C 26.4 0.48 130 258 >800

I-93 NB ramp NB right D 42.9 0.84 219 332 >800 D 42.9 0.84 182 295 >800 E 56.0 0.94 255 416 >800

53.   Sullivan Square 
53a. (S) Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street C 32.2 C 32.2 C 33.5

Maffa EB thru | thru | thru D 40.2 0.77 278 293 >800 D 40.2 0.77 264 348 >800 D 40.6 0.78 268 349 >800
Maffa EB right C 30.6 0.14 4 42 195 C 30.7 0.14 41 66 195 C 30.5 0.11 41 72 195
Cambridge NB right | right C 28.7 0.75 322 478 485 C 28.8 0.75 218 336 485 C 31.4 0.78 184 258 485
Alford SB left | left D 50.8 0.47 51 88 345 D 50.8 0.47 102 165 330 D 51.5 0.61 115 184 345

Alford SB thru | thru A 9.7 0.19 63 95 345 A 9.7 0.19 85 147 330 A 9.6 0.18 85 150 345
*based on counts provided by City of Boston dated 2008. *based on counts conducted in May/June 2013. *based on counts conducted in December 2014.

SFEIR Existing (2013) Conditions

Intersection

FEIR Existing (2013) Conditions SFEIR Existing (2013) Conditions

Intersection

Submitted FEIR Existing (2013) Conditions Revised FEIR Existing (2013) Conditions

Revised FEIR Existing (2013) Conditions

*based on counts provided by City of Boston dated 2008. *based on counts conducted in May/June 2013. *based on counts conducted in December 2014.
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           HCS 2010:  Freeway Merge and Diverge Segments Release 6.65          

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                JDH                                                    

Agency/Co.:             Howard Stein Hudson                                    

Date performed:         5/5/2015                                               

Analysis time period:   2013 Existing a.m. Peak Hour                           

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  Rutherford Avenue                                      

Junction:               Alford Street                                          

Jurisdiction:           Boston                                                 

Analysis Year:          2013                                                   

Description:  Sullivan Square - Wynn Resort_SSFEIR                             

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  2                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  50.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           155            vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     30.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              513            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            230            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        155         513                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.97        0.94                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                40          136                   v     

Trucks and buses                       5           4                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Level       Level                       

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               1.5         1.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           1.2         1.2                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.976       0.980                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          164         557                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 13-6 or 13-7)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    1.000   Using Equation  0                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  164    pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     721           1112014848      No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v  or v               0    pc/h     (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)             

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3     av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 164                    (Equation 13-15, 13-16, 13-18, or 13-19) 

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                721           1112014848            No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   9.4     pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  A               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.315                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 47.5    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  =  N/A    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 47.5    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

           HCS 2010:  Freeway Merge and Diverge Segments Release 6.65          

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                JDH                                                    

Agency/Co.:             Howard Stein Hudson                                    

Date performed:         5/5/2015                                               

Analysis time period:   2013 Existing p.m. Peak Hour                           

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  Rutherford Avenue                                      

Junction:               Alford Street                                          

Jurisdiction:           Boston                                                 

Analysis Year:          2013                                                   

Description:  Sullivan Square - Wynn Resort_SSFEIR                             

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  2                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  50.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           477            vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     30.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              1084           vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            230            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        477         1084                  vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.97        0.94                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                123         288                   v     

Trucks and buses                       5           4                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Level       Level                       

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               1.5         1.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           1.2         1.2                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.976       0.980                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          504         1176                  pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 13-6 or 13-7)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    1.000   Using Equation  0                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  504    pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     1680          1112014848      No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v  or v               0    pc/h     (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)             

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3     av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 504                    (Equation 13-15, 13-16, 13-18, or 13-19) 

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                1680          1112014848            No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   16.6    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  B               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.328                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 47.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  =  N/A    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 47.4    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

           HCS 2010:  Freeway Merge and Diverge Segments Release 6.65          

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                JDH                                                    

Agency/Co.:             Howard Stein Hudson                                    

Date performed:         5/5/2015                                               

Analysis time period:   2013 Existing Sat Peak Hour                            

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  Rutherford Avenue                                      

Junction:               Alford Street                                          

Jurisdiction:           Boston                                                 

Analysis Year:          2013                                                   

Description:  Sullivan Square - Wynn Resort_SSFEIR                             

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  2                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  50.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           317            vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     30.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              787            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            230            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        317         787                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.97        0.94                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                82          209                   v     

Trucks and buses                       5           4                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Level       Level                       

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               1.5         1.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           1.2         1.2                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.976       0.980                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          335         854                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 13-6 or 13-7)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    1.000   Using Equation  0                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  335    pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     1189          1112014848      No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v  or v               0    pc/h     (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)             

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3     av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 335                    (Equation 13-15, 13-16, 13-18, or 13-19) 

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                1189          1112014848            No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   12.9    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  B               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.320                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 47.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  =  N/A    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 47.4    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

           HCS 2010:  Freeway Merge and Diverge Segments Release 6.65          

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                JDH                                                    

Agency/Co.:             Howard Stein Hudson                                    

Date performed:         5/5/2015                                               

Analysis time period:   2023 No Build a.m. Peak Hour                           

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  Rutherford Avenue                                      

Junction:               Alford Street                                          

Jurisdiction:           Boston                                                 

Analysis Year:          2023                                                   

Description:  Sullivan Square - Wynn Resort_SSFEIR                             

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  2                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  50.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           160            vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     30.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              665            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            230            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        160         665                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.97        0.94                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                41          177                   v     

Trucks and buses                       5           4                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Level       Level                       

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               1.5         1.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           1.2         1.2                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.976       0.980                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          169         722                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 13-6 or 13-7)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    1.000   Using Equation  0                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  169    pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     891           1112014848      No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v  or v               0    pc/h     (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)             

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3     av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 169                    (Equation 13-15, 13-16, 13-18, or 13-19) 

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                891           1112014848            No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   10.7    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  B               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.317                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 47.5    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  =  N/A    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 47.5    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

           HCS 2010:  Freeway Merge and Diverge Segments Release 6.65          

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                JDH                                                    

Agency/Co.:             Howard Stein Hudson                                    

Date performed:         5/5/2015                                               

Analysis time period:   2023 No Build p.m. Peak Hour                           

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  Rutherford Avenue                                      

Junction:               Alford Street                                          

Jurisdiction:           Boston                                                 

Analysis Year:          2023                                                   

Description:  Sullivan Square - Wynn Resort_SSFEIR                             

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  2                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  50.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           501            vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     30.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              1325           vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            230            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        501         1325                  vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.97        0.94                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                129         352                   v     

Trucks and buses                       5           4                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Level       Level                       

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               1.5         1.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           1.2         1.2                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.976       0.980                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          529         1438                  pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 13-6 or 13-7)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    1.000   Using Equation  0                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  529    pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     1967          1112014848      No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v  or v               0    pc/h     (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)             

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3     av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 529                    (Equation 13-15, 13-16, 13-18, or 13-19) 

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                1967          1112014848            No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   18.7    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  B               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.335                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 47.3    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  =  N/A    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 47.3    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

           HCS 2010:  Freeway Merge and Diverge Segments Release 6.65          

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                JDH                                                    

Agency/Co.:             Howard Stein Hudson                                    

Date performed:         5/5/2015                                               

Analysis time period:   2023 No Build Sat Peak Hour                            

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  Rutherford Avenue                                      

Junction:               Alford Street                                          

Jurisdiction:           Boston                                                 

Analysis Year:          2023                                                   

Description:  Sullivan Square - Wynn Resort_SSFEIR                             

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  2                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  50.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           331            vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     30.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              931            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            230            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        331         931                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.97        0.94                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                85          248                   v     

Trucks and buses                       5           4                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Level       Level                       

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               1.5         1.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           1.2         1.2                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.976       0.980                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          350         1010                  pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 13-6 or 13-7)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    1.000   Using Equation  0                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  350    pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     1360          1112014848      No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v  or v               0    pc/h     (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)             

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3     av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 350                    (Equation 13-15, 13-16, 13-18, or 13-19) 

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                1360          1112014848            No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   14.2    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  B               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.322                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 47.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  =  N/A    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 47.4    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

           HCS 2010:  Freeway Merge and Diverge Segments Release 6.65          

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                JDH                                                    

Agency/Co.:             Howard Stein Hudson                                    

Date performed:         5/5/2015                                               

Analysis time period:   2023 Build a.m. Peak Hour                              

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  Rutherford Avenue                                      

Junction:               Alford Street                                          

Jurisdiction:           Boston                                                 

Analysis Year:          2023                                                   

Description:  Sullivan Square - Wynn Resort_SSFEIR                             

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  2                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  50.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           185            vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     30.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              744            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            230            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        185         744                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.97        0.94                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                48          198                   v     

Trucks and buses                       5           4                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Level       Level                       

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               1.5         1.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           1.2         1.2                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.976       0.980                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          195         807                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 13-6 or 13-7)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    1.000   Using Equation  0                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  195    pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     1002          1112014848      No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v  or v               0    pc/h     (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)             

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3     av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 195                    (Equation 13-15, 13-16, 13-18, or 13-19) 

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                1002          1112014848            No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   11.5    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  B               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.318                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 47.5    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  =  N/A    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 47.5    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

           HCS 2010:  Freeway Merge and Diverge Segments Release 6.65          

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                JDH                                                    

Agency/Co.:             Howard Stein Hudson                                    

Date performed:         5/5/2015                                               

Analysis time period:   2023 Build p.m. Peak Hour                              

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  Rutherford Avenue                                      

Junction:               Alford Street                                          

Jurisdiction:           Boston                                                 

Analysis Year:          2023                                                   

Description:  Sullivan Square - Wynn Resort_SSFEIR                             

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  2                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  50.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           603            vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     30.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              1652           vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            230            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        603         1652                  vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.97        0.94                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                155         439                   v     

Trucks and buses                       5           4                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Level       Level                       

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               1.5         1.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           1.2         1.2                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.976       0.980                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          637         1793                  pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 13-6 or 13-7)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    1.000   Using Equation  0                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  637    pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     2430          1112014848      No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v  or v               0    pc/h     (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)             

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3     av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 637                    (Equation 13-15, 13-16, 13-18, or 13-19) 

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                2430          1112014848            No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   22.2    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  C               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.351                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 47.2    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  =  N/A    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 47.2    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

           HCS 2010:  Freeway Merge and Diverge Segments Release 6.65          

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                JDH                                                    

Agency/Co.:             Howard Stein Hudson                                    

Date performed:         5/5/2015                                               

Analysis time period:   2023 Build Real p.m. Peak Hour                         

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  Rutherford Avenue                                      

Junction:               Alford Street                                          

Jurisdiction:           Boston                                                 

Analysis Year:          2023                                                   

Description:  Sullivan Square - Wynn Resort_SSFEIR                             

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  2                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  50.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           559            vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     30.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              1512           vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            230            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        559         1512                  vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.97        0.94                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                144         402                   v     

Trucks and buses                       5           4                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Level       Level                       

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               1.5         1.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           1.2         1.2                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.976       0.980                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          591         1641                  pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 13-6 or 13-7)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    1.000   Using Equation  0                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  591    pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     2232          1112014848      No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v  or v               0    pc/h     (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)             

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3     av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 591                    (Equation 13-15, 13-16, 13-18, or 13-19) 

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                2232          1112014848            No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   20.7    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  C               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.344                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 47.3    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  =  N/A    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 47.3    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

           HCS 2010:  Freeway Merge and Diverge Segments Release 6.65          

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                JDH                                                    

Agency/Co.:             Howard Stein Hudson                                    

Date performed:         5/5/2015                                               

Analysis time period:   2023 Build Sat Peak Hour                               

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  Rutherford Avenue                                      

Junction:               Alford Street                                          

Jurisdiction:           Boston                                                 

Analysis Year:          2023                                                   

Description:  Sullivan Square - Wynn Resort_SSFEIR                             

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  2                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  50.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           453            vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     30.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              1321           vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            230            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        453         1321                  vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.97        0.94                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                117         351                   v     

Trucks and buses                       5           4                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Level       Level                       

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               1.5         1.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           1.2         1.2                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.976       0.980                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          479         1433                  pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 13-6 or 13-7)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    1.000   Using Equation  0                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  479    pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     1912          1112014848      No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v  or v               0    pc/h     (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)             

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3     av34                                                               

Is   v  or v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3     av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 479                    (Equation 13-15, 13-16, 13-18, or 13-19) 

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                1912          1112014848            No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   18.3    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  B               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.334                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 47.3    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  =  N/A    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 47.3    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



. 

Comparison Between Existing Conditions Analysis (2008, 2013, 2014) 



Table 1 – Capacity Analysis Summary & Comparison, FRIDAY p.m. Peak Hour, Sullivan Square, Boston

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

52. (S) Cambridge Street/I-93 NB off-Ramp/Sullivan Station D 35.6 B 18.5 B 18.3
Cambridge Street EB thru | thru B 14.7 0.49 181 189 590 A 9.5 0.36 119 189 59 A 9.5 0.38 125 197 590
Cambridge Street WB thru | thru B 13.3 0.38 128 154 475 A 9 0.31 78 155 475 A 8.9 0.31 83 167 475
I-93 NB ramp NB left C 32.8 0.73 244 310 >800 C 33 0.68 136 221 >800 C 32.7 0.68 145 227 >800
I-93 NB ramp NB right F 100.3 1.09 ~410 #521 >800 D 42.3 0.82 141 252 >800 D 41.9 0.81 161 264 >800

53.   Sullivan Square 
53a. (S) Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street D 47.3 D 36.3 D 41.6

Maffa EB thru | thru | thru E 64.7 1.00 ~447 #516 >800 D 44.7 0.87 347 460 >800 D 45.4 0.88 318 414 >800
Maffa EB right C 29.6 0.16 23 65 195 C 30.4 0.2 51 94 195 C 30.1 0.18 51 112 195
Cambridge NB right | right D 40.5 0.89 420 #586 485 C 33.5 0.81 226 332 485 D 50.0 0.95 208 261 485
Alford SB left | left D 54 0.58 73 114 330 D 52.7 0.5 108 166 330 D 54.5 0.64 116 198 330
Alford SB thru | thru B 12.4 0.28 102 134 330 B 11.4 0.22 98 174 330 B 12.0 0.27 99 177 330

Table 2 – Capacity Analysis Summary & Comparison, SATURDAY Afternoon Peak Hour, Sullivan Square, Boston

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

LOS Delay V/C Ratio
50% 

Queue 
Length1

95% 
Queue 
Length1

Available 
Storage

52. (S) Cambridge Street/I-93 NB off-Ramp/Sullivan Station B 19.8 B 19.8 C 25.9
Cambridge Street EB thru | thru B 10.5 0.38 125 173 590 B 10.5 0.38 142 222 59 B 11.5 0.26 102 172 590
Cambridge Street WB thru | thru A 9.7 0.29 90 140 475 A 9.7 0.29 88 164 475 B 11.5 0.26 78 153 475
I-93 NB ramp NB left C 32 0.67 183 277 >800 C 32 0.67 158 252 >800 C 26.4 0.48 130 258 >800

I-93 NB ramp NB right D 42.9 0.84 219 332 >800 D 42.9 0.84 182 295 >800 E 56.0 0.94 255 416 >800

53.   Sullivan Square 
53a. (S) Main Street/Maffa Way/Cambridge Street/Alford Street C 32.2 C 32.2 C 33.5

Maffa EB thru | thru | thru D 40.2 0.77 278 293 >800 D 40.2 0.77 264 348 >800 D 40.6 0.78 268 349 >800
Maffa EB right C 30.6 0.14 4 42 195 C 30.7 0.14 41 66 195 C 30.5 0.11 41 72 195
Cambridge NB right | right C 28.7 0.75 322 478 485 C 28.8 0.75 218 336 485 C 31.4 0.78 184 258 485
Alford SB left | left D 50.8 0.47 51 88 345 D 50.8 0.47 102 165 330 D 51.5 0.61 115 184 345

Alford SB thru | thru A 9.7 0.19 63 95 345 A 9.7 0.19 85 147 330 A 9.6 0.18 85 150 345
*based on counts provided by City of Boston dated 2008. *based on counts conducted in May/June 2013. *based on counts conducted in December 2014.

SFEIR Existing (2013) Conditions

Intersection

FEIR Existing (2013) Conditions SFEIR Existing (2013) Conditions

Intersection

Submitted FEIR Existing (2013) Conditions Revised FEIR Existing (2013) Conditions

Revised FEIR Existing (2013) Conditions

*based on counts provided by City of Boston dated 2008. *based on counts conducted in May/June 2013. *based on counts conducted in December 2014.
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ROUTE 16, MEDFORD 
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Appendix E 
ROUTE 16, MEDFORD 

E1. Synchro Output 
a. Existing (2013) Conditions 
b. No Build (2023) Conditions 
c. Build (2023) Conditions 
d. Build (2023) Mitigated Conditions 



  .  
   

Synchro Output 



  .  
   

Existing (2013) Conditions



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) 11/21/2014

Wynn Everett  8/2/2013 Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 44 504 93 389 469 403 84 413 255 167 209 26
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 16 12 11 12 13 10 11 12 11 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3895 1697 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3529
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3895 1697 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3529
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 48 548 101 418 504 433 90 444 274 182 227 28
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 283 0 79 0 0 8 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 686 0 418 504 150 90 639 0 182 247 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 1 2 0 1 1 2 1 0 3 0
Turn Type Split NA Split NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 9.5 24.0 10.0 24.5
Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 9.5 24.0 10.0 24.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.08 0.20 0.08 0.20
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 973 494 554 484 132 655 145 720
v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 0.25 c0.27 0.05 c0.19 c0.10 0.07
v/s Ratio Perm 0.09
v/c Ratio 0.70 0.85 0.91 0.31 0.68 0.98 1.26 0.34
Uniform Delay, d1 41.0 40.0 41.0 33.1 53.8 47.7 55.0 40.9
Progression Factor 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.45 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.3 11.5 17.4 0.3 13.6 29.6 158.9 1.3
Delay (s) 43.3 47.9 54.8 48.3 67.3 77.3 213.9 42.2
Level of Service D D D D E E F D
Approach Delay (s) 43.3 50.6 76.2 113.7
Approach LOS D D E F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 63.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector 11/21/2014

Wynn Everett  8/2/2013 Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 924 895 0 1143 367
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 14 14 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 983 932 0 1203 386
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 90
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 983 932 0 1203 296
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 1%
Turn Type NA NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 4 8 4 8 1 2 1 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Effective Green, g (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.58 0.58 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2246 2224 1115 519
v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 0.24 c0.35 0.19
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.44 0.42 1.08 0.57
Uniform Delay, d1 14.0 13.8 40.5 33.6
Progression Factor 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.1 50.9 1.5
Delay (s) 12.7 13.9 91.4 35.1
Level of Service B B F D
Approach Delay (s) 12.7 13.9 77.7
Approach LOS B B E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 42.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.5% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue 11/21/2014

Wynn Everett  8/2/2013 Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Movement EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR SWL2 SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 1651 149 94 986 1391 513 426 68 134 285 81
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.81 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.91 0.94 0.86
Frt 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 7208 4789 3421 3286 4849 4873 1316
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 7208 4789 3421 3286 4849 4873 1316
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 1720 155 97 1016 1434 558 463 74 146 310 88
RTOR Reduction (vph) 14 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1861 0 0 1113 1434 558 515 0 0 465 79
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 0% 3% 2% 3% 1% 3% 1% 1% 2%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 1 6 7 7 4 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.26 0.58 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1946 1245 1984 427 630 682 184
v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 c0.23 0.42 c0.17 0.11 c0.10 0.06
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.96 0.89 0.72 1.31 0.82 0.68 0.43
Uniform Delay, d1 35.9 35.7 15.2 43.5 42.3 40.9 39.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.70 0.80 1.00 1.00 0.22 0.19
Incremental Delay, d2 12.4 7.1 1.6 154.1 11.3 4.7 6.2
Delay (s) 48.3 67.8 13.7 197.6 53.6 13.7 13.7
Level of Service D E B F D B B
Approach Delay (s) 48.3 37.3 127.0 13.7
Approach LOS D D F B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 54.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) 11/21/2014

Wynn Everett  8/2/2013 Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
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Movement EBU EBL2 EBL EBT WBT WBR WBR2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 4 70 245 2093 2068 470 64 400 912 549 1083
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3479 6408 7471 1615 1610 3383 1599 2733
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3479 6408 7471 1615 1610 3383 1599 2733
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 74 258 2203 2132 485 66 435 991 597 1177
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 10
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 336 2203 2132 505 0 391 1035 597 1167
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 3% 0% 2% 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 4%
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot NA NA Prot Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 5 5 5 2 6 6 8 8 8 1 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.34 0.40 0.40 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 487 2178 2988 646 499 1048 495 1530
v/s Ratio Prot 0.10 c0.34 0.29 c0.31 0.24 0.31 c0.37 c0.43
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.69 1.01 0.71 0.78 0.78 0.99 1.21 0.76
Uniform Delay, d1 40.9 33.0 25.2 26.2 31.4 34.3 34.5 16.9
Progression Factor 1.12 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 8.9 1.5 9.2 11.7 25.0 110.6 3.7
Delay (s) 46.5 25.6 26.7 35.4 43.1 59.3 145.1 20.6
Level of Service D C C D D E F C
Approach Delay (s) 28.4 28.5 59.1
Approach LOS C C E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 40.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.05
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28) 11/21/2014

Wynn Everett  8/2/2013 Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1452 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 155
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.86
Frt 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 6304
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 6304
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1512 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 543 168
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1512 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 665 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 69.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3543 1323
v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.43 0.50
Uniform Delay, d1 6.8 34.9
Progression Factor 0.86 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 1.4
Delay (s) 6.0 36.3
Level of Service A D
Approach Delay (s) 6.0 0.0 0.0 36.3
Approach LOS A A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 15.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.44
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



Queuing and Blocking Report
Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour 11/24/2014

Wynn Everett SimTraffic Report
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Intersection: 38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LT TR L T R L T TR L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 342 284 200 295 194 124 357 395 160 684 643
Average Queue (ft) 220 170 194 274 78 90 219 225 154 459 405
95th Queue (ft) 308 264 232 286 147 152 351 382 182 856 797
Link Distance (ft) 554 554 263 263 1165 1165 1173 1173
Upstream Blk Time (%) 21 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 132 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 75 110
Storage Blk Time (%) 26 32 13 53 81 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 121 126 27 45 84 3

Intersection: 39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T L L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 177 175 786 779 420 424 364
Average Queue (ft) 111 120 720 692 387 383 235
95th Queue (ft) 155 166 913 987 433 433 342
Link Distance (ft) 263 263 741 741 395 395 395
Upstream Blk Time (%) 72 46 6 5 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 32 25 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)



Queuing and Blocking Report
Existing 2013 PM Peak Hour 11/24/2014

Wynn Everett SimTraffic Report
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Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T TR UL L L T T L L
Maximum Queue (ft) 846 870 400 367 333 181 182 173 149 156 250 671
Average Queue (ft) 707 834 400 365 263 172 165 161 78 92 148 640
95th Queue (ft) 1134 854 402 376 334 181 177 169 148 156 340 654
Link Distance (ft) 812 812 153 153 153 153 153 623
Upstream Blk Time (%) 8 64 67 65 65 0 1 99
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 330 322 323 2 3 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300 300 300 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 3 38 32 0 94
Queuing Penalty (veh) 31 126 104 1 242

Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement SB SB SB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T TR <L L LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 657 622 98 168 172 138 32
Average Queue (ft) 621 249 11 88 63 15 1
95th Queue (ft) 759 651 60 158 157 66 22
Link Distance (ft) 623 623 162 162 162 162
Upstream Blk Time (%) 63 0 0 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)



Queuing and Blocking Report
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Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served U<L L T T T T T T T T T R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 156 137 105 101 103 146 400 450 779 781 745 550
Average Queue (ft) 79 56 58 56 59 69 383 449 738 734 625 283
95th Queue (ft) 134 112 93 93 92 111 431 452 806 833 850 511
Link Distance (ft) 153 153 153 153 153 153 727 727 727
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 0 65 52 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 6 76 92 3 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 26 315 759 15 9

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement NB NB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L LT T R > >
Maximum Queue (ft) 499 548 539 260 242 60
Average Queue (ft) 448 534 438 49 15 4
95th Queue (ft) 567 547 756 300 135 44
Link Distance (ft) 538 538 538 538 538
Upstream Blk Time (%) 29 99 61 4 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 7

Intersection: 143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28)

Movement WB WB WB WB NB NB NB
Directions Served L L L LR T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 265 212 107 52 70 135 137
Average Queue (ft) 169 98 38 4 4 55 69
95th Queue (ft) 249 206 81 25 33 112 129
Link Distance (ft) 383 383 383 383 141 141 141
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 3212



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Wynn Everett
38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) Existing 2013 Saturday Peak Hour
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 25 395 137 383 477 353 59 196 155 140 192 21
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 16 12 11 12 13 10 11 12 11 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.93 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3932 1728 1900 1652 1652 3199 1745 3493
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3932 1728 1900 1652 1652 3199 1745 3493
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.76 0.76 0.76
Adj. Flow (vph) 27 425 147 407 507 376 61 204 161 184 253 28
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 0 245 0 121 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 573 0 407 507 131 61 244 0 184 274 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 1% 3% 0% 2% 0%
Turn Type Split NA Split NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 29.9 35.1 35.1 35.1 7.6 24.0 10.0 26.4
Effective Green, g (s) 29.9 35.1 35.1 35.1 7.6 24.0 10.0 26.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.06 0.20 0.08 0.22
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 979 505 555 483 104 639 145 768
v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 0.24 c0.27 0.04 0.08 c0.11 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.08
v/c Ratio 0.59 0.81 0.91 0.27 0.59 0.38 1.27 0.36
Uniform Delay, d1 39.6 39.3 41.0 32.6 54.7 41.6 55.0 39.6
Progression Factor 1.00 0.89 0.89 1.30 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 8.0 17.5 0.3 8.2 1.7 164.2 1.3
Delay (s) 40.5 42.7 53.9 42.7 62.9 43.3 219.2 40.9
Level of Service D D D D E D F D
Approach Delay (s) 40.5 47.1 46.1 111.5
Approach LOS D D D F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 56.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 693 905 0 950 335
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 14 14 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3813 3813 3467 1615
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3813 3813 3467 1615
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.88 0.88
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 815 1065 0 1080 381
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 65
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 815 1065 0 1080 316
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0%
Turn Type NA NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 4 8 4 8 1 2 1 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Effective Green, g (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.58 0.58 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2224 2224 1126 524
v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.28 c0.31 0.20
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.37 0.48 0.96 0.60
Uniform Delay, d1 13.2 14.5 39.7 34.0
Progression Factor 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.2 17.6 2.0
Delay (s) 13.2 14.6 57.3 35.9
Level of Service B B E D
Approach Delay (s) 13.2 14.6 51.8
Approach LOS B B D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 30.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.5% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR SWL2 SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 1055 248 74 1206 1204 426 508 99 133 340 105
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.81 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.91 0.94 0.86
Frt 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 7154 4829 3421 3351 4884 4921 1329
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 7154 4829 3421 3351 4884 4921 1329
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 1088 256 77 1256 1254 453 540 105 141 362 112
RTOR Reduction (vph) 7 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1337 0 0 1333 1254 453 616 0 0 514 101
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 1 6 7 7 4 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.26 0.58 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1931 1255 1984 435 634 688 186
v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 c0.28 0.37 c0.14 0.13 c0.10 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.69 1.06 0.63 1.04 0.97 0.75 0.54
Uniform Delay, d1 32.8 37.0 13.9 43.5 43.3 41.3 40.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.74 0.63 1.00 1.00 0.22 0.20
Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 39.5 1.0 54.3 29.5 5.8 8.6
Delay (s) 34.8 103.9 9.8 97.8 72.8 14.8 16.7
Level of Service C F A F E B B
Approach Delay (s) 34.8 58.3 83.1 15.1
Approach LOS C E F B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 52.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.4% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBU EBL2 EBL EBT WBT WBR WBR2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 10 49 219 1453 2183 399 97 280 403 389 993
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3441 6536 7695 1615 1610 3427 1615 2787
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3441 6536 7695 1615 1610 3427 1615 2787
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Adj. Flow (vph) 10 51 228 1514 2347 429 104 315 453 437 1116
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 10
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 289 1514 2347 487 0 249 519 437 1106
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot NA NA Prot Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 5 5 5 2 6 6 8 8 8 1 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.34 0.40 0.40 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 481 2222 3078 646 499 1062 500 1560
v/s Ratio Prot 0.08 0.23 c0.31 0.30 0.15 0.15 c0.27 c0.40
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.60 0.68 0.76 0.75 0.50 0.49 0.87 0.71
Uniform Delay, d1 40.4 28.3 25.9 25.8 28.2 28.1 32.7 16.1
Progression Factor 1.11 0.58 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.3 1.0 1.8 8.0 3.5 1.6 18.8 2.8
Delay (s) 48.0 17.5 27.7 33.8 31.7 29.7 51.4 18.8
Level of Service D B C C C C D B
Approach Delay (s) 22.4 28.9 28.8
Approach LOS C C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 27.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 851 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 578 207
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.86
Frt 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 6232
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 6232
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 868 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 628 225
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 868 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 788 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Parking  (#/hr) 0
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 69.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3543 1308
v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.24 0.60
Uniform Delay, d1 5.8 35.7
Progression Factor 1.07 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 2.1
Delay (s) 6.3 37.8
Level of Service A D
Approach Delay (s) 6.3 0.0 0.0 37.8
Approach LOS A A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.33
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LT TR L T R L T TR L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 282 243 200 296 188 116 178 190 158 336 295
Average Queue (ft) 169 121 194 274 70 54 92 73 120 164 125
95th Queue (ft) 247 218 231 285 146 107 150 156 171 373 314
Link Distance (ft) 554 554 263 263 1165 1165 1173 1173
Upstream Blk Time (%) 21
Queuing Penalty (veh) 129
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 75 110
Storage Blk Time (%) 22 35 3 19 33 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 104 135 3 11 32 6

Intersection: 39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T L L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 138 152 428 406 339 335 336
Average Queue (ft) 82 95 403 354 265 256 216
95th Queue (ft) 129 139 416 513 334 326 320
Link Distance (ft) 263 263 386 386 395 395 395
Upstream Blk Time (%) 86 19 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T TR UL L L T T L L
Maximum Queue (ft) 836 855 400 367 333 176 179 172 109 117 250 650
Average Queue (ft) 499 756 395 347 228 171 164 159 34 48 165 638
95th Queue (ft) 1079 1002 434 407 333 180 175 166 86 94 348 644
Link Distance (ft) 812 812 153 153 153 153 153 623
Upstream Blk Time (%) 5 48 67 65 65 0 0 98
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 332 323 324 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300 300 300 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 3 22 12 0 95
Queuing Penalty (veh) 29 47 26 0 202

Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement SB SB SB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T TR <L L LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 638 628 152 175 176 145 25
Average Queue (ft) 634 321 35 107 80 36 1
95th Queue (ft) 645 723 115 170 170 116 14
Link Distance (ft) 623 623 162 162 162 162
Upstream Blk Time (%) 67 0 1 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served U<L L T T T T T T T T T R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 162 143 99 107 187 104 400 450 1209 1208 1208 400
Average Queue (ft) 84 62 59 53 59 64 391 449 1206 1206 1169 134
95th Queue (ft) 140 119 92 91 125 94 415 450 1249 1261 1389 270
Link Distance (ft) 153 153 153 153 153 153 1193 1193 1193
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 0 0 88 64 14
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 6 88 96 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 25 382 839 1

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement NB NB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L LT T R > >
Maximum Queue (ft) 508 542 314 284 317 60
Average Queue (ft) 504 537 311 117 17 2
95th Queue (ft) 580 551 731 482 163 30
Link Distance (ft) 538 538 538 538 538
Upstream Blk Time (%) 60 99 39 20 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 9

Intersection: 143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28)

Movement NB NB NB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T T T T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 29 92 104 301 247 150 37
Average Queue (ft) 1 33 49 209 135 58 4
95th Queue (ft) 17 78 92 298 239 117 22
Link Distance (ft) 150 150 150 293 293 293 293
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 2964
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 46 534 98 409 493 445 88 434 268 184 232 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 16 12 11 12 13 10 11 12 11 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3895 1697 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3533
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3895 1697 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3533
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 50 580 107 445 536 484 96 472 291 200 252 29
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 298 0 78 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 726 0 445 536 186 96 685 0 200 274 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 1 2 0 1 1 2 1 0 3 0
Turn Type Split NA Split NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 9.6 24.0 10.0 24.4
Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 9.6 24.0 10.0 24.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.08 0.20 0.08 0.20
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 973 494 554 484 134 655 145 718
v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 0.26 c0.28 0.06 c0.21 c0.11 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.11
v/c Ratio 0.75 0.90 0.97 0.38 0.72 1.05 1.38 0.38
Uniform Delay, d1 41.5 40.8 41.9 33.9 53.9 48.0 55.0 41.3
Progression Factor 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.25 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.1 17.1 27.1 0.4 16.6 47.5 207.8 1.5
Delay (s) 44.6 54.3 65.3 42.8 70.5 95.5 262.8 42.8
Level of Service D D E D E F F D
Approach Delay (s) 44.6 54.5 92.7 134.3
Approach LOS D D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 72.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.96
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 995 966 0 1303 386
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 14 14 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1082 1050 0 1416 420
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 68
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1082 1050 0 1416 353
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 1%
Turn Type NA NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 4 8 4 8 1 2 1 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Effective Green, g (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.58 0.58 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2246 2224 1115 519
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 0.28 c0.41 0.22
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.47 1.27 0.68
Uniform Delay, d1 14.5 14.4 40.5 35.1
Progression Factor 0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.2 128.7 3.5
Delay (s) 13.9 14.5 169.2 38.6
Level of Service B B F D
Approach Delay (s) 13.9 14.5 139.3
Approach LOS B B F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 72.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.0% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR SWL2 SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 1863 169 100 1136 1665 593 483 71 144 323 85
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.81 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.91 0.94 0.86
Frt 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 7207 4788 3421 3286 4857 4874 1316
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 7207 4788 3421 3286 4857 4874 1316
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 2025 184 109 1235 1810 645 525 77 157 351 92
RTOR Reduction (vph) 8 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2201 0 0 1344 1810 645 583 0 0 517 83
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 0% 3% 2% 3% 1% 3% 1% 1% 2%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 1 6 7 7 4 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.26 0.58 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1945 1244 1984 427 631 682 184
v/s Ratio Prot c0.31 c0.28 0.53 c0.20 0.12 c0.11 0.06
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.13 1.08 0.91 1.51 0.92 0.76 0.45
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 37.0 18.7 43.5 43.0 41.4 39.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.63 1.03 1.00 1.00 0.23 0.20
Incremental Delay, d2 66.3 42.6 3.4 241.6 21.3 6.7 6.7
Delay (s) 102.8 102.8 22.8 285.1 64.3 16.1 14.5
Level of Service F F C F E B B
Approach Delay (s) 102.8 56.9 178.5 15.9
Approach LOS F E F B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 88.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBU EBL2 EBL EBT WBT WBR WBR2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 4 74 258 2386 2489 590 76 479 1023 613 1223
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3478 6408 7471 1615 1610 3383 1599 2733
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3478 6408 7471 1615 1610 3383 1599 2733
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 80 280 2593 2705 641 83 521 1112 666 1329
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 10
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 364 2593 2705 678 0 469 1164 666 1319
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 3% 0% 2% 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 4%
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot NA NA Prot Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 5 5 5 2 6 6 8 8 8 1 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.34 0.40 0.40 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 486 2178 2988 646 499 1048 495 1530
v/s Ratio Prot 0.10 c0.40 0.36 c0.42 0.29 0.34 c0.42 c0.48
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.75 1.19 0.91 1.05 0.94 1.11 1.35 0.86
Uniform Delay, d1 41.3 33.0 28.2 30.0 33.6 34.5 34.5 18.7
Progression Factor 1.12 0.52 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 86.2 5.1 49.3 27.8 63.4 168.5 6.7
Delay (s) 47.1 103.4 33.4 79.3 61.4 97.9 203.0 25.4
Level of Service D F C E E F F C
Approach Delay (s) 96.5 43.1 85.9
Approach LOS F D F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 74.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.20
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1574 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 529 163
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.86
Frt 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 6305
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 6305
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1711 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 575 177
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1711 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 721 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 69.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3543 1324
v/s Ratio Prot c0.33 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.54
Uniform Delay, d1 7.2 35.2
Progression Factor 1.10 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 1.6
Delay (s) 7.9 36.8
Level of Service A D
Approach Delay (s) 7.9 0.0 0.0 36.8
Approach LOS A A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 16.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LT TR L T R L T TR L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 352 330 200 297 184 124 403 406 160 838 817
Average Queue (ft) 225 176 195 274 79 93 246 265 159 618 568
95th Queue (ft) 315 280 222 288 151 152 374 398 162 1053 1014
Link Distance (ft) 554 554 263 263 1165 1165 1173 1173
Upstream Blk Time (%) 19 6 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 125 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 75 110
Storage Blk Time (%) 25 28 16 59 93 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 124 115 34 52 108 2

Intersection: 39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T L L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 184 192 876 868 420 436 356
Average Queue (ft) 113 130 813 784 398 394 214
95th Queue (ft) 162 176 983 1060 433 437 324
Link Distance (ft) 263 263 831 831 395 395 395
Upstream Blk Time (%) 72 44 10 8 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 57 46 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T TR UL L L T T L L
Maximum Queue (ft) 1128 1135 400 367 332 188 182 179 157 172 250 668
Average Queue (ft) 1086 1112 400 364 272 172 165 161 90 100 131 641
95th Queue (ft) 1287 1129 402 378 345 184 177 170 164 166 326 655
Link Distance (ft) 1091 1091 153 153 153 153 153 623
Upstream Blk Time (%) 16 81 67 65 65 2 2 99
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 397 385 388 9 9 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300 300 300 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 3 43 41 1 94
Queuing Penalty (veh) 37 159 153 2 279

Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement SB SB SB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T TR <L L LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 649 623 125 167 162 123 52
Average Queue (ft) 624 234 13 85 54 24 3
95th Queue (ft) 742 619 67 155 137 82 28
Link Distance (ft) 623 623 162 162 162 162
Upstream Blk Time (%) 71 0 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)



Queuing and Blocking Report
No-Build 2023 PM Peak Hour 11/24/2014

Wynn Everett SimTraffic Report
Page 3

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served U<L L T T T T T T T T T R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 146 125 110 111 176 124 400 450 1258 1258 1238 550
Average Queue (ft) 69 49 61 59 63 67 384 449 1222 1222 1202 368
95th Queue (ft) 123 105 95 97 112 105 424 452 1259 1241 1309 655
Link Distance (ft) 153 153 153 153 153 153 1201 1201 1201
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 0 69 52 20
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 7 78 90 10 9
Queuing Penalty (veh) 33 387 896 65 44

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement NB NB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L LT T R > >
Maximum Queue (ft) 538 553 553 375 388 119
Average Queue (ft) 513 542 461 108 35 7
95th Queue (ft) 577 556 768 444 205 59
Link Distance (ft) 538 538 538 538 538
Upstream Blk Time (%) 61 100 69 13 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 16

Intersection: 143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28)

Movement NB NB NB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T T T T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 89 136 130 251 205 116 52
Average Queue (ft) 7 71 86 149 96 41 11
95th Queue (ft) 47 125 136 231 186 87 38
Link Distance (ft) 150 150 150 1016 1016 1016 1016
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 3924
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 26 417 144 403 501 380 62 206 163 151 211 22
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 16 12 11 12 13 10 11 12 11 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.93 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3932 1728 1900 1652 1652 3198 1745 3495
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3932 1728 1900 1652 1652 3198 1745 3495
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 28 453 157 438 545 413 67 224 177 164 229 24
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 0 250 0 121 0 0 6 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 612 0 438 545 163 67 280 0 164 247 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 1% 3% 0% 2% 0%
Turn Type Split NA Split NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 7.7 24.0 10.0 26.3
Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 7.7 24.0 10.0 26.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.06 0.20 0.08 0.22
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 983 504 554 481 106 639 145 765
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.25 c0.29 0.04 c0.09 c0.09 0.07
v/s Ratio Perm 0.10
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.87 0.98 0.34 0.63 0.44 1.13 0.32
Uniform Delay, d1 40.0 40.3 42.2 33.4 54.8 42.1 55.0 39.4
Progression Factor 1.00 0.89 0.90 1.15 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 13.1 31.3 0.4 11.7 2.2 114.3 1.1
Delay (s) 41.2 49.1 69.2 38.9 66.4 44.3 169.3 40.5
Level of Service D D E D E D F D
Approach Delay (s) 41.2 53.9 47.4 91.1
Approach LOS D D D F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 55.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.0% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 743 960 0 1076 352
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 14 14 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3813 3813 3467 1615
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3813 3813 3467 1615
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 808 1043 0 1170 383
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 69
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 808 1043 0 1170 314
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0%
Turn Type NA NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 4 8 4 8 1 2 1 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Effective Green, g (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.58 0.58 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2224 2224 1126 524
v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.27 c0.34 0.19
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.36 0.47 1.04 0.60
Uniform Delay, d1 13.2 14.3 40.5 34.0
Progression Factor 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.2 37.5 1.9
Delay (s) 12.0 14.5 78.0 35.8
Level of Service B B E D
Approach Delay (s) 12.0 14.5 67.6
Approach LOS B B E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 38.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.6% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR SWL2 SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 1205 265 101 1319 1347 479 544 104 140 364 110
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.81 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.91 0.94 0.86
Frt 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 7166 4831 3421 3351 4886 4921 1329
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 7166 4831 3421 3351 4886 4921 1329
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 1310 288 110 1434 1464 521 591 113 152 396 120
RTOR Reduction (vph) 5 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1593 0 0 1544 1464 521 676 0 0 560 108
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 1 6 7 7 4 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.26 0.58 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1934 1256 1984 435 635 688 186
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 c0.32 0.43 c0.16 0.14 c0.11 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.82 1.23 0.74 1.20 1.06 0.81 0.58
Uniform Delay, d1 34.3 37.0 15.4 43.5 43.5 41.7 40.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.69 0.82 1.00 1.00 0.21 0.19
Incremental Delay, d2 4.1 107.3 1.4 109.4 54.2 7.8 9.5
Delay (s) 38.4 170.0 14.1 152.9 97.7 16.6 17.2
Level of Service D F B F F B B
Approach Delay (s) 38.4 94.2 121.2 16.7
Approach LOS D F F B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 77.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Wynn Everett
142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)No-Build 2023 Saturday Peak Hour

Z:\jobs\12\12206 - Wynn Everett\2012206.06 SFEIR\project\Synchro\Wellington\No Build\Wellington No Build SAT.syn Synchro 8 Report
Page 4

Movement EBU EBL2 EBL EBT WBT WBR WBR2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 11 52 230 1677 2411 446 103 333 436 416 1059
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3440 6536 7695 1615 1610 3419 1615 2787
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3440 6536 7695 1615 1610 3419 1615 2787
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 57 250 1823 2621 485 112 362 474 452 1151
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 10
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 319 1823 2621 551 0 271 565 452 1141
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot NA NA Prot Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 5 5 5 2 6 6 8 8 8 1 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.34 0.40 0.40 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 481 2222 3078 646 499 1059 500 1560
v/s Ratio Prot 0.09 0.28 0.34 c0.34 0.17 0.17 c0.28 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.82 0.85 0.85 0.54 0.53 0.90 0.73
Uniform Delay, d1 40.8 30.2 27.3 27.3 28.6 28.5 33.1 16.4
Progression Factor 1.10 0.56 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 1.4 3.2 13.5 4.2 1.9 22.3 3.1
Delay (s) 47.5 18.2 30.5 40.8 32.8 30.4 55.4 19.5
Level of Service D B C D C C E B
Approach Delay (s) 22.6 32.4 30.2
Approach LOS C C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 29.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 934 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 615 218
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.86
Frt 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 6233
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 6233
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 668 237
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 64 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 841 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Parking  (#/hr) 0
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 69.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3543 1308
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.64
Uniform Delay, d1 6.0 36.1
Progression Factor 1.19 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 2.4
Delay (s) 7.2 38.5
Level of Service A D
Approach Delay (s) 7.2 0.0 0.0 38.5
Approach LOS A A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.37
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LT TR L T R L T TR L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 268 256 200 293 173 124 193 201 160 426 379
Average Queue (ft) 169 136 188 273 66 55 100 78 136 236 183
95th Queue (ft) 241 227 247 288 138 108 167 170 188 554 497
Link Distance (ft) 554 554 263 263 1165 1165 1173 1173
Upstream Blk Time (%) 22 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 142 3
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 75 110
Storage Blk Time (%) 23 36 4 20 51 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 116 145 4 13 54 4

Intersection: 39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T L L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 148 157 993 972 420 424 362
Average Queue (ft) 86 96 906 885 377 372 237
95th Queue (ft) 130 141 1194 1249 447 446 338
Link Distance (ft) 263 263 947 947 395 395 395
Upstream Blk Time (%) 77 47 6 4 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 26 20 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T TR UL L L T T L L
Maximum Queue (ft) 1530 1544 400 367 333 176 175 174 113 105 250 661
Average Queue (ft) 1459 1501 400 360 259 171 163 159 38 52 169 639
95th Queue (ft) 1836 1663 400 394 346 181 173 167 98 97 351 648
Link Distance (ft) 1504 1504 153 153 153 153 153 623
Upstream Blk Time (%) 11 84 67 65 65 0 97
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 371 359 360 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300 300 300 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 4 31 27 0 0 95
Queuing Penalty (veh) 37 74 64 1 0 227

Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement SB SB SB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T TR <L L LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 649 626 166 183 199 166 92
Average Queue (ft) 628 310 34 131 109 64 7
95th Queue (ft) 713 703 117 195 195 160 49
Link Distance (ft) 623 623 162 162 162 162
Upstream Blk Time (%) 65 0 1 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 2 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served U<L L T T T T T T T T T R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 138 132 94 106 196 172 400 450 1132 1132 1132 383
Average Queue (ft) 71 56 64 57 66 68 391 449 1132 1132 1103 152
95th Queue (ft) 123 113 93 92 137 119 414 451 1134 1132 1231 286
Link Distance (ft) 153 153 153 153 153 153 1117 1117 1117
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 89 62 12
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 6 88 96 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 31 422 924 2

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L LT T >
Maximum Queue (ft) 488 534 418 20
Average Queue (ft) 488 534 418 1
95th Queue (ft) 648 538 764 14
Link Distance (ft) 538 538 538 538
Upstream Blk Time (%) 80 100 60
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1

Intersection: 143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28)

Movement NB NB NB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T T T T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 53 81 102 274 261 161 56
Average Queue (ft) 4 29 47 226 159 71 7
95th Queue (ft) 30 71 94 306 263 142 37
Link Distance (ft) 150 150 150 255 255 255 255
Upstream Blk Time (%) 9 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 3403
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 46 534 98 409 493 452 88 434 268 191 232 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 16 12 11 12 13 10 11 12 11 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3895 1697 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3533
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3895 1697 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3533
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 50 580 107 445 536 491 96 472 291 208 252 29
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 302 0 78 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 726 0 445 536 189 96 685 0 208 274 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 1 2 0 1 1 2 1 0 3 0
Turn Type Split NA Split NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 9.6 24.0 10.0 24.4
Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 9.6 24.0 10.0 24.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.08 0.20 0.08 0.20
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 973 494 554 484 134 655 145 718
v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 0.26 c0.28 0.06 c0.21 c0.12 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.11
v/c Ratio 0.75 0.90 0.97 0.39 0.72 1.05 1.43 0.38
Uniform Delay, d1 41.5 40.8 41.9 34.0 53.9 48.0 55.0 41.3
Progression Factor 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.25 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.1 17.1 27.0 0.4 16.6 47.5 230.3 1.5
Delay (s) 44.6 54.2 65.2 42.7 70.5 95.5 285.3 42.8
Level of Service D D E D E F F D
Approach Delay (s) 44.6 54.4 92.7 146.0
Approach LOS D D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 74.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.8% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1002 973 0 1405 386
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 14 14 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1089 1058 0 1527 420
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 66
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1089 1058 0 1527 354
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 1%
Turn Type NA NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 4 8 4 8 1 2 1 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Effective Green, g (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.58 0.58 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2246 2224 1115 519
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 0.28 c0.44 0.22
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.48 1.37 0.68
Uniform Delay, d1 14.5 14.4 40.5 35.1
Progression Factor 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.2 172.1 3.7
Delay (s) 14.3 14.6 212.6 38.8
Level of Service B B F D
Approach Delay (s) 14.3 14.6 175.1
Approach LOS B B F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 90.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR SWL2 SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 1972 169 100 1136 1705 600 483 71 144 323 85
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.81 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.91 0.94 0.86
Frt 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 7212 4788 3421 3286 4857 4874 1316
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 7212 4788 3421 3286 4857 4874 1316
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 2143 184 109 1235 1853 652 525 77 157 351 92
RTOR Reduction (vph) 8 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2319 0 0 1344 1853 652 583 0 0 517 83
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 0% 3% 2% 3% 1% 3% 1% 1% 2%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 1 6 7 7 4 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.26 0.58 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1947 1244 1984 427 631 682 184
v/s Ratio Prot c0.32 c0.28 0.54 c0.20 0.12 c0.11 0.06
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.19 1.08 0.93 1.53 0.92 0.76 0.45
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 37.0 19.2 43.5 43.0 41.4 39.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.62 1.06 1.00 1.00 0.23 0.20
Incremental Delay, d2 91.4 42.3 4.2 248.8 21.3 6.7 6.7
Delay (s) 127.9 102.4 24.5 292.3 64.3 16.1 14.5
Level of Service F F C F E B B
Approach Delay (s) 127.9 57.2 182.8 15.8
Approach LOS F E F B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 97.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.13
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.9% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBU EBL2 EBL EBT WBT WBR WBR2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 4 74 258 2502 2529 597 76 479 1023 613 1223
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3478 6408 7471 1615 1610 3383 1599 2733
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3478 6408 7471 1615 1610 3383 1599 2733
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 80 280 2720 2749 649 83 521 1112 666 1329
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 10
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 364 2720 2749 686 0 469 1164 666 1319
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 3% 0% 2% 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 4%
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot NA NA Prot Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 5 5 5 2 6 6 8 8 8 1 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.34 0.40 0.40 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 486 2178 2988 646 499 1048 495 1530
v/s Ratio Prot 0.10 c0.42 0.37 c0.43 0.29 0.34 c0.42 c0.48
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.75 1.25 0.92 1.06 0.94 1.11 1.35 0.86
Uniform Delay, d1 41.3 33.0 28.5 30.0 33.6 34.5 34.5 18.7
Progression Factor 1.12 0.53 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 112.4 5.9 53.2 27.8 63.4 168.5 6.7
Delay (s) 47.4 129.8 34.4 83.2 61.4 97.9 203.0 25.4
Level of Service D F C F E F F C
Approach Delay (s) 120.0 44.7 85.9
Approach LOS F D F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 82.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.23
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1581 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 529 163
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.86
Frt 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 6305
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 6305
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1718 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 575 177
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1718 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 722 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 69.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3543 1324
v/s Ratio Prot c0.33 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.55
Uniform Delay, d1 7.2 35.2
Progression Factor 1.11 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 1.6
Delay (s) 8.0 36.9
Level of Service A D
Approach Delay (s) 8.0 0.0 0.0 36.9
Approach LOS A A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 16.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LT TR L T R L T TR L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 355 323 200 296 191 124 424 449 160 1005 969
Average Queue (ft) 227 185 195 273 83 98 248 265 159 693 640
95th Queue (ft) 318 289 229 286 156 152 397 418 162 1114 1063
Link Distance (ft) 554 554 263 263 1165 1165 1173 1173
Upstream Blk Time (%) 18 7 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 124 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 75 110
Storage Blk Time (%) 24 29 16 56 93 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 119 118 35 50 108 2

Intersection: 39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T L L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 193 212 828 809 424 429 318
Average Queue (ft) 116 129 790 775 399 394 196
95th Queue (ft) 170 180 905 956 426 428 282
Link Distance (ft) 263 263 788 788 395 395 395
Upstream Blk Time (%) 80 47 10 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 58 47
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T TR UL L L T T L L
Maximum Queue (ft) 1744 1756 400 367 332 180 182 170 155 158 250 669
Average Queue (ft) 1717 1725 400 366 277 173 165 159 90 104 127 642
95th Queue (ft) 1734 1745 403 369 348 180 176 166 162 162 323 654
Link Distance (ft) 1702 1702 153 153 153 153 153 624
Upstream Blk Time (%) 25 93 67 65 65 1 1 99
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 404 394 393 8 6 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300 300 300 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 3 43 43 1 95
Queuing Penalty (veh) 41 168 170 2 284

Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement SB SB SB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T TR <L L LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 660 620 108 182 176 152 41
Average Queue (ft) 627 264 7 113 81 30 2
95th Queue (ft) 745 660 49 178 170 103 25
Link Distance (ft) 624 624 162 162 162 162
Upstream Blk Time (%) 66 0 1 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served U<L L T T T T T T T T T R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 151 132 114 120 108 123 400 450 1152 1160 1144 550
Average Queue (ft) 65 46 63 60 59 70 389 449 1125 1125 1099 372
95th Queue (ft) 113 94 100 98 97 108 419 449 1143 1143 1206 659
Link Distance (ft) 153 153 153 153 153 153 1105 1105 1105
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 69 54 15
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 8 82 94 9 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 39 415 949 63 43

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement NB NB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L LT T R > >
Maximum Queue (ft) 551 556 548 328 366 90
Average Queue (ft) 500 545 314 29 21 5
95th Queue (ft) 646 562 749 201 167 49
Link Distance (ft) 538 538 538 538 538
Upstream Blk Time (%) 79 97 52 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 12

Intersection: 143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28)

Movement NB NB NB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T T T T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 65 135 138 288 244 125 34
Average Queue (ft) 4 73 87 200 122 46 2
95th Queue (ft) 34 128 138 300 231 96 17
Link Distance (ft) 150 150 150 273 273 273 273
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 2 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 4054
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 26 417 144 403 501 388 62 206 163 160 211 22
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 16 12 11 12 13 10 11 12 11 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.93 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3932 1728 1900 1652 1652 3198 1745 3495
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3932 1728 1900 1652 1652 3198 1745 3495
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 28 453 157 438 545 422 67 224 177 174 229 24
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 0 256 0 121 0 0 6 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 612 0 438 545 166 67 280 0 174 247 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 1% 3% 0% 2% 0%
Turn Type Split NA Split NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 7.7 24.0 10.0 26.3
Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 7.7 24.0 10.0 26.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.06 0.20 0.08 0.22
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 983 504 554 481 106 639 145 765
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.25 c0.29 0.04 c0.09 c0.10 0.07
v/s Ratio Perm 0.10
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.87 0.98 0.35 0.63 0.44 1.20 0.32
Uniform Delay, d1 40.0 40.3 42.2 33.5 54.8 42.1 55.0 39.4
Progression Factor 1.00 0.89 0.89 1.16 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 13.1 31.3 0.4 11.7 2.2 138.4 1.1
Delay (s) 41.2 49.0 69.1 39.3 66.4 44.3 193.4 40.5
Level of Service D D E D E D F D
Approach Delay (s) 41.2 53.9 47.4 102.8
Approach LOS D D D F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 57.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 752 968 0 1198 352
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 14 14 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3813 3813 3467 1615
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3813 3813 3467 1615
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 817 1052 0 1302 383
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 68
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 817 1052 0 1302 316
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0%
Turn Type NA NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 4 8 4 8 1 2 1 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Effective Green, g (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.58 0.58 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2224 2224 1126 524
v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.28 c0.38 0.20
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.37 0.47 1.16 0.60
Uniform Delay, d1 13.3 14.4 40.5 34.0
Progression Factor 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.2 80.7 2.0
Delay (s) 12.4 14.5 121.2 35.9
Level of Service B B F D
Approach Delay (s) 12.4 14.5 101.8
Approach LOS B B F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 55.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR SWL2 SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 1335 265 101 1358 1394 488 544 104 140 364 110
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.81 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.91 0.94 0.86
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 7182 4831 3421 3351 4886 4921 1329
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 7182 4831 3421 3351 4886 4921 1329
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 1451 288 110 1476 1515 530 591 113 152 396 120
RTOR Reduction (vph) 5 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1734 0 0 1586 1515 530 676 0 0 560 108
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 1 6 7 7 4 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.26 0.58 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1939 1256 1984 435 635 688 186
v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 c0.33 0.44 c0.16 0.14 c0.11 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.89 1.26 0.76 1.22 1.06 0.81 0.58
Uniform Delay, d1 35.1 37.0 15.8 43.5 43.5 41.7 40.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.68 0.86 1.00 1.00 0.21 0.19
Incremental Delay, d2 6.9 121.8 1.6 117.6 54.2 7.8 9.5
Delay (s) 42.0 183.9 15.1 161.1 97.7 16.6 17.2
Level of Service D F B F F B B
Approach Delay (s) 42.0 101.4 124.9 16.7
Approach LOS D F F B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 82.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.05
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBU EBL2 EBL EBT WBT WBR WBR2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 11 52 230 1816 2462 454 103 368 436 416 1059
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3440 6536 7695 1615 1610 3411 1615 2787
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3440 6536 7695 1615 1610 3411 1615 2787
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 57 250 1974 2676 493 112 400 474 452 1151
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 10
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 319 1974 2676 559 0 284 590 452 1141
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot NA NA Prot Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 5 5 5 2 6 6 8 8 8 1 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.34 0.40 0.40 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 481 2222 3078 646 499 1057 500 1560
v/s Ratio Prot 0.09 0.30 c0.35 0.35 0.18 0.17 c0.28 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.89 0.87 0.87 0.57 0.56 0.90 0.73
Uniform Delay, d1 40.8 31.2 27.6 27.5 28.9 28.8 33.1 16.4
Progression Factor 1.10 0.54 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.2 1.9 3.7 14.5 4.7 2.1 22.3 3.1
Delay (s) 47.2 18.7 31.3 42.0 33.6 30.9 55.4 19.5
Level of Service D B C D C C E B
Approach Delay (s) 22.6 33.3 30.4
Approach LOS C C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 29.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 942 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 615 218
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.86
Frt 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 6233
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 6233
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1024 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 668 237
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 64 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1024 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 841 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Parking  (#/hr) 0
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 69.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3543 1308
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.64
Uniform Delay, d1 6.0 36.1
Progression Factor 1.18 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 2.4
Delay (s) 7.2 38.5
Level of Service A D
Approach Delay (s) 7.2 0.0 0.0 38.5
Approach LOS A A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.37
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LT TR L T R L T TR L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 282 262 200 294 220 124 156 184 160 608 564
Average Queue (ft) 175 135 194 274 74 66 101 79 151 341 276
95th Queue (ft) 250 232 228 285 155 123 157 167 183 651 602
Link Distance (ft) 554 554 263 263 1165 1165 1173 1173
Upstream Blk Time (%) 19 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 123 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 75 110
Storage Blk Time (%) 25 30 6 21 76 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 125 123 6 13 80 2

Intersection: 39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T L L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 155 155 837 831 426 424 317
Average Queue (ft) 95 102 766 742 398 394 205
95th Queue (ft) 139 140 952 1031 430 426 291
Link Distance (ft) 263 263 788 788 395 395 395
Upstream Blk Time (%) 77 48 9 7
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 49 36
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T TR UL L L T T L L
Maximum Queue (ft) 840 862 400 367 333 177 183 174 120 124 250 664
Average Queue (ft) 671 829 400 359 265 172 164 159 41 53 172 639
95th Queue (ft) 1144 841 400 391 358 180 176 167 101 107 352 650
Link Distance (ft) 812 812 153 153 153 153 153 623
Upstream Blk Time (%) 7 69 68 66 65 0 0 98
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 384 373 371 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300 300 300 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 5 33 25 0 0 95
Queuing Penalty (veh) 53 87 68 1 0 233

Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement SB SB SB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T TR <L L LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 640 625 141 182 193 161 73
Average Queue (ft) 630 357 32 126 108 54 5
95th Queue (ft) 713 749 109 185 189 140 40
Link Distance (ft) 623 623 162 162 162 162
Upstream Blk Time (%) 63 0 1 1 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 2 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served U<L L T T T T T T T T T R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 144 130 92 95 232 111 400 450 1196 1196 1196 389
Average Queue (ft) 74 49 61 54 62 64 390 449 1196 1196 1154 135
95th Queue (ft) 123 100 94 84 128 98 414 451 1199 1196 1368 280
Link Distance (ft) 153 153 153 153 153 153 1181 1181 1181
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 89 65 11
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 6 87 95 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 32 428 939 5

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement NB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L LT T R >
Maximum Queue (ft) 468 543 326 111 78
Average Queue (ft) 468 538 321 4 3
95th Queue (ft) 582 550 753 78 55
Link Distance (ft) 538 538 538 538 538
Upstream Blk Time (%) 40 100 60 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28)

Movement NB NB NB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T T T T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 27 100 101 242 233 166 85
Average Queue (ft) 1 34 47 214 150 67 8
95th Queue (ft) 13 81 94 273 235 134 44
Link Distance (ft) 150 150 150 227 227 227 227
Upstream Blk Time (%) 13 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 3537
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 46 534 98 409 493 449 88 434 268 188 232 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 16 12 11 12 13 10 11 12 11 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3895 1697 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3533
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3895 1697 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3533
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 50 580 107 445 536 488 96 472 291 204 252 29
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 300 0 78 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 726 0 445 536 188 96 685 0 204 274 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 1 2 0 1 1 2 1 0 3 0
Turn Type Split NA Split NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 9.6 24.0 10.0 24.4
Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 9.6 24.0 10.0 24.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.08 0.20 0.08 0.20
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 973 494 554 484 134 655 145 718
v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 0.26 c0.28 0.06 c0.21 c0.12 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.11
v/c Ratio 0.75 0.90 0.97 0.39 0.72 1.05 1.41 0.38
Uniform Delay, d1 41.5 40.8 41.9 33.9 53.9 48.0 55.0 41.3
Progression Factor 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.24 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.1 17.1 27.1 0.4 16.6 47.5 219.0 1.5
Delay (s) 44.6 54.2 65.3 42.7 70.5 95.5 274.0 42.8
Level of Service D D E D E F F D
Approach Delay (s) 44.6 54.4 92.7 140.1
Approach LOS D D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 73.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.96
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 999 970 0 1361 386
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 14 14 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1086 1054 0 1479 420
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 67
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1086 1054 0 1479 353
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 1%
Turn Type NA NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 4 8 4 8 1 2 1 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Effective Green, g (s) 70.0 70.0 39.0 39.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.58 0.58 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2246 2224 1115 519
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 0.28 c0.43 0.22
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.47 1.33 0.68
Uniform Delay, d1 14.5 14.4 40.5 35.1
Progression Factor 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.2 153.2 3.7
Delay (s) 14.1 14.6 193.7 38.8
Level of Service B B F D
Approach Delay (s) 14.1 14.6 159.4
Approach LOS B B F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 82.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR SWL2 SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 1925 169 100 1136 1688 597 483 71 144 323 85
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.81 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.91 0.94 0.86
Frt 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 7210 4788 3421 3286 4857 4874 1316
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 7210 4788 3421 3286 4857 4874 1316
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 2092 184 109 1235 1835 649 525 77 157 351 92
RTOR Reduction (vph) 8 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2268 0 0 1344 1835 649 583 0 0 517 83
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 0% 3% 2% 3% 1% 3% 1% 1% 2%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 1 6 7 7 4 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 26.0 58.0 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.26 0.58 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1946 1244 1984 427 631 682 184
v/s Ratio Prot c0.31 c0.28 0.54 c0.20 0.12 c0.11 0.06
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.17 1.08 0.92 1.52 0.92 0.76 0.45
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 37.0 19.0 43.5 43.0 41.4 39.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.62 1.05 1.00 1.00 0.23 0.20
Incremental Delay, d2 80.5 42.5 3.8 245.7 21.3 6.7 6.7
Delay (s) 117.0 102.6 23.8 289.2 64.3 16.1 14.5
Level of Service F F C F E B B
Approach Delay (s) 117.0 57.1 181.0 15.8
Approach LOS F E F B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 93.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.12
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.3% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBU EBL2 EBL EBT WBT WBR WBR2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 4 74 258 2452 2512 594 76 479 1023 613 1223
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3478 6408 7471 1615 1610 3383 1599 2733
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3478 6408 7471 1615 1610 3383 1599 2733
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 80 280 2665 2730 646 83 521 1112 666 1329
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 10
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 364 2665 2730 683 0 469 1164 666 1319
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 3% 0% 2% 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 4%
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot NA NA Prot Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 5 5 5 2 6 6 8 8 8 1 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 34.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 56.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.34 0.40 0.40 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 486 2178 2988 646 499 1048 495 1530
v/s Ratio Prot 0.10 c0.42 0.37 c0.42 0.29 0.34 c0.42 c0.48
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.75 1.22 0.91 1.06 0.94 1.11 1.35 0.86
Uniform Delay, d1 41.3 33.0 28.4 30.0 33.6 34.5 34.5 18.7
Progression Factor 1.12 0.53 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 101.0 5.6 51.7 27.8 63.4 168.5 6.7
Delay (s) 47.2 118.4 33.9 81.7 61.4 97.9 203.0 25.4
Level of Service D F C F E F F C
Approach Delay (s) 109.8 44.0 85.9
Approach LOS F D F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 78.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.22
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1578 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 529 163
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.86
Frt 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 6305
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 6305
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1715 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 575 177
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1715 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 722 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 69.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3543 1324
v/s Ratio Prot c0.33 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.55
Uniform Delay, d1 7.2 35.2
Progression Factor 1.10 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 1.6
Delay (s) 8.0 36.9
Level of Service A D
Approach Delay (s) 8.0 0.0 0.0 36.9
Approach LOS A A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 16.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LT TR L T R L T TR L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 368 313 200 298 223 124 411 423 160 751 707
Average Queue (ft) 228 184 194 274 94 98 226 245 159 560 504
95th Queue (ft) 326 280 231 290 186 154 354 389 164 922 868
Link Distance (ft) 554 554 263 263 1165 1165 1173 1173
Upstream Blk Time (%) 18 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 123 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 75 110
Storage Blk Time (%) 24 29 17 55 92 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 120 117 36 49 107 1

Intersection: 39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T L L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 203 842 818 414 431 332
Average Queue (ft) 113 124 762 737 384 379 213
95th Queue (ft) 165 174 945 981 445 442 315
Link Distance (ft) 263 263 788 788 395 395 395
Upstream Blk Time (%) 65 40 7 5 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 41 30 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T TR UL L L T T L L
Maximum Queue (ft) 850 870 400 367 333 186 191 189 165 164 250 674
Average Queue (ft) 626 833 400 365 263 172 166 162 106 107 144 643
95th Queue (ft) 1162 852 402 373 338 182 181 175 154 155 340 660
Link Distance (ft) 812 812 153 153 153 153 153 623
Upstream Blk Time (%) 7 61 66 65 65 1 1 99
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 396 389 388 5 4 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300 300 300 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 38 31 0 0 95
Queuing Penalty (veh) 24 148 120 2 0 282

Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement SB SB SB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T TR <L L LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 649 618 113 182 185 152 59
Average Queue (ft) 627 256 13 121 96 35 2
95th Queue (ft) 718 649 64 191 188 117 29
Link Distance (ft) 623 623 162 162 162 162
Upstream Blk Time (%) 67 0 1 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 1 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served U<L L T T T T T T T T T R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 125 106 97 108 123 118 302 294 308 296 271 270
Average Queue (ft) 65 43 58 58 59 69 272 270 270 262 187 180
95th Queue (ft) 113 92 91 95 95 103 291 294 298 314 317 307
Link Distance (ft) 153 153 153 153 153 153 255 255 255
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 77 62 55 33 7 11
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 77 62 55 7 11
Queuing Penalty (veh) 386 312 552 45 55

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement NB NB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L LT T R > >
Maximum Queue (ft) 553 558 569 535 358 90
Average Queue (ft) 469 544 473 93 31 7
95th Queue (ft) 690 557 767 416 191 59
Link Distance (ft) 538 538 538 538 538
Upstream Blk Time (%) 59 99 69 4 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 17

Intersection: 143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28)

Movement NB NB NB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T T T T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 68 142 166 200 191 152 34
Average Queue (ft) 5 76 107 183 121 50 2
95th Queue (ft) 43 143 157 226 209 111 15
Link Distance (ft) 150 150 150 185 185 185 185
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 1 18 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 3 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 3756
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 46 534 98 409 493 452 88 434 268 191 232 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 16 12 11 12 13 10 11 12 11 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3895 1697 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3533
Flt Permitted 0.87 0.12 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3389 217 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3533
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 50 580 107 445 536 491 96 472 291 208 252 29
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 0 76 0 78 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 726 0 445 536 415 96 685 0 208 274 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 1 2 0 1 1 2 1 0 3 0
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA pm+ov Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 28.0 57.0 57.0 80.0 11.1 24.0 23.0 35.9
Effective Green, g (s) 28.0 57.0 57.0 80.0 11.1 24.0 23.0 35.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.48 0.48 0.67 0.09 0.20 0.19 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 790 399 902 1177 155 655 334 1056
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.28 0.07 0.06 c0.21 c0.12 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.21 c0.31 0.18
v/c Ratio 0.92 1.12 0.59 0.35 0.62 1.05 0.62 0.26
Uniform Delay, d1 44.9 36.2 23.0 8.7 52.4 48.0 44.5 32.0
Progression Factor 1.00 0.99 0.58 0.46 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 15.4 76.2 0.9 0.2 7.2 47.5 3.6 0.6
Delay (s) 60.3 112.1 14.3 4.1 59.6 95.5 48.1 32.5
Level of Service E F B A E F D C
Approach Delay (s) 60.3 40.5 91.5 39.2
Approach LOS E D F D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 56.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.02
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.8% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1002 973 0 1405 386
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 14 14 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1089 1058 0 1527 420
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 33
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1089 1058 0 1527 387
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 1%
Turn Type NA NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 4 8 4 8 1 2 1 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 57.0 57.0 53.0 53.0
Effective Green, g (s) 57.0 57.0 47.0 47.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.39 0.39
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1829 1811 1344 626
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 0.28 c0.44 0.24
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.60 0.58 1.14 0.62
Uniform Delay, d1 23.1 22.9 36.5 29.3
Progression Factor 1.09 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 0.5 70.9 1.8
Delay (s) 25.3 23.4 107.4 31.1
Level of Service C C F C
Approach Delay (s) 25.3 23.4 91.0
Approach LOS C C F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 56.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR SWL2 SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 1972 169 100 1136 1705 600 483 71 144 323 85
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.94 0.91 0.94 0.95 0.91
Frt 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96
Satd. Flow (prot) 8120 4832 4916 4777 3380 6195
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96
Satd. Flow (perm) 8120 4832 4916 4777 3380 6195
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 2143 184 109 1235 1853 652 525 77 157 351 92
RTOR Reduction (vph) 8 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2319 0 0 1344 1853 652 590 0 0 600 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 0% 2% 2% 3% 1% 3% 1% 1% 2%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 1 6 7 7 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 27.0 59.0 17.0 17.0 9.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 27.0 59.0 17.0 17.0 9.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.59 0.17 0.17 0.09
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2192 1304 2900 812 574 557
v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 c0.28 0.38 0.14 c0.17 c0.10
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.06 1.03 0.64 0.80 1.03 1.08
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 36.5 13.5 39.9 41.5 45.5
Progression Factor 1.00 0.60 0.40 1.00 1.00 0.91
Incremental Delay, d2 36.7 25.7 0.5 8.3 45.1 57.9
Delay (s) 73.2 47.7 5.9 48.2 86.6 99.2
Level of Service E D A D F F
Approach Delay (s) 73.2 23.4 66.6 99.2
Approach LOS E C E F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 52.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.04
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBU EBL2 EBL EBT WBT WBR WBR2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 4 74 258 2502 2529 597 76 479 1023 613 1223
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3478 6408 7471 1615 3433 3539 1881 2830
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3478 6408 7471 1615 3433 3539 1881 2830
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 80 280 2720 2749 649 83 521 1112 666 1329
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 12
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 364 2720 2749 686 0 521 1112 666 1317
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 3% 0% 2% 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 4%
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot NA NA Prot Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 5 5 5 2 6 7 6 7 8 8 8 7 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.0 44.0 39.0 39.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 46.0
Effective Green, g (s) 12.0 44.0 39.0 39.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 46.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.44 0.39 0.39 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.46
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 417 2819 2913 629 1167 1203 639 1301
v/s Ratio Prot 0.10 c0.42 0.37 c0.42 0.15 0.31 0.35 c0.47
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.96 0.94 1.09 0.45 0.92 1.04 1.01
Uniform Delay, d1 43.3 27.2 29.4 30.5 25.7 31.8 33.0 27.0
Progression Factor 1.35 0.22 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 6.2 3.4 7.9 62.9 1.2 13.2 47.1 28.0
Delay (s) 64.5 9.5 37.3 93.4 26.9 44.9 80.1 55.0
Level of Service E A D F C D F E
Approach Delay (s) 16.0 49.1 52.5
Approach LOS B D D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 40.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.17
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1581 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 529 163
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.86
Frt 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 6305
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 6305
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1718 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 575 177
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1718 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 722 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 69.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3543 1324
v/s Ratio Prot c0.33 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.55
Uniform Delay, d1 7.2 35.2
Progression Factor 0.59 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 1.6
Delay (s) 4.4 36.9
Level of Service A D
Approach Delay (s) 4.4 0.0 0.0 36.9
Approach LOS A A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 14.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LT TR L T R L T TR L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 571 562 200 299 278 124 453 522 158 296 238
Average Queue (ft) 445 411 191 243 62 90 297 319 125 136 89
95th Queue (ft) 659 651 222 351 161 159 494 530 175 266 187
Link Distance (ft) 554 554 263 263 1165 1165 1173 1173
Upstream Blk Time (%) 25 22 21 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 144 2
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 75 110
Storage Blk Time (%) 52 7 23 63 25 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 255 28 50 55 29 7

Intersection: 39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T L L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 289 325 416 400 357 360 406
Average Queue (ft) 224 248 360 253 270 262 260
95th Queue (ft) 296 344 481 457 364 364 449
Link Distance (ft) 263 263 386 386 395 395 395
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3 8 31 5 0 0 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 16 42 0 0 0 0 50
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served T T T T T TR UL L L T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 657 793 822 778 745 675 192 189 184 116 133 107
Average Queue (ft) 189 678 739 644 574 467 149 147 133 54 57 54
95th Queue (ft) 559 875 896 852 814 766 185 187 186 95 102 98
Link Distance (ft) 793 793 793 793 793 793 140 140 140 140 140 140
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 6 24 11 6 7 11 8 6 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 42 30 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement SB SB SB SB SB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served L L L T TR <L L L LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 165 648 660 649 621 166 166 157 159
Average Queue (ft) 15 629 632 599 297 160 128 113 96
95th Queue (ft) 75 643 642 792 703 167 189 170 164
Link Distance (ft) 616 616 616 616 146 146 146 146
Upstream Blk Time (%) 80 97 59 0 44 9 6 6
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 58 12 7 8
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1
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Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served U<L L T T T T T T T T T R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 185 184 144 132 85 124 287 270 280 284 276 268
Average Queue (ft) 111 90 53 53 29 38 212 186 198 241 243 263
95th Queue (ft) 175 162 111 106 65 80 314 304 346 321 323 282
Link Distance (ft) 140 140 140 140 140 140 250 250 250 250 250
Upstream Blk Time (%) 13 5 0 0 0 0 19 10 21 30 25 63
Queuing Penalty (veh) 62 24 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 25 63
Queuing Penalty (veh) 168 318

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement NB NB NB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L L T T R > >
Maximum Queue (ft) 206 279 469 553 580 587 150
Average Queue (ft) 99 139 298 353 554 561 149
95th Queue (ft) 168 240 437 590 568 580 169
Link Distance (ft) 538 538 538 538 538 538
Upstream Blk Time (%) 5 36 53
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 45 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 277 6

Intersection: 143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28)

Movement NB NB NB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T T T T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 51 138 170 345 336 301 303
Average Queue (ft) 10 107 125 303 256 111 109
95th Queue (ft) 36 159 178 399 401 287 268
Link Distance (ft) 139 139 139 330 330 330 330
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 1 41 20 1 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 7 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1756
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 26 417 144 403 501 388 62 206 163 160 211 22
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 16 12 11 12 13 10 11 12 11 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.93 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3932 1728 1900 1652 1652 3198 1745 3495
Flt Permitted 0.91 0.15 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3574 273 1900 1652 1652 3198 1745 3495
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 28 453 157 438 545 422 67 224 177 174 229 24
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 0 130 0 122 0 0 6 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 612 0 438 545 292 67 279 0 174 247 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 1% 3% 0% 2% 0%
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA pm+ov Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 28.2 60.0 60.0 82.0 7.7 22.0 22.0 36.3
Effective Green, g (s) 28.2 60.0 60.0 82.0 7.7 22.0 22.0 36.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.50 0.50 0.68 0.06 0.18 0.18 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 839 461 950 1197 106 586 319 1057
v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 0.29 0.04 c0.04 c0.09 c0.10 0.07
v/s Ratio Perm 0.17 c0.26 0.13
v/c Ratio 0.73 0.95 0.57 0.24 0.63 0.48 0.55 0.23
Uniform Delay, d1 42.4 32.3 21.0 7.2 54.8 43.8 44.5 31.4
Progression Factor 1.00 0.84 0.57 0.34 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 26.5 0.7 0.1 11.7 2.8 1.9 0.5
Delay (s) 45.6 53.5 12.8 2.5 66.4 46.6 46.4 31.9
Level of Service D D B A E D D C
Approach Delay (s) 45.6 22.4 49.5 37.8
Approach LOS D C D D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 34.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 752 968 0 1198 352
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 14 14 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3813 3813 3467 1615
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3813 3813 3467 1615
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 817 1052 0 1302 383
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 42
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 817 1052 0 1302 341
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0%
Turn Type NA NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 4 8 4 8 1 2 1 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 60.0 60.0 50.0 50.0
Effective Green, g (s) 60.0 60.0 44.0 44.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.50 0.50 0.37 0.37
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1906 1906 1271 592
v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.28 c0.38 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.43 0.55 1.02 0.58
Uniform Delay, d1 19.1 20.7 38.0 30.5
Progression Factor 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.3 31.6 1.4
Delay (s) 17.3 21.1 69.6 31.9
Level of Service B C E C
Approach Delay (s) 17.3 21.1 61.0
Approach LOS B C E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 39.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR SWL2 SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 1335 265 101 1358 1394 488 544 104 140 364 110
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.94 0.91 0.94 0.95 0.91
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.97
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96
Satd. Flow (prot) 8086 4831 4916 4872 3400 6238
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96
Satd. Flow (perm) 8086 4831 4916 4872 3400 6238
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 1451 288 110 1476 1515 530 591 113 152 396 120
RTOR Reduction (vph) 4 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1735 0 0 1586 1515 530 688 0 0 668 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 1 6 7 7 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 33.0 57.0 18.0 18.0 10.0
Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 33.0 57.0 18.0 18.0 10.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.33 0.57 0.18 0.18 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1536 1594 2802 876 612 623
v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 c0.33 0.31 0.11 c0.20 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.13 0.99 0.54 0.61 1.12 1.07
Uniform Delay, d1 40.5 33.4 13.4 37.7 41.0 45.0
Progression Factor 1.00 0.52 0.15 1.00 1.00 0.97
Incremental Delay, d2 67.2 15.6 0.4 3.1 75.8 52.4
Delay (s) 107.7 33.0 2.4 40.8 116.8 96.0
Level of Service F C A D F F
Approach Delay (s) 107.7 18.0 84.2 96.0
Approach LOS F B F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 61.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.07
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBU EBL2 EBL EBT WBT WBR WBR2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 11 52 230 1816 2462 454 103 368 436 416 1059
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3440 6536 7695 1615 3433 3610 1900 2787
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3440 6536 7695 1615 3433 3610 1900 2787
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 57 250 1974 2676 493 112 400 474 452 1151
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 41
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 319 1974 2676 559 0 400 474 452 1110
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot NA NA Prot Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 5 5 5 2 6 7 6 7 8 8 8 7 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.0 44.0 39.0 39.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 46.0
Effective Green, g (s) 12.0 44.0 39.0 39.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 46.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.44 0.39 0.39 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.46
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 412 2875 3001 629 1167 1227 646 1282
v/s Ratio Prot 0.09 c0.30 c0.35 0.35 0.12 0.13 0.24 c0.40
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.77 0.69 0.89 0.89 0.34 0.39 0.70 0.87
Uniform Delay, d1 42.7 22.5 28.5 28.5 24.7 25.1 28.6 24.2
Progression Factor 1.20 0.21 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.0 0.4 4.5 17.0 0.8 0.9 6.2 8.0
Delay (s) 55.3 5.0 33.0 45.5 25.5 26.0 34.8 32.2
Level of Service E A C D C C C C
Approach Delay (s) 12.0 35.3 30.4
Approach LOS B D C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 27.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 942 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 615 218
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.86
Frt 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 6233
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 6233
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1024 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 668 237
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 64 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1024 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 841 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Parking  (#/hr) 0
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 69.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3543 1308
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.64
Uniform Delay, d1 6.0 36.1
Progression Factor 1.25 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 2.4
Delay (s) 7.6 38.5
Level of Service A D
Approach Delay (s) 7.6 0.0 0.0 38.5
Approach LOS A A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.37
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LT TR L T R L T TR L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 314 283 200 287 147 124 192 210 158 209 155
Average Queue (ft) 183 146 167 184 33 47 92 66 111 100 64
95th Queue (ft) 286 262 230 315 105 108 159 164 166 182 125
Link Distance (ft) 554 554 263 263 1165 1165 1173 1173
Upstream Blk Time (%) 7 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 43 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 75 110
Storage Blk Time (%) 27 8 6 26 13 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 135 30 6 16 13 5

Intersection: 39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T L L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 232 271 406 402 371 381 322
Average Queue (ft) 130 139 323 220 286 281 197
95th Queue (ft) 207 224 471 429 358 352 326
Link Distance (ft) 263 263 386 386 395 395 395
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 21 4 0 0 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 0 0 0 0 11
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served T T T T T TR UL L L T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 808 813 836 400 367 264 177 176 184 112 99 83
Average Queue (ft) 301 808 810 400 350 146 150 155 156 40 33 30
95th Queue (ft) 884 813 820 400 386 228 173 168 170 87 73 68
Link Distance (ft) 793 793 793 140 140 140 140 140 140
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3 74 98 11 11 11 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 52 52 53 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300 300 300
Storage Blk Time (%) 71 80 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 657 178 9

Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement SB SB SB SB SB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served L L L T TR <L L L LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 145 637 638 643 331 172 193 163 179
Average Queue (ft) 24 620 630 630 160 161 153 133 126
95th Queue (ft) 101 664 635 639 312 168 182 172 182
Link Distance (ft) 616 616 616 146 146 146 146
Upstream Blk Time (%) 50 85 62 40 23 16 14
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 61 35 25 22
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200 300
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 3 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 12 5
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Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served U<L L T T T T T T T T T R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 119 101 59 56 32 83 374 450 563 563 562 547
Average Queue (ft) 54 35 17 13 3 29 241 417 533 535 474 432
95th Queue (ft) 103 82 46 41 16 67 360 517 645 666 660 654
Link Distance (ft) 140 140 140 140 140 140 547 547 547
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 43 24 15 7
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 7 57 6 25
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 34 566 34 125

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement NB NB NB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L L T T R > >
Maximum Queue (ft) 159 175 269 548 577 591 150
Average Queue (ft) 67 79 116 121 554 559 33
95th Queue (ft) 121 144 199 385 564 577 135
Link Distance (ft) 538 538 538 538 538 538
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 1 47 92
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 71
Queuing Penalty (veh) 375

Intersection: 143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28)

Movement NB NB NB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T T T T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 106 148 170 312 305 252 312
Average Queue (ft) 19 121 139 282 228 134 156
95th Queue (ft) 81 162 185 348 319 291 327
Link Distance (ft) 139 139 139 297 297 297 297
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 1 3 21 6 4 11
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 2 9 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 2568
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 46 534 98 409 493 449 88 434 268 188 232 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 16 12 11 12 13 10 11 12 11 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3895 1697 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3533
Flt Permitted 0.87 0.12 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3389 217 1900 1662 1678 3277 1745 3533
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 50 580 107 445 536 488 96 472 291 204 252 29
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 0 76 0 78 0 0 7 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 726 0 445 536 412 96 685 0 204 274 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 1 2 0 1 1 2 1 0 3 0
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA pm+ov Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 28.0 58.0 58.0 80.0 11.1 24.0 22.0 34.9
Effective Green, g (s) 28.0 58.0 58.0 80.0 11.1 24.0 22.0 34.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.48 0.48 0.67 0.09 0.20 0.18 0.29
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 790 413 918 1177 155 655 319 1027
v/s Ratio Prot c0.22 0.28 0.06 0.06 c0.21 c0.12 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.21 c0.30 0.18
v/c Ratio 0.92 1.08 0.58 0.35 0.62 1.05 0.64 0.27
Uniform Delay, d1 44.9 36.2 22.3 8.7 52.4 48.0 45.3 32.7
Progression Factor 1.00 0.93 0.59 0.46 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 15.4 62.7 0.8 0.1 7.2 47.5 4.2 0.6
Delay (s) 60.3 96.3 13.9 4.2 59.6 95.5 49.5 33.3
Level of Service E F B A E F D C
Approach Delay (s) 60.3 35.6 91.5 40.1
Approach LOS E D F D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 54.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.00
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 999 970 0 1361 386
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 14 14 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3851 3813 3433 1599
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1086 1054 0 1479 420
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 36
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1086 1054 0 1479 384
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 1%
Turn Type NA NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 4 8 4 8 1 2 1 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 58.0 58.0 52.0 52.0
Effective Green, g (s) 58.0 58.0 46.0 46.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.48 0.38 0.38
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1861 1842 1315 612
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 0.28 c0.43 0.24
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.58 0.57 1.12 0.63
Uniform Delay, d1 22.3 22.1 37.0 30.0
Progression Factor 1.10 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 0.4 66.5 2.0
Delay (s) 24.7 22.6 103.5 32.0
Level of Service C C F C
Approach Delay (s) 24.7 22.6 87.7
Approach LOS C C F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 53.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR SWL2 SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 1925 169 100 1136 1688 597 483 71 144 323 85
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.94 0.91 0.94 0.95 0.91
Frt 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.98
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96
Satd. Flow (prot) 8118 4832 4916 4777 3380 6195
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96
Satd. Flow (perm) 8118 4832 4916 4777 3380 6195
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 2092 184 109 1235 1835 649 525 77 157 351 92
RTOR Reduction (vph) 8 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2268 0 0 1344 1835 649 590 0 0 600 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 0% 2% 2% 3% 1% 3% 1% 1% 2%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 1 6 7 7 4 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 27.0 27.0 59.0 17.0 17.0 9.0
Effective Green, g (s) 27.0 27.0 59.0 17.0 17.0 9.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.59 0.17 0.17 0.09
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2191 1304 2900 812 574 557
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 c0.28 0.37 0.14 c0.17 c0.10
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.04 1.03 0.63 0.80 1.03 1.08
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 36.5 13.4 39.9 41.5 45.5
Progression Factor 1.00 0.61 0.39 1.00 1.00 0.85
Incremental Delay, d2 29.0 25.8 0.5 8.1 45.1 57.9
Delay (s) 65.5 48.2 5.7 48.0 86.6 96.4
Level of Service E D A D F F
Approach Delay (s) 65.5 23.7 66.5 96.4
Approach LOS E C E F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 50.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.04
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.3% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBU EBL2 EBL EBT WBT WBR WBR2 NBL NBT NBR NBR2
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 4 74 258 2452 2512 594 76 479 1023 613 1223
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3478 6408 7471 1615 3433 3539 1881 2830
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3478 6408 7471 1615 3433 3539 1881 2830
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 80 280 2665 2730 646 83 521 1112 666 1329
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 12
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 364 2665 2730 683 0 521 1112 666 1317
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 3% 0% 2% 3% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 4%
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot NA NA Prot Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 5 5 5 2 6 7 6 7 8 8 8 7 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.0 44.0 39.0 39.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 46.0
Effective Green, g (s) 12.0 44.0 39.0 39.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 46.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.44 0.39 0.39 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.46
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 417 2819 2913 629 1167 1203 639 1301
v/s Ratio Prot 0.10 c0.42 0.37 c0.42 0.15 0.31 0.35 c0.47
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.95 0.94 1.09 0.45 0.92 1.04 1.01
Uniform Delay, d1 43.3 26.8 29.3 30.5 25.7 31.8 33.0 27.0
Progression Factor 1.32 0.23 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 7.0 2.7 7.3 61.2 1.2 13.2 47.1 28.0
Delay (s) 64.2 9.0 36.6 91.7 26.9 44.9 80.1 55.0
Level of Service E A D F C D F E
Approach Delay (s) 15.6 48.2 52.5
Approach LOS B D D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 40.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.16
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1578 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 529 163
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.86
Frt 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 6305
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 6305
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1715 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 575 177
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1715 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 722 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type NA NA
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 69.0 21.0
Effective Green, g (s) 69.0 21.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3543 1324
v/s Ratio Prot c0.33 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.55
Uniform Delay, d1 7.2 35.2
Progression Factor 0.75 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 1.6
Delay (s) 5.6 36.9
Level of Service A D
Approach Delay (s) 5.6 0.0 0.0 36.9
Approach LOS A A A D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 15.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 38: Mystic Avenue (Route 38) & Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LT TR L T R L T TR L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 542 536 200 300 288 124 414 433 159 235 199
Average Queue (ft) 368 332 191 241 63 86 241 258 124 114 78
95th Queue (ft) 593 564 219 348 172 158 384 410 175 217 160
Link Distance (ft) 554 554 263 263 1165 1165 1173 1173
Upstream Blk Time (%) 11 10 20 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 139 7
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 75 110
Storage Blk Time (%) 50 7 18 61 19 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 245 29 40 54 22 6

Intersection: 39: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) & Route 16 SB Connector

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T L L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 278 325 424 405 367 353 390
Average Queue (ft) 211 235 345 221 259 257 247
95th Queue (ft) 279 336 474 421 358 360 423
Link Distance (ft) 263 263 386 386 395 395 395
Upstream Blk Time (%) 2 6 25 3 0 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 8 30 0 0 0 45
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served T T T T T TR UL L L T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 592 766 808 704 650 562 191 183 180 118 130 132
Average Queue (ft) 154 609 678 562 493 374 145 138 112 56 61 58
95th Queue (ft) 454 857 852 739 703 636 185 184 183 102 106 108
Link Distance (ft) 793 793 793 793 793 793 140 140 140 140 140 140
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 4 10 6 4 4 9 6 3 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 29 16 1 0 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 42: Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)/Mystic Valley Parkway & Middlesex Avenue

Movement SB SB SB SB SB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served L L L T TR <L L L LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 97 657 660 650 619 167 184 162 161
Average Queue (ft) 11 628 633 600 247 161 134 125 107
95th Queue (ft) 52 658 645 796 637 166 193 174 178
Link Distance (ft) 616 616 616 616 146 146 146 146
Upstream Blk Time (%) 78 98 47 0 39 11 9 7
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 51 14 12 10
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement EB EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB WB
Directions Served U<L L T T T T T T T T T R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 168 158 144 160 95 126 271 252 275 281 271 273
Average Queue (ft) 109 86 60 61 37 50 181 145 152 225 234 265
95th Queue (ft) 161 147 115 115 72 101 287 258 325 318 320 275
Link Distance (ft) 140 140 140 140 140 140 250 250 250 250 250
Upstream Blk Time (%) 10 2 0 0 0 0 5 2 11 18 20 73
Queuing Penalty (veh) 46 10 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 20 73
Queuing Penalty (veh) 131 367

Intersection: 142: Fellsway (Route 28) & Mystic Valley Parkway/Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16)

Movement NB NB NB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L L T T R > >
Maximum Queue (ft) 203 414 490 553 595 597 150
Average Queue (ft) 101 149 292 360 550 560 146
95th Queue (ft) 170 280 439 617 606 581 183
Link Distance (ft) 538 538 538 538 538 538
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 6 34 52
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 45 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 275 10

Intersection: 143: Middlesex Avenue & Fellsway (Route 28)

Movement NB NB NB SW SW SW SW
Directions Served T T T T T T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 68 138 170 343 330 271 300
Average Queue (ft) 4 125 141 305 271 121 122
95th Queue (ft) 33 165 184 397 396 301 283
Link Distance (ft) 139 139 139 330 330 330 330
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 3 45 26 1 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3 16 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1663
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7: Route 99 & Beacham Street 6/24/2015
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT ø6 ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 34 2 46 257 16 34 1237 63 984
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 1 6 6 9
Permitted Phases 4 4 4 2 1 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 35.0 35.0 15.0 50.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 35.0% 35.0% 15.0% 50% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
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
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 34.2 65.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.34 0.65
v/c Ratio 0.17 0.15 1.25 1.16 0.60
Control Delay 34.9 1.4 175.8 113.2 16.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 34.9 1.4 175.8 113.2 16.8
LOS C A F F B
Approach Delay 16.1 175.8 113.2 16.8
Approach LOS B F F B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 100
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 140
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.25
Intersection Signal Delay: 78.7 Intersection LOS: E
Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.3% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: Route 99 & Beacham Street
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Lane Group EBL NBL NBT SBT ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 22 14 1298 1066
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
Protected Phases 4 2 6 9
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 62.0 62.0 62.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 13.0% 62.0% 62.0% 62.0% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 8.0 84.2 84.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.84 0.84
v/c Ratio 0.28 0.50 0.40
Control Delay 34.1 5.6 5.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 34.1 5.6 5.3
LOS C A A
Approach Delay 34.1 5.6 5.3
Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 100
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.50
Intersection Signal Delay: 6.0 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.7% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street
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Lane Group WBT NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1487 8 1282
Turn Type NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 3 1 1
Permitted Phases 1
Detector Phase 3 1 1 1
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 55.0 55.0 55.0
Total Split (%) 31.3% 68.8% 68.8% 68.8%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 15.5 54.5 54.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.68 0.68
v/c Ratio 0.71 0.67 0.54
Control Delay 36.7 9.9 7.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 36.7 9.9 7.9
LOS D A A
Approach Delay 36.7 9.9 7.9
Approach LOS D A A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 1:NBSB, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.71
Intersection Signal Delay: 11.5 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.5% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     51: Route 99 & Driveway/Dexter Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT ø6 ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 23 9 53 237 15 34 966 32 1170
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 1 6 6 9
Permitted Phases 4 4 4 2 1 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 35.0 35.0 15.0 50.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 35.0% 35.0% 15.0% 50% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
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
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 35.2 65.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.35 0.65
v/c Ratio 0.12 0.15 1.16 0.94 0.56
Control Delay 34.1 1.2 141.7 48.8 15.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 34.1 1.2 141.7 48.8 15.2
LOS C A F D B
Approach Delay 13.5 141.7 48.8 15.2
Approach LOS B F D B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 100
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 110
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.16
Intersection Signal Delay: 42.2 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: Route 99 & Beacham Street
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Lane Group EBL NBL NBT SBT ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 17 16 1006 1227
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
Protected Phases 4 2 6 9
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 62.0 62.0 62.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 13.0% 62.0% 62.0% 62.0% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 8.0 80.6 80.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.81 0.81
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.42 0.44
Control Delay 29.3 2.4 5.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 29.3 2.4 5.9
LOS C A A
Approach Delay 29.3 2.4 5.9
Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 100
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.44
Intersection Signal Delay: 4.8 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street
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Lane Group WBT NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1078 3 1439
Turn Type NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 3 1 1
Permitted Phases 1
Detector Phase 3 1 1 1
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 55.0 55.0 55.0
Total Split (%) 31.3% 68.8% 68.8% 68.8%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 11.3 58.7 58.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.73 0.73
v/c Ratio 0.55 0.48 0.54
Control Delay 33.2 5.4 6.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 33.2 5.4 6.0
LOS C A A
Approach Delay 33.2 5.4 6.0
Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 1:NBSB, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.55
Intersection Signal Delay: 7.3 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     51: Route 99 & Driveway/Dexter Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT ø6 ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 36 2 48 267 17 36 1486 66 1208
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 1 6 6 9
Permitted Phases 4 4 4 2 1 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 35.0 35.0 15.0 50.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 35.0% 35.0% 15.0% 50% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
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
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 30.0 65.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.30 0.65
v/c Ratio 0.13 0.12 1.28 1.88 0.81
Control Delay 34.4 0.6 186.9 427.1 21.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 34.4 0.6 186.9 427.1 21.1
LOS C A F F C
Approach Delay 15.5 186.9 427.1 21.1
Approach LOS B F F C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 100
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.88
Intersection Signal Delay: 228.7 Intersection LOS: F
Intersection Capacity Utilization 116.3% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: Route 99 & Beacham Street



Timings
8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street 6/24/2015

Wynn Everett  8/2/2013 No-Build 2023 PM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Lane Group EBL NBL NBT SBT ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 45 77 1487 1261
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
Protected Phases 4 2 6 9
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 62.0 62.0 62.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 13.0% 62.0% 62.0% 62.0% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 8.0 80.6 80.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.81 0.81
v/c Ratio 0.57 0.80 0.50
Control Delay 39.9 23.6 6.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 39.9 23.6 6.6
LOS D C A
Approach Delay 39.9 23.6 6.6
Approach LOS D C A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 100
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 140
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.80
Intersection Signal Delay: 16.5 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.0% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street
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Lane Group WBT NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1746 8 1533
Turn Type NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 3 1 1
Permitted Phases 1
Detector Phase 3 1 1 1
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 55.0 55.0 55.0
Total Split (%) 31.3% 68.8% 68.8% 68.8%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 15.2 54.8 54.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.68 0.68
v/c Ratio 0.70 0.79 0.71
Control Delay 36.3 13.0 10.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 36.3 13.0 10.9
LOS D B B
Approach Delay 36.3 13.0 10.9
Approach LOS D B B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 1:NBSB, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.79
Intersection Signal Delay: 13.9 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     51: Route 99 & Driveway/Dexter Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT ø6 ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 23 9 56 248 16 37 1129 34 1320
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 1 6 6 9
Permitted Phases 4 4 4 2 1 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 35.0 35.0 15.0 50.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 35.0% 35.0% 15.0% 50% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
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
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None None None None
Act Effct Green (s) 20.3 20.3 20.3 30.4 45.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.38 0.57
v/c Ratio 0.09 0.12 0.96 1.16 0.93
Control Delay 26.9 0.6 73.1 109.2 27.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 26.9 0.6 73.1 109.2 27.8
LOS C A E F C
Approach Delay 10.2 73.1 109.2 27.8
Approach LOS B E F C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Natural Cycle: 140
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.16
Intersection Signal Delay: 65.0 Intersection LOS: E
Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.2% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: Route 99 & Beacham Street
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Lane Group EBL NBL NBT SBT ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 43 61 1126 1342
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
Protected Phases 4 2 6 9
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 62.0 62.0 62.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 13.0% 62.0% 62.0% 62.0% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None None None None None
Act Effct Green (s) 9.0 46.3 46.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.73 0.73
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.62 0.54
Control Delay 24.0 9.6 7.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 24.0 9.6 7.8
LOS C A A
Approach Delay 24.0 9.6 7.8
Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 63.1
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.62
Intersection Signal Delay: 9.3 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street
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Lane Group WBT NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 1236 3 1602
Turn Type NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 3 1 1
Permitted Phases 1
Detector Phase 3 1 1 1
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 55.0 55.0 55.0
Total Split (%) 31.3% 68.8% 68.8% 68.8%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None None None None
Act Effct Green (s) 10.9 50.0 50.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.71 0.71
v/c Ratio 0.53 0.56 0.71
Control Delay 29.4 6.5 8.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 29.4 6.5 8.9
LOS C A A
Approach Delay 29.4 6.5 8.9
Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 70.9
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.71
Intersection Signal Delay: 9.0 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.8% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     51: Route 99 & Driveway/Dexter Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR ø12
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 187 0 487 429 1549 39 1541 259
Turn Type Split NA pt+ov Prot NA Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 6 6 12
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 11.0 13.0 13.0 29.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 13.0 17.0 67.0 11.0 61.0 61.0 29.0
Total Split (%) 10.8% 10.8% 14.2% 55.8% 9.2% 50.8% 50.8% 24%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 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 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 8.0 8.0 40.2 28.2 88.5 7.3 63.0 63.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.07 0.34 0.24 0.74 0.06 0.52 0.52
v/c Ratio 0.90 0.91 0.57 0.60 0.77 0.38 0.87 0.33
Control Delay 117.8 119.7 35.6 54.6 11.1 65.0 31.4 17.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.5 0.0
Total Delay 117.8 119.7 35.6 54.6 11.8 65.0 32.0 17.9
LOS F F D D B E C B
Approach Delay 58.7 20.2 30.7
Approach LOS E C C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 130
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.91
Intersection Signal Delay: 29.8 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.0% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     1: Route 99 & Site Driveway/Mystic Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT ø6 ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 36 2 48 283 17 36 1660 66 1453
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 1 6 6 9
Permitted Phases 4 4 4 2 1 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 35.0 35.0 15.0 50.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 35.0% 35.0% 15.0% 50% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
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
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 30.0 65.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.30 0.65
v/c Ratio 0.13 0.12 1.36 2.17 0.96
Control Delay 34.3 0.6 216.1 552.6 33.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 34.3 0.6 216.1 552.6 33.1
LOS C A F F C
Approach Delay 15.4 216.1 552.6 33.1
Approach LOS B F F C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 100
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 2.17
Intersection Signal Delay: 290.9 Intersection LOS: F
Intersection Capacity Utilization 124.2% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: Route 99 & Beacham Street
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Lane Group EBL NBL NBT SBT ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 45 77 1661 1506
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
Protected Phases 4 2 6 9
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 62.0 62.0 62.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 13.0% 62.0% 62.0% 62.0% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 8.0 80.6 80.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.81 0.81
v/c Ratio 0.57 0.94 0.59
Control Delay 39.9 30.9 7.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 39.9 30.9 7.8
LOS D C A
Approach Delay 39.9 30.9 7.8
Approach LOS D C A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 100
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.94
Intersection Signal Delay: 20.4 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 110.6% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street
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Lane Group WBL WBT NBT SBL SBT ø1 ø4
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 245 0 2175 8 2020
Turn Type Perm NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 8 6 2 1 4
Permitted Phases 8 2
Detector Phase 8 8 6 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 11.0 13.0
Total Split (s) 29.0 29.0 91.0 80.0 80.0 11.0 29.0
Total Split (%) 24.2% 24.2% 75.8% 66.7% 66.7% 9% 24%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max C-Max None None
Act Effct Green (s) 21.0 89.0 89.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.74 0.74
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.94 0.89
Control Delay 62.4 22.9 12.9
Queue Delay 0.0 3.0 0.0
Total Delay 62.4 25.9 12.9
LOS E C B
Approach Delay 62.4 25.9 12.9
Approach LOS E C B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 109 (91%), Referenced to phase 2:SBTL and 6:NBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.94
Intersection Signal Delay: 22.4 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.3% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     51: Route 99 & Driveway/Dexter Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR ø12
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 222 0 572 512 1140 40 1605 314
Turn Type Split NA pt+ov Prot NA Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 6 6 12
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 11.0 13.0 13.0 29.0
Total Split (s) 20.0 20.0 26.0 59.0 12.0 45.0 45.0 29.0
Total Split (%) 16.7% 16.7% 21.7% 49.2% 10.0% 37.5% 37.5% 24%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 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 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 13.6 13.6 39.6 21.0 81.0 6.8 64.6 64.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.33 0.18 0.68 0.06 0.54 0.54
v/c Ratio 0.63 0.64 0.68 0.96 0.59 0.42 0.88 0.35
Control Delay 65.6 65.9 38.8 76.0 10.1 67.9 32.3 9.5
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 65.6 65.9 41.8 76.0 10.1 67.9 32.3 9.5
LOS E E D E B E C A
Approach Delay 48.5 29.4 29.3
Approach LOS D C C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 17 (14%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.96
Intersection Signal Delay: 32.8 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     1: Route 99 & Site Driveway/Mystic Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT ø6 ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 30 13 56 265 20 36 1335 34 1615
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 1 6 6 9
Permitted Phases 4 4 4 2 1 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 35.0 35.0 15.0 50.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 35.0% 35.0% 15.0% 50% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
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
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None None None None
Act Effct Green (s) 20.3 20.3 20.3 30.4 45.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.38 0.57
v/c Ratio 0.12 0.12 1.04 1.65 1.18
Control Delay 27.1 0.6 92.9 319.5 105.5
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 27.1 0.6 92.9 319.5 105.5
LOS C A F F F
Approach Delay 12.1 92.9 319.5 105.5
Approach LOS B F F F

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.65
Intersection Signal Delay: 189.0 Intersection LOS: F
Intersection Capacity Utilization 103.6% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: Route 99 & Beacham Street
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Lane Group EBL NBL NBT SBT ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 43 61 1325 1644
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
Protected Phases 4 2 6 9
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 62.0 62.0 62.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 13.0% 62.0% 62.0% 62.0% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None None None None None
Act Effct Green (s) 8.2 59.6 59.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.77 0.77
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.75 0.62
Control Delay 28.8 12.7 8.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 28.8 12.7 8.7
LOS C B A
Approach Delay 28.8 12.7 8.7
Approach LOS C B A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 77.4
Natural Cycle: 120
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.75
Intersection Signal Delay: 11.2 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street
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Lane Group WBL WBT NBT SBL SBT ø1 ø4
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 159 0 1748 3 2174
Turn Type Perm NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 8 6 2 1 4
Permitted Phases 8 2
Detector Phase 8 8 6 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.0 31.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 11.0 31.0
Total Split (s) 31.0 31.0 89.0 78.0 78.0 11.0 31.0
Total Split (%) 25.8% 25.8% 74.2% 65.0% 65.0% 9% 26%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max C-Max None None
Act Effct Green (s) 15.5 94.5 94.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.79 0.79
v/c Ratio 0.70 0.51 0.87
Control Delay 44.8 5.7 13.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.3
Total Delay 44.8 5.7 14.1
LOS D A B
Approach Delay 44.8 5.7 14.1
Approach LOS D A B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 113 (94%), Referenced to phase 2:SBTL and 6:NBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 140
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.87
Intersection Signal Delay: 11.6 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     51: Route 99 & Driveway/Dexter Street
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Lane Group NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR SEL2 SEL SER ø12
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 245 1549 39 1541 151 110 0 278
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Prot Prot pt+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 4 4 4 5 12
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 5 2 1 6 6 4 4 4 5
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 11.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 29.0
Total Split (s) 17.0 67.0 11.0 61.0 61.0 13.0 13.0 29.0
Total Split (%) 14.2% 55.8% 9.2% 50.8% 50.8% 10.8% 10.8% 24%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 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 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None C-Max None C-Max C-Max None None None
Act Effct Green (s) 13.8 88.5 7.3 77.4 77.4 8.0 8.0 25.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.74 0.06 0.64 0.64 0.07 0.07 0.22
v/c Ratio 0.70 0.77 0.38 0.71 0.15 0.54 0.54 0.50
Control Delay 69.0 8.0 65.0 18.4 2.6 72.1 72.1 41.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
Total Delay 69.0 8.3 65.0 18.5 2.6 72.1 72.1 41.1
LOS E A E B A E E D
Approach Delay 15.7 18.1 49.9
Approach LOS B B D

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 130
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.77
Intersection Signal Delay: 20.0 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.7% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     2: Route 99 & Mystic Street & Site Driveway
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT ø6 ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 36 2 48 277 17 36 1588 66 1351
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 1 6 6 9
Permitted Phases 4 4 4 2 1 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 35.0 35.0 15.0 50.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 35.0% 35.0% 15.0% 50% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
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
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 30.0 65.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.30 0.65
v/c Ratio 0.13 0.12 1.32 2.05 0.90
Control Delay 34.3 0.6 202.9 498.5 25.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 34.3 0.6 202.9 498.5 25.9
LOS C A F F C
Approach Delay 15.5 202.9 498.5 25.9
Approach LOS B F F C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 100
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 2.05
Intersection Signal Delay: 263.3 Intersection LOS: F
Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.2% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: Route 99 & Beacham Street
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Lane Group EBL NBL NBT SBT ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 45 77 1589 1404
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
Protected Phases 4 2 6 9
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 62.0 62.0 62.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 13.0% 62.0% 62.0% 62.0% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 8.0 80.6 80.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.81 0.81
v/c Ratio 0.57 0.87 0.55
Control Delay 39.9 27.4 7.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 39.9 27.4 7.2
LOS D C A
Approach Delay 39.9 27.4 7.2
Approach LOS D C A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 100
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.87
Intersection Signal Delay: 18.5 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 105.8% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street
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Lane Group WBL WBT NBT SBL SBT ø1 ø4
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 245 0 1991 8 1811
Turn Type Perm NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 8 6 2 1 4
Permitted Phases 8 2
Detector Phase 8 8 6 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 11.0 13.0
Total Split (s) 45.0 45.0 75.0 64.0 64.0 11.0 45.0
Total Split (%) 37.5% 37.5% 62.5% 53.3% 53.3% 9% 38%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max C-Max None None
Act Effct Green (s) 23.0 87.0 87.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.72 0.72
v/c Ratio 0.81 0.88 0.80
Control Delay 52.4 19.7 11.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.6 0.0
Total Delay 52.4 20.3 11.9
LOS D C B
Approach Delay 52.4 20.3 11.9
Approach LOS D C B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 114 (95%), Referenced to phase 2:SBTL and 6:NBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.88
Intersection Signal Delay: 18.8 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.2% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     51: Route 99 & Driveway/Dexter Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR ø12
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 187 0 487 429 1549 39 1541 259
Turn Type Split NA pt+ov Prot NA Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 6 6 12
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 11.0 13.0 13.0 29.0
Total Split (s) 23.0 23.0 22.0 57.0 11.0 46.0 46.0 29.0
Total Split (%) 19.2% 19.2% 18.3% 47.5% 9.2% 38.3% 38.3% 24%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 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 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 13.8 13.8 35.8 17.0 82.7 7.3 68.4 68.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.12 0.30 0.14 0.69 0.06 0.57 0.57
v/c Ratio 0.52 0.53 0.64 0.99 0.83 0.38 0.80 0.30
Control Delay 58.8 59.0 39.8 63.6 9.5 53.1 27.2 16.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.2 0.0
Total Delay 58.8 59.0 41.0 63.6 10.8 53.1 28.5 16.2
LOS E E D E B D C B
Approach Delay 46.0 21.1 27.2
Approach LOS D C C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green, Master Intersection
Natural Cycle: 130
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.99
Intersection Signal Delay: 27.1 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.0% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     1: Route 99 & Site Driveway/Mystic Street



Timings
7: Route 99 & Beacham Street 6/24/2015

Wynn Everett  8/2/2013 Build Mitigated 2023 PM Peak Hour Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT ø6 ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 36 2 48 283 17 36 1660 66 1453
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 1 6 6 9
Permitted Phases 4 4 4 2 1 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0 31.0
Total Split (s) 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 47.0 47.0 14.0 61.0 31.0
Total Split (%) 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 39.2% 39.2% 11.7% 51% 26%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
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 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 23.0 23.0 23.0 66.8 66.8 80.8 80.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.56 0.56 0.67 0.67
v/c Ratio 0.14 0.13 1.42 0.52 0.95 0.39 0.70
Control Delay 41.8 1.2 244.7 34.7 29.3 29.9 13.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 41.8 1.2 244.7 34.7 29.3 29.9 13.9
LOS D A F C C C B
Approach Delay 19.1 244.7 29.4 14.5
Approach LOS B F C B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 45 (38%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 145
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.42
Intersection Signal Delay: 42.1 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.0% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: Route 99 & Beacham Street
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Lane Group EBL NBL NBT SBT ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 45 77 1661 1506
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
Protected Phases 4 2 6 9
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 28.0
Total Split (s) 18.0 74.0 74.0 74.0 28.0
Total Split (%) 15.0% 61.7% 61.7% 61.7% 23%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 10.1 94.3 94.3 94.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.79 0.79 0.79
v/c Ratio 0.56 0.52 0.64 0.61
Control Delay 45.6 15.7 6.4 9.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1
Total Delay 45.6 15.7 6.7 9.1
LOS D B A A
Approach Delay 45.6 7.1 9.1
Approach LOS D A A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 44 (37%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 120
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.64
Intersection Signal Delay: 9.1 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.1% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street
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Lane Group WBL WBT NBT SBL SBT ø1 ø4
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 245 0 2175 8 2020
Turn Type Perm NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 8 6 2 1 4
Permitted Phases 8 2
Detector Phase 8 8 6 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.0 31.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 11.0 31.0
Total Split (s) 31.0 31.0 89.0 78.0 78.0 11.0 31.0
Total Split (%) 25.8% 25.8% 74.2% 65.0% 65.0% 9% 26%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max C-Max None None
Act Effct Green (s) 21.6 88.4 88.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.74 0.74
v/c Ratio 0.85 0.96 0.92
Control Delay 59.3 26.0 22.4
Queue Delay 0.0 9.8 0.7
Total Delay 59.3 35.7 23.1
LOS E D C
Approach Delay 59.3 35.7 23.1
Approach LOS E D C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 76 (63%), Referenced to phase 2:SBTL and 6:NBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 140
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.96
Intersection Signal Delay: 31.6 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.1% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     51: Route 99 & Driveway/Dexter Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR ø12
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 222 0 572 512 1140 32 1610 311
Turn Type Split NA pt+ov Prot NA Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 6 6 12
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 11.0 13.0 13.0 29.0
Total Split (s) 22.0 22.0 23.0 58.0 11.0 46.0 46.0 29.0
Total Split (%) 18.3% 18.3% 19.2% 48.3% 9.2% 38.3% 38.3% 24%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 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 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 14.7 14.7 37.7 18.0 81.9 7.1 66.5 66.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.12 0.31 0.15 0.68 0.06 0.55 0.55
v/c Ratio 0.57 0.58 0.73 1.10 0.58 0.35 0.91 0.36
Control Delay 60.2 60.4 42.1 105.1 7.7 64.5 25.7 3.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 60.2 60.4 51.2 105.1 7.9 64.5 25.7 3.3
LOS E E D F A E C A
Approach Delay 53.8 36.3 22.8
Approach LOS D D C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green, Master Intersection
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.10
Intersection Signal Delay: 33.5 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.3% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     2: Route 99 & Site Driveway/Mystic Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT ø6 ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 30 13 56 265 20 36 1335 34 1615
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 1 6 6 9
Permitted Phases 4 4 4 2 1 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0 31.0
Total Split (s) 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 42.0 42.0 19.0 61.0 31.0
Total Split (%) 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 35.0% 35.0% 15.8% 51% 26%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
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 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 23.0 23.0 23.0 61.8 61.8 80.8 80.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.52 0.52 0.67 0.67
v/c Ratio 0.15 0.16 1.34 0.61 0.83 0.14 0.78
Control Delay 41.9 2.9 216.0 60.7 29.3 19.9 16.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 41.9 2.9 216.0 60.7 29.3 19.9 16.3
LOS D A F E C B B
Approach Delay 19.9 216.0 30.1 16.4
Approach LOS B F C B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 65 (54%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 145
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.34
Intersection Signal Delay: 40.1 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: Route 99 & Beacham Street
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Lane Group EBL NBL NBT SBT ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 43 61 1325 1644
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
Protected Phases 4 2 6 9
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 28.0
Total Split (s) 17.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 28.0
Total Split (%) 14.2% 62.5% 62.5% 62.5% 23%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 10.0 94.4 94.4 94.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.79 0.79 0.79
v/c Ratio 0.59 0.52 0.51 0.66
Control Delay 44.5 21.6 3.0 9.8
Queue Delay 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1
Total Delay 44.6 21.6 3.2 9.9
LOS D C A A
Approach Delay 44.6 4.0 9.9
Approach LOS D A A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 67 (56%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.66
Intersection Signal Delay: 8.5 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.7% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street
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Lane Group WBL WBT NBT SBL SBT ø1 ø4
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 159 0 1748 3 2174
Turn Type Perm NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 8 6 2 1 4
Permitted Phases 8 2
Detector Phase 8 8 6 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.0 31.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 11.0 31.0
Total Split (s) 31.0 31.0 89.0 78.0 78.0 11.0 31.0
Total Split (%) 25.8% 25.8% 74.2% 65.0% 65.0% 9% 26%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max C-Max None None
Act Effct Green (s) 15.4 94.6 94.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.79 0.79
v/c Ratio 0.69 0.72 0.91
Control Delay 44.6 9.3 15.5
Queue Delay 0.0 0.1 1.4
Total Delay 44.6 9.4 16.9
LOS D A B
Approach Delay 44.6 9.4 16.9
Approach LOS D A B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 88 (73%), Referenced to phase 2:SBTL and 6:NBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.91
Intersection Signal Delay: 14.7 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     51: Route 99 & Driveway/Dexter Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR ø12
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 110 0 278 245 1549 39 1541 151
Turn Type Split NA pt+ov Prot NA Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 6 6 12
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 11.0 13.0 13.0 29.0
Total Split (s) 23.0 23.0 22.0 57.0 11.0 46.0 46.0 29.0
Total Split (%) 19.2% 19.2% 18.3% 47.5% 9.2% 38.3% 38.3% 24%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 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 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 10.6 10.6 32.6 17.0 85.4 7.8 71.6 71.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.09 0.27 0.14 0.71 0.06 0.60 0.60
v/c Ratio 0.41 0.41 0.40 0.57 0.80 0.35 0.76 0.17
Control Delay 58.9 58.9 37.0 38.2 9.1 52.6 24.3 12.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.3 0.0
Total Delay 58.9 58.9 37.0 38.2 9.5 52.6 24.6 12.0
LOS E E D D A D C B
Approach Delay 43.2 13.1 24.1
Approach LOS D B C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green, Master Intersection
Natural Cycle: 130
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.80
Intersection Signal Delay: 20.4 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.7% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     1: Route 99 & Site Driveway/Mystic Street
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT ø6 ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 36 2 48 277 17 36 1588 66 1351
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 1 6 6 9
Permitted Phases 4 4 4 2 1 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.0 13.0 31.0
Total Split (s) 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 47.0 47.0 14.0 61.0 31.0
Total Split (%) 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 39.2% 39.2% 11.7% 51% 26%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
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 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 23.0 23.0 23.0 66.8 66.8 80.8 80.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.56 0.56 0.67 0.67
v/c Ratio 0.14 0.13 1.39 0.41 0.91 0.39 0.65
Control Delay 41.8 1.2 235.2 26.1 25.3 26.9 10.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 41.8 1.2 235.2 26.1 25.3 26.9 10.6
LOS D A F C C C B
Approach Delay 19.1 235.2 25.4 11.4
Approach LOS B F C B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 48 (40%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 145
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.39
Intersection Signal Delay: 38.8 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: Route 99 & Beacham Street
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Lane Group EBL NBL NBT SBT ø9
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 45 77 1589 1404
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
Protected Phases 4 2 6 9
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 28.0
Total Split (s) 18.0 74.0 74.0 74.0 28.0
Total Split (%) 15.0% 61.7% 61.7% 61.7% 23%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 10.1 94.3 94.3 94.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.79 0.79 0.79
v/c Ratio 0.56 0.44 0.61 0.57
Control Delay 45.6 14.8 7.2 8.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Total Delay 45.6 14.8 7.3 8.4
LOS D B A A
Approach Delay 45.6 7.6 8.4
Approach LOS D A A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 39 (33%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 110
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.61
Intersection Signal Delay: 9.1 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Route 99 & Bowdoin Street
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Lane Group EBL NBT SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 194 194 198
Turn Type Prot NA NA
Protected Phases 4! 2 8!
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 2 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 50.0% 50.0% 50.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode Max Max Max
Act Effct Green (s) 16.0 16.0 16.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.40 0.40
v/c Ratio 0.30 0.15 0.30
Control Delay 9.6 8.0 4.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 9.6 8.0 4.7
LOS A A A
Approach Delay 9.6 8.0 4.7
Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 40
Actuated Cycle Length: 40
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Pretimed
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.30
Intersection Signal Delay: 6.8 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 29.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
!    Phase conflict between lane groups.

Splits and Phases:     11: 
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Lane Group WBL WBT NBT SBL SBT ø1 ø4
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 245 0 1991 8 1811
Turn Type Perm NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 8 6 2 1 4
Permitted Phases 8 2
Detector Phase 8 8 6 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.0 31.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 11.0 31.0
Total Split (s) 31.0 31.0 89.0 78.0 78.0 11.0 31.0
Total Split (%) 25.8% 25.8% 74.2% 65.0% 65.0% 9% 26%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max C-Max None None
Act Effct Green (s) 21.6 88.4 88.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.74 0.74
v/c Ratio 0.85 0.87 0.79
Control Delay 59.3 17.5 13.8
Queue Delay 0.0 1.1 0.1
Total Delay 59.3 18.5 13.9
LOS E B B
Approach Delay 59.3 18.5 13.9
Approach LOS E B B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 76 (63%), Referenced to phase 2:SBTL and 6:NBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 120
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.87
Intersection Signal Delay: 19.2 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.2% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     51: Route 99 & Driveway/Dexter Street
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Assembly Row ATR Counts 
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