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Memorandum for the Record
Transportation Planning and Programming Committee of the
Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)

March 6, 2008 Meeting

10:00 AM -12:45 PM, State Transportation Building, Conference Room 4, 10 Park
Plaza, Boston

David Mohler, Chair, representing Bernard Cohen, Executive Office of Transportation &
Public Works (EOTPW)

Decisions
The Transportation Planning and Programming Committee voted to take the following
action:
e Approve the work program for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Component of the
Alewife Station Study (Phase 1)
e Approve the minutes of the February7™ meeting with recommended changes

Meeting Agenda

1. Public Comments

Representatives of the Towns of Concord, Lincoln, and Acton, as well as from the
Walden Woods Project, and the National Park Service briefed the MPO on key issues
surrounding the Route 2 (Crosby’s Corner) project, including the strong regional need for
the project; reasons for the project’s cost increases; and constraints to reducing costs.

Peggy Briggs, Chairman of the Concord Board of Selectman and a member of the Route
2 Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC), stated that Route 2 is a major regional corridor
and that bottlenecks on the highway are an impediment to economic growth in the area
west of Boston. She noted that safety is of concern in the project area. Crash data shows
that there are major accidents at Crosby’s Corner, but the data does not reflect the many
near misses that occur daily at the location.

She then addressed the issue of project cost escalation and noted that private mitigation
money is not available for this project. The towns of Concord and Lincoln have
discussed ways in which local help might be provided to the state to help move the
project forward. The towns considered several options: scaling back the project,
redesigning it, and extending the construction period. They determined that scaling back
the project would not significantly reduce costs because the building of an overpass is a
major element that cannot be scaled back, and that redesigning would not be cost
effective given that the state has already invested millions in design and conducted
environmental permitting. The towns are recommending the third option of extending
the construction period and are willing to seek local funding (the municipalities’ Chapter
90 funds or other local-source transportation funds) to assist the state if the MPO supports
the project in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).
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Tom Conroy, State Representative, underscored P. Brigg’s comments citing the safety
and economic issues. He added that the project has been discussed and worked on for
nearly 30 years and that the project has merit and should go forward. He also advocated
for abutting homeowners who are unable to sell their homes because of this project.
Homeowners who would be affected by the project regularly contact him. (If they were to
sell they might only get one-third of the market value for their homes.) He urged the
MPO to act on the project. He stated that he has raised this issue with the Speaker of the
House. He also stated the he is trying to address issues raised by the Transportation
Finance Commission in the Legislature.

Cory Atkins, State Representative, stated that she was addressing the MPO with a heavy
heart due to the fact that this project was supposed to have started many years ago. She
emphasized the need for the project to improve public safety and reduce congestion, and
noted that it is critical to economic development west of Boston. Regarding safety, she
noted that she hears from doctors at Emerson Hospital who treat severely injured people
who have been in crashes on the roadway. She also expressed her lack of confidence in
the way the project’s estimated cost was developed. Given the safety issues and that fact
that the project is overdue, she believes the project should move forward. Costs should
be reviewed but that should not stop progress toward implementing the project. She noted
that there are other projects that are contingent upon the Crosby’s Corner project getting
done. She stated that she is willing to work with anyone at any time on finding ways to
bring the project cost down.

Kathi Anderson, Executive Director of the Walden Woods Project (a non-profit advocacy
organization devoted to the preservation of Walden Woods), stated that her organization
is supportive of the project and has worked with Concord and Lincoln town officials to
ensure that as the project develops attention is paid to the historical, ecological, and
cultural character of the area. She believes that the Route 2 project is a model project in
this regard. She touched on the safety problems at the intersection and noted that the
project is important both for the tourists and every day commuters who use the roadway.
Approximately 600,000 people visit Walden Pond every year.

Nancy Nelson, Superintendent of the Minuteman National Historic Park, stated that the
National Park Service has been supportive of the project for 15 years. The Park is one of
the top tourist destinations in Massachusetts. Through traffic on Route 2A (Battle Road)
is causing conflicts with pedestrians, bicyclists, tourists, and farm and maintenance
vehicles that use the road. The project is critical for protecting the Park, natural heritage
resources, and public safety, she said.

Dore Hunter, Selectman for the Town of Acton, noted that Acton is a member of the
CAC. Acton would like to see problems addressed at the Route 2 traffic circle, but the
town agrees that Crosby’s Corner must be fixed first. D. Hunter expressed concern
about commuters from Acton who use the roadway and noted that some commuters drive
on Route 2 because they cannot access the train station due to limited parking there. The
project must go forward, he said.

Boston Region MPO Staff
3/6/2008



Transportation Planning and Programming Committee 3
Meeting Minutes of March 6, 2008

During a discussion period, Ginger Esty, Town of Framingham, pointed out to the
legislators attending that there is need for the passage of a transportation bond bill to fund
projects and explained that the MPO is hampered by not having enough state money to
match federal funds. She stated that other towns have similar issues and that she looks
forward to the time that the MPO can address them.

Mary Pratt, Town of Hopkinton, urged the legislators to work on passing a bond bill and
stated that she believes the gas tax should be raised. She stated that she does not think
the Governor’s proposal to build casinos in the state would solve the transportation
financing problem. M. Pratt suggested that the project proponents apply for a tourism
grant. She also stated that parking garages must be built to enable more commuters to
access the commuter rail station.

In response to a member’s question, D. Mohler explained that the project is eligible for
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ) funding and that it is currently
programmed in the TIP over three years. The project’s cost estimate is $63 million.
MassHighway will oversee and pay for most of the eminent domain takings.

Lynn Duncan, City of Salem, asked P. Briggs to elaborate on the offer to provide
additional local funds. P. Briggs explained that Department of Public Works’ bonds are
authorized at each town meeting and that towns could vote to divert local funding for this
project. The combined amount of funds for Concord and Lincoln may total roughly over
$1 million. M. Pratt stated that the Legislature should increase Chapter 90 funding to
municipalities. B. Lucas urged the towns not to divert their Chapter 90 monies for this
purpose as those funds are intended for pavement management.

Phil Kendall, Project Manager with The Louis Berger Group, addressed questions
members had about the project design status. He explained that over time the project
design has been improved and upgraded to meet new design standards. These upgrades
have added new features (often to minimize impacts or takings) such as retaining walls
between Route 2 and service roads. The project has gone through a value engineering
process. The project is now at 75% design and the proponents are working with the
Conservation Commissions. The $63 million project cost estimate includes $43 million
for item costs; the estimate does not include costs associated with right-of-way
acquisition.

B. Lucas told the project proponents that the MPO hopes to see an increase in regional
TIP targets, however, this increase is dependent on whether the Legislature passes a bond
bill and whether the state takes funds for Bridge Preservation out of the regional targets.
She suggested that the project proponents attend MPO meetings that involve TIP
programming.

Shirin Karanfiloglu, Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, asked whether the designers had
looked at other alternatives to retaining walls and encouraged the designers to look at
alternatives to reduce costs. P. Kendall stated that the design evolved to minimize access
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to Route 2, and thereby to minimize impacts to property. P. Briggs added that the current
design represents the best balance between containing costs and minimizing land takings.

Rep. Atkins noted that the cost for eminent domain takings is startling, but real estate
values are dropping rapidly. She posited that there might be cost saving measures in this
area. B. Lucas suggested that project costs be reviewed over the next couple of months.
Rep. Atkins advised against using recent tax assessments in the re-evaluation since 2006
real estate values were used to develop those assessments.

2. Chair’s Report — David Mohler, EOTPW
The next meeting of the Massachusetts Association of Regional Planning Agencies
(MARPA) will be held on March 19"

The chair reported on the last AMPO Policy Committee meeting. Discussion topics
included freight mobility, MPO structure and reorganization, and funding increases.

M. Pratt noted that AMPO News has reported that funding is available to MPOs with
shipping lanes and inland ports.

3. Subcommittee Chairs’ Reports — Barbara Lucas, MAPC

At today’s Suburban Mobility and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Subcommittee meeting there will be a pre-proposal discussion for towns and
organizations that are considering submitting Suburban Mobility proposals.

The TDM Subcommittee is ready to recommend action on four of five proposals that it
has received. The TDM Subcommittee originally received seven letters of interest, but
the proposals for the Town of Reading and the MetroWest Regional Transit Authority
(MWRTA) are not moving forward at this time. There is the potential for $142,000 out
of $250,000 currently programmed to be allocated in this round of funding. The
Subcommittee is trying to make sure that projects can be implemented quickly.

L. Duncan asked where the contract for the North Shore TMA project is at EOTPW. She
noted that the City of Salem has appropriated funding for the project and that the lack of
a contract is creating issues with the consultant that the City has hired. D. Mobhler stated
that EOTPW’s Contract Manager has left the agency’s employment. D. Mohler stated
that he would work to find the contract.

4. Regional Transportation Advisory Council — Kristina Johnson, Regional
Transportation Advisory Council

The next meeting of the Advisory Council will be held at the State Transportation
Building.

At the last meeting, the Advisory Council discussed illustrative projects. Several themes
emerged including the idea that a list of illustrative projects could help the MPO
prioritize projects for consideration in future Regional Transportation Plans, and the idea
that it would be inappropriate for the MPO to create a list of illustrative projects given
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current funding constraints. The Advisory Council has not taken an official position on
illustrative projects yet, but the chair has created an ad hoc committee to develop a
position. K. Johnson stated that the Advisory Council thought the MPO would benefit
from federal guidance on this topic.

5. Action ltems

Work Program for Bicycle and Pedestrian Component of the Alewife Station Study
— Barbara Lucas, MAPC

The work program for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Component of the Alewife Station
Study (Phase 1) was presented to members. (See attached.) This work program evolved
from the discussions concerning the work scope for the current Alewife Station:
Improvements to Feeder Bus Routes, Bus Access and Egress, and Route 2/16 Intersection
and the interest by the communities around Alewife Station in improving bicycle and
pedestrian access to the station. The work program was sent to the communities for
comment.

David Koses, City of Newton, posed a question about why there are no lights at the
Minuteman Bikeway. B. Lucas stated that MAPC would look into it.

A motion to approve the work program for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Component of the
Alewife Station Study (Phase 1) was made by Paul Regan, MBTA Advisory Board, and
seconded by Steve Woelfel, MassHighway. The motion passed unanimously.

Minutes — Pam Wolfe, MPO Staff

A motion to approve the minutes of the meeting of February 7" — with changes
recommended to pages 6, 11, and 13 by Jim Gillooly, City of Boston, Jim Gallagher,
MAPC, and L. Duncan respectively — was made by J. Gillooly, and seconded by P.
Regan. The motion passed unanimously.

J. Gallagher asked when staff would have a proposal about how to address the crash data
issues that were raised in the February 7" presentation on safety planning. Pam Wolfe,
MPO staff, stated that staff is working on the issue and will be requesting this topic as an
agenda item on an upcoming meeting in the near future.

M. Pratt asked about the timing of the MWRTA’s Suburban Mobility proposal as it
relates to the work that MPO staff will be conducting for the MWRTA. B. Lucas noted
that the MWRTA has submitted a letter-of-interest for Suburban Mobility funding and
the MPO will move forward in this process, however it is not yet clear if the MWRTA
will choose to submit a full proposal.

6. MPO Elections — Barbara Lucas, MAPC, and Paul Regan, MBTA Advisory Board
The proposed dates for MPO election activities are as follows:

e Nomination papers due — April 28

e Candidates’ Night — Week of May 12

e Election — May 28
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The seats held by the City of Newton and the Town of Hopkinton are up for election this
year. Municipalities in the following subregions are not eligible to run this year: North
Shore Task Force, Minuteman Advisory Group on Interlocal Coordination, and
MetroWest Growth Management Committee.

Members discussed the balloting system. The election administrators plan to send ballots
(for return by mail) to each chief elected official (by name) in the region during the first
week of May. The MBTA Advisory Board will provide an accurate list of current chief
elected officials, since it is currently working on a mailing to municipalities asking for
this information.

B. Lucas and P. Regan explained that the ballots will be anonymous but that chief elected
officials will be required to sign their name on the ballot envelope to ensure that the
ballot was from the municipality’s chief executive officer. (A draft ballot envelope was
distributed to members.) Ballots received that are not in an envelope signed by the
person eligible to vote will be rejected.

Several members expressed concerns about changing the balloting process. Their
concerns focused on problems that might arise from chief elected officials failing to sign
the ballot envelope; rejecting ballots that are not signed by the chief elected official; and
about having a secret ballot system. On the latter point, it was noted that in MPO
elections the communities are voting, not individuals.

7. Briefing on the MPO Regional Bicycle Parking Program — Barbara Lucas, MAPC
A memorandum providing an update on the MPQO’s Regional Bicycle Parking Program
was distributed. (See attached.) MAPC has negotiated group discount purchasing
contracts with three vendors of bicycle racks. The MPO and EOTPW provide the federal
and state funding for racks in eligible locations and municipalities pay only shipping and
installation costs. Agencies can also participate and receive the advantage of the group
purchasing discount (but not the capital funding).

Twenty-six municipalities are currently participating in the program. A map was
included with the memorandum showing the municipalities that have used the program
and ones that are expected to use it. There have been $120,000 worth of qualifying
orders to date. MAPC anticipates that, given future orders, the MPO will expend
$250,000, the amount that the MPO programmed for the first year of the program (FFY
2007). For second and third year funding, the MPO programmed $681,000 for each year
(FFY's 2008 and 2009).

MAPC has requested that EOTPW and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
obligate second year funding and that EOTPW extend the contract for another year. The
current deadline for rack installation is April 30", but not all municipalities are likely to
meet that deadline. MAPC is requesting an extension through 2009.
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K. Johnson requested that the City of Quincy be notified when the deadline is extended.
B. Lucas stated that MAPC will inform municipalities when there are changes to the
deadline or news about the obligation of funding. She also noted that some
municipalities have reached the ceiling for reimbursement, but that it may make sense in
the future to consider increasing the ceiling for municipalities that took good advantage
of the program.

Other members raised several questions regarding cost, installation of racks, and the
installation deadline:

e Regarding the cost of installation, L. Duncan offered to provide information about
what it cost the City of Salem to install racks. She also noted that the City hired a
fencing company to install racks.

e B. Lucas explained that municipalities are required to install their racks on public
property following the manufacturers’ instructions. S. Karanfiloglu suggested
that municipalities should be advised to be sensitive to the surrounding area when
installing racks.

e For municipalities that have not reached their reimbursement ceiling but will not
be able to meet the April 30" deadline for installation, B. Lucas recommended
that those municipalities be ready to submit their orders as soon as a new deadline
is established.

e B. Lucas explained that municipalities that wish to install racks on MBTA
property must work with the MBTA on installation.

8. TIP Update — Hayes Morrison, MPO Staff
Staff distributed a memorandum describing the activities accomplished and underway for
the FFY 2009 — 2012 TIP. (See attached.)

Members discussed the organization of the two Municipal TIP Input Days proposed for
April 17" and 24™. Staff distributed a spreadsheet and maps showing several options for
organizing the events over two days; the number of projects that each municipality would
be presenting; and an estimate of the time each meeting would take based on allowing
either four or six municipalities to present each hour. Options included having a
north/south split (which would allow municipalities to the north of Interstate 90 to
address the MPO on one day and those to the south on another), a MassHighway district
split (with municipalities in Districts 3 and 5 on one day and District 4 on another), or a
split of the municipalities inside and outside the Interstate 95/Route 128 belt.

After a discussion, members decided to use the 1-95/Route 128 split, which provided the
most balanced number of municipalities presenting. They reached consensus that the
Municipal TIP Input Days would be held on April 17" in Conference Rooms 2 & 3 and
May 1% in Conference Room 4 from 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM each day. Each municipality
will be allotted 15 minutes of time, including up to eight minutes for project presentations
followed by a question and answer period. H. Morrison will inform municipalities of the
meeting schedules by mid-March. It was noted that H. Morrison contacted all municipal
TIP contacts who did not RSVP for TIP Input Day to remind them about the opportunity
and to submit their forms if they wished to participate.
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J. Gillooly requested that staff judiciously schedule municipalities’ presentations so that
there is a balance each hour between municipalities with multiple projects and those with
fewer projects. He noted that large municipalities that serve a large percentage of the
population, such as Boston, might require more time.

M. Pratt suggested that municipalities be asked to provide answers to standard questions
(such as those members normally ask about project design status, right-of-way
acquisition status, mitigation, etc.). H. Morrison stated that this information will be
included on the Project Information Forms. P. Wolfe noted that MPO TIP Day
correspondence has historically asked for this information.

9. Members’ ltems
There were none.

10. Adjourn
A motion to adjourn was made by S. Woelfel, and seconded by M. Pratt.
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Transportation Planning and Programming Committee Meeting Attendance
Thursday, March 6, 2008, 10:00 AM

Member Agencies Representatives and Alternates MPO Staff/CTPS

EOTPW David Mohler Annette Demchur

City of Boston Jim Gillooly John Hersey
Thomas Kadzis Maureen Kelly

City of Newton David Koses Hayes Morrison

City of Salem
City of Somerville
MAPC

MassHighway
MassPike

MBTA

MBTA Advisory Board
Advisory Council

Town of Bedford
Town of Framingham
Town of Hopkinton
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Lynn Duncan
Thomas Bent
Barbara Lucas
Jim Gallagher
Steve Woelfel
Shirin Karanfiloglu
Joe Cosgrove
Paul Regan
Kristina Johnson
Steve Olanoff
Richard Reed
Ginger Esty
Mary Pratt

Karl Quackenbush
Arnie Soolman
Mary Ellen Sullivan
Pam Wolfe

Other Attendees

Kathi Anderson, Walden Woods Project

Cory Atkins, State Representative for Concord
Anna Biton, MAPC

Peggy Briggs, Town of Concord, Selectman

Tom Conroy, State Representative for Lincoln
Rosamond Delori, Town of Lincoln

Tom DeNormandie, Lincoln resident

Chris French, Data Transfer Solutions

Dore Hunter, Town of Acton, Selectman

Phil Kendall, The Louis Berger Group

Sue McQuaid, Neponset Valley Chamber of Commerce
Nancy Nelson, Minuteman National Historic Park
John Snell, Town of Lincoln, Planning Board
Mark Whitehead, Town of Lincoln



Metropolitan Area Planning Council
60 Temple Place, Boston, Massachusetts 02111 617/451-2770 Fax 617/482-7185

Serving 101 cities and towns in metropolitan Boston

MEMORANDUM

DATE February 21, 2008

TO Transportation Planning and Programming Committee of the Boston
Metropolitan Planning Organization

FROM Barbara Lucas

RE Work Program for: Bicycle and Pedestrian Component of Alewife
Station Study (Phase II)

ACTION REQUIRED
Review and approval

PROPOSED MOTION

That the Transportation Planning and Programming Committee of the Boston
Metropolitan Planning Organization, upon the recommendation of the
Metropolitan Area Planning Council, vote to approve the work program for MAPC
Bicycle and Pedestrian Component of Alewife Station Study (Phase I1).

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION

Unified Planning Work Program Classification
Alternative Mode Planning and Coordination

MAPC Project Number
MAPC 8

Client
Boston Metropolitan Planning Organization/MAPC

MAPC Project Supervisors
Principal: Barbara Lucas
Manager: Anna Biton

Funding
EOTC 85303 3C Transit Planning Contract #MA-80-0002; Massachusetts
Highway Department 3C PL Contract FY08 #X084002P22.



IMPACT ON MPO WORK

This is MPO work and will be carried out in conformance with the priorities established by
the MPO.

BACKGROUND

As part of a broader focus on improving access to Alewife Station, the Metropolitan Area
Planning Council (MAPC) will study local and regional bicycle and pedestrian improvements to
the Alewife Station area. These may include short term spot measures as well as longer term
strategies to enhance pedestrian and bicycle conditions in the area.

OBJECTIVE

To identify short- and long-term measures to improve pedestrian and bicycle access to and from
the Alewife Station both regionally and locally, in particular from neighborhoods in Arlington,
Belmont, and Cambridge.

WORK DESCRIPTION

Task 1. Existing Conditions: Identify Existing, Planned, and Proposed Bicycle and
Pedestrian Access to Alewife Station

This task will serve to identify existing bicycle and pedestrian access points to and from the
Alewife Station area, as well as planned and proposed multi-use path projects and sidewalk
access in the area. Information about the planned and proposed projects will include project
status and obstacles as well as proposed routes.

Planned and Proposed projects include:
e Belmont/Cambridge/Somerville path from Brighton Street in Belmont to Davis Square in
Somerville.
e Mystic River connection from Route 2/Minuteman Bikeway, along Alewife Brook
Parkway to the Mystic Valley Parkway in Arlington/Medford.
e Charles River — Minuteman Connector, also known as Watertown Branch Trail.

Through the review of the planned and proposed projects, we will also look for opportunities to
further expand, enhance, and draw conceptual connections between the various projects
themselves as well as efforts to improve access to the station.

We will also review existing data on origins of station users (for all modes) to gain a better
understanding of the potential market for bicycle and pedestrian access to the station.

Task 2. Identify Community Priorities and Safety Concerns

This task will include meetings with community stakeholders to identify the key priorities and
safety concerns in the station area. These could include the need for new facilities, better
signage and information provided about existing facilities, or other corrective measures to reduce
conflicts with automobiles or between pedestrians and bicyclists. We will consider the study
area to be roughly the area within a 2-mile radius of the station for bicycle access, and within a



1-mile radius of the station for pedestrian access. The exact definition of the area will be refined
as necessary through meetings with stakeholders.

We will also discuss planned development projects or other relevant issues expected in the near
future that might either impact or provide additional demand for pedestrian and bicycle access to
the station.

Stakeholders include:

Town of Arlington

Town of Belmont

City of Cambridge

Residents and neighborhood groups in the study area
Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR)
Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority (MBTA)

Mass Highway Department (MHD) — project manager for
Belmont/Cambridge/Somerville path

Task 3. Explore and Evaluate Mitigation Options

Based on the results of Tasks 1 and 2, this task will explore and evaluate various options for
improvements to pedestrian and bicycle access in the station area. Evaluation criteria will
include availability of right of way, major engineering obstacles (not a formal feasibility study),
community support, cost, and other criteria which may be identified by the stakeholders.

This task will produce a list of short-term and long-term options and identification of appropriate
entities to implement such measures, and necessary actions to move forward.

Short-term Recommendations

Describe specific, short-term measures that can be taken to move current projects along and to
jumpstart other efforts. Also identify next steps and a logical “lead” for implementing the
measures. Examples of short term measures might include:

e Identify “sticking points” and necessary actions to continue progress of the
Belmont/Cambridge/Somerville project

e Improve way-finding signage in station area

e Signage and/or flashing lights to improve pedestrian crossing on Alewife Station Access
Road

e Add sheltered bike parking at station

e Improve customer information, such as maps and signage, both at the station and in the
nearby neighborhoods

Long-term Recommendations

Describe longer term measures to significantly improve pedestrian and bicycle access. These
measures might require significant funds for acquisition of right of way, or might be sufficiently
complicated that they could not be completed within the next year or two. Examples of long
term measures might include:




e Right of way acquisition and extension of Watertown Branch Trail
e Pedestrian crossing at railroad tracks in Cambridge

Task 4. Summary Report

This task will compile the results from the previous tasks into a summary report, including maps
of the study area. Draft summary report will be sent to stakeholders for comment, and then
finalized for public release.



Direct Salary and Overhead $15,812 |
Person-Hours

Task Manager Planner GIS Communications Other Planner Total Hours| Cost
1. Existing Conditions 7.0 32.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 42.0 $2,713
5 Identify Community Priorities and
" Safety Concerns 14.5 55.0 5.0 0.0 4.0 78.5 $5,128
3 Explore and Evaluate Mitigation
" Options 8.0 53.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 61.0 $3,882
4. Summary Report 9.0 50.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 64.0 $4,089
Total 38.5 190.0 13.0 0.0 4.0 245.5 $15,812
| $2,994 |
Travel $64
Misc. Supplies $200
Printing $2,500
Postage $230

| $18,306 |
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as well as appropriate locations for bike parking. One benefit of the program structure is that
communities have been able to choose from among various styles of racks to find the best fit for
their community and the location in which the rack is installed. Another benefit has been to raise
awareness of the need for bicycle accommodations and to encourage collaboration among
municipal departments to address this need.

Second Program Year

Given the initial success, we are eager to continue the program. In January 2008 we sent letters
to EOT requesting that the MAPC’s no-cost contract be extended to allow us to accept
reimbursement requests through September 2009 and that the second set of funds be obligated.
We await a response from EOT/FHWA regarding these two matters.

As we begin to define the program for the coming year, there are several steps that will need to
be taken and decisions to be made. Some of these issues are discussed briefly:

e New manufacturer RFP for 2009 — the current contract with the manufacturers expires at
the end of 2008. We will need to issue a new RFP and may consider changing the list of
participating manufacturers and/or eligible products.

o Contract dates and deadlines — as part of renegotiating the manufacturer contracts, we
also need to determine the new deadlines and dates for MAPC’s contract with EOT to
administer the program.

e Bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure funding split — the funding allocated in the TIP for
the later program years is intended for both bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects.
With the current effort to update the Regional Pedestrian Plan, we are working on
identifying a similar, companion pedestrian infrastructure project. As we progress we
will need to determine how to share the funds between the two types of programs and
ensure that the TIP language reflects the dual nature of the program.

e New community ceiling amounts — the first year of the Program included ceiling limits
for the amount of money each community could spend on bicycle racks. The purpose of
the ceiling amounts was to ensure that there is money available for all communities to
participate, and that the funding would not be quickly used up by a few communities
placing large orders. Once funds are allocated for the second year we will need to
determine the new ceiling amounts.

e Communities at ordering limit — when the first year ceiling amounts were determined, the
question of what would happen with communities that spent up to their full limit in the
first year. We want to ensure that there is funding available to communities that have
taken longer to order and install bike racks. We are also interested in additional racks to
communities that are excited about and committed to providing bicycle parking. Of the
26 communities that have made orders, 9 communities would not be able to order
additional racks with the remaining money from their year one limit. Another 3
communities would be able to make only nominal additional orders, compared with the
first year orders.




Next Steps

We will continue to provide updates to the MPO on the status of the program, particularly once
the next round of funding is obligated and the issues discussed above are resolved.



Regional Bike Parking Program

Year One Reimbursement Ceilings

The amount listed is the maximum reimbursement eligibility per community for reimbursement
requests filed by December 1, 2007.
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Natick
Needham
Newton
Norfolk

North Reading

Norwell
Norwood
Peabody
Pembroke

Quincy

VAR Ve B Ve B Ve B2 SV SR VA" BV, B Vs B Vs B Ve IRV B V2 B Vs S Vo BRVARE Vo RN Vo SR Vo 2R Vo BR V2 SR Vo BE Vo R Vo Ve B Vs SRV B Vo BR Vo 3R Vo BR Vo K Ve IRV

3,508
4,761
2,904
3,414
7,979
2,118
2,151
23,407
3,034
14,809
1,374
5,356
9,530
6,394
2,742
3,226
14,658
3,272
7,132
2,036
7,044
2,077
6,850
955
8,456
7,599
22,034
2,749
3,637
2,567
7,514
12,651
4,449
23,137

8,139

Randolph S

Reading S 6,232
Revere S 12,428
Rockland S 4,645
Rockport S 2,042
Salem S 10,621
Saugus S 6,855
Scituate S 4,695
Sharon S 4,576
Sherborn S 1,104
Somerville S 20,365
Southborough S 2,308
Stoneham S 5,840
Stoughton S 7,136
Stow S 1,551
Sudbury ) 4,427
Swampscott S 3,788
Topsfield S 1,614
Wakefield S 6,520
Walpole S 5,999
Waltham S 15,568
Watertown S 8,670
Wayland S 3,443
Wellesley S 6,995
Wenham ) 1,167
Weston S 3,015
Westwood S 3,711
Weymouth S 14,191
Wilmington S 5,615
Winchester S 5,470
Winthrop S 4,811
Woburn S 9,793
Wrentham S 2,774
Total S 806,002




So Many Great Places for Bike Parking!

Wood End School, Reading

Riverside Park, Hudson

Central Square, Cambridge

Community Participation
(as of 2/27/08)

Current

: Anticipated

Potential

P —————
44 Broadway, Somerville

Town Hall, Arlington

d b 4 Metropolitan Area
Duxbury Beach, Duxbury Mape] Planning Council
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