
 
February 9, 2018 
 
Secretary Matthew Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, Attn: MEPA Office 
Alexander Strysky, EEA #15278 
100 Cambridge St., #900, Boston MA 02114 
 
Delivered as a pdf to: alexander.strysky@state.ma.us 
 
Re: Allston I-90 Interchange DEIR  
 
Dear Secretary Beaton:  
 
LivableStreets Alliance’s Advocacy Committee welcomes the opportunity to provide 
comments on the Allston I-90 Interchange Draft Environmental Impact Review (DEIR), and 
would like to thank you for reviewing these suggestions. The impact this project will have 
upon the Commonwealth’s people and environment cannot be over-stated, and we know that 
this will be a defining planning initiative for generations to come. At this time, we have 
several main concerns for the project as it currently stands in the DEIR.  
 
We have been actively participating in this planning initiative for several years and have 
worked with neighbors, fellow organizations, and decision-makers to advocate for 
infrastructure that will greatly improve our region’s mobility, traffic safety, and overall 
well-being. Ari Ofsevit has represented LivableStreets in MassDOT’s official Task Force, 
and he has personally contributed valuable designs and insights to this process, principally 
the “3K-AMP option” for the Throat, which, thanks to MassDOT’s decision, has been 
reviewed for official consideration in the DEIR.  
 
Despite the considerable design merits of this Throat option, we would like to at this 
time voice our support for the “3K-ABC at-grade option.” We believe that 3K-ABC will 
satisfy most of the project goals with minimal impacts to the environment, while providing 
for multimodal connectivity and minimizing costs during and after construction. In these 
regards, we find that the “3K-HV highway viaduct option” falls short. Additionally, we ask 
that the “No Build Option,” which was never presented officially to the Task Force, be 
removed for further consideration, as it fails to meet MassDOT’s stated project goals.  
 
At this time, we believe that the DEIR requires further analysis and request that your office ask 
MassDOT to submit a supplemental DEIR to investigate these issues.  
 
First, we have grave concerns regarding the traffic modeling employed, specifically as 
it relates to transit ridership projections. A reliable traffic model must be investigated to 
ensure that seven million square feet of new construction is not served chiefly by highway 
traffic and takes into account new transit and active transportation connections in the 
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Allston area to minimize any increase to congestion on I-90. Planning for car-centric 
Boston neighborhoods flies in the face of state-level emission-reduction goals, as well as 
Governor Baker’s commitment to the US Climate Alliance in support of the Paris Climate 
Agreement.  
 
Second, we need to better understand impacts to the Worcester Line during construction 
and ensure West Station’s construction in the first phase to mitigate congestion and 
maintain access during construction. The Worcester Line is one of the busiest commuter rail 
corridors in the Commonwealth, yet the decision matrix between the three potential options for 
replacing the viaduct does not take into account the full impact to the Worcester Line. 
MassDOT’s assumption is that the highway will be reduced to three lanes each direction and 
that the Worcester Line will be reduced to one track. This is unacceptable to communities which 
have been fighting for decades for better train service. When the second track was finally put in 
to service in Allston last year, it led to significantly faster and more reliable travel. Yet the 
DEIR assumes that a single track will be acceptable during construction, and does not analyze 
the differences between the proposals in this regard. This must be addressed, especially 
considering that the highway will have reduced capacity because of construction during this 
time. 
 
Communities along the Worcester Line have fought for decades for improvements to commuter 
rail service, and now is not the time to renege on these improvements. We believe that the 
3K-ABC at-grade throat alternative could be built with minimal disruption to the Worcester 
Line, while the 3K-HV highway viaduct option would require several years of strangled, 
single-track operation. Disruption to the Worcester Line must be fully addressed as a major 
construction impact—on par with, if not ahead of the Grand Junction—in the final alternative 
decision, and a supplemental DEIR may be necessary to fully account for these impacts. 
 
Third, we are troubled by the proposed construction timeline for West Station. We believe 
that West Station should be built in the first phase of the project, ideally in 2020 – not in 
2040, as proposed in the DEIR. This transit hub would be a vital mitigation measure during the 
six years of construction in the project area, which will disrupt traffic on I-90, Soldiers Field 
Road, and Cambridge Street. West Station is just as important for crosstown connections as it is 
for downtown connections. A north-south bus corridor through West Station is crucial for 
creating transit access to jobs in Cambridge, at Boston University and the Longwood Area. 
Boston and the region are growing at an unprecedented rate. Delaying West Station by 22 years 
will increase congestion, depress economic growth, and limit mobility for all. West Station is 
also vital to encourage transit-oriented development in the proposed neighborhood in the years to 
come.   
 
Fourth, we ask that there be a full “apples to apples” comparison of the three Throat 
options, especially with regards to costs, which were not fully explored for each alternative 
within the DEIR. This project is state-funded, and much of this money will come from the tolls 
I-90 users pay every day. We believe it is imperative that the state make a fiscally prudent choice 
in selecting a final alignment for the project. The 3K-HV highway viaduct alternative is 
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nearly $100 million dollars more expensive than the 3K-ABC at-grade alternative 
(simplifying construction staging for this alternative may bring costs down further). Furthermore, 
the DEIR does not take into account any life cycle costs for the viaduct. The current viaduct 
requires  $800,000 annually to keep it in a safe, usable state. An at-grade alternative would have 
lower maintenance costs and a longer lifespan than a new viaduct.  
 
Fifth, we need to broaden our mitigation measures along the Charles River parkland by 
improving open space and trail amenities in the Throat area. It is important to provide safe 
and attractive paths for people walking, running, and biking in this heavily used active 
transportation corridor. The DEIR does not fully explore alternatives for improving the Dr. Paul 
Dudley White path near the BU Bridge. There are opportunities to shift the existing narrow, 
unsafe path away from Soldiers Field Road, onto the river's edge or along an adjacent boardwalk. 
We would like to support design concepts explored by WalkBoston and the Charles River 
Conservancy (a.k.a. #UnchokeTheThroat).  
 
Finally, we need to further explore how the proposed network of streets in the new Beacon 
Yards neighborhood is safe, human-scaled, and encourages active transportation. Current 
street proposals are too wide, and the DEIR does not sufficiently analyze what the impact of this 
street configuration could be to people walking and biking. Neighborhood connectivity must be 
improved for walking, biking, and transit between North and South Allston. Also, we would ask 
that there be an analysis of the proposed People's Pike pedestrian and bicycle path between 
Franklin Street and the Charles River by “flipping” the rail lay-up yard, as Harvard has proposed. 
Additionally, the Franklin Street footbridge—an essential connection over I-90 for Allston 
residents who are walking and biking—should be rebuilt prior to I-90 reconstruction. 
 
In conclusion, we believe that the 3K-ABC at-grade option—already the least expensive to 
construct, according to MassDOT—is the best path forward. We call on the state to provide a full 
life-cycle cost estimate for each alternative and to provide greater detail and explanation for the 
issues we raise here, to make sure that the citizens of the Commonwealth do not overpay for an 
unnecessarily complex highway. Finally, we ask that MassDOT continue to engage with the 
community and existing Task Force with future design decisions and considerations.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment again on the evolving plans for this important project. 
We look forward to supporting MassEPA and MassDOT in undertaking the further planning 
work that is needed to make this project a true and full success for our Commonwealth. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Andrew McFarland 
Community Engagement Manager, LivableStreets Alliance 
On behalf of the Advocacy Committee 
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