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INTRODUCI10N 

This study was commissioned by the Cambridge Community Development 
Department in response to a request from the North Cambridge Stabilization 
Committee (NCSC) to study safety issues around the MBTA Commuter Rail 
tracks in North Cambridge. A committee was formed with representatives 
from the NCSC, Walden Square Apartments, Jefferson Park Housing and 
Fresh Pond Apartments to oversee the progress of the study. 

The Proje~ Area runs along both sides of the tracks from Alewife Brook 
Parkway to Walden Street. At the western end, near Alewife Brook Parkway, 
the tracks run between Fresh Pond Mall and Danehy Park on the south and 
Fresh pond Apartments and Jefferson Park residential developments on the 
north •. The rest of the Project.Area is mostly residential. 

Because·of the limited number and inconvenience of the existing railroad 
crossings in the area, and the strong desire of local residents to go between 
destinations on opposite sides of the trackS, a number of people walk across 
and/ or along the tracks, creating the potential for serious accidents. 

The purpose of this study was to look at the existing conditions which 
contribute to the safety problems, and assess alternative solutions to those 
problems. In addition to site inspections, community meetings and surveys, 
and conversations with local officials to assess existing conditions and 
community concerns, other locations with similar situations were reviewed 
for potential solutions. Finally, a series of alternative solutions were 
developed and evaluated for community and railroad acceptance, 
effectiveness and cost. Based on those evaluations, recommendations for 
future actions have been developed. 
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Site Observations: Danehy Park 

Saturday AM 11126/93 

10:45 

11:00 

11:15 

11:18 

11:22 

11:30 

11:35 

11:40 

young WOD'Ulfl 20 ± aossed into Danehy by Jefferson. Walked to park path &r./ 
into park (saw her 5 minutes later walking along walk) 

woman 35-40 crossed into park w /dog & walked along berm. man aossed into 
freight line w /her (50±), walked along freight line into shopping center 

woman aossed back 

older man (60's) walked by opening along frieght line into shopping plaza 
(didn't see where he came from) 

young woman 20± aossed @Jefferson into park, walked straight to path to 
talk to maintenance person 

older man came back along freight line & walked into park and aossed over 
Jefferson 

- . 
young man came from Sherman St. direction & walked along main line 
towards shopping center 

young woman crossed back 



Site Observations: Fresh Pond Shopping Center 

Saturday AM 10/30/93 

10:45 

10:50 

10:53 .. 

10:55 

11:00 

11:01 

11:03 

11:07 

11:10 

1 yoWlg man2W: 
1 middle age on Alewife bridge walking in opposite directions · 
•young family (couple w 18± yr old girl) walked from Danehy thru lot to hole 
in fence along tracks to hole in fence @ Rindge 

started raining 

little girlS±, 10± yr. old boy on bike, and elderly man walking separately 
from shopping plaza across bridge 

young family (mother w I 2 toddlers) on bridge walking towards plaza 

2 middle-aged women 

•1 man 35± came from Rindge and crossed tracks into plaza 

2 men 30± waU<ing in opposite directions on bridge 

2 joggers, 1 bicyclist on bridge heading towards plaza 

2 men 30± cross on bridge 

~oung man 25± came from plaza, crossed tracks to Rindge 

1 man 30±, 1 woman 30± on bridge towards plaza 

young man and young woman on bridge walking towards plaza 

1 middle-aged woman on bridge walking away from plaza 

1 young man on bridge walking towards plaza 

young woman 25± on bridge walking away from plaza 

young woman 16± on bridge walking towards plaza 

TRAIN 

~oung man 25± comes from Rindge and crosses tracks to plaza 

young family and bicyclist on bridge walking towards plaza 

young woman and young woman w I child (toddler) on bridge walking away 
from plaza 

2 young women (18±) and 1 man on bridge walking towards plaza 

• R.O.W. Crossings (others are bridge crossings) 

\ 



11:15 

11:16 

11:19 

11:21 

11:22 

11:26 

11:33 

11:35 

11:36 

11:42 

11:44 

11:45 

~g woman and child (8± boy) came from Rindge and aossed tracks into 
plaza 

young man 20± walked up dirt hill to bridge 

•middle-aged man 60± came from Rindge, aossed tracks to plaza 

mother and 8± yr. old boy on bridge walking away from plaza 

young woman 20± on bridge walking towards plaza 

young man 20± on bridge walking towards plaza 

2 kids, boy &t girl 10±, on b~dge walking towards plaza 

man 25± on bridge walking towards plaza 

•man 18± came from Rindge, walked back and cut in at movie theatre 

4 young women. 3 yotmg men cross at bridge 

-young w~ 18± came from Rindge and crossed tracks iilto plaza 

"2 young men 20± &t 25±, and 1 woman 25± came from Rindge and aossed into 
plaza (couple headed towards movie theatre) 

jogger on bridge (man 25±) 

2 young men crossing on bridge 

•1 elderly man from Rindge crossing into plaza 

•t young man 20± from plaza aossing into Rindge 

2 joggers, young man and young woman on bridge away from plaza 

young man on bridge walking away from plaza 

young man 20± on bridge walking away from plaza 

elderly man walking from plaza to Rindge (was same man that crossed over 
earlier, had a Brooks bag) 

young woman 20± w /telephone came from movie theatre (had popcorn), 
entered tracks, aossed and walked towards Alewife I under bridge and 
seemed to cut into parking lot 

TRAIN 

young woman on bridge towards plaza 



11:46 

11:48 

11:53 

11:54 

11:55 

11:56 

11:57 

11:59 

2 young men on bridge walking towards plaza 

1 young woman 26± & child 8± on bridge walking away from plaza 

1 young man 20± on bridge towards plaza 

•elderly woman crossed from plaza -can't seem to find entrance to Rindge -
standing on tracks looking around, crossed back over and into plaza - went 
down by movie theatre 

2 girls 8± on bridge, away from plaza 

elderly woman on bridge walking towards plaza 

2 young women on bridge walking away from plaza 

1 young man, 1 young woman, both 25±. cross on bridge 

young couple on bridge away from plaza 

~oung WOillal1 from Rindge crossed into plaza 

•elderly man crossed back 

2 young men 18± on bridge towards plaza 

--:3 young women 18±, from farther down tracks crossed into plaza 

•1 elderly man from Alewife direction crossed into plaza back by bridge 

mother and child cross at bridge 



Site Observations: Yerxa Road 

Thursday AM, 1114193 

Age Destioatico frequ~>n~ I.b:oe 
5 School 2 8:00 

12 School 2 + 
19 School 2 
8_ .. - School 1 

7 School 2 

15 School 2 

14 School 2 

.9- School 2 

7. School 2 

5 School 2 

12 School 2 

13 School 2 

14 School 2 

12 School 2 

14 School 2 

30 School 2 

HSage School 2 

HSage School 2 

School 2 

School 2 

30 
11 School 2 

30 8:05 

10 School .. 
11 School 

30s School 

50s Visiting Nurses 2 (Wed.) 

11 School 8:10 

8 School + 
10 School 

10 School 

30 
2 school age children 
with parents or older 

siblings 
3@8 School 

14 School 

2 8-year-olds 
w/father 

40 



Destination Freqpency lime 

50 
60 8:15 

30 + 
12 School 

30 Returning mother 

11 +32 School(&: mom) 

12 School 
12 .. School 

11+35 School ( &: mom) 

11+35 School (&: mom) 
35+baby dad with baby returning 

from walking older kids 
3.5 dad returning 8:20 

mJil\w/2 + 
7-yr olds 

returning mom 

returning mom 
10 school 

30 just taking a walk 
25 crosses 2 times a day to 8:30 

work @ Genetics lost + 
Mom&: School 
6yrold 

38 crosses to Camb. Friends 
school w I kid 

75 church 2 8:35 
30 work 2 + 
24 work @ Tobin School 4 

60 8:40 

70 shop on Mass. Ave. @ 2 + 
Pemberton Market 

35 work 2 

53 lives in Walden Sq. Apts. 8:50 
- walks to bus to visit + mother in nursing home 

60 does not speak English 

35 Cambridge Oinic 9:10 

35 work 2 + 
55 school 2 

40 shopping 2 

30 library 2 9:20 

30 work 2 + 
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North Cambridge Railroad Safety Study 
Community Survey Results 
November 1993 

Rindge 
Towers Jefferson Park Walden Square Other 

33 Surveys 22Surveys 3 Surveys 16Surveys 
received received received received 

How old are you? 
G-10 2 2 1 6 

11-20 2 5 1 2 

22 (one of 
21-60 these is60) 10 1 8 

60and over 6 5 0 0 
did not identify 1 0 0 0 

Why do you cross the tracks? 
recreation I social 4 4 2 3 

work 0 5 0 2 

school 1 0 2 8 

shop 30 14 0 2 

other 5 2 0 5 

When you cross the tracks where are you 
going? 
movie 18 7 1 5 

DanehyPark 11 11 0 4 

shopping center 30 14 1 2 

school 1 (Tobin) 1 2 8 

work 0 1 0 2 

Rindge Field 6 o· 0 0 

Gately Shelter 0 1 1 2 

MBTA 1 0 1 1 

other 3 3 0 3 

How do you get to the other side of the 
tracks? 
walk 28 16 3 14 

bike 1 4 0 0 

public transportation 1 2 0 2 

car 5 5 0 7 

other 1 0 0 2 
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How often do you cross the tracks? 
several times per day 3 5 1 1 
once or twice a day 5 8 1 7 
weekly 16 8 1 3 
infrequently 8 2 1 5 

When do you cross the tracks? 
weekdays .. 21 14 2 13 
weekends 24 13 1 2 

At what time of day do you cross the tracks? 
6:00AM- 9:00AM 0 5 0 8 
9:30AM- ll:OOAM 9 3 1 3 
11:30AM - 1:00PM · 11 4 1 1 
1:30PM -4:00PM 14 6 1 6 
4:00PM- 7:00PM 15 8 1 2 
7:00PM - lO:OOPM 2 5 0 3 
Other 2 1 ·0 1 

If you could change things, what would you do? 
Put in a pedestrian overpass/where 18 6 2 6 
Put in a pedestrian underpass/where 5 2 0 0 
Put in an at-grade crossing/where 2 13 0 2 
Have trains sound whistle 18 1 1 5 
Slow trains down 10 3 0 3 
Put trains underground 9 2 0 5 
Other 0 0 0 3 

If the following were constructed within one 
block of where you cross the tracks, would 
you use 
A pedestrian bridge; yes 23 6 2 10 
A pedestrian bridge; no 5 3 1 2 
A pedestrian underpass; yes 12 1 0 6 
A pedestrian underpass; no 5 2 1 7 
An at grade crossing; yes 8 13 0 3 
An at grade crossing; no 3 2 1 9 
A path to existing crossings; yes 12 2 1 6 
A path to existing crossings; no 3 1 0 4 

To make your trip, would you use a regular 
bus if one where available? 
yes 10 6 1 5. 
no 8 1 1 6 
sometimes 13 10 0 6 
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Do you know of any people who have been 
hurt aossing the train tracks? 
Explain: Where, when, age, health, etc. 
yes-
no 

7 
15 

Page3 

6 
1 

0 
1 

1 
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Comments from Community Survey 

• Comments related to accidents on the tracks included: 

- One respondent said a few years ago his friend's fiancee was killed 
coming home from work; she was 30 years old and in good health. 

- Four people have died crossing the tracks. 
-A middle-age woman was killed in the summer. 
-Two or three neighbors (one in the past year) have died crossing the 

tracks. 
- Suicide was thought to be a motive in one case. 
~One respondent saw a child fall with his bicycle on the tracks and 
str~ggle to get up. 

- ane·respondent has fallen trying to carry her baby carriage across the 
tracks. 

• Other general comments on the surveys included the following: 
-Request for information on what time the trains pass 
- Request for a better barrier than chain link fence at Yerxa Rd. 
- Statement that the Alewife bridge is too far to go with kids 
- Request for improved fencing by the tennis courts 
-Request for improvements to the underpass at Yerxa Rd. including 

signs, lights, "painted footsteps or bronze like the Porter Square T', and 
advertisement 

-Statement that it is unclear when the survey asks about "crossings" 
whether it means "dangerously by foot, alone or any way" 

-Comment that an underpass would not feel safe; putting trains 
underground would be ideal; an overpass at the Fitzgerald School 
would be an easy way to go 

- Comment that it would be nice to have a "standard, economical 
grocery store" not Bread and Circus 

-Request for an overpass because it is difficult to walk over the Alewife 
Bridge in the winter- it's windy and the sidewalks aren't cleaned of 
snow 

- Request for CPCD to do something - signs, lights, whistles 
-Comment that "if I could walk one block I would take the bridge that is 

there but I'm ill, not old, and I have to fmd the short way to the 
pharmacy" 

-Comment that the MBTA should add the shopping plaza as a stop for 
the #83 bus - should drop and pickup at the shopping plaza 

-Comment that it's difficult and painful for elderly, and other people 
who have difficulty walking, to go across the existing bridge - an 
overpass is a solution if it doesn't go uphill; an underpass is a possible 
solution 



- Comment that a pedestrian overpass will not work because it will 
freeze and not be cleaned of snow and that an underpass is dangerous 
and will flood 

-Comment that the underpass at Yerxa is used as a urinal and should be 
closed 

- Comment that the survey was a good way to raise safety consciousness 
- One additional comment could not be read. 

Comments from the November 9 Public Meeting 

The following comments were made by people attending the public meeting: 

• The.Yerxa Road crossing is used by teen center traffic and summer camp 
at -the· Fitzgerald School, as well as people crossing to go to the #83 bus 
stop on Rindge Ave. 

• The opening at the handball court is another hazardous area for 
children. 

• People run onto the tracks to retrieve tennis balls. 

• The opinions of people living on Richdale Avenue should be 
considered. 

• #83 bus riders cross at Jefferson Park to avoid the mound of earth at 
Rindge Towers. 

• At Belles Circle, children between ages 6 and 14 are playing on the tracks. 

• Children are playing "chicken" with the trains at the Sherman Street 
crossing. 

• Underpasses are perceived as unsafe and not a good long-term solution. 

• Summer use by Jefferson Park is up to 5 times winter use. 

• Personal security should be considered behind Jefferson Park. Muggings 
in the ROW are common behind Jefferson. 

• The MBTA promi:sed to provide barriers 16 years ago. 

• The Alewife Brook Parkway bridge is too steep, too long, too slippery in 
the winter, eroded in some locations, and too isolated and poorly lit. 
Bikes are a hazard. 



• This is a growing section of Cambridge with the highest concentration of 
5-14 year olds. Jefferson Park has 875 residents and 423 are under 16 years 
old. 

In addition to comments on use and concerns, residents suggested or 
requested the following: 

• The MBTA should run busses or shuttles to the shopping plaza. 

• Trains should slow down immediately. 

• · Perhaps there is a solution such as mechanical gates that can close at 
crossings when trains are coming. 

• More than audible alarms are needed - some people may not hear well. 

• Signage, education and warning lights are needed now. 

• The railroad should be depressed. ISTEA money should be investigated 
for funding. 

• A pedestrian bridge should be investigated- perhaps with an elevator for 
those who have difficulty walking. 

• There should be a guard at the crossing at Yerxa. 

• Jefferson Park residents do not want a pedestrian bridge immediately 
adjacent to Jefferson Park. 

• There should be a class action suit against the MBTA. The onus is on the 
MBTA and the City to correct the problem. 
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NllloMl AaJinllld ,......., Co!Ja•ttan 
Dlllrlct CIPnl Oftlce, 253 Summer &net. 8oAan. ~ 02210, Telephone: (et7) 34S.7820 

Officer Waneda Ward 
Cambridge Police Department 
Accident Inv~stigatjnn se~tinn 
5 WAfltP.rn Avenue 
Cambridae, HA 02139 

Re: Railroad Ac~idenl Statistics 

Dear O!!iccr Ward: 

June 23, 1993 

This is in response to your request or June 18, 1993, 
reg~rding incJrients invnlvino Commuter Rail operations in the 
North Cambridge area. P1cacc be adviGcd that my rccordG indlcat~ 
there have been three incidentz all involving tr<!Gpa5~crG. They 
are a,; followR: 

Charlc5 Zabitiz, age 67. (fatality) 
0/T: 11/]9/R? 
Location: West of Shermftn Street 

John Rucncll, age 50, (multiple injurit>zl 
P/J: OQ/07/92 
Location: Porter Square 

El j z.e1beth Rickel, aoe 4.5. ( !atality l 
D/I: 03/ll /93 
l.n~ation: Wesl of Sherman St.reet 

Should you need ~ny further information ple~se dn nnt 
hesitate to contact my office. 

JTI</mrd 

AN EQUAL. OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

:.c 
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Ron Goble, Assistant Director of Safety 
Conrail (Consolidated Rail Corp, based in Philadelphia) 
Philadelphia, PA 
215/209-5533 
12/13/93 

• Called to ask them what they have done to address pedestrian safety 

(He said that' he'd try to answer questions- if they weren't within his operational 
juiisdiction he'd refer me to another office. 

He said·~t ~ey have over 14,000 miles of track. They have similar problems. With this 
much track,·it:s almost impossible to keep people off. 

The following are methods they use to deal with pedestrian safety: 

• He said that pedestrians mostly cross at streets. They have pedestrian crossing gates 
over the sidewalk at some grade crossings, but this is not very conunon. 

• They put up "no trespassing" signs. 

• He said that some municipalities have built overpasses and underpasses. The 
railroad does not get involved with building these. He said that they have had 
problems with people throwing things at trains from overpasses. In some cases, 
they've put fencing around the overpass to block people from throwing things. 

• Sometimes the Conrail Police Department make presentations to school children. 

• He said that when a new line from Philadelphia to Atlantic City opened, the State of 
New Jersey became concerned about safety of children/pedestrians because the 
track goes through suburban neighborhoods. As a re8ult, they passed legislation 
requiring fencing of all tracks. However, he said that it has not done a whole lot of 
good. Almost immediately after fences went up, there were holes in them. 

He said that pedestrian safety is an almost impossible problem. It is very difficult to 
keep people away. 

January 3, 1994 
3:25PM 



Richard Fisher, Director of Rules and Regulations 
Providence and Worcester Railroad 
Worcester, MA 
.508/755-4000 
12110/93 

• Called to ask them what they have done to address pedestrian safety 

Wheri first a5ked about how they deal with pedestrian safety he commented that it's "a 
difficult issue." 

When as~ed ~hat they do to deal with "unofficial" grade crossings by pedestrians, he 
said that there is little they can do: 
• They have·a police force that escorts people off the tracks. 
• They put up no trespassing signs and fencing. 
• The engineer blows the hom to warn people off tracks. 

They also have Operation Life Saver (OIS), which he says has had a positive impact. He 
mentioned that Sergeant Bill Hallene of their railroad is the Massachusetts Coordinator 
of OIS. They send people out into the school system to make presentations. The 
program has been in place for four years. 

They are a freight railroad. They do have some gates for pedestrians but they don't have 
much else. 

They have not built under or overpasses. He said that overpasses open up liability for 
them because children use them to throw objects at the trains. 

When I asked about approximate accident rates, he said he wasn't sure -he'd have to 
look in his files. He said that they do not have a serious number of accidents. However, 
someone committed suicide recently. His believes that most of the people who die on 
the tracks mean to die - they lie down on the tracks. He said that people are not hit just 
crossing the tracks. 

I asked him about stopping time. He said that a train carrying 25 cars, going 25 miles an 
hour takes 1/2 mile to stop. They really slide, he said. The locomotive itself weighs 2500 
tons, each car weighs 35 tons and is allowed to carry up to 100 tons. The metal wheels 
against the metal track and the weight cause it to slide easily. 

He suggested calling Conrail (Consolidated Rail Corp, based in Philadelphia) for more· 
information. 
Allen C. Fisher, Director of Safety 
215/209-5533 

January 3, 1994 
3:25PM 

' 



Jim Griffin 
Metro-North Commuter Railroad Company 
New York, NY 

. 212/340-3000 
12/13/93 

• Called to ask them what they have done to address pedestrian safety 

When I asked about areas of particular concern to Metro-North, Jim said that the 
municipal areas are the most problematic. 

He said ~ey ~ave a fairly comprehensiveiencing program, which includes installation 
of new fenciilg and maintenance of existing fencing. 

They just finished a $1 million fencing program in the Bronx. It involved 12 foot chain 
link fence, which has been very effective. 

They have also had problems with people dumping garbage and other debris on tracks 
and on passing trains. The 12 foot fence is especially effective in dealing with this. 

There are overpasses in many locations. This applies to suburban and rural locations 
due to the fact that there are no grade crossings in New York City (trains are 
underground). (He said that Long Island Railroad has done a lot with overpasses.) 

Most grade crossings are in suburban counties: Westchester, Putnum, Duchess. 
Most of these crossings have full protection: gates, lights, bells. In the last four years he 
said that there has been a lot of upgrading to these systems. 

The also use cross-box signs - at some crossings these are the only warnings. 

He also said that at most locations, they have single track which is better for safety. 

They have used Operation Life Saver a couple of times. In 1987, they gave OlS a 
locomotive and they went through and stopped at all towns along track. They spent a 
weekend doing this. Talked to people. People would meet them at the stations and 
board the train. 

Also, once a year they have open houses in the largest "shop locations." Jim Griffin sets 
up a safety booth, including an Operation Life Saver video on safety - to familiarize the 
public with grade crossings. 

Seth Colwin is the OlS Coordinator. He sends staff into schools. 

January 3, 1994 
3:25PM 



They have their own program called Metro Man - he's a robot. Remotely-controlled, 
with voice. They send two people into schools, one to moderate, one to operate Metro 
Man. He talks to the kids and tells them not to trespass, not to ride their bikes on the 

. tracks, etc. 

They visit about 12 schools a month, from Danbury to the Bronx and Westchester. They 
even go into places that they don't service. The program has been well-received. Most 
schools have asked them back. They modify the program for different age groups. The 
program is niri by the Public Relations office and safety officers. 

To sum up, he said their most successful safety efforts have been a program of fencing, 
Operation Li~e Saver, and School programs. 

Ed Doggett, Division Superintendent 
Burlington Northern Railroad 
Chicago,IL 
708/780-5300 
12127/93 

• Called to ask about project updating seven pedestrian crossings on their Aurora
Chicago commuter rail line (article in Railway Track & Structures citing these as 
ucrossing warning projects." 

He said that this was a joint project with the lllinois Department of Transportation and 
?. However, he doesn't know the date of these projects and is not aware of any new 
signal circuitry, just updating to new ADA guidelines. He said that to get all the 
information I need, I'd have to ask a few different people. He said to send a letter asking 
the information I need, and he'll pass the questions on to the appropriate people. 
Address letter to: 

Ed Doggett, Division Superintendent 
Burlington Northern Railroad 
5601 West 26th Street 
Cicero, IL 60650 

January 3, 1994 
3:25PM 



PEDESTRIAN SAFETY MEASURES USEP BY OTHER RAILROADS 

Commuter Rail Board (Metra) 
.. Chicago, IL 
Don Ward, Manager of Safety 
312/322-6900 

• Called to ask them what they have done to address pedestrian safety and whether 
they have installed grade-crossings for pedestrians, overpasses, underpasses, etc. 

Metra owns and runs four rapid transit lines: Rock Island, Milwaukee, Southwest, 
Metro Electric 

. . . -

They lease .otit two: Burlington Northern, Chicago Northwestern 

Some areas of track have fencing, others don't 
Have started community outreach program: ''Operation Life Saver" - to educate 
community on railroad safety.-He says it has been very successful .. Says that fatality 
rate has dropped. Last year 4, this year 2. 

They make some arrests of pedestrians crossing tracks. 

They have some at-grade crossing, mostly at stations. 

On the Burlington Northern, have pedestrians crossing at grade at road crossings -with 
standard crossing gate. 

Recently there has been a rash of incidents with 2 deaths a week apart at the same 
crossing gate. 

There is only one underpass that he knows of- on the Chicago Northwestern near a 
military base. 

Engineers blow whistles when they see a pedestrian on the tracks. However, many 
towns have no whistle laws. Engineers regularly blow horns at official road crossings. 



OPERATION LIFESAVER 

Don Ward 
_Commuter Rail Board (METRA) 
Chicago, IL 
312/322-6900 

BACKGROUND: 

• Operation Life Saver (OLS) is a nation-wide, non-profit program based in 
Richmond, VA. Each state has its own committee and works with interested 
railroa_ds. _The Federal Railroad Administration supports Operation Life Saver. 

• The program has been in existence in lllinois since 1988 but .METRA did not fully 
endorse it until last year. 

FORUMS: 

• · OLS trains people to give presentations. :METRA has a number of employees 
trained - a conductor, an engineer, safety officer, and others. 

• .METRA gives presentations to schools, business groups, trucking companies, bus 
companies. They also go to malls and share a booth with the freight railroad and 
Amtrak at the State Fair. 

• :METRA visits c. SOD-700 schools each year. Don Ward says that 25,000 students 
have gone through OL$ presentations. 

EDUCATIONAL TOOLS: 

• Educational Tools: Coloring books for young children, crayons engineer's hats, 
gliders, pens, pencils- all with the phrase 'LJ..ook, Listen, Uve." There are handouts 
for adults. Some bilingual materials - Spanish coloring book. They also have 
numerous videos - 30 videos they created on their own with funding from OLS. 
They also use the Federal Railroad Administration's videos (there is an office in 
Chicago). 

• Advertising: .METRA places posters on trains & with state funding, has used 
billboards. 

COST: 

• Each of the railroads in the 6-county area pay $1-$2 per grade crossing to the 
program. In 1992, :METRA paid $1,000 (approx. 500 grade crossings) to the State 
fund. 

January 3, 1994 
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EFFECI1VENESS I RESPONSE: 

• Don Ward believes that the public has been responsive and that it has improved 
safety. Schools send letters thanking, students send letters. As a result, a policeman 
has become trained. 

• He said that METRA's grade-crossing ratio (I think he meant rate) has been 
decreasing over the last ten years or so . 

. . 

• Since the program was established, Dlinois has dropped dramatically from being 
ranked #3 in accidents (with 190 accidents per year). (They ranked right behind 
Texas which had 290 accidents). 

. . . 

• In 1994,.the number of accidents was 40. 

FATAUTIES: 
(His numbers were incorrect last time. This time he checked his files.) 

• So far in 1993 = 8 fatalities. 1992 = 16 killed. 1991 = 22 killed. 

• No children killed this year. An old lady, about 55-60 years old died. He said that 
the engineer blew the hom but she walked out on the tracks anyway. 

• Many people believe that trains can just 11stop on a dime." He said that a fully
loaded passenger train (c. 8,000 commuters) takes approx.1/4 -1/2 mile to stop. 
Trains travel up to 79 m.p.h. 

· ACCIDENT RECORDS: 

• :METRA keeps detailed accident records and must submit them to the State every 
year. When I told him that I had a hard time getting detailed accident records from 
both the MBTA and Amtrak, he said that all railroads must keep detailed accident 
records . 

• 

January 3, 1994 
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Conn DOT, Rail Operations 
Hartford, CT 
David Chase, Rail Operations 
203/566-7044 

• Called to ask them what they have done to address pedestrian safety and whether 
they have installed grade-crossings for pedestrians, overpasses, underpasses, etc. 

Says that Conn DOT has at-grade crossings only in conjunction with highway crossings. 
Don't have a fenced right-of-way. Don't have an active pedestrian safety 
program/ system in place. 

(Had a fatality ~ecently.) 

Engineers blow horn for grade crossings or if pedestrian on the tracks (although 
residents complain about noise). 

Conn DOT will not build any new public crossings. They are trying to eliminate 
crossings - in fact, state statute prohibits building new crossings on tracks. 

Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority 
Tom Rabe, Safety Department 
216/566-5100 

• Called to ask them what they have done to address pedestrian safety and whether 
they have installed grade-crossings for pedestrians, overpasses, underpasses, etc. 

Have rapid transit trains running through residential areas. Dedicated right-of-way. 
Some at-grade crossings - where roads cross. 
Some areas of track are fenced in, some areas are not. 
Some areas have plantings to discourage pedestrian use (prickly, thick underbrush) 
No underpasses for pedestrians. 
Use signage to keep warn pedestrians not to trespass. 
Signage is only sporadic. 
Don't have special signals, except for gates at crossings. 
Engineers will blow horns if see pedestrians on tracks. 
Engineers call in to radio control supervisor and report where pedestrians are on tracks, 
how many etc., so that radio control can warn other trains coming into the area. 
Sometimes they send transit police to remove pedestrians. 

January 3, 1994 
3:25PM 
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WHAT IS OPERATiON LIFESAVER? 

Operation Lifesaver is an active, continuing public education program designed to 
reduce the number of colflsions, deaths and injuries at highway-railroad 
intersections. It is sponsored cooperatively by federaJ, state and local government 
agencies, civic organizations and the nation's raJlroads and other organiZations 
Jnter~ed in highway safety. 

To meet its lifesaving goals, Operation Ufesaver is designed to increase pubfic 
awareness of potential highway-railroad grade crossings hazards and improve 
driver and pedestrian behavior at these intersections. In conjunction with its 
education phases, Operation Lifesaver will emphasize engineering improvements, 
inclucfing the installation and upgrading of grade crossing warning signals and 
sign$ and the enforcement of existing traffic laws. 

PROGRAM PARAJ.JETERS 

The four areas of concentration are: 

1. EDUCATION - Operation Ufesaver's succass Res in educating people of all 
ages as to just how potentially hazardous grade crossings can be. Methods 
used to reach the public include civic presentations. early elementary and 
driver education curriculum activities. school bus driver programs. industrial 
safety. Jaw enforcement programs. and media coverage. 

2. ENFORCEMENT - If existing Jaws governing motorist and pedestrian rights 
and responsibilities at grade crossings are not enforced. they will be Ignored 
and broken. state and local law enforcement agencies should be urged to 
·crack down· on motorists and pedestrians who disregard these laws and 
jeopardize their rtves as weU as the fiVeS of others. 

3. 

. 4. 

ENGINEERING- To ensura its continued effectiveness. the administration 
process of improving grade crossings should be reviewed and needed 
changes should be made. Thg public should be made aware of federal, 
state and railroad programs that plan. install and maintain grade crossings. 

EVALUATION- To make sure the quafrty of Operation Ufesaver is maintained, 
its efforts should be measured against its stated goals. Such evaluations 
should be performed at the state level by the program coordinator to 
evaluate the program In their state and at the national level by Operation 
lifesaver. Inc., to evaluate the impact of the program nationwide. 

1 
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WHY OPERATION LIFESAVER? 

Railroads have long been concerned about the injuries and needless loss of rna 
caused by these collisions. To reduce tf:'lese colfisions the ra~lroads joined with the 
communities they servad to up grade crossings and install additional active warning 
device.s. It was befieved that this action has significantly reduced the number of 
grade crossing colflsions. However, despite these stepped up efforts. the number 
of people kified and injured dJd not decrease as much as expected. Too often 
motorists drove around the lowered crossing gates and past the flashing Jights. 
(See ~ppencfiX FAA Stats) 

Rail-Highway Crossing Accidents 
Involving Motor Vehicles 

at Public Crossings, 1978-1987 

14ooo~----------------

12ooo ,· 
10000 -

8000 

6000 

Killed 

... :. 

697 588 542 610 537 578 598 

3121 2508 2467 2723 2508 2328 2313 
11552 9763 8546 7158 6562 6633 6353 5868 5859 

- Killed - Injured I I Accidents 

Source: Federal Railroad Administration 

Colfisions at highway-railroad grade crossings continue to occur. These colfisions 
occur at all hours of the day and night, in rural and urban locations and at grade 
crossings with and without active warning devices, resulting in hundreds of fatalities 
and thousands of injuries each year. 
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HISTORY OF OPERATION UFESAVER 

EARLY EFFORTS 

In 1972. the Union Pacific RaJlroad. working with the support of many Idaho 
comltlunities, helped institute an Operation Ufesaver program in that state. During 
the first year, fatardies dropped 39 percent Encouraged by these results. the 
Union Pacific helped Nebraska start a statewide program. Again. significant 
results. FataJHJes went down 46 percent! 

. . 
FURTHER RESULTS 

These two programs were the catalysts for other railroad-state Operation Ufesaver 
programs. Each raJ1road. each state and each community approached the 
program cflfferently. Some implemented the program by estabrlShing an extensive 
committee structure. others managed to do it all with a small centralized group. 
However, the key to success was a •grass roots• approach with each Operation 
Ufesaver program en.fisting volunteer help from state. county and local levels of 
government industry. the railroads and the general public.. 

Jn other states at the end of the first year of Operation Ufesaver fatality reductions 
ranged from 28 percent to 64 percent 

Alabama 28% Missouri 40% 

Georgia 64% Utah 59% 

Kansas 47% Virginia 50% 

POST CAMPAIGN RESI.JLTS 

A key point of the Operation Ufesaver program is that H cannot succeed if it is a 
·one shot" effort Unless Operation Ufesaver is ongoing, fatalities will rise to fhejr 
previous levels. The foDowing graphs Rlustrate this point. 

3 
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Number of raJl/highway grade crossing fatarlties in Idaho per year from 1972-1977. 
Operation Ufesaver existed in Idaho during the years 1973, 1976, and 1977. · 
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Rail-Highway Crossing Fatalities 
Idaho 

1972-1977 

~ .................. p .. .... 

Number of raJVhighway grade crossing fatardies in Nebraska per year from 
1973-1977. Operation Ufesaver existed in Nebraska in 1975 and 1977. 

Raii-Higflway Crossing Fatalities • 
Nebraska 
1973-1977 

~,. ___ _ 
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Number of rail/highway grade crossing fatalities in Kansas from 1973-19TI. 
operation Ufesaver existed in Kansas in 1975 and 1977. · 

Rail-Highway Q-ossing Fatalities 
Kansas 

1973-1877 

-----
In Georgia. a Continuous Operation Ufesaver program has resulted in a reduction 
of fatalities. 

Number of raD/highWa)' grade crossing fatalities in Georgia from 1972-1977. 
Operation Lifesaver has bean in effect in Georgia since 1975. 

Rail-Highway Crossing Fatalities 
Georgia 

1972 - 11!177 
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NATIONAL PROGRAM 

Although the very strength of Operation Ufesaver Jay in its railroad community 
cooperative effort. the lack of a national focal point precluded an effective exchange 
of information. Often films developed for one program went unused by another 
and· on~ successful state organization was unknown to another. In other words, 
the be.st and worst of all efforts went unrecorded. It became increasingly evident 
that there was a need for a national ·umbrella organization·to collect information 
on all program efforts and to assist all states in preventing grade crossing 
accidents. 

The National ·Transportation Safety Board participated by having their field 
personnel, whenever possible. act as catalysts to bring Operation Lifesaver into 
those states within their individual regions of responsibifrty. NTSB further believed 
that the program's strongest characteristic-a raJlroad industry, government. 
community, grassroots involvement-should be carefuUy maintained. Federal 
agencies were.of course. interested in the program. but NTSB thought it best to 
preserve the unique attributes of a ·do-it-yourself individualized state program. 

Thus. on November 3. 19n, NTSB recommended that the National Safety Council 
(NSC). a private, nonprofit. nongovernmental organization, serve as an Operation 
Ufesaver catalyst. This recommendation stated: .· 

• •• • that the National Safety Council: SeNe as a national focal 
point and coordinator for total development, implementation, 
and evaluation of a nationwide Operation Ufesaver railroad 
highway grade crossing safety program. This program should · 
be undertaken with the full support and cooperation of all 
interested groups and agencies, especially the Association of 
.American RailrOads~ the International Assoclalion of Chiefs of 
Police, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, the 
Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Railroad 
Administration, and the States. (Class /1, Priority Action) 
(H-Tl-25).· 

The National Safety Council administered Operation Ufesaver from January 1978 
to July 1986. 

During late 1986. Operation Ufesaver. Inc.. was formed as a non-profit 
organization, established by the Association of American Railroads (AAR), National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation {AMTRAK) and the Railway Progress Institute 
(RPI). to serve as the national umbrella organization for Operation Ufesaver. 

6 
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EDUCATION 

- Informing 1he public about potential grade crossing hazards and how to avoid a 
comsion at these intersections. is the most important task facing the Coordinating 
Committee. This differs from media campaigns that simply make the public aware · 
of the grade crossing situation. 

One effective way to reach the public is on a personal level such as through 
dassroom instruction. speaker's presentations and handout materials. The purpose 
of this section Is to discuss the types of audiences and the best way to present the 
Operation Wfesaver message to them. (lnfonnation pertinent to the Operation 
Lifesaver organizations and grade crossing safety. induding common collision 
causes and ·correct driver actions. can be found in the Speaker's Bureau 
section). 

The first educational responsibirrty of the Coordinating Committee is to plan and 
implement educational activffies that can reach the entire population. Then. based 
on the results of tasks outlined in the Programming section. additional educational 
activities can be directed towards particular target groups and areas. The degree 
of concantration should be based on the extent of the problem and the avanable 
financial and worker resources. 

The success of Operation Ufesaver educational activities will be greatly enhanced 
if the Coordinating Committee has the support and close cooperation of the states 
Department of Education. By involving this department. established channels of 
communication to school administrators and teachers wt11 be available. 

Also. by working with the appropriate state agencies. it is possible to implement 
education activities that will continue automatically on a regular basis. One goal 
would be having grade crossing safety made a part of the high school driver 
education curriculum. This is one method of ensuring that Operation Ufesaver wlll 
be a continuing program. 

To date. successful Operation Ufesaver educational activities have been geared 
toward three age groups: 

1. Pre-school and early elementary students 

2. High school students 

3. Adults 

Although many Operation Ufesaver materials are designed for use by one age 
group, a number of the materials are interchangeable. 
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ENFORCEMENT 

· · If all motorists obeyed exiSting laws governing driver action at grade crossings, 
there would be few. if any. grade crossing coJfiSions. Unfortunately. too many 
motorists do not exercise good judgment and ignore warning signs and signals. 
And. as long as these drivers believe they wiD not be stopped and/ or ticketed by 
law enforcement officials when they break these laws. many will continue to take 
d~ngerous risks at grade crossings. Teaching drivers about the potential hazards 
of grade crossings is one wa!J to encourage them to obey these laws. 

Because. ·of _motorist disregard of grade crossing Jaws, representatives from the 
Coordinatiiig CommHtee should meet with the state Association of Police, state 
pofice. local· ponca chiefs and raJ1road police to discuss Operation Ufesaver and 
secure.their participation in the program. Close contact with local law enforcement 
agencies should be maintained in order to keep interest in the program at a high 
level 

state and local enforcement officers can publicize their concern for grade crossing 
safety within their communities during talks to school groups and civic organizations. 
Also these officials should be encouraged to issue warning citations or tickets to 
motorists who violate grade crossing laws. Where implemented. the issuance of 
warning citations has been an effective way of improving driver action 
at grade crossings. · 

The court system can aJso take an active role in Operation lifesaver. For example. 
Coordinating Committee representatives should urge the courts to set higher 
priorities for grade crossing violations and to incorporate crossing laws into the 
traffic school curriculum. 

Another enforcement related activity is to ask city and county officials to identify the 
most hazardous grade crossings within thei~ jurisdiction. If advance warning signs 
are not located at these crossings endeavor to have them erected. Motorists should 
be advised of new instatlations through the media and enforcement officials should 
be urged to give more attention to driver actions at these crossings. 

18 
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ENGINEERING 

Hand in hand with the need to inform people of all ages about potential grade 
crossing hazards is the need to make grade crossings as operationally safe as 

- possible within the financial. Constraints of improving all crossings. A study wilJ be 
needed to detennine the current status of your state's grade crossing environment, 
recommended improvements and how to make these improvements. 

Mucn of the: ·information you will want Is probably readily ava~lable from either 
government agencies or the raJlro_ads. The results from this study will provide 
Important back--up information that will be beneficial in all Operation Ufesaver 
phases. 

Some topics a study should cover are: 

1. The locations and meanings of signs and signals used at grade 
crossings. 

2. The funding of improvement programs and the parties responsible for 
such improvements. 

3. The administrative and engineering procedures required to improve 
grade crossings. 

4. The role and use of the state's or the Federal Ra~1road Administra
tion's grade crossing inventory. 

5. The ·systems approach· to grade crossing improvements. especially 
at the local leveL 

6. The identification of problem areas tilrough the use of accident 
reports. 

7. The procedures for improving TaJlroad or highway operations at 
grade crossings. 

8. The procedures for removing brush and other sight obstructions in 
the grade crossing area 

9. The identification of abandoned or unused grade crossings and the 
procedures for having them removed. 

19 
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As part of Operation Ufasaver. appropriate state an~ railroad officials should meet 
to discuss their stirte's grade croSSing improvement program and to work to resolve 
related problems. How Operation Ufesaver can enhance existing programs should 
also ba on the agenda For example. the public should be informed about avaDable 

· · grade crossing improvement programs and how they can be started in the 
~mm~. · · 

Representatives from the Coordinating Committee should meet with local traffic 
engineers. m.tc1 school and trucking industry officials to establish ihe safest routes 
across raDi'oad tracks· for school buses and hazardous materials carriers. tf 
possible. such vehicles should be routed so they do not have to use at-grade 
crossings. If this is not possible. choose crossing with activa warning devices • 

. . • ... 
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EVALUAnON 

Each state should evaluate their own program efforts. This evaluation should be 
shared wffh Operation Ufesaver. Inc.. for evaluation of the combined national effort. 
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North Cambridge Stabilization Committee 

15 Brookford 
·cambridge, MA 02140--
April 23, 1993 

--~ 

Mr. Edward Handy, Assistant Director for Intergovernmental Affairs 
Community Development Department/City Hall Annex 
59 Inman Street 
Cambridge, MA 02139 

RE: Year#J-9 (FY '93-'94) CDBG Program 

Dear Mr. Handy: 

The North Cambridge Stabilization Committee proposes a significant revision in 
the recently published Community Development Block Grant plan for the upcoming 
fiscal year ("Projected Use of Funds for CDBG Program Year #19"). 

In accordance with federal guidelines and the City's stated CDBG policies and 
objectives, we ask that funds be allocated to address and resolve a long-standing yet 
extremely urgent City need-indeed, a matter of life and death for hundreds of 
Cambridge citizens: the grave safety hazard and major public inconvenience caused by 
the absence of safe railroad crossings connecting the Jefferson Park area with Danehy 
Park, and the Fresh Pond Apartments (Rindge Towers) with Fresh Pond Shopping 
Center. 

As you know, this problem has been the subject of public discussion and concern 
for two decades. According to newspaper accounts over the years, five persons-maybe 
more-have been struck by trains and killed while crossing the series of railroad tracks 
adjacent to the heavily populated hou_sing complexes situated along Rindge Avenue. 
Other pedestrians have been maimed by speeding locomotives, and reports of near
misses abound. Despite the recent death of Elizabeth Ricker, a Fresh Pond Apartment 
resident who was struck by an MBTA commuter train and killed at this location on 
March 11, people of all ages continue to stream over the railroad tracks. 

Finding and implementing a solution will not be easy. The answer may involve 
short-term measures (such as fence repairs and security patrols), as well as a 
comprehensive planning component; the securing of easements; land takings; the design 
and construction of a ramped overpass; the provision of additional access to the new 
truss bridge at Alewife Brook Parkway; the creation of an easily negotiated at-grade 
crossing equipped with warning devices; a more durable fence or barrier system; the 

.. 
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building of embankments; or other expensive physical improvements. The process will 
no doubt require a significant commitment of the City's resources. But in view of the 
gravity of the problem, the City's protracted failure to remedy it, and the consequent 
potential fot lawsuits-not to mention the fact that human lives are risk-we believe 
extraordinary expenditures and a rethinking of block grant priorities are justified. 

The matter of the dangerous crossings has come before the City Council on 
. several occasions, and the councilors repeatedly have called upon the C:ity Manager to 
work with· the MBTA and other agencies to secure funding for a pedestrian overpass. In 
1987, you ~iJl remember, after an initial study was undertaken by the Community 
Development Department, the City Manager declared that "the City and its consultant 
recognize the importance of public safety and the need to provide safe and convenient 
ways to cross the railroad" (letter of Robert W. Healy to City Council, 3 Aug. 1987). 

In 1988, the City-sponsored North Cambridge Neighborhood Study noted that 
"the lack of a safe pedestrian crossing at the B&M railroad tracks is extremely 
dangerous" and warned "that this situation, having already caused a number of fatalities, 
should be attended to immediately" (p. 13). The CDD joined the neighborhood in 
formally recommending that the City 11improve pedestrian access from the Fresh Pond 
Apartments/Jefferson Park area to the Fresh Pond Shopping Center and Thomas 
Danehy Park" (p. 63). 

In 1991, as part of the citywide CDBG process, the Stabilization Committee 
requested the allocation of funds toward "creation of a safe pedestrian walkway and 
bridge over the railroad tracks," stressing "that now that the Mayor Danehy Park is 
open and clearly being used heavily by Jefferson Park. and Rindge Tower residents, the 
pedestrian link across the railroad tracks has become an· urgent need." Your department 
denied our request at that time but pledged that the proposal would be considered "as 
new funding opportunities emerge" (letter of Michael H. Rosenberg to George F. 
McCray, May 24, 1991). 

While we support the many worthy CDBG uses proposed in the City's projected 
budget-housing rehabilitation and development, historic restoration, open space 
rehabilitation, to name a few-we believe our proposal addresses a need that is even 
more urgent, and one that more precisely meets the primary CDBG objectives set forth 
in the City's March 15 memorandum. (As one city councilor noted during a 1985 
Council discussion of the proposed pedestrian overpass, "This bridge is more important 
than all the parking garages and street and sidewalk improvements in the whole city.") 
Moreover, since a safe railroad crossing will directly benefit the large concentrations of 
low- and moderate-income persons who live in Jefferson Park and the Fresh Pond 
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:Apartments, we believe our proposed use of funds better satisfies federal guidelines, 
· which strongly encourage CDBG spending that serves these income groups. 

In urging the expenditure of CDBG funds on a safe railroad crossing, we note 
that official estimates of the cost of building a pedestrian overpass have steeply escalated 
over the years,· from $250,000 in 1976, to $1 million in 1985, to $1.5 million in 1987. 
Clearly, the City's decision to delay action has not reduced the potential fmancial 
costs-and, as the mounting death toll demonstrates, its ostrich-like attitude may have 
increased the human costs. 

We r~o_g"nize that solving this complicated problem will require the participation 
of a range of public agencies and private parties, but we believe that the time is long 
overdue for the City to assume its responsibility and to take the lead in achieving a 
resolution. An MBTA employee recently observed that it was the City's decision to put 
a large residential complex on one side of the tracks and a large shopping center on the 
other, thus assuring the mutual attraction that exists. He also has indicated that the 
MBTA would be glad to participate in the solution to this problem. 

For our part, we will be happy to meet with you and other city officials to 
discuss this proposal and begin work toward creating the necessary pedestrian crossings. 
The Stabilization Committee will actively support City efforts to fmd additional state 
and federal funding for this project. And we will soon consider earmarking a portion of 
our annual Stabilization funds to help pay for the needed improvements. 

We hope that you, Mr. Rosenberg, and Mr. Healy agree that the City's obligation 
to protect the public from life-threatening situations demands an immediate reordering 
of its CDBG priorities. Twenty years of foot-dragging, buck-passing, and excuse
making is enough: the City of Cambridge must eliminate the hazardous railroad 
crossings in North Cambridge and create reasonable alternatives. We urge you to set 
aside a major portion of this year's block grant revenues for this terribly important 
purpose. 

Sincerely yours, 

Richard D. Clarey, Chair Peter Cignetti 

Michael Brandon, Vice Chair George F. McCray 
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MICHAEL ROSENBERG, 

Assistant Ory ~lor 
Commrmlry ~t 

MARY fLYNN, 

Deputy DlteetOr for 
Communlry~t 

Oty Hall Annex 

57 Inman Street 
Cambridge, MA 02139 

617 349-4600 

Fax: 617 349-4669 
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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

April 27, 1993 

Mr. Richard D. Clarey 
. Chairperson 

North Cambridge Stabilization Committee 
15 Brookford Street 
Cambridge, MA 02140 

Dear Mr. Clarey: 

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of April 23, 
1993 requesting a change in the proposed F.Y.'94 CDBG 
budget as presented to the public for review in the 
Cambridge TAB and Chronicle. 

Copies of the letter have been circulated to Michael 
Rosenberg, Eileen Woodford, Stuart Dash and Janet 
Cudmore-Reale, and we have met together for an initial 
but in-depth discussion of the proposal. 

During next week, Stuart Dash will contact you to arrange 
a meeting between the North Cambridge Stabilization 
Committee and our staff. We look forward to further 
discussion of your proposal at that time. 

Very truly yours, 

~.~~"~7 
Edward A. Handy 
Block Grant Director 

cc: Michael Brandon 
Peter Cignetti 
George F. McCray 



.. _ .. _ 
~ ..... 

NORTH CAMBRIDGE STABILIZATION COMMITTEE 

Q~ tt' O,~d) . 
cr q.. ,.·1,cttt,) 
. 5ltq/q) 

~'-

... 
May 14, 1993 

lC C'.:J ...... 
(") ~ "7l 

City council ~ 
i! ,-..,. ;r~~ Cambridge City Hall -CXJ -c OC"'J 

795 Massachusetts Avenue ::0 N -:;~ -Cambridge, MA 02139 0 Q :"') .. -. .... 
C> ·-r.-. 
I'T1 ~ 

-4o 
-< RE: Na:ttb Camb~::i£2ge Bail~::aaa c~::assings tt: :t P-< .l> -•• M'! . 

Dear Councillors: ~ ?1 co -
I write to report that the Community Development Department 

has taken the initiative to gather together the different 
parties who are interested in the solution to the safety 
problem. The members of our Subcommittee met with staff members 
of the Community Development Department and Assistant City 
Manager Rosenberg on May 6, 1993. At that time, a task force 
was organized and given various assignments, including 
communicating with the MBTA, MDC, Conrail and whatever other 
transportation agencies are involved, commercial interests and 
nearby residents, with a goal toward bringing them all together 
and finding interim and then long-term solutions. Our next 
meeting will be on May 20. We hope to reach a consensus on how 
best to address this problem, and when we do, we will ask for 
the Council's support. 

Sincerely yours, 

I t·t4';1 a~~ 
Richard D. Clarey 0 

RDC:emc 
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Richard D. ClateY, ChaiT 16 Brooldord Street Cambridp, Maaachusetfs 02740 ldayl B17-227-D720 level 677-864-#1767 
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EXEC\mVE DEPARTMENT 
ROBERT W. HEAL V 
Clly~r 

IUCHARD C. ROSSI 
Deputy City ..,_ger 

CAMBRIDGE. MASSACHUSETTS 02138 

october 1, 1993 · 

Mr. John J. Haley, Jr., General Manager 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
state Transportation Building 
10 Park Plaza 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116 

Dear Mr. Haley: 

Last May, the City of Cambridge established a task force to look 
at the pedestrian· safety problem along the Fitchberg Division 
Commuter Line in North Cambridge. This has become a serious 
problem considering that several fatalities and numerous near 
misses have occurred in this corridor over the last two decades. 
I would like to thank you for the cooperation that the MBTA has 
given to the City in this effort, with special recognition to 
Patrick Jordan who has been particularly helpful. 

We have recently selected the firm of Wallace, Floyd, Associates 
Inc. in association with Gordon, Bua & Read, Inc. to undertake a 
Feasibility Analysis Study of Alternatives for Improved 
Pedestrian Safety in this corridor. We would welcome the full 
involvement of the MBTA in this effort which will take four to 
six months to complete. At that time and after reviewing the 
recommendations, I hope we can all agree on a suitable course of 
action and bP.gin imple~tentat.i.on as quickly as possible. 

However, given the severity of the problem, I am requesting that 
the MBTA undertake some immediate short term actions that will 
improve safety. Ideally, the best action would be to formalize 
one or more at grade crossing, such as has been done along the 
Grand Junction Line in the eastern part of the city. If this 
proves infeasible at this time, we would at least like the MBTA 
to install warning/safety signs along the ROW, not just "no 
trespassing" signs. In addition, we would request that.all trains 
sound their whistles andjor their bells as they pass through the 
area and most important, slow down. A so to 55 mile per hour 
speed is much too high for such a dense urban area especially one 
with st~'~h a history of pedestrian safety problems. 

100% Recyclt•d Paper 



, 
Thank you in advance for your prOilpt attention to this request 
:tf you ~ave any questions or require additional information, • 
please c;ontact Mr. Richard A. Easler at the cambridge CoDunity 
Development, 57 Inman Street, cambridge MA 02139 (349-4600). 

Very ~-1 yours,, / 
/:" 4 /'/ 

-dl; ie-;~ 
RObert w. Healy 
City Manager 

cc: Patrick Jordan, MBTA Commuter Rail 
George Laite, Sen. Havern's Office 

·- . ·Lance Campbell, Sp. Flaherty'~ Office 
Ru:kiah Abdul-Malik, Sen. ~arrett's Office 



• 
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

MICHAEL RosENBERG. 

AsslsrAnt Ory ~for 
CDmmunhy De, eoapmenr 

MARY fLYNN, 

Depury Dir«rrH for 
Community l)eove~opmet~r 

Senator Robert Havern 
Attn: George Laite 
Statehouse - Rm. 513 
Bcst~n,_MA 02133 

Dear senator Havern: 

October 4, 1993 

Last spring another pedestrian fatality took place in North 
Cambridge involving a commuter rail train traveling along the 
Fitchburg Division Line. This has become an all to frequent 
occurrence over the last two decades especially when the number 
of non-fatal accidents and near misses are considered. As a · 
result, the City of Cambridge established a task force composed 
of City officials, community residents, area business 
representatives, and relevant State agencies, to investigate the 
problem and make recommendations as to hew safe pedestrian 
movements can be made across this dangerous barrier. 

To help the task force in this effort, the City has engaged the 
firm of Wallace, Floyd, Associates Inc. to undertake a 
Feasibility Analysis Study of Alternatives for Improved 
Pedestrian Safety in this corridor. Several of the possible 
improvements such as overpasses or grade changes could be quite 
expensive. Therefore, on behalf of the City of Cambridge, I am 
requesting that you help us by placing a line item in the new 
Transportation Bond Bill that would provide monies to implement 
the recommendation of the study and the task force. I am 
suggesting an amount of at least $1,000,000 for this project. 

One other possible source of help would be the Intermodal Surface 
Transporteticn Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) Sec.1104 -
congestion Relief Projects. Under subsection (b) of this section, 
$1,200,000 in Federal matching money is earmarked "to plan and 
construct a bicycle and pedestrian path connecting Arlington, 
Cambridge and Boston, Massachusetts". Implementing this 
connection from the Minuteman Bikeway to the Charles River 
bikeway could very logically provide one of the safe crossings 
needed along the railroad corridor in North Cambridge. 

Oty Hall Annex 

57 Inman Street 

Cambridge. MA 02139 

617 349-4600 
fax: 617 349-4669 



.... _ .. -···- .... - .. ·--- ·-- ·-- ·- ·- -

!'.baDk you for your cont!Dued cooperation ~ support ·a helping 
1:o ~iDe! .and impl-ent a aolution 1:o thia impart:ant prabl-. :tf 
you have. any questions or require additional information, pl-ae 
let me know as soon as possible. 

. . . 

Very truly yours, 

·fk./~~ 
Richard A. Easler 
~ansportation Coordinator 



ORTH CAMBRIDGE STABILIZATION COMMITTEE 

John J. Haley, Jr. 
General Manager 
MBTA 
Ten Park Plaza 
Boston, MA 02116 

October 12, .1993 

RE: Railroad Accidents Involving Trespassers in North cambridge 
. . 

Dear Mr_. -Haley: 

on March 13, 1993, an MBTA Commuter Rail train ran down and 
killed a North Cambridge woman who was crossing the tracks from 
her home on the north side to Fresh Pond Shopping Mall on the 
south side. This was the latest in a long series of deaths that 
we are· aware of. we· suspect there are other accidents which we 
do not know about, both fatal and non-fatal. 

Following the March 13 fatality, our Committee and other 
groups in the City, including the City's Community Development 
Department, formed a group to work on a solution to this problem. 
our group includes representatives of the MBTA. 

We were hoping to work on both short-term and long-term 
solutions. We urged several short-term solutions while we 
attempted to hire an expert to help us with the long-term 
solutions, such as bridges or tunnels. 

one of those short-term sug~estions was to slow the train as 
it goes through North cambridge. Your representative said that 
the commuters from the towns west of Cambridge would object. We 
suggested the sounding of a bell, but we were told that neighbors 
would object to being disturbed by the noise. We suggested the 
flashing of lights along the track from Alewife Bridge to Porter 
Square, and that was rejected without explanation. I imagine the 
reason is that the flashing of a light constitutes an admission 
that you know persons could be on the tracks. 

Since you have rejected all of our short-term solutions, I 
ask thilt you make some suggestions. 

It seems to me that a pleasant sounding bell such as the one 
sounded when your train enters Porter Square Sta~ion, if rung 

Richatd D. Cla~y. "CIUJir 15 Broolcfonl Street Cambridge, Massachusetts 02140 ldayl 617-227.0720 level 617-864-6151 



along the track from Alewife Bridge to Porter Square, would be a 
vary easy remedy which would have no coat. Flashing lights seem 
cheap and easy also. 

It is certain that sooner or later another trespasser will 
be killed because, as you know, there are large numbers of people 
who live on one side_of the tracks crossing every day to get to 
stores, playgrounds and schools on the other side. 

· The MBTA ought to be in a position of having at least 
attempted to prevent the next tragedy. 

Sincerely yours, 

/2-(,) ~4?, c c 
. Richard D. Clarey r 

RDC:emc- .- · 

cc: Stuart Dash, 
cambridge community Development Department 

Joseph Joseph, 
North Cambridge Stabilization Committee 

ncsc-lllbt.ltr 



I 
NORTH CAMBRIDGE STABIUZATION COMMI1TEE 

- ---·-------------·--- ------

.. 
John J. Haley, Jr. 
General Manager 
MBTA 
10 Park Plaza 
Boston, ·MA 02116 

October 20, 1993 

RE: B~ilroad Safety in North Cambridge 

Dear Mr. Haley: 

At its meeting of October 13, 1993, our Committee voted 
unanimously to request that when you or your representative 
appear at the meeting on November 9, .1993 of the North Cambridge 
Railroad Safety Committee at the Fitzgerald School, you come 
forward with short-term suggestions for alleviating the danger 
that exists as a result of your high speed commuter trains 
through North Cambridge. In addition to the suggestions 
mentioned by our former Chairman, Richard Clarey, in his letter 
of October 12, 1993, we ask you to consider, among others, 
signage warning of frequent high speed trains. 

Sincerely yours,_ 
•• 

. . ,. '.~- ~~ ~......, . .~~"L---
, ..... · , 

Joseph J. Joseph 

cc: Robert Healy, City Manager 

,. ·. ·I· I y. , ' 1 



NORTH CAMBRIDGE STABIUZATION COMMI'ITEE ,----------------·---· 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 

i 
! 
i 

Robert ·Healy 
cambridge City 
City Hall 
cambridge, MA 

Manager 

02139 

October 20, 1993 

RE: ··North cambridge Railroad Safety 

Dear Mr. Healy: 

At a meeting of our committee .on october 13, 1993, it was 
voted unanimously that the committee urge you personally to 
intervene to demand short-term solutions to the problem caused by 
high speed commuter trains travelling through North cambridge. 

The North Cambridge Railroad Safety Committee, which has 
been working over the months with Mike Rosenberg, Stuart Dash and 
Dick Easler, has been working hard on the global issues of a 
long-term solution; but we have been less successful in getting 
the MBTA to respond to our suggestions that, until the matter can 
be studied in depth, they devise some interim way to keep the 
tracks safe. We have suggested slowing the trains, sounding 
melodious bells, flashing lights and signage. 

The MBTA has not responded positively to any of our 
suggestions. We have asked them to make suggestions when they 
come to a community meeting on November -9. 

In addition, we ask that you consider interim solutions that 
the city can impose, such as signage and notices to nearby 
-residents. 

cc: Stuart Dash 

ncsc-hecl.ltr 

Sincerely yours, 
! 
~ ,~_._ __ , ~~ r -c...,/ 

,:.,...~· 

Joseph J. Joseph 

I 

I ., 
i 
I 

I 
i 

' :-.- ---------
}t~u•pl, j. },.,,.plr. t:J1tm /l.n 5~J3 t:.llnhri•~"·· .• \ttl.'l.tllt:lrrutii.J 02140 (t;/7) Bfill-5/36 
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i 
November I, 1993 

70 RINDGE lfiENUE 
CAMBRIDGE, MASSAOiUSE I IS 

349-6530 
02140 

Attached please find a very important notice regarding a meeting on Railroad Safety sponsore 

by the North Cambridge Stabilization Committee and the Community Development Department. Th 

meeting will be held on Tuesday, November 9, 1993 at 7:30 p.m. in our school auditorium. 

I urge you to atiend this meeting. As you know, there are major safety issues for the 

children and adults living in the North Cambridge area regarding railroad safety. There 

is also a Survey Form which you may bring to the meeting or have your child return it to 

his/her teacher before November 9th. 

Safety is an issue which effects everyone! Please come to the meeting on November 9th. 

I hope to see you there! 

Sincerely, 
--? L.. - • 

ll.E.-l~ ..... :0 . t--'-......... c.._ ... '-

Robert D. Ferrari 

Principal 

• 



MAIIBACHU8ETT8 
IIAY 
TRANIPORTAnON 
AUTHORITY 

Nr. Robart Healy, City Manaqar 
C•mbrid9e c~~Y Ha1l 
?i5 Massach~•·~~· Avenu• 
Cftmhrtd9e, MA 0'-139 

Deer Hr . lieely : 

1 DU?port the efforts ot the C!~y o! Combrid90 with re9erd to 
peue~~•.l•n bd!cL.y ne&r t.be eomm:.ater ro.i.l line "hich runs through 
North Cambridge. tour aelection of • consultant. to atudy t.be 
ai~ua:ion is a atep in the right direction. We will con~inue to 
support your efforts ar.c remain involved by ass~gninq Pat Jordan to 
aaaiat you. 

With regard to your request for acditional grade crossings, we 
are under a directlve by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 
to reduce ;racle crossings by 251. Grade crossings 9enerally do not. 
improve safety. They provide access for pedestrians to cross in 
areas where trains travel at hic;h speeds, thus inc:reas1ng the 
possibility cf an accicen~. 

We aeknowlad;e the importance of a ccmprebensive 
5f'f•ty/S19""9f' J''"r.u)rllm, ~tnrt 11r111 l'~•••nr1y "~"·~.~~;;no the needs 
throughout the system. W• expect n•w 11gna9• tC:· b" in place early 
in 1994. 

Dec~eaaln9 Lhe ·~~d o! Lh~s L~•in aa yo~ ~~quested would hav@ 
an adverae impact on preaent and fut~r• rider•bip on this line. A 
alowdcwn, the~e!o~e, ia ngl poeaible. 

we would be happy to initiate wt'liet.le blowing at. kiftdge 
Aven-.a~. l'lelule keep in mind, however, tb:lt hi~torically when 
wh.i.atle blowing ta~e~ place, the City, aa we•l aa the MBTA, ic 
often inundated with complain:a about noise. You might want ~o 
consider thia.propoaal f~rther •~d infer~ us of your decioion. 



At I am au~• you are Aware, we have invitac:l the members ·ct :he 
North Camb~idge Railroad Commitr.•• for s trip on the commuter rai! 
line on Novembel:' 5. Stat! members from Safety, Commuter Rail 
T•onepo•t&tion and Mechanical will be on h~nd to answer questions. 

I look fo•ward ·to a positive resolution of thla matter. 
Should you have any queations~·plcaae teel free to eontaet ma. 

S1 celioly, 



"<P\ 
Musachusetts Bay Trtmsportlltion Authority· 
WlllialnF.WIId Ari«JPDlC:.IIIII:d .-..,J.L-- J.J.&lly,Jr._ . .,.,. u.,.....,c;..,.., .-,,.,...,MJTAa.;.... G~twaJ.,_,, 

-:~.... . ... ·. ···~ 

Mr. aabart w. a.alJ, · 
City Kana;ar 
cambrid;e City Ball 
715 JIU•aehuaatta Avenua 
Cambrid9a1 .MA 02131 

. . . ~ 

Apnl 28, 1994 
~· 

Dl lpf1ill C•pri4g la!1rpa4 laf•tt lt;d! 

Dear Mr. Healy: 
.. . 

.. . ... 

Thank you tor yOur t:0111111Uliaaticm raquutin; aaaiat.ance in 
improving padaatrian aafety in tba area ad;ac.nt to and alanq the 
commuter rail ri;ht•af-way in Barth CUibridqe. A8 you know, Pat 
Jorc!an, Market:l.nq and Ridership Ofricar at ~· JllflA, baa -.n 
participatint in the City Of C>•brid;e'a Railroad Safety Tuk 
Force 1 a activiti•• and 1nc:arparating 1:ha i~OZ"m&~ion 9enU'at:acl 
throu;b 'that effort into the MBTA' • analysia of the Borth cambrid;• 
taciliti••· In auppart of i:h••• ef!O&'t:a, t:be 118'1'A baa been 
reviewing operation• and tacilitiu in thia uea in arcler i:o 
idantiry ~~aana of ilapzooviJ19 padaai:J:ian a&fa't;r. 

Atta:o complatiftg CNZ' analyaia of 'the 8'- and :eviawing th• 
work of the 'l'a•t force, the MB'l'A has identified cc:tain near tam 
ancl lonv tan a=icma 'tllat: va would ~poaa to undertake to 
diacouraqa pedeatrian C%0••inp of the. track• vhile illprovin; 
mobility Dat:vaen -j02: cleatination• in the ar••· We are propoll1l'lCJ 
two actioft8 to bl implaentad iD the ~~aar tam: 1). inatallatioZ\ 
of ac:lcli tional tancinv to racluc• pedutrian croaa1nq• 7 · and 2) • 
initiatin; paratranait 8hUttle aervioa ~twaan major destinations 
on ei 1:l'1ar aida ot tb• tracks between Vb.ieh C••• pedeatrian tr1pa 
are currently occLarring. 

To diacoura,• pedestrian ~o•einq• along the BBTA ri9bt•of• 
way, we will 1nsta~l im:artrack ~anaiDq tram the nn ·MDC truaa 
brid;e to the Sheraan Street aroasin;. '1'11!. type ot tenainc; 
•1qnif1cantly nauc:ad pada•tr1an c:ro .. ift9• where it baa been 
utilizad alaawbera alan; MBTA righta-of-way. we are propoainv to 
ina~all this fencing to a haiqbt of four feat alan; thi• length of 
~zoack. A• tba tencin; may aaaily a. ob•erv.ct by MBTA train 
opera~ora, breac:ba• 1n tbe fencing are quiakly identif~ad, reported 



-.. ....., . 
• 

ICr. bbtlrt W. Kealy 
Pap 2 

and repaired. Wa are alao propoain9 ~o work in cooperation with 
~· Ci1:y in devalopinv and iapl...at.Lng ntnr par:atranait .. rv1ce in 
the Harth· cambridge area to p~ovide a safe and efficient aeana of 
t:zoanaponai:ion ,_tween tb• major :r:aa14en:ia~, zoacr-t:ional and 
retail conaantr:ationa located adjacant ~o the KBTA ~ight•ot way. 
We ~~ like to ~in G•valap1ng an initial •~1ce pr~am With 
City of Cambrid9e atatt •• aoon •• poaaible. wa anticipate that 
1n•ta1l•tian at 'the tanae ancS tbe availability at paratranait 
aervica may_ba· accomplished within •ix aontha. 

For ·tha long tem, we are willing to participate with tha eity 
and the Taak Force to locate deaign an4 aonatruct a pedestrian 
bride;• at the appropriau location between 'tba MDC i:ruaa bridq• and 
&berman Street. We are praparacl to COIUIIInaa thi• effort when tbe 
Taak Forca has completed 1~ work. · 

-
Wa look forward ~o cliacuaing 'tbaaa propa•ala vii:h yau, city 

staff ancl the Taak Por:ca and welcome coaant:a and raaODe.ftc!ationa. 



CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 
CAMBRIDGE MASBAQtiJSETTSOZD8 

Jobn.Haley 
General Manager 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
Ten Park Plaza 
Boston. MA 02116-3974 

Re: North Cambridge Railroad Safety Study 
Paratransit shuttle service 

Dear Mr. Haley: 

May 26. 1994 

Thank you for your letter of April 28, 1994 regarding proposed· actions by the MBTA to both 
discourage pedestrian crossing of the railroad tracks in North Cambridge and enhance mobility 
in the area. We are very pleased that the MBTA is interested in working in cooperation with the 
City of Cambridge in developing and implementing paratransit service in the North Cambridge 
Railroad Corridor area to enhance mobility and safety in the area. 

Over the last few weeks, City staff have compiled additional information needed to assist in the 
establishment of this service. We have identified on the enclosed map the important locations 
to be served by the shuttle. We suggest that daily service be provided at twenty minute intervals. 

We are also in the process of compiling a list of appropriate business owners in the area with 
whom to discuss this planned service. We would like to meet with your staff first to discuss 
routing, vehicle type, schedule and projected costs of this service. Also. we would like to work 
closely with the MBTA as you discuss this shuttle service with area businesses, the North 
Cambridge ~ Safety Task Force and the North Cambridge community. Please contact 
Stuart Dash at 349-4600 to discuss next steps. 

100% RecyciPd Paper 

' 



· We also look forward to working with the MBTA in implementing the other recommendations 
of the North Cambridge Railroad Safety study. Thank you for your continued cooperation and 
assistance on these issues. 

enclosures . -

cc: Pat lordan 
Shama Small 





CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNOL ORDERS 
AND CITY MANAGER'S RESPONSE 



AMENDED ORDER 

Councill~r Danehy 

ORDERED: 

ar ity nf <ttamhrUtgr 

5. 
IN CITY COUNCIL 
January 19, 1976 

That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to arrange 

a meeting with the appropriate o.fficials of this City and of the Boston &: 

Maine Railroad and of the State Department of Transportation in order 

to correct the hazardous and worsening conditions at the Shennan Street 

railroad crossing, and be it further 

ORDERED: 

That the appropriate officials of the City of Somerville, 

State Department of Public Works and the Boston &: Maine Railroad be 

requested ·to enforce the weight limits for heavy truck traffic on the 

Prospect Street overpass at the Somerville / Cambridge line. 

In City Council January 19, 1976 
Adopted as amended by the affimati ve vote of 9 me 
Attest: Paul E. ·Healy, City Cl.erk 

A true copy, 

ATTEST: 



::e.a;:..~-· 

~ ..... 

C01mcillor Danehy 

ORDEREP:. 

ar ity nf Q1amhrWgt 

1. 
IN CITY COUNCIL 

March 8, 1976 

That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to contact 

the appropriate officials of the Boston and Maine Railroad to request 

that a survey be conducted at the Sherman Street crossing to establish 

a procedure other than what is currently in effect, to ensure the 

safety of the pedestrian traffic at this location, and be it further 

ORDERED: 

That this survey include a proposal as well as a date for 

implementation for these safety standards for pedestrians and also 

for appropriate cleaning up and general landscaping of the Sherman 

Street crossing as well as the crossing located at Massachusetts Avenue 

and Cedar Street. 



CITY OF CAMBRIDGE. 
57 INMAN STREET, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139 • TEL. 876-6800 . 

. DEPARTMENT OF 
TRAFFIC & PARKING 

George Teso 

Dtrector 

Mr. James L. Sullivan 
City Manager 
City Hall 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 

Dear- Mr. Sullivan: 

May 17, 1976 

I have been working with the Boston Maine Railroad con-

cerning the condition of the crossing at Massachusetts Avenue 

and Cameron Avenue, and the Rallroad crossing at Sherman Street 

with a view towards upgrading and reconstructing them to make 

it safer for pedestrians and motor vehicles to cross these tracks. 

I am enclosing a cop,y of a press release stating the dates 

that the Massachusetts Avenue crossing will be done and in the 

meantime I will continue to push for the upgrading of the 

Sherman Street railroad crossing. 

Enc. 

GT:rd 



1- L . ,;..,;;,.;: ....... 

Q1 ity nf <!Iambtibgr 

2Ci. 
IN CITY COUNCIL 
September 27, 1976 

Councillor Graham 

· ORDERED: 

That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to appear 

at the. next meeting of the City Coun~il to report on the status of the 

proposed pedestrian bridge at Jefferson Park. 



EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
JAMES L. SULLIVAN 

City Manaaer 

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 

C4M8RIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 021:18 
Tel. 17e.tll00 

' .... 

October 4, 1976 

To the Honorable, the City Council: 

In response to Council Order No. 2 of September 13th 
relative to resurfacing railroad crossings, please be advised that 

.. th.e . ..resurfacing of railroad l5ridges and crossings in the Common
wea~th of Massachusetts now rests with the State Highway Department. 
Mr.·Gonrad C. Fagone, Commissioner of Public Works, has met with them 
on numerous occasions to develop some long-range plans for this work, 
and reports that they have completed the following: 

1. Tempo~ary repairs to Walden Street and Huron Avenue 
bridge decking. (Permanent repairs will be made at 
a later date undetermined at this time.) 

2. Replacement of paving material with rubber decking 
on Massachusetts Avenue railroad crossing. 

In addition, the Sherman Street crossing has been approved 
and .scheduled. for work possibly this Fall. The State is presently · 
negotiating with the Penn Central Railroad for the crossing on Main 
Street, Massachusetts Avenue, Broadway, and Cambridge Street. No 
decisions have been reached on these yet. 

Very truly yours, 

L. Sullivan 

JLS/mbf 



To Paul E. 

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 

COMMUNJ!C a~~aeq~~ENT DEPARTMENT 

City J.blb#fil C: F Ob~~~~;~adway EXTENSION 344 

OcT l2 8 59 ~M '76 
CM~&r.lOGE, MASS. 

~~~ Clerk 

From -David R~ckery, Acting Administrator Date October 8, 1976 

Subject City Council Order Re Pedestrian Bridge at Alewife Brook 

· · We have received a City Council order directing Ned Handy 
to report on the status of the proposed pedestrian bridge across the 
Boston ·arid Maine right-of-way e·ast ·of Alewife Brook Parkway. 

This will advise you that I have assigned this responsibility 
to Richard Easler, our_ Chief Transportation Planner. He and I will 
be prepared to report to the City· Council upon being advised of the . 
date and time. ·:-' 

. -· -~ 
- - - --- -- -- -- ----- --·- -- ----- - -- -

cc: James L. Sullivan, City Manager .... . '· -· 



. ··--·-· 

Co1mcillor Graham 

oRDERED:" 

Qtity nf <ltamhribgt 

IN CITf 7 tOUNCIL 
October 18, 1976 

'!hat the City Manager· be and hereby is requested to include in 

the :t~Uiiget for FI 77-78. a sum sUtficient for the canstructian or a 

pedestrian foot bridge from the Jefferson Park Housing Developnent to 

the land owned by the MetropOlitan District Commissian by the Fresh Pond 

Shopping Center, and b~·it further 

ORDERED: 

'!hat the City Manager be and hereby is requested to canfer with 
. . ... . -. 

the Commissioner or the Metropolitan District Commission as soon as possible 

in order to arrange for this construction at the earliest. possible.date. 

In City Council October 18, 1976 
Adopted by the affirmative· vote of 9 members. 
Attest: Paul E. Healy, City Clerk · 

A true copy-, 



Qttty nf atamhribgt 

Councillor Russell 

WHEREAS:. :- . 

IN CIT1·coUNCIL 
December 6, 1976 

This City Council has adopted many orders as introduced by various 

membe~s regarding the extremely hazardous condition which exists at the 

She~_street railroad crossing, and 

. WHEREAS: 

The Boston and Maine Rialroad has, over the past year, resurfaced 

other railroad crossings in our city and it is now time to repair the 

most dangerous crossing in our entire city,_ now therefore be' it . 
RESOLVED: 

'!hat the City Manager be and hereby is requested to .report to this - . 

City Council within two weeks the current status of this problem ·as well 

as p~yosing some alter.native meth~ of resUrfacing this section of track 

if the Boston and Maine Railroad refuse to correct the long-standing p~ 

blem. 

In City Council December 6, 1976 
-Adopted by the affinnative vote of 9 member: 
Attest: Paul E. Healy,·City Clerk 

A true copy, 

ATTEST: 



COUNCILLOR D. SULLIVAN 
COUNCILLOR D;o\NEHY 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

ORDERED: 

ar ity nf aiamhrWgr 
~.. 

IN CITY COUNCIL 
Apri 1 1 , 1985 

A grave saf~ty hazard is created ·by attempts to cross 
the busy MBTA/Boston and Maine (Fitchburg Division) 
railroad tracks between the Fresh Pond Shopping Center 

. and the Fresh Pond Apartments (Rindge Towers) and 
Jefferson Park housing developments; and 

J~any citizens of Cambridge and shopping center merchants 
ha.ve been striving for several years to obtain a 
pedestrian overpass across these tracks, most recently 
at a March 21 meeting; and 

Although the Community Development Department has 
previously included such an overpass in its capital budget 
recommendations to the City Manager, funding has never 
been proposed to the City Council; therefore, be it 

That the City Council schedule a public hearing for its 
meeting of Monday, April 29, to discuss the feasibility 
of building this pedestrian overpass, and that the City 
Manager, representatives of the Community Development 
Department, the Cambridge Housing Authority, and the 
NBTA, and interested citizens and merchants be invited 
to attend. 

In City Council April 1, 1985. 
Adopted by the affirmative vote of 9 members. 
Attest:- Paul E. Healy, City Clerk. 

A true copy; · (/J / t 
V'/ J! /) ../u: 

ATTEST:- ~4• / ', 7-
--)7-7~~-----.--~----~,------

Paul E. Healy, City Clerk. 



CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 
CITY HALL. CAMBRIDGE. MASSACHUSETIS 02B9 • (617)498-9017 

OFFICE OF 
THE CITY CLERK 

Mr. Rusen Atiniz 

April 12, 1985 

Trustee of Fresh Pond Shopping Center Realty Trust 
c/o Zayre Corporation 
Property Tax Department 
Route 2 
Framingham, MA 01701 

Dear Sir: 

Please be advised that the City Council, at its meeting of April 1, 1985 

adopted an order (a copy of which is enclosed), scheduling a public hearing to 

discuss the feasibility of building a pedestrian overpass over the MBTA/Boston and 

Maine (Fitchburg Division) railroad tracks between the Fresh Pond Shopping Center and 

the Fresh Pond Apartments (Rindge Towers) and the Jefferson Park housing development. 

Said hearing has been scheduled for Monday, April 29, 1985 at 6:00 p.m. in the 

City Council Chamber. Through you, we wish to notify the merchants at the Fresh Pond 

Shopping Center of this hearing and cordially invite you to attend at this time. 

Very 

Paul E. Healy, 

PEH/m.l-J 

~ ·1closure: City Council Order #4 of 4/l/85 



---

• 
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" '· 
2o·. 

IN CITY COUNCIL 

May 6, 1985 

COUNCILLOR DUEHAY 

ORDERED: 

ORDERED: 

That in relation to the City Manager's communication dated 
May 6, 1985 ~egarding potential revenue sources for the pedestrian 
overpass between Fresh Pond Shopping Center this City, should 
those funding sources become unavailable, the City Manager be and 
hereby is requested to search for alternate sources; and be it 

further 
.• 

That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to report to the 
City Council within one month relative to the progress made in 
obtaining funding from the sources mentioned in his communication 
to the Council for the construction of the pedestrian overpass. 

In City Council May 6, 1985. 
Adopted by the affirmative vote of 8 members. 
Attest:- Paul E. Healy, c· lerk. 

A true copy; 

Paul E. Healy, City Clerk. 



EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

ROBERT W. HEAL V 

CitY M•n•v•r 

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 

CAMORIDGE. MASSACHUSEnS 02t39 

Tel. 418·1011 

May 6' 1985 

To the·Honorable, the City Council: 

At the Public Hearing on April 30, 1985, the City Council requested 
the City Manager to provide additional info~ation on potential funding 
sources for a pedestrian bridge over the railroad tracks from Jefferson 
Park ·t:o _the Fresh Pond Shopping Center • 

. -Preliminary cost estimates ra~ge from $750,000 to $900,000. The 
major reason for such high estimates is the necessity to have this struc
ture in compliance with handicapped accessibility. 

Potential funding sources include: 

Cambridge Housing Authority 
C.R.A. Biotechnica Land Sale 
UDAG Loan Repayment (Biotech) 
Chapter 90 Highway Money? 

Total 

$150,000* 
100,000 
350,000 ($70K for 5 years) 
150,000 

$750,000 

The assumptions in this funding scheme require the one point of 
origin be located in Jefferson Park in order to be eligible for the CHA 
monies, and HUD funding of the Biotechnica UDAG, which will not be announced 
until after 11ay 31. 

Additionally, inqu1r1es are being made with the Commonwealth of 11assa
chusetts and the MBTA as to their possibilities of participating in the 
funding of this project. 

The asterisk after the CHA funding indicates additional State funds 
would have to be applied for to get the dollar figure to $150.000. The 
question after the Chapter 90 roadway funds indicates that the project eli
gibility for Chapter 90 funds still needs to be determined. 

Obviously, more information needs to be gathered, but, inasmuch as 
the UDAG piece will not be known for some time, the other pieces can be 
researched. 

. · . .'i!/b 

Very truly yours, 

Robert W. Healy 
City Manager 



CCM·IOI 

• 
COUNCILLOR WOLF 

WHEREAS: 

ORDERED: 

Qlity nf &mbrWgr 
6. 

The City Counci-l, on an Order by Councillors 
Danehy and David Sullivan, has voted to ask the 
City Manager to pursue a walkway over the railroad 
tracks at Fresh P-ond Shopping Center, therefore, it is 

That the City Manager confer with the MBTA and State 
D.P.W. to determine whether plans to build such a 
walkway near the Route 2 bridge can· be combined 
with the City's project. 

In City Council May 13, 1985. 
Adopted by the affirmative vote of 9 members. 
Attest:- Paul E. Healy, ity Clerk. 

A true copy; 

Paul E. Healy, City Clerk. 



• 
COUNCILLOR WOLF 

ORDERED: 

ORDERED: 

' . 

Qt ity nf Cltamhribg.r 
7. 

IN CITY COUNCIL 

JUNE 29, 1987 

That the City Manager present a progress report on the 
deliberations about the footbridge over the railroad 
tracks at the Council's August meeting; and be it further 

That he put some cautionary signs in the vicinty of 
Jefferson Park and Rindge Towers to alert pedestrians to 
the dangers of walking.at and across the tracks. 

In City Council June 29, 1987. 
Adopted by the affirmative vote of 9 members. 
Attest:- Joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk. 

A true copy; /L-:., I,~. ~-t;:_ 
ATTEST:-~ 

Joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk. 



-··· 

• 30. 

IN CITY COUNCIL 

August 3, 1987 

COUNCILLOR GRAHAM 

ORDERED: That the-City Manager be and hereby is requested to instruct 
the Assistant City Manager for Community Development to develop 
a program by which the City could seek State assistance for 
the construction of a pedestrian footbridge at Rindge Avenue 
and Jefferson Park. 

In City Council August 3, 1987. 
Adopted by the affirmativP. vote of 9 members. 
Attest:- Joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk. 

A true copyHI, ~. ~;f;: 
ATTEST:-

Joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk. 



EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
ROBERT W. HEALY 

City Manager 

RICHARD C. ROSSI 
Deputy City Manager 

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 

CAMBRIDGE. MASSACHUSETTS 02 I 38 

TEL..A88-80t I 

August 3, 1987 

To the Honorable, the City Council: 

In response to Awaiting Reports No. 9 and 18 the following information is 
provi·ded relative to the construction of a pedestrian crossing over the 
railroad tracks in the area of the proposed New Street Park. 

The City and its consultant recognize the importance of public safety and 
the need to provide safe and convenient ways to cross the railroad. 
Presently, residents from Rindge Towers and Jefferson Park must cross the 
railroad tracks utilizing the Route 2 - railroad overpass, at-grade 
utilizing Sherman Street or illegally through holes in the fence along the 
railroad right-of-way. Even prior to the final Master Planning for New 
Street Park, resident groups from Rindge Towers and Jefferson Park 
requested a pedestrian overpass for access to Fresh Pond Mall. The park 
site when fully developed will create significant recreational 
opportunities for the adjacent neighborhood and the City as a whole. 
Adequate parking will be provided for those who drive to the park. In 
addition, several pedestrian access locations have been identified. 
However, the railroad tracks al~ng the northern border of the site create a 
barrier between the housing areas and the park. 

The construction of a pedestrian overpass will require a significant 
expenditure of funds by the City and will not be a simple task. The 
overpass over the tracks will require an easement be obtained from the MBTA 
and possibly from the B&M Railroad, depending on the location. In 
addition, the design will need to be reviewed by several local boards and 
state agencies in addition to the MBTA, B&M, and Amtrak who presently 
control the railroad right-of-way. Based on discussions with the State 
Architectural Barriers Board, the overpass will need to be designed to be 
accessible to the handicapped which adds significant length to the crossing 
as well as costs to construction. 



Page 2 
. August 3, 1987 

As part of_the Master Plan development, the consultant team was asked to 
evaluate opportunities and limitations associated with p~oviding pedestrian 
access-across the railroad tracks. Based on field observations and 
discussions with various potential users, it is very clear that a single 
pedestrian overpass cannot be located to serve all desired uses. This 
finding is based on the fact that Rindge Towers and Jefferson Park (the two 
primary potential users) are not connected and an industrial area separates 

·the t_wo sites alon.g the tracks. In addition, some residents are seeking 
access .to the Fresh Pond Mall while others will seek entry to the park 
which.are separated by a track. 

The Metropolitan District Commission (MOC) is presently developing plans 
for a new vehicle bridge over the tracks as part of the scheduled Route 2 
improvements. The new bridge will include sidewalks_for pedestrians and 
will replace the old-bridge structure. As an interim measure, the MDC 
plans to ~onstruct a temporary pedestrian overpass adjacent to the existing 
bridge. In discussions with MDC, alternatives to a temporary pedestrian 
bridge were explored including the construction. of a penmanent bridge to 
the east of the Route 2 overpass adjacent to Rindge Towers. MDC indicated 
that this was not possible for several reasons. An easement would need to 
be obtained from the MBTA and B&M which could delay the roadway project. 
The cost of a permanent structure which must be handicapped accessible, 
would be significantly more than the proposed temporary structure. The 
project is well into design already and changes could cause the project to 
be delayed. Based on MDC comments, an alternative approach was 
recommended. To reduce the distance people would walk from Rindge Towers 
to utilize the new Route 2 bridge, it has been suggested that a stairway be 
built from the new bridge to the southwest corner of the Rindge Towers 
parking lot. The new overpass sidewalks w-ill provide for the handicapped 
access. In discussions with the MDC, it does not appear that the stairway 
will be installed by the MDC. This would be a much more cost-effective 
crossing for the·City to install than a full pedestrian bridge which would 
require an easement from the MBTA. The City will need to discuss this 
option further with the MDC and coordinate design and construction 
activities for this potential pedestrian connection. This solution would 
serve Rindge Towers, but not Jefferson Park. 

The consultant team also reviewed the potential for use of an existing haul 
tunnel under the railroad tracks for a pedestrian crossing. The existing 
tunnel is presently buried and filled with refuse. The tunnel location 
does nDt provide access to either Rindge Towers or Jefferson Park since its 
outlet is in the industrial area. The high groundwater in this area would 
require continuous pumping to keep the the tunnel open and public safety in 
an 80- 100 foot tunnel, even if lighted, would be questionable. 



Page 3 
August 3, 1987 

As shown in the Master Plan, a pedestrian overpass has been proposed to 
connect the proposed park with Jefferson Park. The exact location and 
design -requirements were not addressed as part of the design effort. The 
proposed overpass must span four sets of railroad tracks and have a 
clearance over the tracks of approximately 20 feet. This will require 
significant stairways and over 600 feet of ramps (the length of two 
football fields) since the access must be provided to accommodate 
handicapped persons. (See attached concept sketch.) The overpass will also 
need to.be pile supported due to its location. Additional study will be 
requir~d before an overpass could be designed and constructed in the area. 

The park, when initially constructed, cannot be excessively used, since the 
site has significant environmental constraints for establishing good turf. 
The vegetation instal_led on top of the landfill will require special care, 
maintenance and time to establish. As the site matures and can support 
increased uses, the need for a pedestrian overpass in this area can be 
further evaluated. Since it is estimated that the cost of a pedestrian 
overpass in this area would be approximately $1.5 million (in 1987 costs), 
the City must be sure such a cost can be justified. The Phase I Site 
Improvements are designed to vegetate the site, provide areas for active 
and passive recreation, and create the potential for future uses. Phase II 
Site Improvements will address problems encountered in operation and 
maintenance of the site, develop more intense active and passive recreation 
facilities and could potentially include a. pedestrian overpass if the need 
is shown. Delaying the construction of the pedestrian overpass will allow 
the City to seek additional federal and/or state funding for overpass 
design and construction should it prove feasible and desirable. ·In the 
interim, technological advances might also provide alternative means for 
handic~pped access and bridge crossings. 

We hope you find this information of assistance. 

RWH:g 
Attachments 

(IV-45) 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
City Manager 





CCM·IOI 

OJity. nf. <lramhribgr 

COUNCILLOR TRIANTAFILLOU 
COUNCILLOR BORN 
COUNCILLOR SULLIVAN 
COUNCILLOR TOOMEY 
VICE MAYOR RUSSELL 

39. 

IN CITY COUNCIL 

January 10, 1994 

WHEREAS: The safety of the citizens of Cambridge has been undermined by the existence of 
MBTA Trains-travelling through North Cambridge at a high rate of speed; and 

WHEREAS: Several people have died as a result of crossing the tracks to take advantage of 
the services available at Fresh Pond Shopping Center and the recreational 
facilities at Danehy Park; and 

WHEREAS: The City Council passed an order dated October 18, 1976 requesting the City 
Manager to include in the fiscal year budget for 1977-1978 a sum sufficient for 
the construction of a pedestrian foot bridge from Jefferson Park Housing 
Development to the land owned by the Metropolitan District Commission by the 
Fresh Pond Shopping Center; and 

WHEREAS: The City Manager was requested to confer with the Commission of the 
Metropolitan District Commission as soon as possible in order to arrange for this 
construction at the earliest possible date; and 

WHEREAS: No pedestrian foot bridge was ever built; and 

WHEREAS: The hazardous conditions continue to exist; now therefore be it 

ORDEREP: That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to contact the MBTA and/or 
the Govern to request that the trains travelling between Alewife and Porter Square 
be slowed to a more acceptable and safe speed; and be it further 



-2-

ORDERED: That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to report to the City Council 
as to the status of the construction of said pedestrian foot bridge. 

In City Council January 10, 1994. 
Adopted by the affirmative vote of nine members. 
Attest:- D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk. 

A true copy; 

ATTEST:-
.. 

IC9. >nd~ oO 
D. Margaret Drury 

City Clerk 



CCM•tOt 

Qtity nf Qtamhribgt 

VICE MAYOR RUSSELL 
COUNCILLOR SULLIVAN 

28. 

IN CITY COUNCIL 

January 24, 1994 

WHEREAS: The North Cambridge Stabilization Committee's sub-committee on Rail Road 
Safety has been meeting on a regular basis to determine what steps can be taken 
to reduce the probability of accidents along the Rail Road tracks which run 
through North Cambridge; and 

WHEREAS: Gathering data concerning past accidents has been most frustrating for the people 
working on this committee; and 

Whereas: Possible sources for gathering this information are as follows: 

State Transportation Board; 
Attorney General's Office; 
Boston Globe Computers; 
MBTA; and 

WHEREAS: There seems to be no agency in the city which is responsible for this type 
statistic; now therefore be it 

RESOLVED: That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to designate some department 
responsible for accumulating this information using data available from the above 
sources, and any files which may be found in City Departments, and to have a 
system in place for recording further incidents which may take place in the 
vicinity of this Right of Way in the future; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the City Manager be requested to report back to the City Council as soon 
as possible. 



CCM·IOI 

···-. . . 

VICE MAYOR RUSSELL 

atity nf C!Iamhribgt 

29. 

IN CITY COUNCIL 

January 24, 1994 

WHE~S: There is an ongoing study regarding rail-road safety in the North Cambridge 
Area; and 

WHEREAS: Statistics gathered during the course of this study indicated that an alarming 
number of people, of all ages, are crossing the tracks·at three different places in 
the North and that the trains are travelling· at 55 miles per hour between Porter 
Square and Alewife; and 

WHEREAS: Crossing during the winter months is made more dangerous due to the fact that 
the trains are less audible; now therefore be it 

RESOLVED: That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to confer with the General 
Manager of the MBTA with the view in mind of taking immediate steps to lower 
the speed limit to 25 MPH in this vicinity; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the City Manager be requested to report back to the City Council as soon 
as possible. 



CCM•IOI 

VICE.MAYQR RUSSELL 

Qt ity nf C!Iamhrtbgt 
30. 

IN CITY COUNCIL 

January 24, 1994 

ORDERED: That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to direct the Police 
Commissioner to initiate traffic control measures at Sherman Street in the vicinity 
of the construction near the Rail Road Crossing due to the fact that automobiles 
are backing up ·over the railroad tracks during the rush hour periods, causing a 
hazardous situation to both motorists and trilin passengers alike. 



EXECunVEDEPA~ENT 

ROBERT W. HEALY 
City Manager 

RICHARD C. ROSSI 
Deputy City Manager 

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 
CAMBRIDGE. MASSACHUSETTS 02139 

TEL. 349·4300 

FAX. 349·4307 

February 7, 1994 

To The Honorable, The City Council: 

In response to Awaiting Report Item No. 1, regarding the status of the construction of 
a pedestrian footbridge over the railroad tracks in North Cambridge; Awaiting Report Item No. 
6, regarding reducing the speed limit of trains travelling between Porter Square and Alewife; 
and Awaiting Report Item No. 8, regarding gathering information for the Railroad Safety 
Committee, please find attached a report received from Michael Rosenberg, Assistant City 
Manager for Community Development. 

RWH/mev 
attachment 

_p:;g 
Robert W. Healy 
City l\fanager 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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MICHAEL ROStNBtRG. 

Assisr.anr Oty M.tflilg~r for 
Commumty De~lopmenr 

MARY fLYNN. 

Deputy Director for 
Community Developmenr 

City Hall Annex 

57 Inman Street 

Cambridge. MA 01139 

61 7 349-4600 

Fax: 617 349-4669 

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

To: Robert w_ Healy, ~NnManager 

Michael Rosenberg~IStant City Manager for Community Development From: 

Re: Council Order #39, dated 1/10/94 Re: Status of the Construction of a 
Pedestrian footbridge over the railraod 
tracks in N onh Cambridge as described 
in the Council Order of 10!18n6. Date: January 27, 1994 

Over the past three decades as several relatively dense housing developments 
have been built along the Fitchberg Division railroad right-of-way in North Cambridge, 

_ larger and larger numbers of people have been crossing and walking along the tracks 
to reach the Fresh Pond Shopping. Center and other destinations such as Danehy Park 
and the Fitzgerald School. This has created a very hazardous situation resulting in 
several fatalities. 

Status of the 1976 Order for a Pedestrian Footbridge 
The City of Cambridge has examined the possibility of improving this situation 

over the years. On October 18, 1976, the City Council passed an order (see attached) 
to have the City Manager budget for the construction of a pedestrian footbridge in this 
area. The pedestrian bridge over the tracks was not built at that time for a number of 
reasons, the two most important being that there was no agreement among the 
interested parties as to how the bridge costs might be shared; and, the railroad was not 
responsive to the idea of allowing a pedestrian bridge over their right-of-way. It was 
also clear that such a footbridge would serve just one of the many pathways that are in 
use in this area. The project was put aside after two years of efforts to resolve these 
Issues. 

In I 987, the City again examined this issue, and asked the firm of Camp 
Dresser & Mckee, working on Danehy Park at the time, to give an estimate for the 
cost and design (see attached concept sketch) of such a footbridge. The cost estimate 
was $1.5 million, and the design, conforming to handicapped accessibility 
requirements, resulted in a ramp system of almost 600' (to clear the necessary 22' 
above the tracks at the required slope of a maximum 1" of rise for every 12" of run 
would make a ramp of at least 264' up, across a 60' bridge, and 264' down). These 
two factors led to the decision to wait until the park was in use. and the new Alewife 
Bridge was constructed. It was also clear at that time that there were a number of 
pathways crossing the tracks, and that a single footbridge would not serve all of the 
desired crossing points. 

The Railroad Safety Task Force 
In response to a request last spring from the Nonh Cambridge Stabilization 

Committee, the Community Development Department initiated a study that will; 
* Document all aspects of the problem, 
* Determine major desire lines for pedestrian movements, 
* Defme the regulatory process controlling activities in and adjacent to the 



railroad corridor, • * Investigate possible solutions (both shon and long tenn), 
* Estimate order of magnitude costs and implementation constraints, and 
* Recommend the most feasible course of action and suggest possible options for 

funding. .• 

In order to provide direction for the study, the Community Development Depanment, with 
the help of. the Nonh Cambridge Stabilization Committee, organized the Railroad Safety Task 
Force. This·. project advisory committee includes representatives of both City and State agencies 
as well as residents of the neighborhood affected. A membership list is attached. The group has 
met several time to discuss the problem and make suggestions for possible solutions. 

City Man.ager Request to the MBTA for Slower Speeds 
Since any solution requiring construction would probably take a long time to implement, 

the committee requested that some shon term solutions such as slowing down the trains. sounding 
whistles, and providing warning signals for the existing pedestrian crossings be implemented 
immediately. As . a result the City Manager sent a letter to the MBT A General Manager making 
such a request (see attached letter of October 1, 1993 ). The response from the MBT A (see · 
attached letter of November 2, ·1993) stated that because of train scheduling and liability problems 
only the whistle blowing option was feasible to implement, and only if the neighbors would not 
object to the noise. 

In the meantime a subcommittee of the Task Force (including three neighborhood 
representatives) panicipated in a process that selected the finn of Wallace, Floyd, Associates Inc. 
to conduct the actual study. With the help of the committee, a questionnaire was prepared and 
distributed to residents along the corridor. The results are now being analyzed by. the consultant. 
As soon as the study consultant was selected, an evening neighborhood wide meeting was held to 
obtain concerns and suggestions from nearby residents. 

The first phase of the study is to gather data, both about community concerns and use and 
railroad use. The product of this phase, a technical memorandum summarizing the collected data, 
has just been reviewed in draft form by the Task Force. The results will be used by the 
committee to help determine the shon and long term strategies to investigate in the next phase. 
Possible solutions might include: overpasses, underpasses, at-grade crossings, depressing the rail 
line, alternate or other means of transponation, community education programs, signing, fencing, 
warning systems, and a reduction in train speed. 

The product of this second phase will be a technical memorandum summarizing the 
analysis, including a matrix and maps necessary to describe the alternatives. This memorandum 
will be reviewed by the committee and presented to the neighborhood at another evening public 
meeting. 

Based on this input, the consultant will prepare a draft final report recommending a course 
of action including a funding strategy and mechanism for continued maintenance. After review by 
the committee, a fmal report will be produced and presented to the neighborhood at a third 
evening public meeting. The report will then be forwarded to the City Manager for review. 

The entire study should be completed by April 15, 1994. 






	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



