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MASSPORT MARINE TERMINAL MASTER PLAN 

TASK ORDER NO.3 - RAIL ACCESS FEASIBILITY 


Boston, MA 


Prepared by: 

Thomas K. DYER, INC. 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The purpose of the study is to evaluate the extension of commercial rail to and onto the 
40-acre Massport Marine Terminal (MMT) located in the South Boston Marine Industrial 
Park (MlP) which is owned by the City of Boston. While rail currently services the MlP 
(Track 61 operated by CSX), it terminates approximately 900 feet to the south along Dry 
Dock Avenue and is currently inactive due to the construction needs of the Central 
Artery/Tunnel Project (CA/T). The CAiT construction in this area will be completed in 
approximately late 2003, at which time Track 61 will be reconnected and rail service can 
once again be activated. 

The Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) is currently preparing a Master Plan for the 
MMT, which will include a mixed-use bulk cargo terminal, seafood processing and other 
maritime uses. To ensure that the proposed uses receives adequate transportation 
services, the study evaluates the provision of rail on the MMT site for transporting cargo 
to and from the terminal. Once the conceptual design of the rail extension is complete, 
Massport will seek additional funding for final design, permitting, land acquisition and 
construction activities. 

The Rail Service Study results in a conceptual design (30% design) for the rail extension 
that will include a preferred alignment, required design, construction details, 
identification ofpotential usage and suggested operational strategies. The study will also 
include diagrammatic rail layouts and design guidelines for rail on the MMT site that 
connect to the proposed rail extension to service the future bulk cargo and other marine 
uses at the site. 

APPROACH 

As an early action item a meeting was held with the Project Team and representatives of 
the BRA and CSX the operating railroad. Any rail access to the MMT site would be 
from CSX's First Street Yard via the South Boston Running Track, also known as, Track 
61. This track for most of its length is on property owned by the City of Boston. The 
condition ofTrack 61 and the design ofthe new connecting track would need to meet the 
requirements spelled out in the CSX Transportation "Guidelines and Specifications for 
the Design and Construction of Commercial Tracks". This meeting addressed the salient 
points of these guidelines, the basic operating parameters and BRA requirements. 
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A synopsis of the meeting is included as Appendix A in this report. Some of the 
significant issues that were resolved at this meeting included the following. 

• 	 Minimum curve radius will be 12°-00'. This is close to the generally adopted 
industry standard. 

• 	 Clearances will be based on CSX requirements, however a waiver from the 
Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy for 22'-0" vertical 
above top ofrail should be sought. 

• 	 Rail Service will be between the hours 6:00 PM and 6:00 AM. 
• 	 Track layouts will be such as to allow CSX to operate in a pull mode. (The 

locomotive is always on the front when traveling between First Street Yard and the 
MMT site. 

• 	 The design of tie into Track 61 will allow for a No.8 turnout such that trains can 
continue along Track 61 to the east. 

• 	 A future spur connecting to the North side ofDry Dock No.3 will be investigat~<:l: 
• 	 The grade crossing surface designs will consider the use of materials, wlllch' 

demonstrate good wear characteristics under heavy truck usage. 

After design guidelines were established, field inspection and work sessions were 
conducted to determine potential corridors for the connecting track, and to establish the 
land use, infrastructure, marketing and transportation components of the master plan. The 
rail component of these meetings helped identify potential rail user requirements from an 
infrastructure and operating perspective. 

Subsequent activities consisted of a field inspection to determine the observable issues 
affecting any proposed alignment and a general assessment of the existing track 
condition. This general assessment of conditions would be used to determine the costs to 
rehabilitate the track, if necessary, in order to restore train service to the existing line. 
Once the aforementioned information was gathered, the task of identifying alternate 
alignments and the assessment of the costs and operational considerations would be used 
to develop a preferred alignment or an alignment master plan that would best suit 
Massport's needs for attracting tenants to the MMT site. 

The significant findings with regard to the potential for rail access are summarized in the 
following section. 

FIELD INSPECTION/CONDITION ASSESSMENT 

A site visit was conducted on 4111101. This visit included the MMT site starting from the 
west side and progressing to the east. The site tour then proceeded to the areas of 
potential connecting track locations (Tide Street and the parallel right of way west of 
Tide Street connecting Dry Dock Ave to Fid Kennedy Ave), and finally along the 
existing Track 61 to D street. 
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The MMT site is level with the exception of construction material (excavated earthwork) 
which will be removed by the contractor presently using the site. The site is basically 
triangular in shape and is bounded by; ongoing construction of seafood processing 
warehouses and site work on the west, a temporary construction off-loading dock, rip-rap 
slope and the approximately 900' long North jetty on the north side contiguous with 
Boston Harbor and Fid Kennedy Ave on the South. Two recently constructed buildings 
and an area leased to ThermoKing occupy a portion of the site adjacent to Fid Kennedy 
A venue on the east end and will not be available for siting of a rail facility. 

The first alternative corridor for connecting Track 61 to the JvlMT site is along Tide 
Street. Tide Street is a wide bi-directional, two-lane street. The street is approximately 
46 feet wide between curbs. A rail line located on the east side of Tide street could be 
constructed in a dedicated ROW or adjacent to the curb while allowing vehicular traffic 
to use the ROW during times when trains are not present. There maybe some potential 
cost savings to a dedicated ROWand this will be addressed in the section in this report 
on costs. 

Any connection to the MMT site would begin in the vicinity of the Design Center 
building parking lot or further to the west along Dry Dock Ave. The track is visible 
within the lot and the area is signed as a Tow Zone for non-permitted vehicles and No 
Parking between 5:15 PM and 6 AM (Active Rail). (Note that both the BRA and CSX 
indicated that the actual rail operating times are 6:00PM to 6:00AM). Cars were parked 
in striped spaces on top of the track. Only the top of rail can be seen and it appears as 
though paving has been placed since the cessation of rail service because there is no 
evidence of a rail wheel flangeway. These flangeways will need to be restored in order to 
restore rail service. Although the full track and roadbed condition could not be observed 
directly, the top of rail alignment and profile looked good, suggesting that the track 
structural integrity was good and has not deteriorated. 

West of the Design Center at least three vehicular crossings and one pedestrian crossing 
cross the track. There is also an area adjacent to the North Coast Seafood building which 
also had cars parked either on the track or within the clearance required for train 
operations. The track crossings are of different types and in various conditions. Most of 
the crossing surfaces would be adequate for running trains and continued vehicular traffic 
without any remedial work. However, some of these crossings may need some 
maintenance in the near future. 

There is a long curved grade crossing ofDry Dock Ave near Harbor Street. This crossing 
is partly rubber surface and partly asphalt. The crossing is generally in fair condition and 
with clearing of the flangeways, train traffic could be restored. About 150 feet beyond 
this crossing the track enters a fenced in area, which contains military vehicles. It is at 
this point the track structure is generally a standard track section consisting of wood ties 
and ballast, which continues all the way to D Street. There is no evidence of crossing 
warning signs, gates or lights at any of the track crossing locations. 
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The track structure between D Street and Dry Dock Ave appears to be in good condition. 
The rail, ties and fasteners appear to be in good repair and the surface and line look good. 
There is some vegetation starting to grow and the drainage ditch on the south side could 
use some cleaning. Otherwise train service should be able to be restored to this portion 
of the track with minimal effort. There are future plans to grade separate D Street and 
Track 61 with D Street going over. It was indicated that there would be some lowering of 
the track in this area. 

The track east of Dry Dock Ave for the most part is encapsulated in asphalt or grade 
crossing materials and an assessment of the track structural integrity is difficult to 
ascertain. As indicated early in this report the top ofrail horizontal and vertical alignment 
appears to be good and should be an indication that the track structure is in good 
condition. A CSX representative should make a similar assessment of the track condition 
and will probably agree that the train service can be restored. To make a more definitive 
determination ofthe track structure condition would require removing the existing paving 
or grade crossing materials and it is felt that this would not be warranted at this time. 

ALTERNATIVE CONNECTING TRACKS 

Any connecting track from Track 61 to the MMT site should take the shortest route, with 
the least impact on the existing infrastructure, requiring the least investment, while 
entering the site such that the maximum usable track storage could be achieved. The 
connecting track would need to meet the CSX Design Guidelines indicated in Appendix 
A, the parameters agreed upon at the BRAlCSX meeting, and would allow for operations 
of the general types ofrail service that would be expected at the site. 

DYER has identified two corridors for further evaluation as potential locations for the 
connecting track. The first corridor, Alternative 1, is along Tide Street and the second 
corridor, Alternative 2, is in the area approximately 400 feet west and parallel to Tide 
Street. (Refer to Alternative 1 and 2 Plans in Appendices C and D) 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Alternative 1 is a connection between Track 61 and the MMT site that starts in the 
Design Center Parking lot, crosses Dry Dock Ave., generally follows the east curb line of 
Tide Street and finally crosses Fid Kennedy Ave. and enters onto the MMT site. 

Using the CSX Design Guidelines a connecting track from Track 61 to the site would 
require a No.8 left-hand turnout followed by a 12 degree curve, (maximum degree of 
curvature or minimum radius allowed) crossing Dry Dock Ave to the east side of Tide 
street. (Refer to MMT Alternative 1 drawing Appendix C) Locating a rail line along the 
eastern side of Tide Street is beneficial since a majority of the utilities are located on the 
western side of the street. Placing the connecting track on the eastern side of Tide street 
also has less impact on the vehicular traffic at the Northern Ave and Fid Kennedy 
intersection. The connecting track on this side of Tide Street would however be 
problematic with regard to the possibility ofa future spur into Dry Dock No.3. 

Thomas K. Dyer, Inc. August 3,2001 
Massport Marine Ternrinal Page 5 of22 

M:VOBs\02275\Techprod\Report\MasspoTt_Marine _Termina1.doc 



The problem is that based on the required curvature it would be impossible to avoid 
impacting the existing viewing stand. Whether this viewing stand could be relocated 
would have to be evaluated in conjunction with the need for this spur connection. 
Additionally, this issue should be further investigated with CSX. In all likelihood a 
sharper radius would be allowed, however, there will probably be limitations on the type 
of rail cars that could be dispatched to this spur. The track constructed in this area would 
be track in pavement similar to that seen in other locations with in the BMIP. Upon 
approaching Fid Kennedy Ave the alignment would curve easterly until tangent and 
basically parallel to Fid Kennedy Ave., whereupon a No. 8 left hand crossover would be 
located with a parallel No.8 crossover located to the east. 

The profile for Alternative I is relatively flat with the most difficult section being at the 
tie into Track 61. Here the grade would need to transition quickly to meet the street 
grade and minimize the vertical alteration to the streetscape elements. The cross section 
of the track would be similar for most of its length. Placement of the track near the curb 
line creates a slight issue with regard to cross drainage since the track cross section needs 
to be flat. This should not be a large issue and drainage can still be accommodated. 

Variations to the Alternative I layout regarding combining truck travel lanes and rail 
corridors along Tide Street was discussed with the City of Boston Redevelopment 
Authority. It was generally agreed that within the overall width of Tide Street a 
combination ofvehicular and rail traffic could be accommodated. If a dedicated rail lane 
were established a resultant cost savings in track construction might be realized if 
portions of the track could be built to non-embedded standards. These savings would be 
totally or partially offset by additional cost elsewhere to improve vehicular flows 
necessary as a result of a reduced level of service on Tide Street. This detail should be 
investigated further in final design. 

ALTERNATNE 2 

This alternative is proposed to be parallel the first alternate approximately 400 feet to the 
west between Dry Dock Ave. and Fid Kennedy. The main advantages to this alternative 
is that the connecting track would enter the MMT site further to the west allowing for a 
slightly longer (844' vs 656', a three car increase) usable section of storage track on the 
MMT site. Another advantage would be that the track is not occupying a portion of the 
Tide street traveled way. This alternate has some disadvantages. The connecting track is 
longer and since most of it would be in a traveled way similar to Tide Street the cost 
would higher. 
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This alternate has the most complication's regarding future development of the area. 
Examples are the planned expansion of the parking garage on Dry Dock Ave. just west of 
the site and the planned use of the roadway between the 11 Daly building and the New 
Boston Seafood Center Buildings No. 1 & 2. This alignment also requires more 
interactions with vehicular traffic. The connection to Track 61 would bisect the entrance 
to Design Center Place and the vehicular access from EDIC to the parking garage at 
grade lot (future garage entrance). The alignment creates additional crossings ofNorthern 
Ave, the previously described roadway west of the 11 Daly building and a crossing ofFid 
Kennedy, which would be more intrusive than the Tide street crossing. 

Each alternate allows for a cross-dock spur track on the western end ofthe site, if there is 
demand for such a facility .. 

ALTERNATNE 1A 

A variation to Alternate 1 was investigated that would allow access to the proposed 
Cement facility as shown in the March 29, 2001 memo from Deb Hadden to Andrew 
Hargens. During Phase n of a proposed plan by a potential tenant that would be 
importing and distributing cement, a rail spur could be constructed such as to access the 
rail shown in close proximity to the North Jetty. This layout also meets the CSX Design 
Guidelines. This alternative would require further coordination with the cement tenant to 
determine their infrastructure needs and operating requirements. 

ALTERNATNE 1B 

This alternative was developed as a variation of Alternative 1 with the added feature of 
having a Team track connecting to the main tracks. The Team track would be located 
south of the two existing buildings and parallel to Fid Kennedy Ave. The purpose of the 
Team track would be to allow for general truck access to a public rail loading facility. 

ALTERNATNE lC 

Alternative C was developed as a variation of Alternative 1A. In this alternative an 
attempt was made to create a loop track by connecting the proposed spur to Dry Dock 
No.3 to the track along the North Jetty by curving between the building leased to Boston 
Sand and Gravel and Building 31, along Dolphin Way. As can be seen, the required 
curvature at which the track comes off Tide Street and along Dolphin Way exceeds the 
CSX guidelines and therefore is not advisable. 
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OPERATIONS 

The potential rail operations for Alternatives 1,2 and lA were investigated to assure that 
even though a track(s) could be built, would the tracks be able to serve a useful function. 
In other words, would the proposed track arrangement work with the train handling 
required to provide the service for the intended tenant? It was assumed that the general 
CSX operating requirements was applied to all moves between the First Street yard and 
the MMT site. These train moves would be conducted with the engine on the front of the 
train. A pull mode (engine on the front) is the preferred arrangement by CSX since it is 
the safest and would require a smaller crew. This requirement makes it necessary to have 
a run around facility such that the engine can get from one end of the train to the other for 
the return trips. It was also assumed that empty cars would be delivered when full cars 
are being picked up. This would require space to leave the empties while picking up the 
full cars and running around the train with the engine. No consideration was given to 
spotting or placement of cars because the exact nature of the users operations is not 
known at this time. It is assumed that the tenant would handle any movement of the cars, 
after they are delivered. 

ALTERNATIVES 1 & 2 

The track crossovers under both alternatives are located so as to provide the maximum 
space for spotting cars, while having flexibility to deliver empties and take back full cars. 
(Refer to MMT Operational Plan Appendix - D) This arrangement also allows for the 
engine to run around the cars and make return trips in a pull mode. The easterly 
crossover could be oriented in the opposite arrangement (i.e. right-hand crossover) 
depending if it is more desirable from the tenants operational requirements to have the 
empties spotted on the track nearest the ship side or the land side. 

Under the arrangement shown on the MMT Operation Plan with two left hand crossovers, 
a train containing empties would arrive from First Street yard and leave the empties on 
Tide Street. The engine would then shift half of the full cars onto the Track 1 tail and 
then place the other half on the Track 2 tail. The engine would then reconnect with the 
loaded cars and spot them on Track 2. The engine would then reconnect with the full 
cars on Track 2 tail, enter onto Track 1 connect with the full cars on Track 1 tail and haul 
the full train back to First street yard. 

Any shifting ofcars to the cross-dock spur would require additional moves, which could 
be coordinated under the arrangement shown. 

SOUTH BAY 

All freight access to the MMT site needs to go through South Bay a very congested and 
difficult location to cross. There may be opportunities to improve freight access while 
minimizing impacts on commuter rail operations. Additional discussions should be held 
with the MBT A regarding potential improvements for freight access through the South 
Bay area. 

Thomas K. Dyer, Inc. August 3, 2001 
Massport Marine Terminal Page 8 of22 

M:\JOBS\02275\Tecbprod\Report\Massport_Marine _TerminaLdoc 



ALTERNATIVE 1A 

Although additional discussions would be required to detennine how the cement tenant 
would want the rail service to operate a layout was developed which could serve this 
function. The train would simply enter the site with empties and spot them on the track 
nearest the water (outside curve). Then the train would then connect to the full cars stored 
on the tail track pull them onto the inside curve, shove the empties back onto the tail track 
and then return to take the full cars west. 

This operation would allow for approximately fifteen cars to be spotted on the tail track. 
This volume of rail capacity exceeds the anticipated rail cars per day cited in the River 
Consulting Preliminary Project Report Appendix - 1. It is not known if the tenant would 
need any additional trackage in order to shuffle cars to the loading facility. 

EQUJPMENT 

Since the specific tenants and their associated rail needs are not known, the exact rail 
equipment can not be detennined at this time. For this study it was assumed that general
purpose rail cars would be used. The CSX guidelines used for track layouts would allow 
for the various types of rail cars that would likely be encountered. The typical covered 
hopper cement car shown in Appendix - H was considered only for use with the potential 
cement tenant however the layouts are such that what ever rail cars are used will work. 

CROSSING WARNING SYSTEMS 

Presently there are no crossing warning systems (flashing lights, gates or audible) on the 
existing Track 61. It is not anticipated that any will be needed when the track is returned 
to service after the CAT project. Similarly the connecting track and track on the l\lIMT 
site will not require a warning system. The road crossings and street running of rail and 
vehicular traffic will be on private property and therefore the Massachusetts Department 
of Energy and Telecommunications would not have either jurisdiction or any warning 
requirements. CSX has operating rules for moving train traffic under these conditions. 
However, if any new crossings are constructed it would be prudent to detennine the 
likelihood of these streets ever becoming public or if a warning system would enhance 
safety or operations. If any of these are likely then it may be prudent to at least install 
conduits and make accommodations such that the installation of a warning system is not 
precluded or prohibitively expensive. 
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DETAILS 

All of the railroad track would be constructed to CSX standards as enumerated in the 
CSX Design Guidelines. The two areas where special details would be required are the 
switch machines in the paved areas where in-street machines would be required. The 
switch machine is the mechanism which shifts the track switch point to allow the trains to 
make diverging or converging moves from one track to the other. These type machines 
would not obstruct vehicular traffic. The other area would be a method of encapsulating 
the track as it progressed down Tide Street under Alternative 1. Bumping posts would be 
placed at the end of all track sections. Particular attention would be required of the 
drainage in Tide Street to assure the track modifications do not create drainage problems 
for the vehicular traffic. 

Presently there is no crossing warning system along Track 61 and it is felt that no 
crossing warning system would be required. However, depending on the frequency and 
type of rail operation it maybe prudent to install some type of warning system at strategic 
locations along the track between Dry Dock Ave at Harbor Street and the MMT property 
because of the mingling of rail and vehicular traffic. The type of warning system to be 
included, if any, should be further investigated in the final design. 

PROFILE/CROSS SECTIONS 

A profile for Alternative 1 was developed and is shown on Appendix F. The grade is 
relatively flat and with minor modifications to the street surface in the Design Center 
parking lot, the installation should blend well with the vehicular traffic, which will 
continue to ride over the track during non rail operation hours. Typical cross sections of 
the connecting track are shown in Appendix - F. 

RAIL SIDPPING COSTS 

The proposed development of railroad facilities at North Jetty seeks to facilitate 
transportation alternatives for the movement of goods into and out of the Port of Boston. 
However, the competitive pricing of transportation is dependent on a variety of factors. 

In seeking to establish the feasibility and benefits of the project we have explored with 
CSX a pricing structure for the shipment of a conunodity from the project site to selected 
cities in the northeastern United States. Table 1 sununarizes the results of this analysis. 
The variables involved in rail pricing include equipment type, destination, and services 
required at destination (unloading facilities, switching). 

For the proposed shipment of a bulk conunodity, the assumptions include; bulk 
shipments in covered hopper cars (railroad provided gravity-drop cars), at capacity of 100 
short tons per car. Destinations quoted include: Schenectady, NY, Buffalo, NY, and 
Pittsburgh, PA 
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Alternative pricing is quoted for shipment in private rail cars, but these study quotes do 
not include private car mileage rates. 

The per net ton rates range from $13.00 for shipment to Schenectady in railroad provided 
covered hoppers to $15.50 to Pittsburgh. Although these are "study rates" they are a 
good indication of the range the railroad would quote for a customer. Rail pricing is 
sensitive to truck competition, and this market (eastern US) is particularly truck 
dependent. The railroad also seeks to minimize empty car miles (backhaul) and thus 
there may be price advantages gained if railroad equipment is available for backhaul 
pricing. 

Table 1 

Boston to: 

Railroad supplied (1) Private cars (2) Private cars (3) 
Schenectady 13.00 NT 12.00 NT 10.50 NT 
Buffalo 14.50 NT 14.00 NT 12.50 NT 
Pittsburgh I5.50NT 14.50NT 13.00 NT 

NT = Net Tons 

Assumptions 

1. Railroad supplied gravity-drop covered hoppers 
2. Private car supply gravity-drop covered hoppers 
3. Private car supply pressure-differential covered hoppers 
4. Capacity of 100 short tons per car 
5. Rates do not include mileage for privately supplied cars 
6. Rates do not include unloading costs at destination 

These are study rates provided by CSXT, for purposes of exploring feasibility of the 
planned facility at North Jetty. Actual rates are to be negotiated between the railroad and 
customer. 

INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS 

An order of magnitude cost estimate has been developed for each alternate and IS 

included as Appendix - G of this report. 
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RIGHT-OF-WAY/PERMITS 

In accordance with the MEPA regulation at 310 CMR 11.03 (6)(b)(1 0), construction of a 
new rail or rapid transit line for construction ofpassengers or freight requires the filing of 
an Environmental Notification Form. The requirements for filing an Environmental 
hnpact Report (EIR) are not clear and should be reviewed with MEPA staff at the time of 
filing. 

It should be noted however, that a Master Plan for the Marine Industrial Park was 
approved by the Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs in March of 
2000. The Master Plan included a build out of the park and created regulatory review 
criteria under the Chapter 91 and MEPA programs for future changes to the Master Plan. 
Under MEP A review, the criteria range from no filing, to ENF and possible EIR filings. 
Because streets and utilities were not specifically addressed in the Master Plan, Massport 
should seek an interpretation from MEP A as to whether a filing is required and if so, 
what type (Notice ofProject Change, ENF or ENFIEIR). 

The proposed rail extension is located on land owned by the BRAIEDIC within the layout 
of Dry Dock Avenue, Tide Street and Fid Kennedy Avenue. These streets are not 
defined as "public" city streets as they are part of the Boston Marine Industrial Park and 
are owned by the BRAIEDIC. As a result, street opening permits from the City of Boston 
Public hnprovement Commission (PIC) are not required. Rather, Massport will need to 
negotiate an easement agreement with the BRAIEDIC for the portion of the Right of 
Ways outside the MMT. 

Some of the permits that will require filing include: 

• Section 61 Finding 
• Boston Conservation Commission (WPA-31O CMR 10.00) 
• Massachusetts Historical Society 
• MCP Compliance 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the investigations conducted as part of this study it is recommended that the 
preferred Alternative for a connecting track from Track 61 to the MMT site be 
Alternative 1. This alternative meets all the basic criteria for providing rail access to the 
MMT site with the lowest cost while providing future opportunities for constructing 
various rail layouts once on the MMT site. This alternative also has the least impact on 
the traffic and future development plans in the BMIP. 
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APPENDIX-A 


RAIL DESIGN GlTIDELINES 
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April I 0,2001 

Ms. Susan st. Pierre 
Project Manager 
Fort Point Associates, Inc. 
286 Congress Street, 6th Floor 
Boston, MA 02210 

Re: 	 Massport Marine Tenninal Master Plan 
Task Order No.3 - Rail Access Feasibility 

Subject: 	 Task 3.3 Identify Railroad Requirements 

Dear Ms. St. Pierre: 

In accordance with the captioned task and our April 2, 2001 meeting with CSX and BRA, we 
would like to identify the railroad related design assumptions/criteria that will be used in the 
development ofthe remaining Rail Access Feasibility tasks. 

• 	 The design of the connector track and site track layouts will be based on "csx 
Transportation Guidelines and Specifications for Design and Construction of Commercial 
Tracks". 

• 	 Minimum curve radius will be 12°-00'. 
• 	 Clearances will be based on the aforementioned CSX guidelines. However, it should be 

pointed out that this guideline follows State statutes. The vertical clearance statute for 
Massachusetts is 22'-6". Although we can not think of any vertical clearance issues at this 
time and a waiver to that clearance requirement is almost automatic, a waiver from the DTE 
will be required if it is necessary. The CSX clearance restriction accessing First street yard is 
17'-4" 

• 	 The rail service operator will be CSX and the hours of operation will be from 6:00PM to 
6:00AM daily. 

• 	 Rail layouts will attempt to maximize the ability of CSX to access the site using a pull-in 
pull-out operation (verses shoving cars). In view of the complexities and safety issues 
associated with shoving cars to and from CSX's First street yard, the Pull-Pull scenario is 
better. This arrangement will require a run around track for the locomotive to switch ends. 

• 	 The track layout will include a No.8 turnout from Track 61 to the new connector track and if 
the Tide Street corridor is selected, provisions will be made such that a No. 8 turnout will not 
be precluded from a future installation. This future connection would allow a spur to be 
constructed in the traveled way just North of the Boston Ship Repair Dry Dock No.3. 

• 	 Some turnouts will need to be in-street switches and switch machines. 
• 	 Although signaling and crossing warning are not part of this task, consideration will be given 

to allow for the installation ofcrossing warning at street crossings, which may become public 
ways in the future. The Massachusetts DTE will be contacted for their input. 
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• 	 The Tide street corridor will consider street running versus a dedicated ROW. If the 
dedicated ROW diminishes vehicular capacity, consideration will be given to improvements 
to the north intersection for the future street parallel and west of Tide Street. 

• 	 In addition to the future maritime Industrial uses defined in Deb Hadden's March 29, 2001 
memo to Andrew Hargens, consideration will be given to providing a cross-dock facility to 
be located some where on the West End ofthe MMT site. 

• 	 Other than the cross-dock facility all other commodities under consideration are dry bulk. 
• 	 Track layouts on the MMT site may require indexing of cars depending on the dry bulk 

commodity and the manner in which the customer desires to handle their material. 
• 	 Grade crossing surface materials will consider the use for surfaces which demonstrate good 

wear characteristics under heavy truck usage. 

Please note that the current track locations should be adequate for the maximum car loading of 
286k-Ibs, the new locations will require a geotechnical investigation to determine the adequacy 
ofthe subsurface conditions and the impact ofnew loading on existing utilities. 

We would recommend that a copy this document be provided to the interested parties as an 
acknowledgement of the rail access design parameters. 

Sincerely, 

MichaelJ.McInnis 
Manager - Rail Engineering 

MJMlmjm 
F:\TOBS\02275\commmtgs\lt041001mjm.doc 



May 15,2001 

Ms. Susan St. Pierre 
Proj ect Manager 
Fort Point Associates, Inc. 
286 Congress Street, 6th Floor 
Boston, MA 02210 

Re: 	 Massport Marine Tenninal Master Plan 
Task Order No.3 - Rail Access Feasibility 

Subject: 	 Rail Opportunities and Constraints 

Dear Ms. St. Pierre: 

Per your request we have identified, in bulleted fonn, some opportunities and constraints 
associated with the potential for providing rail access to the MMT site. We will address the 
issues for each of the two potential alternate alignments. Alternate 1 is generally the alignment 
from Track 61 along Tide Street across Fid Kennedy Ave and onto the MMT site. Alternate 2 is 
generally parallel to Alternate 1, approximately 400 feet to the west, located in the area between 
the parking garage, the New Boston Seafood Centers 1 & 2 and building 18 (J.J. Daly, Inc.) 

Alternate 1 

Opportunities 

• 	 Tide Street is a wide street and with in street track and re-stripping, two way vehicular traffic 
could continue with rail traffic on the street. 

• 	 Most of the utilities are located on the west side of the street and therefore the east side 
would be best for locating a rail line. 

• 	 An alignment in Tide Street could minimize the impact on other streetscape components, 
such as fences, curbs and utilities. 

• 	 Tide Street is a relatively simple corridor. 
• 	 The alignment in Tide Street would have no impact on the Dry Dock #3 viewing stand. 

Constraints 

• 	 An alignment on the east side of Tide Street would not allow for a connection to the spur 
North of dry dock #3 which meets the CSX Design Standards. 

• 	 The entrance onto the MMT site happens towards the center of the site therefore decreasing 
the usable track lengths on site. 

• 	 The rail line in Tide Street would most likely need to be a shared ROW requiring a more 
expensive track structure. 
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May 15,2001 

Alternate 2 

Opportunities 

• 	 This location has an area between Dry Dock and Northern Ave where the track could be 
constructed in the existing pedestrian walkway or the lots directly to the east and cross 
Northern Ave onto the new road between the Seafood Center buildings and building 18. This 
location appears to be less active than Tide Street and would allow access to the MMT site 
further to the west, thus increasing the usable track length on site. 

Constraints 

• 	 The turnout off of Track 61 is in an area with more streetscape curb cuts and entrances, 
which would complicate the installation of track. 

• 	 This location would eliminate the possibility ofa spur connection to Dry Dock #3. 
• 	 This is a more complex corridor to modify for track installation and may be more costly than 

Alternate 1. 

You also inquired with regard to the restoration of the portion of Track 61 removed for the CAT 
project. It is our understanding that the restoration of that portion of the track has been delayed. 
Originally the track was to be restored this summer and now the CAT project has notified 
concerned parties that the track will not be restored for three more years. The track will be 
restored to new condition from the new temporary tail track at First Street yard and will tie into 
the existing track at D Street. 

Sincerely, 

Michael J. McInnis 
Manager - Rail Engineering 

MJMlmjm 
F:\JOBS\02275\commmtgs\lt051501 mjm.doc 
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MMT ALTERNATIVES 

CONCEPTUAL TRACK ALIGNMENTS 


ALTERNATIVE 1 ESTIMATE 

Item Units al Cost 
Existin Track Removed LF 800.00 
New Track Construction (Ballast) LF 7,500.00 
New Track Construction (In Pavement) LF 9,500.00 
Grade Crossin LF $ $ 
Number 8 Turnouts $EA $ 312,000.00 
Bum in Posts 3 EA $ 12,000.00 
Excavation (Pavement & earth 

$ 
3476 CY $ 41,712.00 

Dis osal of Materials 
$ 

2438 CY $ $ 24,380.00 
Bituminous Concrete Pavement 484 TON $ 21,780.00 
Saw Cut Bit Conc Pvm't 

$ 
1609 LF $ $ 3,218.00 

Sub rade (Fill) 400 CY $ $ 6,400.00 
Ballast 2038 CY $ 
Sub-ballast 415 Cy $ 

Machine ( In Pavm't) 2 EA $ 10,000.00 
Machine ( Standard 

$ 5,000.00 
4 EA 0.00 

,399,290.00 
C $ 419,787.00 

$1,819,077.00 

Note: Ballast and sub-ballast cost included in track cost. 
Contigency increased from 25% to 30% to cover utility costs. 

02275/techprodAIternatives Costs 8/3/01 
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MMT ALTERNATIVES 

CONCEPTUAL TRACK ALIGNMENTS 


ALTERNATIVE 2 ESTIMATE 

Item 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

I 13 
14 
15 
16 

Item Quantity Units Unit Price 
Existing Track Removed & Scrapped 100 LF $ 8.00 
New Track Construction (Ballast) 2828 LF $ 125.00 
New Track Construction (In Pavement) 1403 LF $ 500.00 
Grade Crossing 0 LF 
Number 8 Turnouts 5 EAHOOO.oo 
Bumping Posts 3 EA ,000.00 
Excavation (Pavement & earth) ~~ CY $ 12.00 
Disposal of Materials CY $ 10.00 
Bituminous Concrete Pavement 154 TON $ 45.00 
Saw Cut Bit Conc Pvm't 886 LF $ 2.00 
Subgrade (Fill) 127 CY $ 16.00 
Ballast 2140 CY $ -
Sub-ballast 461 CY $ -
Switch Machine ( In Pavm't) 1 EA $ 5,000.00 
Switch Machine ( Standard) 4 EA $ 1,000.00 
Utilities 

Total Cost 
$ 800.00 
$ 353.500.00 
$ 701,500.00 
$ -
$ 260,000.00 
$ 12,000.00 
$ 35,532.00 
$ 26,010.00 
$ 6,930.00 
$ 1.772.00 
$ 2,032.00 
$ -
$ -
$ 5,000.00 
$ 4,000.00 

Subtotal: I $1,400,076.00 
Contingency (30%): 

Total: 
$ 420,022.80 
$ 1,820,098.80 

Note: Ballast and sub-ballast cost included in track cost. 
Contigency increased from 25% to 30% to cover utility costs. 
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MMT ALTERNATIVES 

CONCEPTUAL TRACK ALIGNMENTS 


ALTERNATIVE 1A ESTIMATE 

Item 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

I 8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Item Quantity Units 
Existing Track Removed & Scrapped 100 LF $ 
New Track Construction (Ballast) 3729 LF $ 
New Track Construction (In Pavement) 1079 LF $ 
Grade Crossing 

1*t$Number 8 Turnouts 4 
Bumping Posts 1 EA $ 
Excavation (Pavement & earth) 3414 CY $ 
Disposal of Materials 2740 CY $ 
Bituminous Concrete Pavement 484 TON $ 
Saw Cut Bit Conc Pvm't 1609 LF $ 
Subgrade (FUI) 400 CY $ 
Ballast 2296 CY 
Sub-ballast f---1H CY 
Switch Machine ( In Pavm't) EA $ 
Switch Machine ( Standard) 2 EA $ 
Utilities 

Subtotal: 
Contingency (30%): 

Total: 

Unit Price Total Cost 
8.00 $ 800.00 

125.00 $ 466,125.00 
500.00 $ 539,500.00 

52, !fi08 OOO~OO 
4,000.00 $ 4,000.00 

12.00 $ 40,968.00 
10.00 $ 27,400.00 

45.00 $ 21,~~ 

~3.2
16. 6,400~00 

$ -
5,000.00 $ 10,000.00 
1000.00 $ 2,000.00 

$1,318,191.00 
$ 395,457J 
$1,713,648. 

Note: Ballast and sub-ballast cost included in track cost. 
Contigency increased from 25% to 30% to cover utility costs. 
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MMT ALTERNATIVES 

CONCEPTUAL TRACK ALIGNMENTS 


ALTERNATIVE 1 B ESTIMATE 

Item 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Item Quantity Units 
Existing Track Removed & Scrapped 100 LF $ 
New Track Construction (Ballast) 4430 LF $ 
New Track Construction (In Pavement) 1079 LF $ 
Grade Crossing LF 
Number 8 Turnouts 7 EA $ 
Bumping Posts 4 EA $ 
Excavation (Pavement & earth) 4092 CY $ 
Disposal of Materials 3406 CY $ 
Bituminous Concrete Pavement 484 TON $ 
Saw Cut Bit Conc Pvm't 1609 LF $ 
Subgrade (Fill) 400 CY $ 
Ballast 2881 CY 
Sub-ballast 525 

iffSwitch Machine ( In Pavm't) 2 
Switch Machine ( Standard) 5 
Utilities 

Subtotal: 

To 
Contingency (3000): I 

Unit Price 
8.00 

125.00 
500.00 

52,000.00 
4,000.00 

12.00 
10.00 
45.00 

2.00 
16.00 

5,000.00 
1,000.00 

Total Cost 
$ 800.00 
$ 553,750.00 
$ 539,500.00 
$ -
$ 364,000.00 
$ 16,000.00 
$ 49,104.00 

1$ 34,060.00 
1$ 21,780.00 

$ 3,218.00 
$ 6,400.00 
$ -
$ -
$ 10,000.00 
$ 5,000.00 

$1,588,612.00 
$ 476,583.60 
$ 2,065,195.60 

Note: Ballast and sub-ballast cost included in track cost. 
Contigency increased from 25% to 30% to cover utility costs. 
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MMT ALTERNATIVES 

CONCEPTUAL TRACK ALIGNMENTS 


ALTERNATIVE 1C ESTIMATE 

Item Item Quantity Units Unit Price Total Cost 
1 Existing Track Removed & Scrapped 100 LF $ 8.00 $ 800.00 
2 New Track Construction (Ballast) 5745 LF $ 125.00 $ 718,125.00 
3 New Track Construction (In Pavement) 1079 LF $ 500.00 $ 539.500.00 
4 Grade Crossing LF $ -
5 Number 8 Turnouts 5 EA $ 52.000.00 $ 260.000.00 
6 Bumping Posts 1 EA $ 4,000.00 $ 4,000.00 
7 Excavation (Pavement & earth) 4623 CY $ 12.00 $ 55,476.00 
8 Disposal of Materials 4115 CY $ 10.00 $ 41.150.00 
9 Bituminous Concrete Pavement 484 TON $ 45.00 $ 21,780.00 
10 Saw Cut Bit Cone Pvm't 1609 LF $ 2.00 $ 3,218.00 
11 Subgrade (Fill) 400 CY $ 16.00 $ 6,400.00 
12 Ballast 3434 CY $ -
13 Sub-ballast 681 CY $ -
14 Switch Machine ( In Pavm't) 2 EA $ 5,000.00 $ 10,000.00 
15 Switch Machine ( Standard) 3 EA $ 1,000.00 $ 3,000.00 
16 Utilities 

Subtotal: $1,650,449.00 
Contingency (30%): $ 495,134.70 

Total: $2,145,583.70 

Note: Ballast and sub-ballast cost included in track cost. 
Contigency increased from 25% to 30% to cover utility costs. 

i 

i 
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Preliminary Project Report 
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North Jetty Site 
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3500~. Cau:!.Cway Blvd,. Suile 210. Metairie. Louisi:mll 70002 tS04} 837·5275 FAX (504) 837·2986 
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"1 
August 2, 2000 

" 

Ms.!beborah Hadden FAX and Hand Deliver 
Ma~~achusetts Pon Authority 
Maijtime Department 
One!Harborside Drive 
Suit~ 200S 
Eas~ Boston, MA 02128-2909 

Re: 	 Phases I and II 
Impon Tenninal 
Boston. Massachusetts 
ReI File No. 4554 

De31rDebra: 

Ri~br Consulting, Inc. (ReI) is pleased to provide you the following Preliminary Project Report 
for:kinder Morgan Bulk Terminals, Inc. '5 (KMJ3T's) proposed import facility at Masspon's 
Noihh Jetty site. This Preliminary Project Repon is being provided to you for your information 
and: use so that the sta.ff, management. and commissioners ofMasspon can better understand the 
project that is being proposed by JO..1BT. Please note that a large portion of this infohnation has 
bee~ provided to Masspon in our previous meetings. Our hope is that this informa.tion helps 
iJhj~trate our proposed project. We apologize for the tardiness of this submittal and hope that it is 
stil~ useful to you at this late date. 

W~ look forward to meeting with you on August 3rd aL 9 a.m. 

Sincerely, 

" 
" 

D~/kjv 
E~~1. 
CC,~ 	 Bill Kjnzeler w/encl. 
1': .!IF:Io1'.(j.:n\C(ltttsr1o,Id-,Olbcr\Mu!<"." ,\oJb0802 O.doc 

*; 
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., ., 

., 

., ., SECTION 1 
INTRODUCTION 

K~hder Morgan Bulk Terminals, Inc. (KMBT) and their client have identified the metropolitan 
area ofBoston as a potential market for irnponed cement, and KMBT wishes to locate an import 
cement terminal to service the market, as well as the rest ofNew England. 

Rdcent trends in the cement industry have indicated that due to the availability ofPanama x size 
ve~sels, they have become the most competitive vessel for transporting cement. especially from 
t~ Far East. Therefore, selecting a new site for an import cement terminal should illclude the 
ab~lity to berth a fully laden cement vessel or at least a Panamax size vessel with a 40-foot draft . ., ., 

D~ring the site survey portion of this preliminary study ca~ducted by River Consulting. Inc. 
~CI). five sites·were visited in the New England area. The North Jetty site was determined to be 
the most suitable location for this proposed impon tcnninal if an acceptable agreement can be 
reached with Massport far the use of the benh and the adjacent land area. K.M:BT proposes to 
~nstruct the terminal in two phases with Phase I serving as an interim cement recei.ving facility 
uijl1zing a silo ship and Phase II consisting of a permanent faciJity to be constructed on the site. 
~h of these phases win be discussed below. The North Jetty site was considered superior to the 
others because of the following factors: 

~Y!lntages: 
.j 

-:[ 	 40-foot draft at the fender line of the existing dock 

.:i 	 The facility is currently unused 

:1 
-, 	 The location in a predominantly industrial area 

.' 	Ease and speed ofpermitting for both Phase I and Phase II faciJities due to location away 
from reSIdential areas and other "'stakeholders" 

., 

-I Geometry ofthe site and compact arrangement of the terminal 


., 
.; 	 Supportive port authority 

~isadv.ntw.: 
~ 	 Availability ofraiJ to the site 
., 
~ 	 Condition of the berth 
:i.,
j 	 Interference with other government agencies regarding land use issues 
., 

., 

:~ 
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:~ 

I~ Exhibit HA" you will find ~he design parameters for the terminal that list out the anticipated 
a~nuaI1onnagc. vessels per year. vessel discharge duration) and anticipated truck and rail activity 
fQr both phases of the proposed operation. This will provide you with an anticipated volume of 
8~tivity for this terminal. - ~ 

.;

'. 
Alrtached you will find preliminary drawings for both the proposed Phase I and Phase II 

., I 

irpprovements. 
:: 

during the construction period for both phases of the operation. we would anticipate using 
b~ilding trade unions as the predominant labor source for constructing these facilities. We have 
d~veloped our Opinions ofProbable Construction Cost (Opes) for this site using craft labor rates 
~~r the various unions. However, some specialty items (monolithic domes. etc.) are typically 
pbrformed on a "merit shop" basis by specialty contractors' crews. These issues will need to be 
~~gotiated with.the local building trade organizations. 
·i 

puring the operating phases of both. it is likely that KM:BT personnel will be union employees 
((>perating engineers, etc.) with vessel unloading handled by the longshoremen. This is typical 
(¢r our West Coast operations; however. on the Lower East Coast and Gulf, KMBT perfonns all
?f the terminating operations on 8 non-union basis . 
. ' 

.Cement will be sourced from exporting countries that include Spain. [taly, Mexico., Indonesia, 
~orea. Thailand and China. European sourced cement typically is delivered in Handy or Handy
~ax size vessels. and the cement delivered from the Far East is typically delivered 'in Panamax 
s.ze vessels. This terminal will not be captive [Q a sale supply but will he much Ji.ke the recently 
qonstruaed facilities in Reserve, Louisiana and Charleston, South Carolina that will receive 
qement from various sources. 

Cement will be sold at the lerminal with the trucking provided by others. KMBT will provide rail 
transportation during the Phase II operations to other transfer terminals andlor ready-mix 
~ustomers, 
., 
the condition of the dock at the North letty site may be problematic for the intended use. KMBT 
r,ecognizes that modifications are required to the berth to provide this infrastructure. as well as to 
renew the rail service to the site. We believe that both of these items would normally be 
qonsidered a:s Pon expenses. KMBT is agreeable to perform a joint survey with Massport to 
determine the condition of the berth, recommend improvements and fund same, in return for 
eonsideration from Massport for the dockage, land lease, or wharfage payments. KMBT would 
~lso take the same funding approach for the renewal of the railroad service. 

~MBT requests that Massport assist in the permitting effort for both the Phase I and Phase II 
!Improvements. particularly as it relates to the land use issues for the other agencies. 

2 
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SECTION 1 

PHASE I 


. ~ 

phase I consists of chartering a silo ship from the Middle East to Boston to serve as an interim 
fa~ility during the permitting and construction period for the Phase II facility. Silo ships have 
bden utilized in the United States in Manhattan, New York; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; 
G.~lveston. Texas; Long Beach, California; and Stockton, California. This concept has been used 
ir\!other areas of the world for decades. The silo ship is 8. converted 35.000 DWT bulk vessel that 
~s been modified to include a Siwertell unloader that can distribute cement either into the five 
c~rgo holds of the vessel or to a truck loading station on shore. The holds of the vessel have been 
nipdifled to provide for self-discharging operations so that the vessel can discharge.a cargo 
v~ssel loaded directly to (ruck or loaded into its own holds for later transfer to shore. The concept 
Wbuld be to benh the silo ship against the existing North Jetty fender line and then provide 
,,(okohama fenders on the outboard side of the silo ship so that the cargo vesse·! can berth on the 
o~ltside ofthe silo ship and then be unloaded by the Siwertell unloader located on·the· deck of the 
silo ship. Cement would then be transferred pneumatically to the two truck loading stations 
ld,cated on the apron. Truck scales would be 10cated at this location and a similar loop road as 
proposed in Phase n would be required. A small office trailer and temporary warehouse would 
q~ provided. as well as shore power to the vessel. No major land improvements or 'permanent 
f~cilities would be required, as aU ofthe truck loading system. scales, etc. are temporary 
rtcilities. 

iihis facility could be towed to the North Jetty site as soon as penllits are received ·from various 
aBencies for its use at this location. The lack of rail service for the Phase I activities is an 
~cceptable operating limitation; however. Phase IT activities require rail access to the site to be 
a~ai1able at the completion ofconstruction and commissioning ofthe Phase II equipment. During 
the Phase I operations, there would be a management and administrative staffofapproximately 
three (3), a company staffofapproximately ten (10), and appropriate longshoremen as needed 
~r vessel discharge. 
,: . 

.. 

I 


1 
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SECTION 3 :~ 
.; PHASED.,., 

., 

:i 


.' . 

P~ase 11 facilities comprise the improvements required for a pennanenl operation ai l.his site for 
a~ import terminal. As you can imagine, operating a silo vessel is a more expensive alternative 
tn,an operating a purpose.designed permanent facility. Therefore, the permanent facilities would 
b~ constructed as soon as practical following a permitting period. The facility consists of two 
5~,OOO metric ton dome storage buildings, a Siwertell receiving system, a truck and rail loading 
si~tjon, loop road, office building, auxiliary dust systems, electrical service, compf~ssed air 
systems, etc., as required to provide for a complete import cement terminal. This fa·citity is 
v1rtually identical to the import facilities c!Jrrently operating in Reserve, Louisia·na;· Charleston. 
S~uth Carolina; Houston, Texas; Long Beach, California; and San Diego, California. This 
(~cility consists of proven components that have been used by ReI numerous tim'es. RClls the 
rijcognized lead,er in the United States for successfully constructing these types ofcement impon 
t~rmjnals. 
., 

1be ope for this facility is estimated to be $30,000,000. and a construction time; depending on 
p~rmits, of two to three years. We would anticipate that the project would be divided into 
approximately five to sjx prime contracts that would be bid locally. The sp,?cialty' contracts, 
Vfu"ticularly the dome. would be bid separately to international firms that specializeHn this type of 
specialty construction. The work force during the construction peri.od would peak it about 75 
~orkers. with an average of approximately 40. During operations, the facility would·have an 
~~ministrative staff of three or four (3 -4) and an operating staff of approximately' twelve (12). 
qasual labor would be used for cleanup and longshoremen would discharge the vess·eJs . 
.; 

., 
, 

., 
: ~ 

., 
:;., 
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EXHmIT'·A" 

PRELIMINARY PROJECT REPORT 
: ~ 

DESIGN CRITERIA 

PHASE I 

Aihticipated ThroughputIMTPY 300.000 - 400,000 
:1 

~ximum ThrougbputIMTPY 500,000 

A~erage Vessel Size (DWT) 
.:} 

~aXimum Vessel Size (DWT) 50,000 

Minimum Vessel Size (DWT) 25,000 
.;., 

A~erage Vessel Discharge Time (Days) 5 
:! 

~aximum Vessel Discharge Time (Days) 6 

~~pping Season (Mos.) 9-10 
:l 

qper.ating Hours 
::.1 Vessel Discharge 24171365 

TrucklRail Loading 1215/250 ± 
., 

I1-nticipated TruckslDay 65-90 
., 

Anticipated Rail CarsIDay o 
·t 

PHASE 11 


300,000 - 500,000 


1,000,000 


45,000 

70.000 

25,000 

5 

7 

9-10 

24n1365 
12151250 ± 

65"""" 115 

7-10 
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