
Publ ic Meeting #10 –
Study Recap/
Recommendations

November 2,  2017

BELMONT COMMUNITY PATH
FEASIBILITY STUDY



1.  Introduction Russell Leino

2.  Purpose and Process Kathleen Fasser

3.  Study Recap Amy Archer

4.  Final Scoring Kathleen Fasser

5.  Recommendations Amy Archer

6.  Town Next Steps Amy Archer

7.  Public Engagement Open Discussion

AGENDA



 To recommend a single route that will best serve the 
Town’s residents AND function as a segment of the MCRT.

 Feasibility study intended to advance to conceptual 
design and planning cost estimate

 Define path options 

 Quantify impacts

 Quantify costs

 Weight and rank alternatives

PURPOSE/LEVEL OF DESIGN



PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT GOALS

A collaborative effort

Engaging and considering all stakeholders equally

Reflecting interests in project decisions

Responsibility of ALL to engage in respectful civil 

discourse



 ADVANCE
 Convert CPAC alignments to conceptual 

design
 Include connections and access
 Determine need for structures – retention 

and crossings
 Identify various path attributes/amenities

 EVALUATE
 Environmental – parks, wetlands, species
 Social – serviceability
 Land – public vs. private, historic
 Cost – capital and funding 

 ADVISE AND RECOMMEND

PROJECT GOALS



PROCESS

Develop

Analyze

Finalize

Public Meetings #2-5
West, Center, East,
Hot Topics

Site Walk #1
West to Central

Site Walk #2
East to Central

Public Meeting #6
West End of Community Path

Public Meeting #1
Kick-off and Workshop

Public Meeting #7
Center of Community Path

Public Meeting #8
East End of Community Path

Public Meeting #9
Matrix/Routes/Funding



DATA COLLECTION

STUDY RECAP

 Review of past studies, 
presentations, reports and 
surveys

 Coordination with BOS, CPIAC 
and Town departments/
committees

 Extensive field walks

 GIS mapping



DEFINE DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES

STUDY RECAP

Elements of Design Standard Value

Width 10’ – 14’ (11’ for passing, 
8’ in pinch)

Shoulder 3’ – 5’

Object Offset 2’ minimum

Vertical Clearance 8’ minimum (10’ 
recommended)

Design Speed 18 mph

Curve Radius 60’ minimum

Cross Slope 2% maximum (1% 
recommended)

Running Grade 5% recommended 
maximum (ADA)

Structures Bridges preferred to 
underpasses

 M a x  s p e e d  t h r o u g h  B e l m o n t  – > 4 5  m p h

 R e q u i r e d  r u n n i n g  o f f s e t  – 2 5 ’  w i t h  f e n c e

 A l l o w e d  m i n i m u m  a t  p i n c h  – 1 5 ’  w i t h  b a r r i e r

 R e q u i r e d  v e r t i c a l  c l e a r a n c e  – 2 2 ’ - 6 ”  
t o p  o f  r a i l  t o  b o t t o m  o f  s t r u c t u r e

 A b i l i t y  t o  t u n n e l  u n d e r ?  – Y e s ,  c u r r e n t l y  d o  c u l v e r t  w o r k ;  c u t  
a n d  c o v e r  o n  w e e k e n d s

 R e q u i r e d  t u n n e l  d e p t h  – L o c a t i o n  s p e c i f i c  d u e  t o  p r e s e n c e  
o f  u n d e r g r o u n d  u t i l i t i e s ,  p o w e r  l i n e s ,  o t h e r  b u r i e d  a p p a r a t u s

 A b i l i t y  t o  c o v e r  o v e r  s t a t i o n  – N o t  o p p o s e d  i f  d o n e  p r o p e r l y  
( v e n t i l a t i o n / l i g h t i n g )



INITIATE PUBLIC INPUT – Meeting #1 and Site Walks

STUDY RECAP

 Path Context Map – Add your local  knowledge

 What is Most Important? 
- Rank the impor tance

of each trait

 Attribute Preferences
- Which do you prefer?

`



ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTUAL DESIGN – Meetings #2 - 5

STUDY RECAP
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ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTUAL DESIGN – Meetings #2 - 5

STUDY RECAP



ALTERNATIVE COSTS/ADVANCED SCORING – Meetings #6 - 9

STUDY RECAP

 Computed higher option 
costs for all alternatives 
inclusive of detailed 
components
 Path
 Shoulders
 Plantings
 Hardscape
 Amenities

 Expanded to range of 
costs for applicable 
alternatives



ALTERNATIVE COSTS/ADVANCED SCORING – Meetings #6 - 9

STUDY RECAP

 Considered structure and 
path elements of cost as 
well as contingency
 Drainage
 Rail Coordination
 MOT incl. Rail

 Compared at district level 
and to surrounding 
communities



ALTERNATIVE COSTS/ADVANCED SCORING – Meetings #6 - 9

STUDY RECAP

 Developed final matrix
with 23 criteria under 5 
primary categories
 User Experience
 Environmental and

Cultural Impacts
 Design Attributes
 Transportation
 Cost

 Identified Fatal Flaws

1. Di rect  impact  to  an ex ist ing  res ident ia l  dwel l ing

2. Over  5 ,000 sf  o f  loss  to  h igh  qua l i ty  wet lands

3. Path  locat ion is  in feas ib le  to  pat ro l  o r  too  d i f f i cu l t  to  
access  in  emergency  s i tuat ions or  impedes access to  
other  areas under  Town respons ib i l i ty

4 . MBTA has re jected the  proposed a l ignment/know 
pr ivate owner  w i l l  not  agree/requi res  speculat ion 
about  usab i l i ty  o f  land at  t ime of  BOS determinat ion

5. A l ignment c rosses an intersect ion w i th var ious  
negat ive condi t ions  inc lud ing excessive veh icu lar  
t ra f f i c  vo lumes,  mul t ip le  approaches/conf l i c t  po ints ,  
poor  s ight  l ines ,  and lack o f  s igna l/ inabi l i ty  to  add 
s igna l i zat ion or  a l ignment c rosses 5  or  more h igh ly  
t ra f f i cked dr iveways  w i th in  500 l inear  feet  o f  path

FATAL FLAWS – Not compatible wi th 
ident i f ied goal ,  e l iminated from route 
consideration



FINAL SCORING

x2
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ROUTE EVALUATION

What is a ROUTE??

 combination of high-ranking alternative 
alignments for the full length of the Study Area 
WITH NO FATAL FLAWS

EXAMPLES

Route 1 = 
W1b+W2+W3a+W4+W5b

Route 2 = W6+W7c+W8+W9b



RECOMMENDED ROUTE

W6, W7b, W8, W9b, C1e, C2a, C3a, C4a, E1a, E2a, E3b, E4a =  76 Average Score

$27.9 Million



CONTINGENT ROUTE 1

W6, W7b, W8, W9b, C1e, C2a, C3a, C4a, E1a, E2a, E3a, E4a =  75 Average Score

$31.8 Million



CONTINGENT ROUTE 2

W6, W7b, W8, W9a, C1a, C2a, C3a, C4a, E1a, E2a, E3b, E4a =  75 Average Score

$25.1 Million

S h e r m a n  S t r e e t



 Funding
Seek total amount of highest cost route option
Prepare for phasing
Consider allocating to other projects (HS–MSBA)
 Indicate priority for Town

RECOMMENDATIONS



RECOMMENDATIONS

 Construct spurs through initial or subsequent funding

 W1b: Connect to Beaver Brook - $0.73 M
 C1d: Connect to Town Field - $0.79 M
 E2c: Connect to Concord Avenue - $0.44 M
 E3e: Connect to Winnbrook Elementary - $0.77 M



 Study Recommendation Reviewed by BOS – Winter 2017

 Town Pursue Funding for Preliminary/Final Design – Spring 2018
 Town Issue RFP for Design and Select Consultant – Summer 2018
 Preliminary/Final Design with State Agency Review – 2018 & 2019

 Town Procure Funding/Property for Construction Phase – 2019
 Construction of Belmont Community Path – 2020 & 2021

WHAT’S NEXT?



PUBLIC PROCESS – DESIGN PHASE

 Renderings to show perspective

 Array of alternatives and 
treatments within specific areas



PUBLIC PROCESS – DESIGN PHASE

 Smaller focus groups

 Opportunities for abutter input



Time to provide any input that you would like 
the Town and CPIAC to consider moving 

forward.

DISCUSSION

http://www.belmont-ma.gov/community-path-implementation-advisory-
committee-cpiac/pages/community-path-feasibility-study

jwheeler@belmont-ma.gov

http://www.belmont-ma.gov/community-path-implementation-advisory-committee-cpiac/pages/community-path-feasibility-study
mailto:jwheeler@belmont-ma.gov
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