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Table 1: SUMMARY OF THE IMPACT OF RAIL TRANSIT
FACILITIES ON PROPERTY VALUES
AUTHORS RAIL MODE LOCATION

(TRANSIT FACILITY)
EXTENT OF PROPERTY VALUE IMPACT MAJOR CONCLUSIONS

Boyce, David et
al. (1972)

Heavy Rail Southern New Jersey (Philadelphia –
Lindenwold High Speed Line)

positive increase of $149 (1971 $)  in the price
of a home for each dollar of value in  time
savings

• Property values incorporate travel time to major employmen
centers.

Bajic, Vladimir
(1983)

Heavy Rail Toronto (Spadina Line) $2,237 premium for the average home • Commute time savings contributes most to home value
premiums

Voith (1991) Commuter
Rail

Southern New Jersey (PATCO)

Suburban Philadelphia (SEPTA)

+10% premium for median home price in
census tracts served by rail line
+3.8% premium for median home price in
census tracts served by rail line

• Proximity to commuter rail service has some minor positive
median home values

Nelson, Arthur
(1992)

Heavy Rail Atlanta, Georgia
(MARTA East Line)

+$1,000 on  home prices for each 100 feet a
house is closer to a rail station in low-income
transit adjacent census tracts;
a slight negative effect in high income tracts
(although this may be due to proximity to
industrial uses or to low income neighborhoods)

• For lower income neighborhoods, the benefit effects of
accessibility more than offset any nuisance effects.

• Higher value homes may be more sensitive to nuisance effe
than by improvements in accessibility.

Al-Mosaind,
Musaad,  et al.
(1993)

Light Rail Portland, Oregon
(MAX Eastside line)

+10.6% for homes within 500 meters • Where transit plays a minor role, transit’s impact on property
values is minimal.

• Positive effects of accessibility are stronger than the negativ
nuisance effects.

Gatzlaff, Dean
and Smith Marc
(1993)

Heavy Rail Dade County, Florida
(Miami Metrorail)

at most a 5% higher rate of appreciation in real
estate sales value compared to the rest of the
City of Miami

• Residential values were, at most, only weakly impacted by t
announcement of the new rail system

• Higher priced neighborhoods have experienced greater
increases in property values near Metrorail stations while
declining ones have not

Landis, John et
al.  (1994)

Heavy Rail,
Light Rail,
and
Commuter
Rail

San Mateo County (CalTrain)
San Francisco Bay Area (BART)

Sacramento (Light Rail)
San Jose (Light Rail)

San Diego (The Trolley)

negative effect on proximity to Caltrain
+$2.29 per meter closer to BART in Alameda
Co.; +$1.96 per meter in Contra Costa Co.
no discernable positive or negative impact
-$1.97 per meter closer to light rail (but negative
effect may be due to proximity to industrial and
commercial uses)
+$2.72 per meter closer to the Trolley

• The extent to which a rail system captures ridership from its
market area affects the extent to which property values are
increased

• Frequency of service and regional accessibility affect the
amenity of a rail system

Cervero, Robert
(1996)

Heavy Rail San Francisco Bay Area
(Bay Area Rapid Transit)

+10-15% in rent for rental units within 1/4 mile
of BART

• Units within a quarter-mile of the Pleasant Hill Bart station
rented for around $34 more per month than comparable unit
farther away.
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Figure 3-1 – Study Area Neighborhoods and Squares 

 

3.2 Overview of Transportation 
Facilities and Service in Corridor 

Travel in the study area is oriented towards downtown Boston and neighboring 
urban centers.  On the southern end of the study area, transit markets are served 
by the Green Line Light Rail Transit service at Lechmere Station.  On the eastern 
and western edges of the study area, transit markets are served by rapid transit 
facilities (Red and Orange Lines).  The Red Line also serves intermediate stations 
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at Porter Square in Cambridge and Davis Square in Somerville.  Within the study 
area, local buses provide connections to the Red, Orange and Green Lines.   

The MBTA operates fifteen bus routes that serve the study area.  Fourteen of the 
fifteen services require passengers destined to/from Boston employment centers 
to transfer at least once during their trip.  The quality of the existing bus service 
in the study area generally meets the MBTA’s Service Delivery Policy for 
loading.  However, schedule adherence is a problem in the study area, as only 
one route, the Route 85, meets the Service Delivery Policy’s standards for 
schedule adherence.   This is a typical problem for surface bus routes in areas 
with traffic congestion as is found in Union Square, Davis Square, Medford 
Hillside and West Medford Square, among other locations in the project area.  
The traffic congestion at these locations often leads to service delays on the entire 
route.   

Commuter rail service in the study area is provided in West Medford via the 
MBTA’s Lowell Line, also known as the New Hampshire Main Line. There are 
no commuter rail stops in Somerville on the Lowell Line.  Commuter rail service 
is provided on the western edge of the study area via the MBTA’s Fitchburg 
Commuter Rail Line at Porter Square. Guilford Rail System (GRS) operates 
freight service over both the Fitchburg and Lowell Lines.    The community of 
Somerville has voiced concerns that there are four transit rail lines  (two 
commuter rail and two rapid transit lines) running through the city with one 
subway stop at the western periphery and no commuter rail stops.  The 
community of Medford has expressed concerns about the physical condition of 
West Medford Station.  

3.3 Source Documents 
In compiling the information provided in this document a number of sources 
were utilized.  The following is a brief summary of the source documents: 

 Assembly Square Mixed-Use District, City of Somerville Office of 
Housing and Community Development , 2004  

 Beyond Lechmere Alternatives Evaluation  Report, MBTA/Lane, 
Frenchman, and Associates/Fay Spofford and Thorndike, Inc., 1984  

 Boston Region MPO: Regional Transportation Plan 2004-2025, Boston 
Metropolitan Planning Organization Region, 2003 

 Changes to Service Delivery Policy, Massachusetts Bay Transportation 
Authority, Adopted December 2002. 

 Circumferential Transportation Improvements in the Urban Ring 
Corridor - Expanded Environmental Notification Form (ENF), Earth 
Tech, 2001 

 Circumferential Transportation Improvements in the Urban Ring 
Corridor - Phase Two Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(DEIR/S)  Scoping Summary Report, EarthTech, 2001  
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 Evaluation of Transit Alternatives Beyond Lechmere Station, MBTA, 
1981 

 Inner Belt Planning Study - Technical Memorandum I: Existing 
Conditions, City of Somerville Office of Housing and Community 
Development, 2001  

 Load Profiles, MBTA Comprehensive Ridecheck Program, Winter 
1997/1998 through Winter 2003. 

 MassHighway Accident Database, 1998 - 2002 
 MassHighway 2002 Traffic Volume Database 
 MBTA Bus and Train Service Schedules, www.mbta.com, June 2004. 
 MBTA Commuter Rail Train Audit, Massachusetts Bay Commuter 

Railroad Company, December 2003. 
 MBTA Reverse Commuting Study, Central Transportation Planning 

Staff, 2001.  
 McGrath Highway Corridor - Technical Memorandum 1: Existing 

Conditions, City of Somerville Office of Housing and Community 
Development, 2002  

 North Point Somerville - Planning Study, ICON Architects/FMX 
Associates/Bruce Campbell and Associates/City of Somerville Office of 
Housing and Community Development, 2003  

 Preliminary 2004 Service Plan: Proposed Bus Service and Service Policy 
Modifications, Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, 2004. 

 Ridership and Service Statistics, Eighth Edition, Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation Authority, 2001. 

 Service Delivery Policy, Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, 
Sept., 1996 

 Somerville Community Path Feasibility Study, Rizzo Associates/ICON 
Architecture, 2001  

 Streetcar Lines of the Hub, Clarke, Bradley H., Boston Street Railway 
Association, 2004 

 Streetcar Suburbs, Warner, Samuel, Harvard University Press, 1962 
 Transportation Element for the Somerville Community Development 

Plan: Crashes 1995-1999, Central Transportation Planning Staff. 
 Truck Traffic Study in the City of Somerville for the Department of 

Traffic & Parking, Bayside Engineering, 2001 
 Union Square Master Plan,  Bluestone Planning Group, 2003  
 Union Square Transportation Plan, Executive Summary City of 

Somerville Office of Housing and Community Development/Edwards 
and Kelcey 

 

3.4 Demographics and Travel Behavior 
Data from the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census were reviewed to identify population, 
employment, and travel behavior within the study area.  These characteristics are 
summarized in the following sections. 
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3.4.1 Population 
According to the U.S. Census, the 2000 population in the study area communities 
at the municipality level were: 55,765 in Medford; 101,355 in Cambridge; and 
77,478 in Somerville.  The study area has been further broken down to reflect the 
individual census tracts for the purpose of summarizing demographics and 
travel behavior.  Figure 3-2 delineates the census tracts included within the study 
area.  
 

Figure 3-2 – Study Area Census Tracts 

Table 3-1 shows the relationship between population, land area and population 
density for the census tracts contained within the study area.  Median age, 
housing values and household income are also provided. 
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Table 3-1 – Population and Demographics by Census Tract 

By Census 
Tract 

Total 
Population 

Land 
Area 

(square 
miles)

Population 
Density 

(population/
 square mile)

Median 
Age

Median 
Housing 

Values 

Median 
Household 

Income
Medford Tracts      

Tract 3392 5,883 1.0                  5,794 41.9 $280,800 $71,295 
Tract 3393 3,017 0.3                11,189 38.6 $194,000 $51,352 
Tract 3394 3,512 0.2                14,396 33.8 $238,100 $48,607 
Tract 3395 5,702 0.5                12,112 25.6 $230,500 $56,477 
Tract 3396 5,042 0.3                15,842 34.5 $249,200 $51,681 
Tract 3397 4,039 0.5                  8,632 35.9 $230,300 $45,149 

Somerville Tracts     
Tract 3501 8,964 0.7                12,934 31 $244,600 $40,436 
Tract 3502 6,806 0.3                25,208 33 $244,800 $45,326 
Tract 3503 2,457 0.2                16,213 33.2 $191,500 $46,610 
Tract 3504 5,921 0.2                25,128 30.9 $313,900 $56,643 
Tract 3505 1,639 0.1                18,572 31.3 $340,400 $60,700 
Tract 3506 4,665 0.2                23,390 22.1 $332,000 $56,094 
Tract 3507 6,096 0.3                19,398 31.2 $313,100 $44,766 
Tract 3508 1,743 0.1                21,222 30.3 $311,900 $54,457 
Tract 3509 3,106 0.2                20,331 30.6 $339,600 $54,799 
Tract 3510 6,395 0.3                25,064 29.5 $277,800 $53,563 
Tract 3511 5,932 0.3                22,622 32.9 $251,500 $50,465 
Tract 3512 8,451 0.4                22,329 29.8 $231,700 $48,452 
Tract 3513 4,336 0.2                22,196 33.7 $260,200 $33,516 
Tract 3514 8,881 0.3                28,860 31 $219,700 $36,113 
Tract 3515 2,086 0.5                  3,982 34.4 $167,200 $36,516 

Cambridge Tracts     
Tract 3521 3,079 0.3                  9,910 31.8 $356,100 $48,529 
Tract 3522 1,974 0.1                32,950 35.6 $205,400 $23,750 

Overall Study 
Area 109,726 7.3 15,100    

Sources:  Data from 2000 United States Census  
 

3.4.2 Population and Health  
On the following page, Table 3-2 summarizes data gathered from the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Health’s (DPH) Mass Community Health 
Information Profile (MassCHIP) for Cambridge, Medford, and Somerville, as 
well as statewide.  Also included in the table are key chronic disease objectives 
(target rates) set forth by DPH.  Each community’s current rate can be compared 
to the target rate. 
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Table 3-2 – Population and Health Status Indicators 
  Statewide  Cambridge   Medford  Somerville  

Demographic Indicators*      

Per Capita Income $25,952 $31,156  $24,707  $23,628  

Population below 100% of poverty level (%) 9.3 12.9 6.4 12.5 

Population below 200% of poverty level (%) 21.7 27.8 18.7 26.6 

Children less than 18 years of age living below 100% of poverty line (%) 12.0 15.6 6.1 15.2 

Unemployed Person age 16 and older (%) 5.3 3.8 4.6 4.5 

White non-Hispanic persons (%)   83.9 67.9 87.2 77.7 

Black non-Hispanic persons (%)  5.3 12.1 6.2 6.6 

Hispanic persons (%)  6.8 7.4 2.6 8.8 

Asian persons (%)  3.9 12.4 4.0 6.8 

  Actual 

 Target Age-
adjusted      

Rate** 

Statewide       
Age-adjusted    

Rate** 

Cambridge      
Age-adjusted    

Rate** 

Medford     
Age-

adjusted      
Rate** 

Somerville      
Age-adjusted   

Rate** 

Chronic Disease Indicators      
Total cancer deaths          ------ 202.4 186.4 215.4 233.9 
Cardiovascular disease deaths           ----- 284.2 270.8 259.3 253.5 
Hospital Discharges for Primary Care Manageable Conditions  

Asthma           ----- 130.8 123.1 126.6 137.7 
Chronic Disease Objectives 

Reduce the overall cancer death rate.  (All types of cancer) 44.9 202.4 186.4 215.4 233.9 

Reduce asthma deaths - under 5 years of age. *** 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Reduce asthma deaths - ages 5 to 14 years.*** 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Reduce asthma deaths - ages 15 to 34 years.*** 0.2 0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 

Reduce asthma deaths - ages 35 to 64 years.*** 0.9 1.3 6.3 4.9 0.0 

Reduce asthma deaths - ages 65 years or older.*** 6.0 4.5 10.8 0.0 0.0 

Reduce hospitalizations for asthma - under 5 years of age.**** 250.0 346.1 290.3 404.7 400.7 

Reduce hospitalizations for asthma - age 5 to 64 years.**** 77.0 105.6 71.8 87.7 88.0 

Reduce hospitalizations for asthma - 65 years and older.**** 110.0 173.6 162.8 165.6 233.3 

Chronic obstructive pulmonary diseases - ages 45 years and 
older. 

60.0 121.7 95.3 116.5 116.1 

Notes:      
 *2000 Census Counts or Sampling Data - most recent population estimates 

Denominator for persons age less than 18 and living in poverty is all persons age less than 18. 
Unemployment rate: all unemployed persons in labor force divided by all persons in labor force. 
AFDC recipients percent denominator is persons age less than 65 (eligible population based on age) 
Multiple Assistance Unit recipients percent denominator is persons less than age 25 (eligible population based on age) 

**Age adjusted rates:  A procedure for adjusting rates, designed to minimize the effects of age differences in age distributions when comparing rates for different 
populations.  Age-adjusted rates are expressed per 100, 000 persons.  For standardization within Mass Community Health Information Profile (MassCHIP) the standard 
population used is the 2000 US population. 
***Objective has been reworded, but it maintains its meaning.  Objectives seek a rate of death per 1.0 million.  The modified definition converts the rate of deaths per 
100,000. 
****MassCHIP can only approximately measure the objective.  Hospital discharges data set does not include emergency room visits, where many cases of asthma are seen.  
Objectives have been reworded, but maintain the same meaning.  The objectives seek a rate of hospitalizations per 10,000. The modified definition converts the rate to 
deaths per 100,000. 
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3.4.3 Population and Employment 
Table 3-3 shows the relationship between population and employment for the 
cities that will be served by improved transit in the study area.  Journey to work 
information for 2000 currently is only available at the municipality level.  Based 
on journey to work information, a resident to job ratio by municipality is shown 
to give an indication of whether the city is a net importer or exporter of workers.  
These data consider only the existing flows of commuters between the cities.   

 
Table 3-3 – Population and Employment 
 Municipality of Residence 
Category Cambridge Medford Somerville Boston 
Population* 101,355 55,765 77,478 589,141 
Employment** 113,500 19,000 23,000 578,500 
Resident to Job Ratio 0.89 2.93 3.37 1.02 
Sources: 
* Data from 2000 Census Minor Civil Division (MCD) Journey to Work Tables 
** Data from the Mass Division of Employment and Training (DET) for 2001 
 

From this table, the following is indicated: 

 Boston and Cambridge are regional job centers.  Both cities nearly double 
their population in the daytime because of job supply.   

 Somerville and Medford have populations about three times greater than 
their job supply.   

 

3.4.4 Travel Behavior for Residents 
Table 3-4 presents the travel characteristics of residents at the municipality level.  
This information was obtained from 2000 Census Minor Civil Division (MCD) 
Journey to Work Tables. 
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Table 3-4 – Commute Travel Behavior for Residents 
 Municipality of Residence 
Category Cambridge Medford Somerville Boston 
Population* 101,355 55,765 77,478 589,141 
     

Percent of Resident Labor Force 
Working in Cambridge*   46 %   11 %   20 %    6 % 

Percent of Resident Labor Force 
Working in Medford*   1 %   17 %    4 %   0 % 

Percent of Resident Labor Force 
Working in Somerville*   2 %    5 %   16 %   1 % 

Percent of Resident Labor Force 
Working in Boston*   27 %   25 %   28 %   66 % 

Percent of Residents who 
Work in Study Area   76 %   58 %   68 %   73 % 

Percent of Residents who Work Beyond 
the Study Area   24 %   42 %   32 %   27 % 

Sources: 
* Data from 2000 Census Minor Civil Division (MCD) Journey to Work Tables 

Table 3-4 indicates the following travel behaviors for residents in the study area, 
based on municipality level data: 

 Medford - Medford has the highest proportion of people who work 
outside the study area (42%).  Within the study area, the largest 
concentration of employment for Medford residents is in Boston (28%).  
A modest number of Medford residents also work in Medford (17%) and 
in Cambridge (11%).  The smallest work location percentage for Medford 
residents is Somerville (5%).   

 Somerville - A large portion of Somerville residents work in Cambridge 
(20%) and Boston (28%).  Interestingly, Somerville has the smallest 
percentage of residents who work in their city of residence (16%).  A 
small percentage of Somerville residents work in Medford (4%).  

 Cambridge – 46% of Cambridge residents also work in Cambridge, 
while a small portion of Cambridge residents work in Medford (1%) or 
Somerville (2%).  Overall, 76% of Cambridge residents work within the 
study area.   

 Boston - Data shows that a relatively small portion of Boston residents 
commute to Medford and Somerville (1%). Employment for Boston 
residents is concentrated in Boston; although, a moderate portion of 
Boston residents commute to Cambridge (6%).   




