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PROJECT NAME 
PROJECT MUNICIPALITY 
PROJECT WATERSHED 
EEA NUMBER 
PROJECT PROPONENT 
DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR

Union Point
Abington, Rockland, and Weymouth
Weymouth & Weir, North & South Rivers, Taunton
11085R
LStar Southfield LLC 
March 8, 2017

Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (G. L. c. 30, ss. 61-621) and 
Section 11.10(6) of the MEPA regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I hereby determine that this project 
change requires the preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The. 
Proponent should submit a Draft Supplemental EIR (DSEIR) in accordance with the Scope 
below.

Comments on the NPC are generally supportive of the redevelopment of the SWNAS, but 
note the additional need for further environmental impact studies. The majority of comments 
received focus on the project’s transportation, water supply and wastewater impacts. I have 
received comments from State and local officials, including State Senator Patrick O’Connor, 
House Majority Leader Ronald Mariano, State Representative James Murphy, Mayor Hedlund 
from Weymouth, and elected officials from the Towns of Weymouth and Rockland. These 
comments note the recent positive progress towards redeveloping the property and convey an
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ongoing willingness to work with the Proponent towards project final design, environmental 
review, permitting and construction.

Project Change

The project change consists of implementation of an updated master plan for the 
redevelopment of South Weymouth Naval Air Station (SWNAS) by LStar Southfield LLC (the 
Proponent) subsequent to input from the Host Communities (Abington, Rockland and 
Weymouth), the local redevelopment authority, and interested stakeholders. Generally, the 
project changes consist of:

• Relocation of residential neighborhoods and the commercial district;
• An increase in the number of age-restricted residential units;
• An increase in commercial space;
• An increase in overall project density;
• Elimination of a planned golf course;
• A reconfiguration and increase of permanently protected open space;
• Addition of a potential sports stadium on-site;
• Potential preservation and repurposing of Hangar 2;
• Relocation of the sports and recreation complex; and
• Modifications to proposed water supply and wastewater treatment alternatives.

Project Area

The approximately 1,462 acre project site is located on the former SWNAS property 
located in the Towns of Abington, Rockland and Weymouth. The project area is bound to the 
west by Pond Street (Route 58), Main Street (Route 18), the Old Colony/Kingston Line of the 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) commuter rail system, and residential and 
commercial uses; to the north by residential and commercial uses in the Town of Weymouth; to 
the east by Union Street and residential uses in the Town of Weymouth; and to the south by 
residential uses in the Towns of Rockland and Abington. The project area is bisected by several 
roads, including but not limited to. Bill Delahunt Parkway, Trotter Road, Shea Memorial Drive, 
and Memorial Grove Avenue. The project area is characterized by former buildings and 
runways associated with the NWNAS, open space and wetlands, and newly constructed 
residential uses proximate to the South Weymouth MBTA commuter rail station.

The project site includes Priority and Estimated Habitat for state-listed rare or 
endangered species or species of special concern as designated by the Division of Fisheries and 
Wildlife (DFW) Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP). The project site is 
not located in an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and does not contain historic 
resources listed in the State Register of Historic Places or the Inventory of Historic and 
Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth. Approximately 135 acres of the project site 
contain prime, state, or local importance farmland soils.
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Project Description

The project consists of a mixed-use development comprised of a Town Center District, a 
Discovery District (office, biotech, light manufacturing space) and a Neighborhood District 
(housing and recreation), along with large areas of open space and wetlands. The NPC tabulated 
the proposed project components by allocated space and use, comparing the proposed 
development plan to that approved in the 2007 FEIR and the newly proposed development 
program for Phase 1 of the project.

Use 2007 FEIR NPC Union Point Phase 1
Residential (dwelling units)
Single Family Detached 
Apartment/Condos 
Townhomes 
Age-Restricted

645 355
1,234 2,000
806 500
170 1,000

3,855TOTAL
Commercial (square feet)

Life Sciences
High-Tech Manufacturing
Manufacturing
Office
Retail
Conference Center
Hotel
Stadium
Skating Rink/Hockey 
Fitness/Wellness Center

TOTAL

2,855 2,855

950,000 565,000
200,000

2,800,000
800,000
800,000

2,485,000
348,000
120,000

171,000 (285 keys) 
270,000 (15,000 seats) 

120,000
______ 85,000______

N/A
N/A 0

575,000
300,000

575,000
300,000

0N/A
90,000
270,000
60,000

90,000 (150 keys)

60,000
85,000 0

2,060,0008,000,0002,060,000

Union Point Phase 1NPC2007 FEIRUse
Open Space (Acres)
Golf Course 
Recreation and Sports 
Neighborhood Parks 
General Passive and Open Space

TOTAL

00204
252552
434343
939939708

1,0071,0071,007

Union Point Phase 1NPC2007 FEIRUse
Additional Uses
Long-Term Care Facility 
Indoor Recreation Field House 
Wastewater Treatment Facility 
Multi-Modal Facility 
Public School 
Civic/Community Facility 
Public Works Parcel 
Institutional/Social Services

300 beds300 bedsN/A
0 sf0 sf200,000 sf 

3 acres 
5,000 sf 

600 students 
40,000 sf 

2 acres 
37,000 sf

3 acres 
0 sf

600 students 
40,000 sf 

2 acres 
37,000 sf

3 acres 
5,000 sf 

600 students 
40,000 sf 
2 acres 

37,000 sf

The NPC included an updated site master plan identifying the areas of proposed 
development, open space, grassland habitat conservation areas, and adjacent uses. Commercial 
density has increased and commercial development areas have been consolidated on-site.
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Modifications to site design will facilitate the creation of 158.5 acres of contiguous, preserved, 
and restored grasslands habitat, an increase of 55.5 acres from that proposed in the FEIR. 
Elimination of the golf course will increase area available for open space preservation and for 
creation of an approximately 50-mile network of hiking trails. The project will include the 
refurbishment of Hangar 2 and the adjacent Building 82. According to the NPC, Building 82 
will be used for offices and Hangar 2 may be used as a movie sound stage or community 
building, or be retrofitted for office or retail use. The proposed sports and recreation complex 
will be relocated in a more central area to improve access for all users.

I note that the uses and space allocations presented for review in the NPC were developed 
by the Proponent for planning and analysis purposes and may vary based on market forces. The 
vast variety of uses, project size, and construction period will present challenges for the 
structuring of future MEPA review and the development of appropriate mitigation measures.
The DSEIR and future filings should identify worst-case scenarios (i.e., highest potential 
environmental impact); however additional information on programming will be necessary to 
conduct meaningful review. If this is not achievable, NPCs may be necessary to ensure that the 
project avoids, minimizes and mitigates Damage to the Environment. Additional discussion of 
this matter is included in the Scope for the DSEIR.

Procedural History

The redevelopment of the SWNAS has a lengthy history of MEPA review. MEPA 
review was initiated in July 2002 with the submission of an Environmental Notification Form 
(ENF) for the “SouthField" project by the former project proponent, South Shore Tri-Town 
Development Corporation (SSTTDC). A scope for an EIR was issued in October 2002 and a 
Special Review Procedure (SRP) was established in accordance with 301 CMR 11.09. 
Subsequently, in 2002 SSTTDC requested additional review and received approval of a Phase 1 
waiver to develop a portion of the project in advance of the completion of the EIR. In 2005, 
SSTTDC received approval through an NPC for a Village Center Master Plan and a modified 
Scope for the SouthField EIR was issued. Review of the Draft EIR and Final EIR for SouthField 
were completed in 2006 and 2007, respectively. In 2008, an NPC was filed proposing changes 
to the interim water supply and wastewater treatment options for SouthField. A Certificate 
this NPC was issued in April 2008. No additional MEPA review was required. The Certificate 
highlighted the additional permitting work necessary in collaboration with the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP). Finally, in 2012, the Massachusetts 
Department of Transportation (MassDOT) filed a Supplemental EIR for review regarding 
proposed widening of Route 18 to support the redevelopment of the former SWNAS. A 
Certificate was issued on September 28, 2012 concluding that this Supplemental EIR adequately 
and property complied with the MEPA regulations.

on

The Massachusetts General Court’s Chapter 291 of the Acts of 2014 (the Act) resulted in 
the replacement of the SSTTDC with the Southfield Redevelopment Authority (SRA). The SRA 
assumed the role of the Local Redevelopment Authority (ERA) for site redevelopment and 
currently serves to reinforce municipal control over land use and development decisions 
affecting areas of the Host Communities within the project boundaries consistent with the 
purposes of the SRA as described in the Act. As noted in Section 1 of the Act, “it is the purpose
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of this act to promote the expeditious and orderly conversion and redevelopment of NAS South 
Weymouth for nonmilitary purposes including, but not limited to, commercial, housing, 
industrial, institutional, educational, governmental, recreational, conservation or manufacturing 
uses in order to prevent blight, economic dislocation and additional unemployment and to aid 
and strengthen the local economy, the regional economy and the economy of the 
commonwealth.”

As noted in the NPC, to accommodate the updated redevelopment project, zoning bylaws 
in each of the Host Communities were amended (Abington: June 6,2016; Rockland: May 2, 
2016; and Weymouth: November 18,2015). These amendments created new overlay zoning 
districts allowing additional density and mixture of uses while minimizing demands on 
municipal services. The NPC included an updated zoning map for Union Point depicting the 
amended zoning districts.

Permits and Jurisdiction

The project was subject to review and mandatory preparation of an EIR because it will 
require State Agency Actions and exceed the following EIR review thresholds:

• 301 CMR 11.03(l)(a)(l) - Direct alteration of 50 or more acres of land;
• 301 CMR 11.03(l)(a)(2) - Creation of ten or more acres of impervious area;
• 301 CMR 11.03(4)(a)(2) - New interbasin transfer of water of 1,000,000 or more 

gallons per day (gpd) or any amount determined significant by the Water Resources 
Commission;

• 301 CMR 11.03(5)(a)(2) - New interbasin transfer of wastewater of 1,000,000 or 
more gpd or any amount determined significant by the Water Resources Commission;

• 301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(6) - Generation of 3,000 or more New adt on roadways 
providing access to a single location; and

• 301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(7) - Construction of 1,000 or more New parking spaces at a 
single location.

The project will also exceed the following ENF review thresholds:

• 301 CMR 11.03(2)(b)(2) - Alteration of greater than two acres of designated priority 
habitat, as defined in 321 CMR 10.02, that results in the take of a state-listed 
endangered or threatened species or species of special concern;

• 301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(l)(d) - Alteration of 5,000 or more sf of bordering or isolated 
vegetated wetlands;

• 301 CMR 11.03(4)(b)(3) - Construction of one of more New water mains five or 
more miles in length;

• 301 CMR 11.03(5)(b)(l) - Construction of a New wastewater treatment and/or 
disposal facility with a capacity of 100,000 or more gpd; and

• 301 CMR 11.03(5)(b)(4)(a) - New discharge or Expansion in discharge to a sewer 
system of 100,000 or more gpd of sewage, industrial wastewater or untreated 
stormwater.
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The project will require numerous State Agency Actions including:

• A Vehicular Access Permit from MassDOT;
• A Groundwater Discharge Permit, Sewer Extension and Connection Permit, and 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) from MassDEP;
• An Interbasin Transfer Approval from the Department of Conservation and 

Recreation (DCR) - Water Resources Commission;
• Admission of a New Community to Waterworks System (OP#l 0) and Admission 

of a New Community to MWRA Sewer System and Other Requests for Sewer 
Service to Locations Outside MWRA Sewer Service Area (OP#l 1) from the 
MWRA; and

• A Conservation and Management Permit (CMP) from the Natural Heritage and 
Endangered Species Program (NHESP)

The project will also require Orders of Conditions from the Host Communities, or in the 
case of an appeal, a Superseding Order of Conditions (SOC) from MassDEP. The project will 
require review and approval under Section 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act from the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). Finally, it will require a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Discharges from Construction Activities from 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The project is subject to MEPA’s 
Greenhouse Gas Policy and Protocol (the GHG Policy) dated May 5,2010.

Because the Proponent received Financial Assistance for the construction of Bill 
Delahunt Parkway, MEPA jurisdiction for this project is broad and extends to all aspects of the 
project that are likely, directly or indirectly, to cause Damage to the Environment as defined in 
the MEPA regulations.

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

The project will result in the alteration of approximately 663 acres and create 425 acres 
of impervious area on the 1,462-acre project site. On-site impacts to wetland resource areas are 
estimated at 21,448 sf (5,990 sf of which are State-regulated Bordering Vegetated Wetlands 
(BVW)). The NPC noted that additional wetland impacts may result from off-site utility work. 
The project will generate an estimated 79,000 total average daily vehicle trips (adt), an increase 
from the 34,400 adt presented in the FEIR and will include between 19,500 and 43,900 parking 
spaces. Water use will increase from the 1.4 million gallons per day (gpd) proposed in the FEIR 
to 2.7 mgd. New on-site water mains will be approximately 6 miles in length and new off-site 
water mains will be between 6 and 15 miles in length depending upon the selected water supply 
alternative. Total water withdrawal will be reduced to 90,000 gpd from the previously approved 
range of 300,000 to 500,000 gpd. Total project wastewater demand will increase to 2.3 mgd 
from a range of 650,000 to 1.4 mgd estimated in the FEIR. On-site sewer mains are estimated at 
approximately 6 miles.

The NPC presented generalized preliminary mitigation measures such as: intersection and 
roadway improvements, energy efficiency measures, wetlands replication, construction of a 
stormwater management system compliant with the Massachusetts Stormwater Management
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Standards (SMS) of the Wetlands Protection Act (WPA) regulations, permanent protection of 
open space, and development of a Construction Management Plan. A comprehensive and robust 
mitigation program must be developed for the project, tied to project phasing as necessary, to 
effectively mitigate unavoidable Damage to the Environment attributable to the project’s 
impacts. Development, review and implementation of this mitigation program will be subject of 
subsequent MEPA and State Agency permitting processes.

Review of the NPC

The NPC included a summary of project changes since the FEIR and a general discussion 
of additional project impacts and anticipated future impact studies. The NPC briefly summarized 
elements of the project completed to date and provided an update on collaboration with local. 
State and federal authorities regarding the site redevelopment. The NPC contained broad-based 
graphics depicting proposed development areas, potential utility routes, and locations of 
wetlands, rare species habitat and other sensitive environmental resources. Additional data, 
analysis and assessment of impacts will be provided in subsequent MEPA review documents.
The NPC did focus on various categories of environmental impact that will require supplemental 
review and described the types of studies completed as part of the FEIR for comparative 
purposes.

The NPC summarized development completed to date. These include a series of 
completed and occupied residential developments (Highlands Neighborhood, Fairing Way, 
Eventide, Snowbird, Transit Village, Winterwoods (under construction), and The Commons. An 
additional 250 market rate apartments with 14,000 sf of ground-floor retail is also under 
construction. Eventide includes a 40,000-sf nursing facility. The project site has also been used 
as a location for motion picture filming and by law enforcement agencies for high-speed driving 
training. Recreational and community amenities completed to date include refurbishment of the 
gymnasium and soccer fields, construction of a children’s play area, street hockey rink, a dog 
park and a small-scale Fenway Park replica for baseball games. The Proponent has also 
commenced construction on a proposed 50-mile trail network.

Transportation

The project is anticipated to generate approximately 79,900 adt on the local and regional 
roadway network within the traffic study area. The NPC identified 64 intersections within the 
communities of Abington, Braintree, Hingham, Norwell, Rockland, Weymouth and Whitman 
that were assessed as part of the FEIR Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA). Study area traffic 
volumes at 17 locations within the towns of Abington, Rockland, Hingham, and Weymouth were 
collected in June 2016 and presented in the NPC.

The NPC indicated that since the completion of the FEIR, several transportation 
infrastructure improvement projects have been completed, including intersection upgrades along 
Route 18, the construction of Bill Delahunt Parkway, widening of Queen Anne’s Comer, and 
intersection improvements at Route 53/Middle Street. The segment of Bill Delahunt Parkway 
between Shea Memorial Drive and Trotter Road is under construction, while the eastern and 
central segments of the roadway were completed in 2013. Other infrastructure projects are
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currently in the design or construction phases, including MassDOTs Route 18 widening project, 
improvements to the Route 3 interchange at Derby Street, and signal and geometric 
improvements at the Route 53/Derby Street/Gardener Street intersection. The full Route 18 
widening and reconstruction project is expected to be completed by 2023. The NPC also 
described those mitigation measures proposed in conjunction with the original project that have 
not been constructed.

According to the NPC, 2,056 parking spaces have been permitted or constructed. 
Estimated parking demand for full build-out of Union Point is estimated between 19,500 and 
43,900 spaces per the minimum and maximum parking spaces required by the applicable zoning 
bylaws for the proposed land uses. The NPC indicated that transportation demand management 
(TDM) measures will be implemented consistent with those outlined in the FEIR, including a 
trip reduction goal of 15%.

Given the substantial increases in project-related traffic and potential regional impacts, 
transportation mitigation measures reviewed in the FEIR will require reassessment as part of the 
DSEIRprocess and are outlined in the Scope below.

Water Supply

The project’s water demand at full build-out is estimated at approximately 2.7 mgd on an 
average daily basis. The Proponent is currently discussing water supply development options for 
Union Point with the MWRA and several municipalities, including Braintree, Brockton, 
Weymouth, Quincy, Abington, and Rockland.

The NPC stated that in conjunction with the Town of Weymouth, the Proponent will 
pursue an interim water supply for project development within the Town of Weymouth. Pursuant 
to an amended Memorandum of Agreement (MOU) between the two parties, Weymouth will 
increase the amount of potable water supplied to Union Point from 245,000 gpd to 600,000 gpd. 
The MOU states that the water supply capacity and allocation shall be temporary in nature but 
shall continue until a permanent supply is operational. The NPC indicated that this water will be 
provided by the Town of Weymouth’s existing supply infrastructure under existing permits. A 
similar interim water supply agreement is proposed for the Abington-Rockland Joint Water 
Works (Abington-Rockland) to provide up to 250,000 gpd only to those areas at Union Point 
located in these respective communities.

According to the NPC, the long-term water supply option presented in the FEIR may no 
longer be viable. The FEIR option consists of a direct connection to the MWRA water system by 
way of an 8-mile long dedicated water transmission pipeline to connection point M-246 in the 
City of Quincy. The NPC identified additional water supply alternatives including a connection 
to the MWRA system at connection point M-166 farther north in Quincy, alternative MRWA 
connection pipeline routes from Quincy through North Weymouth to Union Point, and a 
potential connection to the Aquaria desalination plant in Brockton. These routes are anticipated 
to follow roadway ROWs, utility ROWs and cross-country outside existing ROWs.
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Wastewater

Upon completion. Union Point will generate an estimated average daily wastewater flow 
of 2.3 mgd. The wastewater management program presented in the FEIR included the 
construction of an on-site wastewater treatment facility. Wastewater from the initial phases of the 
project was to be directed to the Town of Weymouth sewer system and redirected to the on-site 
wastewater treatment facility once operational. An emergency connection to Weymouth was 
proposed to remain in place. Three wastewater alternatives were presented in the NPC:

• All MWRA Alternative - All Union Point wastewater conveyed to the MWRA Deer 
Island Treatment Facility for treatment and disposal;

• All On-Site Alternative - All Union Point wastewater treated in a new, privately- 
owned on-site wastewater treatment plant and discharged to groundwater or well, or 
used for irrigation or industrial uses; and

• Hybrid Alternative - All Union Point wastewater conveyed to a combination of both 
the MWRA Deer Island Treatment Facility and to a new, privately-owned on-site 
wastewater treatment plant, where it will be treated and discharged to groundwater.

The NPC dismissed a fourth alternative comprised of conveying wastewater generated in 
the Weymouth portion of the development to the MWRA Deer Island Treatment Facility while 
wastewater from the Rockland and Abington portions of the project would be conveyed to the 
Rockland wastewater treatment facility. This alternative was dismissed as Rockland does not 
have adequate capacity to accept the projected flows from the project.

The All MWRA Alternative would convey project wastewater through the Weymouth 
sewer system (via Mill River, Old Swamp River, and Lower Central interceptor sewers) to the 
MWRA’s Sanitary Drainage Area 4 and ultimately to the Deer Island Treatment Facility prior to 
discharge into Boston Harbor. Weymouth is currently a member of the MWRA, with its 
wastewater system managed by the MWRA. However, the Abington and Rockland portions of 
the project site would need to be admitted into the MWRA under this scenario. This requires 
approvals from the MWRA, MassDEP, the Towns of Weymouth, Abington and Rockland, and 
the Governor and the General Court.

The All On-Site Alternative was originally proposed in the FEIR, albeit for lower 
expected wastewater generation volumes. The NPC indicated that the previously proposed 
system included reclamation of wastewater for use as seasonal golf course irrigation and year- 
round use by industrial and biotechnology users. The design included a 9-acre leading area and a 
10-acre reserve area for redundancy. The NPC stated that soils may not have sufficient capacity 
to accommodate the projected flows from the new master plan development program. Such a 
system would require approximately twice as much acreage as the system described in the FEIR. 
Potential flow and nutrient impacts from recharge would require further study to determine if 
nearby wetland resource areas would be negatively impacted. This alternative would require a 
Groundwater Discharge Permit from MassDEP.

The Hybrid Alternative assumes that on-site treatment and discharge would be provided 
for approximately 830,000 gpd of wastewater, with some of this treated wastewater used for
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seasonal irrigation or year-round use by an industrial user. Wastewater from the Abington and 
Rockland portions of the project would be discharged on-site pursuant to a Groundwater 
Discharge Permit from MassDEP. The remaining portion of Union Point’s wastewater would be 
conveyed to the MWRA Deer Island Treatment Facility via Weymouth’s sewer infrastructure.

The MWRA has consistently noted concern with a significant new discharge to the 
MWRA system and the potential that the recent enlargement of the Weymouth Lower Central 
Interceptor may affect downstream conditions in the MWRA wastewater system during wet 
weather events. The MWRA also noted the additional wastewater flow may increase sanitary 
sewer overflows (SSOs) into local rivers and streams during larger wet weather events in 
locations such as Smelt Brook Siphon, the Weymouth Landing Interceptor, and East Braintree. 
Additional discussion of each of these alternatives, including further analysis of potential 
environmental impacts, is outlined in the Scope below.

Wetlands

Approximately 383 acres of wetland resource areas are located within the project site. 
The project site is located within two major river basins, the South Coastal (North and South 
Rivers) and the Boston Harbor (Weymouth and Weir River Basin) River Basins. The project site 
is comprised of three major drainage basins: the East Branch of French’s Stream, the West 
Branch of French’s Stream, and the Old Swamp River. Old Swamp River is listed as an 
Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) by the Commonwealth, as it is a tributary to Whitman’s 
Pond, a public water supply. French’s Stream is an impaired water, per the Massachusetts Year 
2014 Integrated List of Waters, Final Listing of the Condition of Massachusetts’s Waters 
Pursuant to Sections 305(b), 314 and 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. The segment of French’s 
Stream near the project site is impaired by fecal coliform, low dissolved oxygen, total 
phosphorus, and whole effluent toxicity. Additional downgradient segments are also listed as 
impaired due to the same pollutants.

The project site contains extensive areas of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands (BVW) and an 
associated 100-foot buffer zone. According to the NPC, all Isolated Vegetated Wetlands (IVW) 
anticipated to be impacted by the project are subject to regulation under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. Some areas of potential wetland impacts off-site have been delineated in conjunction 
with roadway improvement projects. Wetland mitigation projects constructed to date in 
conjunction with the original ACOE authorization include:

• Restoration of the Old Swamp River crossing;
• Daylighting approximately 800 linear feet of the West Branch of French’s 

Stream; and
• Construction of “Wetland Replication Area 2”.

The expanded development program is anticipated to result in additional impacts to 
wetland resource area buffer zones. The NPC noted that upgrades for wastewater service will 
impact two sewer lines that run underground through vegetated wetlands. The NPC 
characterized off-site utility infrastructure wetland impacts as temporary in nature and that it will 
be permitted through the WPA as a limited project under 310 CMR 10.24(7)(b). The NPC
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summarized permitting actions completed to date under the WPA and Section 404 and 401 for 
project-related work. The modified project will require new Notices of Intent pursuant to the 
WPA and an amendment to the 401 WQC (last amended August 27,2014).

Stormwater

The project will result in significant areas of impervious area and associated stormwater 
runoff. The project change will result in a net increase of 75 acres of impervious areas compared 
to the 2007 FEIR conditions. The project site includes ORWs, wetland resource areas, and areas 
of high groundwater that will influence the design of any new stormwater management system. 
As described in the NPC, several changes to regulatory guidelines and baseline information for 
stormwater management and modeling have occurred since completion of the FEIR. These 
include incorporation of the SMS into 310 CMR 10.00 (WPA) and 314 CMR 9.00, updated 
USDA NRCS soils mapping, and updated precipitation frequency estimates (NOAA Atlas 14, 
Volume 10).

Since the FEIR, several subprojects on-site were completed, with mitigation provided, in 
accordance with the historic stormwater modeling data and approvals. These include: the Phase 
1A Definitive Subdivision Plan, Pulte Residential Developments (Transit Village and 
Winterwoods), Bill Delahunt Parkway, and Market Street. Stormwater generated by the project 
is anticipated to be mitigated by large regional or distributed stormwater management/detention 
facilities constructed as specific phases of development are designed and built.

Rare Species

The NPC outlined the project’s proposed rare species program presented in the FEIR.
The project site contains Priority or Estimated Habitat for the Eastern Box Turtle {Terrapene 
Carolina Carolina), upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda), and grasshopper sparrow 
{Ammodramus savannarum) as designated by the NHESP. As outlined in the FEIR the 
Proponent’s program included habitat protection, construction-period measures, and long-term 
habitat management. The previously proposed golf course would have resulted in the loss of 90 
acres of grassland habitat; however, a permanent deed restriction was placed on the 280-acre 
links-style golf course area (golf course CR). A CMP was issued by NHESP (Permit No. 008- 
125.DFW) on February 12,2009. The construction of portions of Bill Delahunt Parkway was 
completed in accordance with this CMP. Furthermore, several conservation restrictions (CR) 
were placed on parcels within the project area including: 1) an 11.8-acre parcel, known as 
Rockland Meadows; 2) 85 acres of box turtle habitat on the east end of the site; and 3) 71 acres 
of grassland and forest habitat at the south end of the site. The Proponent has also made the 
required escrow payments per the CMP for funding off-site protection and maintenance of 
grassland habitat used by the grasshopper sparrow.

Removal of the golf course from the proposed development program will result in an 
expansion in grassland habitat and open space on-site. An additional 18.6 acres of grassland will 
be preserved and 37 additional acres within the golf course CR area will be restored. To 
accommodate increased project density and modifications to the location of mixed-use areas, 
approximately 78 acres of land will be removed along the northern boundary of the golf course
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CR. As presented in the NPC, these modifications will create a single 158-acre contiguous 
grassland habitat area. The Proponent has submitted a request to NHESP to modify the existing 
CMP in accordance with the revised development plan. Comments from NHESP stated that they 
have agreed with the Proponent to a revised Grassland Conservation Plan which includes active 
management, enhancement, and creation of grassland habitat. The NHESP will not render a 
final decision on the CMP amendment until the MEPA review process has concluded.

Hazardous Materials

The project site contains numerous active hazardous waste sites subject to ongoing 
investigation and remediation by the U.S. Navy. Furthermore, three Navy-operated landfills are 
located on-site: the West Gate Landfill, the Rubble Disposal Area, and the Small Landfill. Each 
of these landfills will eventually be transferred to the Proponent and subject to deed restriction 
and/or Activity and Use Limitations (AULs). The Navy is responsible for the long-term 
maintenance of the landfill caps and monitoring long-term conditions. As noted by MassDEP, 
any future use proposed at the Small Landfill will require a Post-Closure Use Permit (BWP SW- 
36 or BWP SW-37) from MassDEP.

The NPC included a status report of which sites completed remediation activities since 
the FEIR and those that remain active. The NPC noted that in July 2016, the EPA issued a letter 
requesting additional investigation of some sites for per- and polyfluoralkyl substances (PFAS). 
PFAS are considered “emergent” contaminants, only recently identified as a contaminant of 
concern. EPA recently established health advisory concentrations for two PFAS compounds in 
drinking water. As noted in the NPC, PFAS compounds have been detected in groundwater on-
site, but the groundwater is not used as a potable water supply so it does not create an exposure 
pathway for people on-site under normal conditions. According to the NPC, the Navy is 
performing additional investigation of these compounds on-site, with oversight from EPA and 
MassDEP.

SCOPE
General

The DSEIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and 
content, as modified by this Scope. I note that while this project has a lengthy history of 
environmental review, the DSEIR should be comprehensive in nature to facilitate review for 
those who have limited knowledge of the project’s history and current environmental conditions 
or access to previous review documents. This context is imperative to ensure a thorough 
assessment of the project’s potential impacts and confirm that the project will avoid, minimize 
and mitigate Damage to the Environment.

Project Description and Permitting

The DSEIR should include a detailed description of the project and describe any changes 
to the project since the filing of the NPC. This should include clarification of the amount of 
residential uses by type proposed as part of Phase 1. Furthermore, the DSEIR should summarize
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potential environmental impacts of Phase 1 alone, as these uses differ in type and scale to the 
development program described in the FEIR. The DSEIR should include updated site plans, if 
applicable, for existing and post-development conditions at a legible scale. These conceptual 
plans should include on-site work and any off-site work associated with transportation or utility 
improvements for the project. The DSEIR should contain a separate graphic and environmental 
impact table identifying on-site and off-site projects completed to date (grouped by subproject 
with an accompanying description of use and units/square footage or similar metric), including 
off-site roadway/intersection improvements and mitigation efforts constructed in accordance 
with previous approvals subsequent to the issuance of the FEIR.

The DSEIR should include a comprehensive list of all local, federal and State permits and 
approvals necessary for the project. The DSEIR should identify the type, date and issuing 
authority for all project-related permits to date. The DSEIR should describe ongoing activities 
on-site under the purview of the Navy associated with decommissioning and environmental 
remediation of the SWNAS. I encourage the Proponent to present a conceptual permitting 
approach and project phasing schedule for comment by State Agencies as part of the DSEIR. 
Given the potentially lengthy build-out period, uncertain phasing of project subcomponents, and 
the extensive mitigation required to mitigate project impacts, permitting processes are likely to 
be complex and require substantial coordination. Initiating a discussion of this process as part of 
the DSEIR should facilitate a more streamlined review of the project moving forward.

Land Impacts

The project will create substantial new areas of impervious area. The Proponent should 
strive to reduce impervious area to the maximum extent practicable through thoughtful design, 
creative stormwater management, and limiting surface parking. Additional exploration of these 
concepts is outlined later in this Certificate.

The project will include approximately 1,007 acres (70%) of the site as open space, either 
in its current condition, restored grassland habitat, landscaped areas, or recreational facilities 
(e.g. playing field and nature trails). The DSEIR should include graphics at a reasonable scale 
identifying these open space areas. The DSEIR should outline anticipated dates or milestones 
that will dictate when various areas of open space will be placed into permanent protection under 
a CR. A separate plan should be provided of the proposed nature trail network in relation to 
proposed uses, the roadway network, key destinations (i.e., recreational fields), wetland resource 
areas and protected open space.

The DSEIR should provide an update on proposed mitigation measures associated with 
the alteration of agricultural soils. These measures include the designation of space for 
community gardens, staging farmer’s markets, and off-site use of agricultural soils for use by 
local farmers. The DSEIR should clarify how much space will be designated for community 
garden space and whether its designation will be tied to overall project occupancy or another 
metric. The DSEIR should discuss what types of on-site uses may be suitable for the agricultural 
soils and estimate the amount of agricultural soils that may be available for off-site use if 
necessary.
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Transportation

The DSEIR must include a revised transportation study prepared in conformance with the 
current (March 2014) MassDOT/EEA Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) Guidelines. The 
Proponent is working with Central Transportation Planning Staff (CTPS) to determine the 
number of New adt generated by the revised master plan and determine trip assignments, 
including trips on existing and fiiture roadway infrastructure. The Proponent should review 
comments received. In coordination with MassDOT, the Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
(MAPC), the Old Colony Planning Council (OCPC), and community leaders, the Proponent 
should consider expansion of the TIA study area to ensure that sufficient mitigation will be 
provided to offset project-related traffic generation. I hereby incorporate by reference 
MassDOT’s comment letter dated April 24,2016, into the project Scope. MassDOT’s comment 
letter contains guidance pertaining to the development of the revised TIA including trip 
generation and assignment, traffic operations, safety analysis, and conceptual plans.

The DSEIR should address traffic-related impacts specifically attributable to the 
proposed sports stadium. The TIA should address how patrons will access the facility and 
outline traffic management options to control crowd/traffic surges before and after events. To 
assist in this analysis, the DSEIR should provide additional specifics regarding the stadiums use, 
including but not limited to, its location, use profile (e.g. weekends, evenings only), and how 
timing of its use may overlap with peak traffic periods within the local and regional roadway 
network.

The DSEIR should include a comprehensive list of transportation mitigation 
improvements focused on providing multi-modal service throughout the study area, ensuring 
acceptable operations of study area intersections and roadways, access to public transit, and safe 
travel for all users. Transportation mitigation measures presented in the DSEIR should be 
closely coordinated with impacted communities and MassDOT to ensure feasibility and 
acceptance by each jurisdiction. As presented in the NPC, Phase 1 of the Union Point project 
will consist of a development program similar in size to that proposed in the FEIR and intends to 
use the previously identified transportation improvement program to mitigate related impacts. 
The DSEIR must clarify the content of the transportation improvement program associated with 
Phase 1, as proposed uses have been altered and may result in changes to the amount of trips, trip 
distribution, or peak hours assumed in the FEIR. I refer the Proponent to comments from MAPC 
for additional guidance on this Scope item. As part of the DSEIR the Proponent should provide a 
clear commitment to implement the necessary mitigation measures based upon the proposed 
project phasing and attendant traffic generation.

I note significant concerns raised by project abutters and Town officials regarding 
potential site access via North Union Street in Rockland to Bill Delahunt Parkway. The DSEIR 
should clarify whether the Proponent is not currently considering reestablishing access to the 
project site at this location. The TIA should reflect the status of this road closure. If the project 
will include access at this location it must be added to the study area considered in the TIA.
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Parking

The DSEIR should identify the location and amount of parking proposed in both 
structures or surface lots and clarify the amount of parking spaces proposed by land use type. As 
recommended by MAPC and MassDEP, the DSEIR should include an analysis of anticipated 
parking demand based upon parking needs and supplies (based on multiple data sources, and 
discounted to allow for the proximity to transit); the projected traffic demand at different times 
of the day; the expected parking duration; and the different types of parking demand (e.g. 
resident, employee, visitor, etc.). This information should assist in determining opportunities to 
provide the minimum amount of parking necessary and shared parking benefits. The DSEIR 
should provide additional discussion of how the final parking demand will be met given the large 
range of potential parking supply presented in the NPC. The DSEIR should clarify how parking 
will be constructed to meet the needs of each construction phase. The DSEIR should evaluate 
parking policies that will minimize parking demand and automobile use, such as charging market 
rates for parking, parking cash-out polices, and other demand-reduction policies for employees 
and residents. The DSEIR should discuss how the Proponent intends to incorporate electric 
vehicle charging infrastructure on-site.

Public Transportation

The DSEIR should complete an analysis of the project’s potential impact on the MBTA’s 
commuter rail and Red Line service in response to the comments submitted by MassDOT. This 
evaluation will consider ridership and operational impacts and associated mitigation, if 
necessary. The DSEIR should describe the proposed multi-modal transportation facility based 
on the expansion of the South Weymouth Commuter Rail Station and clarify whether the 
Proponent is the responsible party for constructing this element of the project. The DSEIR 
should discuss how the Proponent will coordinate with stakeholders to ensure that this facility 
will be designed to attract and service different modes of travel.

The DSEIR should describe the proposed Union Point shuttle service, including potential 
routes, destinations, frequency and ridership goals. I encourage the Proponent to consider 
extending this route beyond the South Weymouth commuter rail station to other nearby public 
transit options such as Braintree’s Red Line station, MBTA bus route #225 and the Hingham 
Ferry Terminal. Furthermore, as requested by the OCPC, the Proponent should work with 
Brockton Area Transit (BAT), the MBTA and private carriers to investigate the feasibility to 
regional connectivity between the site and existing transit systems.

TDM program

The DSEIR should include a proposal for a robust TDM program that comprehensively 
addresses site design opportunities and incentives to reduce single occupancy vehicle (SOV) 
trips. I refer the Proponent to comment letters from MassDOT and MAPC regarding feasible 
TDM measures that should be explored as part of the DSEIR.

As noted previously, the project is located proximate to public transit options that will 
facility alternative modes of access to the site. In addition to enhancing access to public transit,
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the DSEIR should identify bicycle and pedestrian accommodations within the project site, 
connections to existing bicycle networks or on-road infrastructure, and connections to the South 
Weymouth commuter rail station. An assessment of existing and proposed pedestrian and bicycle 
accommodations should be prepared in accordance with guidance provided in the MassDOT 
comment letter.

Transportation Monitoring

The DSEIR should outline a proposed transportation monitoring program to be conducted 
upon occupancy of the project. The goals of this monitoring program should be to evaluate the 
assumptions made in the TIA, adequacy of the transportation mitigation measures, and to 
determine the effectiveness of the TDM program. The Proponent, subsequent to consultation 
with MassDOT, should present a proposed framework for the monitoring program, including but 
not limited to, frequency, monitoring locations, evaluation of parking supply and demand, 
evaluation of shuttle ridership, mode share assessments, and reporting requirements. Given the 
potential build-out period of the project, the DSEIR should proposed interim monitoring 
thresholds to allow for tracking TDM progress prior to full occupancy. The DSEIR should set 
and commit to specific mode share goals for the project (vehicular, commuter rail, shuttle, 
cycling, walking). The monitoring program should identify how the TDM program or roadway 
mitigation measures will be updated based upon the results of the monitoring program.

Water Supply

Interim Supply

The DSEIR should provide an update on agreements between each of the Host 
Communities regarding the acquisition of potable water supply for the project. The DSEIR 
should explain the conditions of each agreement, specifically noting commitments by the 
Proponent to ensure that these withdrawals remain temporary in nature. Given the complexity of 
designing, permitting and constructing the long-term water supply, the DSEIR should address the 
Proponent’s ability to meet the terms of the interim water supply agreement described by the 
Town of Weymouth. The DSEIR should identify the location of proposed infrastructure 
improvements to accommodate additional flows, the length, type and size of new or modified 
water mains, and the location of new pump stations, if applicable. The DSEIR should discuss 
how these additional interim flows will impact existing permitted withdrawal volumes for each 
community. The DSEIR should respond to MassDEP’s comments regarding impacts to Water 
Management Act (WMA) compliance, mitigation requirements, existing unaccounted for water 
(UAW) issues, and ability to meet future water demand for each community as a whole during 
the proposed interim condition. Historic water use data from each of these communities should 
also be provided to highlight use and UAW trends. The DSEIR should discuss the amount and 
type of anticipated build-out under the interim condition to clarify how much of Phase 1 can be 
served by the proposed interim water supply agreements.
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Long-Term Supply

The DSEIR should include a comprehensive description of each long-term water supply 
alternative, including but not limited to, die location of proposed infrastructure improvements to 
accommodate additional flows and connections, the length, type and size of new or modified 
water mains, and the location of new pump stations or other related infrastructure. Plans at a 
legible scale should be provided identifying the proposed routes as they relate to environmental 
resources, rare species habitat, Article 97 land and/or open space accompanied by conceptual 
cross-sections for work within roadway, utility or cross-country ROWs. The DSEIR should 
identify water demand rates and total volumes by use, noting data sources, and community of 
origin.

The DSEIR should demonstrate how it will meet MWRA’s policy OP#10-Admission of 
a New Community to Waterworks System. The DSEIR should discuss how the project will 
address potential differences in water treatment in chemistry between the Weymouth and 
MWRA or Aquaria supply sources may result in water quality impacts and present mitigation 
options to ensure a quality drinking water and the integrity of existing water main infrastructure. 
The DSEIR should also discuss whether the improvements will be designed to facilitate future 
connections for additional communities to the MWRA system.

Assessment of the Aquaria Desalination Plant alternative should discuss the plant’s 
capacity, available supply, and cost to purchase water. Comments from the Water Resources 
Commission (WRC) indicate that a connection to this facility may require an Interbasin Transfer. 
As noted by MassDEP, it is unclear if the plant will have the ability to provide the quantity of 
water necessary to meet maximum daily demand and reliability as a primary water supply. The 
DSEIR should discuss this potential constraint, as well as concerns regarding the potential 
connection point presented in the NPC. Finally, the DSEIR should address whether this 
alternative will require additional permitting or modification of existing permits for the plant, 
most notably an NPC for accepting a new customer.

The project will require MassDEP approval for the formation of a Consecutive Water 
Supply System, as defined in 310 CMR 22.00 and an Interbasin Transfer Act (ITA) approval 
from DCR. The Proponent should meet with WRC staff to discuss the revised master plan and 
ITA issues prior to preparation of the DSEIR. The WRC comments noted that previous 
comments on the FEIR related to a connection to the MWRA’s water supply system remain 
outstanding and should be updated and addressed as part of the DSEIR.

The DSEIR should estimate potable vs. non-potable demand for the project. The DSEIR 
should discuss feasible opportunities to reduce water demand (and corresponding wastewater 
discharges) through water conservation measures such as innovative low-flow fixtures and 
natural, drought-tolerant landscaping. A feasibility assessment of rainwater capture and reuse, 
and reuse of greywater for non-potable uses should be included in the DSEIR, with commitments 
to implement these measures, if feasible. The DSEIR should discuss how the project will meet 
Water Conservation Standards for residential indoor and outdoor water use, as applicable, and 
implement water conservation BMPs by industrial users. The DSEIR should outline BMPs for 
outdoor irrigation that may be considered on-site.
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Wastewater

The DSEIR should include a comprehensive analysis of the three wastewater treatment 
alternatives presented in the NPC. This analysis should identify the location of on-site and off-
site impacts, the relationship of new infrastructure to environmental resources (e.g. wetlands, 
rare species habitat, etc.), conceptual design plans for an on-site treatment facility, and a 
discussion of capacity constraints associated with existing Weymouth and MWRA infrastructure 
during typical and peak flow periods. This analysis should specifically address whether 
additional flows will exacerbate SSOs. The DSEIR should describe the length, type and 
diameter of sewer lines and ownership of new infrastructure or that which will be modified in the 
selected alternatives. The DSEIR should provide additional information on whether sewer routes 
will require the acquisition of, or securement of easements through, property outside of existing 
roadway or utility ROWs. The DSEIR should indicate if cross-country routes will impact Article 
97 land, designated open space, or private property. The DSEIR should identify wastewater 
generation rates and total volumes by use, noting data sources, community of origin, and other 
details as specified in the MWRA comment letter.

The DSEIR should discuss how the project will comply with applicable performance 
standards and regulations for each alternative, particularly the Groundwater Discharge Permit 
requirements from MassDEP and MWRA’s Policy OP#ll -Admission of New Community to 
MWRA Sewer System and Other Requests for Sewer Service to Locations Outside MWRA Sewer 
Service Area. MWRA comments noted that historically connections under OP#l 1 have been 
many magnitudes less than those presented in the NPC. The DSEIR should present alternatives, 
consistent with those required under OP#l 1 review and outlined in MWRA’s comments to meet 
MWRA approval criteria. The DSEIR should also address comments from the WRC regarding 
potential ITA review for the various wastewater alternatives.

The DSEIR must demonstrate that on-site treatment and discharge alternatives will meet 
MassDEP requirements for limiting potential impacts to the French’s Stream or its downgradient 
segments. The Proponent should review the MassDEP comment letter to assist in the preparation 
of this analysis to ensure that all salient data are presented to confirm that the project will comply 
with Section 310 CMR 5.06(7) of the Groundwater Discharge Permit regulations.

The DSEIR should explicitly discuss how the inflow and infiltration (I/I) requirements 
for the project will be met, particularly in conjunction with existing I/I removal efforts by the 
Town of Weymouth. The DSEIR should present a conceptual I/I removal program, identifying 
the amount of I/I mitigation required, potential projects that may achieve these reductions, or 
other measures (i.e. cash payment) to comply with this directive.

Numerous comments highlighted the project’s opportunity to use reclaimed wastewater 
for a variety of uses. The DSEIR should estimate the potential volumes of reclaimed wastewater 
that will be available for reuse based on seasonal irrigation demand and industrial users. The 
DSEIR should present a conceptual plan for potential treated wastewater reuse on-site, including 
how this sustainable measure will be incorporated into overall site and building design. As noted 
by MassDEP, reclaimed water permitting can be included in the permitting for a Groundwater 
Discharge Permit. The Proponent should review comments from MassDEP regarding upfront
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design considerations to accommodate reclaimed water use by the project and incorporate 
infrastructure as appropriate..

The DSEIR should identify any potential sources of industrial or medical wastewater that 
may be generated by users on-site. Unpermitted discharge of these types of wastewater to an on-
site samtary system is prohibited. Given the targeted biotech sector uses for site redevelopment, 
the DSEIR should address how industrial wastewater treatment will be accommodated for these 
uses, if any.

Wetlands

The DSEIR should include supporting documentation and graphics to allow for sufficient 
characterization and estimation of potential wetland resource area impacts for both on-site and 
off-site development activities. The DSEIR should verify that the current on-site wetland 
delineation remains valid under the WPA, or if not, provide supplemental information to ensure 
that the most current data area used to estimate project impacts. The DSEIR should include 
graphics distinguishing between the types of wetlands resource areas on-site (IVW, B VW, 
Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (BLSF)) and their associated jurisdictional oversight (i.e. 
MassDEP, ACOE, etc.). The DSEIR should identify potential vernal pools on-site and include 
an update regarding their potential certification by NHESP. The DSEIR should include plans or 
graphics at a legible scale depicting wetland resource areas, buffer zones and associated 
temporary or permanent impacts areas, particularly those associated with the on-site cross-
country sewer mains, roadway crossings, development of stormwater management system 
features (e.g., detention basins, outfalls, etc.) and hazardous waste remediation efforts.

The DSEIR should include a table clearly calculating wetland impacts that have already 
occurred, wetland mitigation completed to date, outstanding mitigation projects identified in the 
FEIR, and additional mitigation requirements as may be required due to expansion of the 
project’s development program. This table should include quantification of impacted or created 
wetlands broken out by resource areas type (i.e. BVW, inland Bank, etc.) for each specific 
subproject completed or proposed. A corresponding graphic noting the location of these 
mitigation areas should be included in the DSEIR. I note MassDEP’s comments regarding 
wetland mitigation proposed in accordance with the current WQC for the project. The DSEIR 
should include a schedule to ensure that wetland mitigation required by the WQC is successfully 
established prior to new alterations to resource areas being authorized through an amended 
WQC.

It is likely that the off-site transportation, water supply and wastewater infrastructure 
improvements will result in temporary and/or permanent impacts to regulated wetland resource 
areas. The DSEIR should provide additional detail, at a legible scale, identifying the proximity 
of wetland resource areas to each potential intersection improvement area and the proposed 
routes for water supply and wastewater infrastructure. While temporary or permanent impacts at 
each of these locations may be minor, the cumulative impact to wetland resource areas given the 
size of the project has the potential to be significant. The DSEIR should clarify the extent to 
which infrastructure improvements will be contained within the ROW, as this will reduce 
impacts to adjacent wetland resource areas. The DSEIR should also identify stream crossings
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along each water and wastewater alternative route, as these may result in additional impacts 
during the construction process.

As requested by MassDEP, the DSEIR must include a discussion of how the project 
intends to meet the limited project provisions for utility construction (310 CMR 10.53(3)(d)), as 
some of the project elements are not utility related. For those portions of the project that do not 
meet the limited project criteria, the DSEIR must include a discussion how the project will meet 
applicable performance standards if wetland impacts cannot be avoided, including the Riverfront 
Area and wildlife habitat provisions of the WPA regulations, as applicable. The Proponent 
should meet with MassDEP and MassDOT to ensure consistency in permitting of the project and 
MassDOT’s related Route 18 widening project and delineating die extent of BLSF near the Mill 
River Tributary “A”. This delineation should be reflected in the DSEIR filing.

The DSEIR should clarify if the project will qualify under the new ACOE General Permit 
or if an Individual Permit will be required pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The 
DSEIR should note if additional action under Section 404 will be necessary for off-site 
improvements and if so, how the project intends to comply with applicable regulatory 
requirements.

Stormwater

The DSEIR should include an updated stormwater management report to inform the 
design and implementation of the stormwater master plan. This should include the results of 
hydrologic and hydraulic modeling for the existing (2007 FEIR) conditions, the current interim 
conditions, and the proposed master plan conditions. The DSEIR should describe and include 
supporting data to confirm that the project will be designed in compliance with MassDEP 
Stormwater Management Regulations and the SMS. As part of the stormwater management 
analysis the Proponent should specifically address potential changes to stormwater runoff 
patterns, particularly changes in discharges to French’s Stream and Old Swamp River that could 
exacerbate flooding. The DSEIR should demonstrate that the stormwater runoff will be mitigated 
within the proposed development and peak rates of stormwater runoff discharging from the 
project site will be equal to or less than the pre-existing condition.

The DSEIR should identify the types of stormwater best management practices (BMPs) 
that will be used in conjunction with the project, the locations of these proposed BMPs and 
discharges (noting relationship to wetland resource areas and buffer zones) and provide specifics 
on how construction and stormwater management will be designed to maximize protection of the 
adjacent environmental resource areas. The DSEIR should focus on the extensive opportunities 
to implement green infrastructure on-site, including but not limited to, decentralized rain 
gardens, tree boxes, and grassed swales. The use of large detention ponds should be discouraged 
in favor of local solutions, particularly given the unknown build-out order of the project. 
Structured parking, permeable surfaces and other low impact development (LID) measures will 
also assist in reducing overall impervious area and reducing stormwater flows. These measures 
should be addressed specifically in the DSEIR, including reducing surface parking to the 
maximum extent practicable.
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The DSEIR should discuss how the stormwater management system will be designed to 
work with existing infrastructure constructed under previously applicable regulations and 
policies and whether or not these areas will need to be upgraded again to accommodate the 
increased volumes of stormwater runoff generated by the new master plan. Given that the 
project will be constructed in phases over time and the Proponent is uncertain which elements of 
the master plan will be built in what order, the DSEIR must provide a detailed discussion of how 
the stormwater management system will function properly and sufficiently mitigate runoff on a 
phased basis.

As noted by MassDEP, BVW and IVW that border Old Swamp River are also considered 
ORWs. The DSEIR should discuss how the project intends to meet the ORW provisions of the 
SMS at 310 CMR 10.05(6)(k)l-10 and 314 CMR 9.06(6)(a)l-10 to protect wetland resource 
areas. Furthermore, MassDEP noted issues related to high groundwater and BLSF in the project 
vicinity that may complicate the project’s ability to meet the SMS. The Proponent should meet 
with MassDEP staff prior to preparation of the DSEIR to discuss this issue and the overall 
stormwater management system modeling methodology.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The DSEIR should include an analysis prepared in accordance with the GHG Policy.
The GHG Policy requires projects to quantify carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and identify 
measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate such emissions. The analysis quantifies the direct and 
indirect CO2 emissions associated with the project's energy use (stationary sources) and 
transportation-related emissions (mobile sources). The GHG analysis should evaluate CO2 
emissions for each alternative as required by the Policy including: 1) a Base Case compliant with 
current Massachusetts Building Code and related Stretch Energy Code (10% improved over 
ASHRAE 2013) requirements for development in Rockland and Weymouth and compliance with 
ASHRAE 2013 for development in Abington; and 2) a Mitigation Alternative that incorporates 
additional energy saving measures beyond the Base Case in a manner that demonstrates that 
GHG emissions have been avoided, minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable. 
The Proponent should meet with representatives from the MEPA Office and the Department of 
Energy Resources (DOER) prior to preparing this updated analysis.

Mobile-source GHG emissions should be estimated using the standard methodology in 
the EEA/MassDOT Guidelines for EIR/EIS Traffic Impact Assessments and MOVES CO2 
emission factors.

Direct stationary source CO2 emissions included those emissions from the facility itself, 
such as boilers, heaters, and internal combustion engines. Indirect stationary source CO2 
emissions were derived from the consumption of electricity, heat or other cooling from off-site 
sources, such as electrical utility or district heating and cooling systems. Indirect mobile CO2 
emissions included those emissions associated with vehicle use by employees, vendors, visitors 
and others.

The NPC indicated that the Proponent is not proposing to construct buildings at Union 
Point. Instead, as market conditions allow, the Proponent will sell or lease building sites to others
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who will develop them. The Proponent noted in the NPC that it anticipates preparing the GHG 
analysis assuming emissions associated with buildings representative of anticipated uses, based 
on typical features, and scaled to reflect the project at full build-out. This aspect of the GHG 
analysis methodology will require additional coordination with DOER and the MEPA office and 
should be a primary focus of die aforementioned meeting that should be held prior to preparation 
of the GHG model. I expect that the Proponent will consider creative and feasible options to 
ensure that redevelopment of the site will be done in a manner that supports the 
Commonwealth’s statutory obligation to reduce GHG emissions by 25% from 1990 levels by 
2020 and by 80% from 1990 level by 2050. This may include the creation of 
design/development guidelines that address energy efficiency, requirements in lease agreements, 
and/or operational tenant manuals. Meeting these goals will be further enhanced by 
commitments to reduce transportation-related GHG emissions though TDM measures, limiting 
parking, promotion of public transit, and pedestrian and bicycle-friendly site design.

Stationary Sources

The DSEIR should include a summary of modeling inputs (e.g., R-values, U-factors, 
efficiencies, lighting power density, etc.) for energy efficiency measures modeled such as 
equipment, walls, ceilings, windows, lighting, HVAC units, etc. for both the Base Case and 
Mitigation Alternative based upon the conceptual design for the proposed buildings and garages. 
As an additional measure to confirm modeling accuracy, I encourage the Proponent to compute 
the Energy Use Index (EUI) for the proposed buildings and compare the values obtained against 
data prepared by Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) for the applicable climate zone. 
DOER can assist in this matter.

The GHG analysis should clearly demonstrate consistency with the objectives of MEPA 
review, one of which is to document the means by which the Proponent plans to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate Damage to the Environment to the maximum extent feasible. The DSEIR 
should state modeling assumptions and explicitly note which GHG reduction measures have 
been modeled and those that cannot be modeled due to the constraints of the modeling software. 
Separate calculations for certain types of uses (e.g., parking lot lighting, garage ventilation, 
wastewater treatment) may be required to identify energy savings associated with project 
elements that cannot be effectively modeled by the energy modeling software. An on-site 
wastewater treatment facility has the potential to be a large energy user and as such, wastewater 
treatment processes should be independently evaluated as part of the GHG analysis. Staff from 
MassDEP, DOER and the MEPA office is available to meet with the Proponent to discuss energy 
modeling methodologies for this aspect of the project. The DSEIR should explain, in reasonable 
detail, any measure not selected- either because it is not applicable to the project or is considered 
technically or financially infeasible- that would result in a significant reduction of GHG 
emissions.

Comments from DOER highlight various above-code mitigation measures that should be 
evaluated as part of the DSEIR. These include measures such as rooftop solar photovoltaic (PV) 
systems, enhanced building envelope design, passive residential design, use of heat pumps, etc. 
The DOER comments also highlight the substantial credits, incentives, and grants available for 
efficiency measures and renewables. The Proponent should initiate contact with utility service
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providers as soon as possible to explore potential monetary incentives and energy modeling 
support services. I hereby incorporate by reference, the comments from DOER, dated April 20, 
2017, into the scope for the DSEIR.

Mobile Sources

The GHG analysis in the DSEIR should demonstrate that mobile source GHG emissions 
are avoided, minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible through establishment of 
aggressive mode share goals supported by: strong transit user incentives, right-sized parking 
supply, safe and convenient access and services for bicyclists and pedestrians, and a robust TDM 
program with clearly defined goals and monitoring. The DSEIR should include a mobile source 
GHG emissions analysis and proposed mitigation based on the traffic study and air quality 
analysis with an emphasis on these overarching goals.

The mobile source GHG analysis should also evaluate direct mobile source emissions 
from the proposed shuttle service. The DSEIR should present assumptions regarding ridership, 
frequency and trip length and then compare GHG emissions based upon vehicle technology (i.e. 
diesel versus electric or other lower emitting fuel) to identify appropriate mitigation. Operational 
GHG mitigation measures should also be considered (e.g. limiting idling, etc.).

Climate Change Adaptation

The DSEIR should consider the potential effects of climate change on the site and 
consider incorporation of measures to increase resiliency and adaptation. In particular, the 
Proponent should consider the potential impacts of more frequent and intense storm events in the 
development of site design and the stormwater management system. I recommend that the 
Proponent evaluate the ability of the stormwater management system to capture, treat and convey 
more frequent higher-intensity rain events using Northeast Regional Climate Center data for 
extreme precipitation events (Tittp://precip.eas.comell.edu/r) as part of the Stormwater 
Management Report.

The DSEIR should identify site elements that will be designed to reduce the impact of 
extreme heat waves and limit the potential impact of more frequent and intense storm 
precipitation. Potential measures include, but are not limited to:

• Ecosystem-based adaptation measures, such as integration of tree canopy cover, rain 
gardens, LID stormwater management techniques, to reduce the heat island effect and 
mitigate stormwater runoff.

• Use of on-site renewable energy or CHP systems may provide added resiliency during 
periods of power loss during storms. Storm response actions and resiliency measures 
could be incorporated into leasing agreements or Tenant Manuals and be considered as 
part of guidance related to tenant fit-out of commercial space.

• Designing the residential units for improved natural ventilation.
• Protection of emergency generators and associated fuel supplies from effects of extreme 

weather and flood proofing.
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To assist in the evaluation of climate change resiliency and adaptation measures I 
encourage the Proponent to review EEA’s Climate Change Adaptation Report (September 2011)
fhttp://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/eea/energv/cca/eea-climate-adaptation-report.pdf). Finally, the
Proponent should meet with EEA staff and the MEPA office prior to preparation of the DSEIR to 
discuss feasible climate change adaptation and mitigation measures for the project.

Air Quality

The DSEIR should include a microscale analysis prepared in compliance with the 
technical and policy requirements of the EPA, U.S. Department of Transportation, and 
MassDEP. The Proponent should work with relevant agencies during the screening process for 
intersection selection to ensure concurrence on the study area and methodology. The DSEIR 
should also include a mesoscale analysis prepared in accordance with MassDEP guidelines using 
a study area consistent with that used for the transportation study. This modeling should use the 
updated MOVES model in lieu of the MOBLIE 6.2 model used during previous air emissions 
modeling efforts.

The DSEIR should identify the types and locations of potential stationary source air 
emissions, including those that may be associated with on-site wastewater treatment. If 
applicable, the DSEIR should discuss how these sources will comply either with relevant 
MassDEP or EPA permitting requirements or if they are eligible for review in accordance with 
the Environmental Results Program (ERP).

Emission increases due to the project must be mitigated and any subsequent 
environmental impact analysis should include the Proponent’s commitment to implement these 
mitigation measures. Implementation of a TDM program on-site will provide an opportunity for 
additional air quality improvements through a reduction in trips. TDM measures and their ability 
to reduce trip generation rates will be evaluated in the DSEIR as part of the transportation 
analysis.

Noise

The DSEIR should include the results of a noise model to evaluate current and future 
sound levels at sensitive receptors due to increases in traffic. This traffic noise model should be 
prepared in accordance with applicable U.S. Federal Highway Administration and MassDOT 
guidelines to assess project-related impacts and determine appropriate mitigation, if any.

Rare Species

The DSEIR should describe, with supporting graphics, the proposed areas on-site that 
will be, or have been, designated for permanent habitat preservation and restoration. The DSEIR 
should characterize each subarea and include a table summarizing overall acreage for each 
subarea. The DSEIR should contain a revised mitigation program consistent with the proposal to 
modify the CMP, including a draft Grassland Conservation Plan, modified grant restriction, and 
a metes-and-bounds plan of the CR area. The DSEIR should discuss how wetland areas located 
in the proposed grassland habitat conservation area will be managed per the grassland habitat
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restoration and preservation efforts as noted by comments from Mass Audubon. The DSEIR 
should describe how grassland habitat creation and maintenance plans will be coordinated with 
Box Turtle protection efforts on-site. Finally, the DSEIR should address how the 50 miles of 
proposed walking trails will intersect, if at all, with permanently protected open space and 
measures that will be implemented to minimize impacts to these sensitive habitats.

The DSEIR should discuss the anticipated process to modify the existing golf course CR 
to allow for mixed-use development, including but not limited to, potential Article 97 of the 
Amendments to the Constitution of the Commonwealth (Article 97) land disposition and/or state 
legislative requirements. The DSEIR should reaffirm those terms of the existing CMP that will 
remain in effect for the broader project site, particularly those related to construction period 
impacts and ongoing monitoring efforts. The DSEIR should include a copy of the existing CMP 
for reference.

Hazardous Materials

The DSEIR should include an update on the status of remediation sites throughout the 
project area, including a discussion of additional remediation that may be required in conjunction 
with the discovery of PFAS on-site. As requested by MassDEP, the DSEIR should provide a 
complete list and location of those sites that are being investigated for the presence of PFAS. The 
DSEIR should also identify proposed off-site locations that may be impacted by the proposed 
transportation and water/wastewater utility infrastructure projects that are currently regulated 
under M.G.L. c. 21 E and the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP; 310 CMR 40.0000).

The DSEIR should identify the location of potential AULs and what types of uses will 
potentially be restricted from these areas. The DSEIR should confirm that proposed uses on-site 
will be consistent with anticipated limitation of an AUL. The DSEIR should identify potential 
post-closure uses for the Small Landfill and indicate whether a Post-Closure Use Permit from 
MassDEP will be required. I note that failure to identify this potential State Agency Action 
during the current MEPA review may require the preparation of an NPC at a future date should 
the Small Landfill be redeveloped. Finally, as directed by MassDEP the Proponent should 
evaluate any and all new receptors (i.e., buildings, utilities, catch basins, and other above/below 
ground structures, etc., that may serve as conduits of landfill gas) proposed as part of the project 
to assess the potential impacts, if any, of landfill gas migrating from the Small Landfill.

Construction Period Impacts

The Proponent should note the MassDEP comment letter with regard to regulatory 
requirements and potential mitigation measures to be implemented during the construction 
period (e.g., anti-idling, Tier 4 emissions equipment, etc.). The project must comply with 
MassDEP’s Solid Waste and Air Pollution Control regulations, pursuant to M.G.L. c.40, §54. 
Specifically, the MassDEP comment letter provides significant information with regard to solid 
waste management during the construction period, recycling of construction and demolition 
(C&D) waste, asbestos removal requirements, and handling of asphalt, brick and concrete (ABC) 
associated with demolition activities. The DSEIR should describe how the Proponent will 
incorporate recycling into proposed construction and demolition activities and comply with the
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goals of the Massachusetts Solid Waste Master Plan. I strongly encourage the Proponent to set 
solid waste recycling/reuse target percentage goals of at least 75%. This information may be 
included as part of a larger draft Construction Waste Management Plan for the project.

The NPC indicated that the Construction Management Plan (CMP) included in the DEIR 
remains in effect for the project moving forward, but if conditions warrant, may be modified to 
address community concerns. The DSEIR should include a copy of this CMP, modified as 
necessary to address the Scope items below. The CMP should include off-site impacts associated 
with transportation, interim and long-term water supply, and wastewater improvements. As such, 
the DSEIR should present a conceptual plan with a list of BMPs that could be selected by project 
contractors to reduce construction related environmental impacts for these roadway and utility 
improvement projects. These BMPs should focus on erosion and sedimentation controls, staging 
areas, traffic management, and air/noise pollution. The DSEIR should identify truck traffic 
routes associated with construction traffic, staging areas, and how safe pedestrian, bicycle and 
vehicle access to and through Union Point will be maintained throughout the construction period 
for each proposed project phase.

The DSEIR should describe potential construction period dewatering requirements, 
discuss how dewatering will be conducted in a manner consistent with local, MWRA, and/or 
MassDEP regulations/guidelines (as applicable), and identify any necessary permits. The should 
address how construction period dewatering and soil management will be conducted consistent 
with on-site hazardous material remediation and monitoring requirements. The DSEIR should 
confirm if a Dewatering General Permit or Remediation General Permit will be required from the 
EPA for the project.

The CMP should include appropriate erosion and sedimentation control BMPs. These 
erosion and sedimentation controls should be implemented and maintained in accordance with 
the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan prepared in accordance with the NPDES Construction 
General Permit requirements. The Proponent is advised that, if sources oil and/or hazardous 
material (OHM) are identified during the implementation of the project, notification pursuant to 
the MCP (310 CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary.

Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings

The DSEIR should include a separate chapter summarizing proposed mitigation 
measures. This chapter should also include draft Section 61 Findings for each State Agency that 
will issue permits for the project. The DSEIR should contain clear commitments to implement 
mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties 
responsible for implementation, and contain a schedule for implementation. The DSEIR should 
consider how project phasing and overall project impacts will influence the mitigation 
implementation schedule and present a mitigation program tied to discrete events and/or 
estimated impacts (i.e., generation of traffic trips, wastewater demand or water use) rather than 
construction of a specified square footage of space to allow maximum flexibility to respond to 
market forces. Mitigation measures should also be provided in a tabular/matrix format that 
describes each mitigation commitment based upon all previous MEPA reviews, the status of each 
of these commitments, whether previously approved mitigation measures are no longer proposed
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due to the project changes, and any new mitigation measures proposed subsequent to additional 
environmental review.

Responses to Comments

The DSEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter 
received. In order to ensure that the issues raised by commenters are addressed, the DSEIR 
should include direct responses to comments to the extent that they are within MEPA 
jurisdiction. This directive is not intended to, and shall not be construed to, enlarge the Scope of 
the DSEIR beyond what has been expressly identified in this certificate.

Circulation

The Proponent should circulate the DSEIR to those parties who commented on any 
previous MEPA submission for the project, to any State Agencies from which the Proponent will 
seek permits or approvals, and to any parties specified in section 11.16 of the MEPA regulations. 
A copy of the DSEIR should be made available for review at the Weymouth, Abington and 
Rockland public libraries. Contingent upon the water supply, wastewater and transportation 
mitigation alternatives proposed in the DSEIR, copies of die document should also be provided 
to the libraries of any community that will be directly impacted through construction of these 
improvements.

To save paper and other resources, the Proponent may circulate copies of the DSEIR to 
commenters other than State Agencies in a digital format (e.g., CD-ROM, USB drive) or post to 
an online website. Large appendices of supporting data may be included on CD-ROM or USB 
drive in the hard copies provided to State Agencies. To facilitate review by State Agencies, a 
complete copy of the submission should also be provided in digital format. The Proponent 
should make available a reasonable number of hard copies to accommodate those without 
convenient access to a computer to be distributed upon request on a first come, first served basis. 
The Proponent should send a letter accompanying die digital copy or identifying the web address 
of the online version of the DSEIR indicating that hard copies are available upon request, noting 
relevant comment deadlines, and appropriate addresses for submission of comments. The 
DSEIR submitted to the MEPA office should include a digital copy of the complete document.
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April 28. 2017 
Date

Comments received:

A1 Ferreira
Kristen and David derKinderen 
Kristen Rolph 
Kathy Kirby 
Jennie Horsch
Rockland Open Space Committee
Kathleen Peters
Pamela Titus
Pamela D. Worden
Lillie Durgan
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife - Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 
Program
Town of Rockland Board of Selectmen 
Kathleen Peters (2nd letter)
Patricia and Brian Bouzan
Brian McDonald, Town of Weymouth, Councilor-at-Large 
State Senator Patrick M. O’Connor, Plymouth and Norfolk District 
Jane Hackett, Town of Weymouth, Councilor-at-Large 
Joyce Bethoney
Michael Smart, Town of Weymouth, District Six Councilor 
Laura A. McCarthy
State Representative Ronald Mariano, 3rd Norfolk District 
Department of Energy Resources 
Water Resources Commission
Thomas J. Lacey, Town of Weymouth, District Two Councilor
Arthur E. Mathews, Town of Weymouth, District Four Councilor
Tricia Pries
Mary Parsons
Mary Parsons (2nd letter)
Mary Parsons (3rd letter)
Mike Bromberg 
Joanne Marques 
Joseph Shea,
State Senator Patrick M. O’Connor (Plymouth and Norfolk District), House 
Majority Leader Ronald Mariano (3rd Norfolk District), and State Representative 
James M. Murphy (d1'1 Norfolk District)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - New England - Region 1

3/9/2017
3/16/2017
3/19/2017
3/20/2017
3/20/2017
3/26/2017
3/30/3017
4/3/2017
4/3/2017
4/3/2017
4/5/2017
4/11/2017

4/13/2017
4/18/2017
4/18/2017
4/18/2017
4/18/2017
4/18/2017
4/19/2017
4/19/2017
4/19/2017
4/20/2017
4/20/2017
4/20/2017
4/20/2017
4/20/2017
4/20/2017
4/20/2017
4/20/2017
4/21/2017
4/21/2017
4/21/2017
4/21/2017
4/21/2017

4/21/2017
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4/21/2017
4/21/2017
4/21/2017
4/21/2017
4/21/2017
4/21/2017

Town of Weymouth Mayor Robert L. Hedlund 
Old Colony Planning Council 
Water Supply Citizens Advisory Committee 
Mass Audubon
North South Rivers Watershed Association
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection - Southeast Regional 
Office (MassDEP-SERO)
Barbara C. Manning
Metropolitan Area Planning Council
Massachusetts Department of Transportation

4/22/2017
4/24/2017
4/24/2017

MAB/HSJ/hsj
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                                      April 21, 2017 
 
Mathew A. Beaton,  
Secretary of Environment and Energy  
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs                                 
ATTN:  MEPA Office                                                                    
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900                                                  
Boston, MA  02114                                                                       

RE:  ABINGTON, ROCKLAND & 
WEYMOUTH – NPC Review 
EOEEA # 11085 Union Point 
 
 

 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
The Southeast Regional Office of the Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has 
reviewed the Notice of Project Change(NPC) for the Union Point Project in the Towns of 
Abington, Rockland, and Weymouth, Massachusetts (EOEEA #11085R).  The Project Proponent 
provides the following information for the Project: 
 
This NPC presents the results of the year-long re-imagining and refinement of the Union Point Project 
conducted by the Proponent and with the assistance of the Host Communities, the local redevelopment 
authority, and valued stakeholders.  The Union Point development plan and the rezoning efforts of the 
Host Communities are summarized as follows:  

 
 Redesign of the Project to relocate residential neighborhoods and the commercial district to 

more appropriate sites.  

 Increase in the number of age-restricted residential units. 

 Increase in potential commercial square footage. 

 Increased density to further Smart Growth goals. 

 Elimination of planned golf course and replacement with additional passive, environmentally 
protected, and ecologically valuable open space. 

 Reconfiguration of open space to make it a more sustainable environmental  resource.  

 Potential addition of a sports stadium to the Project. 

 Consideration of preservation and repurposing of Hangar 2.  
 Relocation of the sports and recreation complex to better serve the community. 

 
Which State Agency Permits will the Project require? 
Department of Transportation Access Permit, Street Opening Permit; 
Department of Environmental Protection Groundwater Discharge Permit, Sewer Extension and 
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Connection Permit, Water Quality Certification; 
Department of Conservation and Recreation Interbasin Transfer Approval; and 
Department of Fish and Game Conservation and Management Permit. 
 

General Comment: 

This Project has been subject to eight filings with the MEPA office.   MassDEP requests that the 
proponent review all the Secretary’s  Certificates and provide a matrix of the commitments, 
obligations and Section 61 findings for the Project which describes the status of the each of these 
or if the commitment, obligation  Section 61 finding is not needed or feasible due the subsequent 
changes of the Project. 
 
 

Bureau of Water Resources Comments:  
Wetlands Comments:  The proposed project change includes the possible addition of a sports 
stadium; 10,730 to 31,700 additional parking spaces; 1,000 more housing units; and 6,000,000 
square feet of additional commercial buildings.  The NPC indicates that an additional 7,310 square 
feet of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands is proposed to be altered, for a net total of 10,790 square 
feet of BVW alteration.  MEPA #11088 includes wetland resource area and buffer zone alterations 
proposed at Union Point (So. Weymouth Naval Air Station redevelopment), South Weymouth 
Commuter Rail Station improvements, the MassDOT Delahunt Parkway (formerly East-West 
Parkway), and MassDOT Route 18 widening, however the wetland alterations quantified in the 
NPC appear to be just for those associated with Union Point.  Since these different projects are all 
inter-related and filed under the same MEPA filing number, quantification of the wetland 
alterations associated with each project, and the percent completion of each, needs to be 
provided.  For the Union Point portion in the NPC, it is indicated that the additional alterations 
proposed to BVW beyond the 5,000-square-foot threshold qualify as a limited project to construct 
utilities (310 CMR 10.53(3)(d), not 310 CMR 10.24(7)(b)).  A notice of intent (NOI) is currently 
before the local conservation commission and MassDEP to alter resource areas/buffer zone to 
construct multiple athletic fields, a restaurant building, 390 parking spaces and utilities (DEP 
Wetlands File #81-1192).    
 
The proposed new alterations to BVW and other wetland resource areas and buffer zones will 
require submission of new notices of intent(s) pursuant to the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection 
Act and an amendment to the 401 Water Quality Certificate (last amended August 27, 
2014).  Given that the project change proposes to alter additional BVW beyond the 5,000 square 
foot threshold, the proponent needs to better explain how the Union Point project as proposed 
meets the limited project provisions for utility construction (310 CMR 10.53(3)(d)), as some of the 
new elements contained in the NPC are not utility related.  Further avoidance and minimization 
measures will be required in the future NOI(s) and amended Water quality Certificate for those 
specific BVW alterations not eligible for consideration as a limited project (both temporary and 
permanent impacts).  The amount of impervious area is proposed to be increased, resulting in 
additional stormwater runoff that will be directed to wetland resource areas.   The future NOI 
applications and request for amendment to the Water Quality Certificate must also address the 
increase in stormwater runoff to be directed to wetland resource areas.  Those BVWs and IVWs 
that border the Old Swamp River Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) are also ORW’s, where no 
discharge is allowed pursuant to 314  CMR 4.00 (with limited exceptions). The future NOIs must 
demonstrate compliance with the ORW provisions and Stormwater Management Standards at 310 
CMR 10.05(6)(k)1-10 and 314 CMR 9.06(6)(a)1-10 to protect wetland resource areas.   MassDEP 
is aware of high groundwater and Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (BLSF) issues in this 
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vicinity that may present challenges in meeting the Stormwater Management Standards so 
consultation with MassDEP is advised. Additionally, the proponent needs to consult with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers to determine if the proposed increased alterations to BVW qualifies to 
be considered under the General Permit or requires an individual permit pursuant to Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act.  The future NOIs need to include measures to meet the Riverfront Area and 
wildlife habitat provisions in the Wetlands Protection regulations.  As there is rare species habitat 
within these wetland resource areas, the Orders of Conditions (OOC) should require that the 
revised Conservation Management Plan (CMP) be approved by Massachusetts Natural Heritage 
and Endangered Species Program (MNHESP), and that it must be complied with.   Union Point 
must consult with MassDOT and MassDEP to ensure consistency in permitting of new Union 
Point and Route 18 activities in delineating the extent of BLSF near the Mill River Tributary “A” 
to determine which new project elements are within this wetland resource area. 
 
Lastly, the NPC described the wetland mitigation areas that were constructed to offset the 
alterations that were approved to BVW and IVW by MassDEP’s 401 Water Quality 
Certification.  It appears that all of the wetland mitigation that was required has not been yet 
completed.  The proponent needs to provide a schedule to MassDEP to ensure that wetland 
mitigation required by the Water Quality Certificate is successfully established, prior to new 
alterations to resource areas being authorized through an amended Water Quality Certificate. 
 
The prior Project Proponent submitted at least one “after the fact” NOI.  An after the fact NOI 
deprives the public from providing meaningful comment on the OOC.  Care should be taken to 
avoid an after the fact filing of an NOI. 
 

Wastewater Comments:  The NPC indicates that the proposed Project will generate an estimated 
2,300,000 gallons per day (gpd) of new wastewater flow. MassDEP regulations at 314 CMR 
12.04(2)(d) require sewer authorities with permitted combined sewer overflows, or tributary to 
such systems, including the Town of Weymouth, to require removal of four gallons of infiltration 
and inflow (I/I) for each gallon of new wastewater flow generated for any new connection to their 
system where greater than 15,000 gallons per day of new wastewater flows will be generated. 
Accordingly the Proponent should meet with staff from the Town of Weymouth to ensure that this 
mitigation requirement is met. In addition, any deficiencies in the wastewater system serving the 
Project site must be identified, and the Proponent needs to confirm with the Town of Weymouth 
and with MWRA that the system has sufficient capacity to accept the flow.  
 
The Proponent has stated that it is possible that a Groundwater Discharge Permit (GWDP) may be 
required to dispose of some wastewater. 
 
M. G. L Chapter 21, Section 43(7) states: 

“A permit shall specify effluent limitations, interim and final deadlines as appropriate for 
compliance, the term for which the permit is issued, which shall not be in excess of 20 
years, as prescribed by the director by regulation for each category of permits and such 
requirements of proper operation and maintenance, monitoring, sampling, recording, 
reporting and inspection as the director may prescribe; provided, however, that the term for 
permits issued for wastewater discharges of 10,000 gallons per day or more to ground 
waters of the Commonwealth, and wastewater discharges to surface waters shall not be in 
excess of 5 years. Permits may specify additional requirements as the director deems 
necessary to safeguard the quality of the receiving waters or to comply with pertinent 
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provisions of the laws of the commonwealth or of federal law, including technical controls 
and other components of treatment works to be constructed or installed and provisions for 
insuring payments of user charges” (Italics added for emphasis) 
 

Pursuant to this law, the GWDP regulations at 310 CMR 5.06(7) state in part: 
“Restrictions on the Issuance of a Permit 
The Department will not issue a permit pursuant to 314 CMR 5.00 if the discharge will 
cause or contribute to a violation of 314 CMR 4.00: Massachusetts Surface Water Quality 
Standards or impair the use of ground water as an actual or potential source of potable 
water.” (Italics added for emphasis) 
 

The “Massachusetts Year 2014 Integrated List of Waters, Final Listing of the Condition of 
Massachusetts’ Waters Pursuant to Sections 305(b), 314 and 303(d) of the Clean Water Act lists 
waters that are impaired and not meeting Surface Water Quality Standards. 
 
French Stream, segment MA94-03, located from the headwaters on the southeast side of the South 
Weymouth Naval Air Station, Rockland through Studley’s Pond to the confluence with Drinkwater 
River, Hanover is listed as impaired by fecal coliform, low dissolved oxygen. total phosphorus and 
whole effluent toxicity.  Many other downgradient segments are also listed as impaired due to the 
same pollutants. 
 
Much of the Project area is located in the South Coastal watershed in an area that serves as the 
headwaters of French Stream.  If the discharge location for any GWDP is located in area that will 
serve as a source water for French Stream, the Proponent must demonstrate the impact on French 
Stream and downgradient segments as part of the permitting process. 
 
Water Reuse: The density of the development and need to construct new buildings and 
infrastructure, provide an excellent opportunity to maximize the use of reclaimed water.   
 
It is apparent that some on-site wastewater treatment will be required as part of the Project.  The 
design and construction of a new wastewater treatment facility create an opportunity to provide 
treated wastewater for a variety of uses.  The reuse standards for different uses can be found in the 
Reclaimed Water Regulations at 314 CMR 20.17.  Because two of the uses (toilet and urinal 
flushing and fire protection) require separate plumbing, strong consideration should be given to 
include this plumbing in buildings that are under construction so that the reclaimed water may be 
used as it becomes available.  The cost of retrofitting a building to use reclaimed water is often 
cost prohibitive.  Also, consideration should be given to install a reclaimed water utility as 
development areas are constructed.  This would allow reclaimed water to be readily available for 
the above mentioned uses, industrial and irrigation purposes. 
 
Reclaimed water permitting can be included in the permitting of a Groundwater Discharge Permit 
and does not require a separate permitting process. 
 
Industrial Wastewater: Any unpermitted discharge of industrial wastewater (or medical 
wastewater, if applicable) to an on-site sanitary system is prohibited. If any occupant of the Project 
will generate industrial wastewater, MassDEP regulations and permitting may apply. 
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Drinking Water Comments: The project proponent proposes two interim water supply sources that 
will be used until a long-term water supply option is available. One of the interim supply sources is 
the Town of Weymouth, who has agreed to supply up to 600,000 gallons per day (GPD) of water 
to the project development located in the Town of Weymouth and the other interim supply source 
is the Abington-Rockland Joint Water Works (Abington-Rockland), who has committed to provide 
up to 250,000 GPD of water to the project development located in the Towns of Abington and 
Rockland. The Water Management Program has concerns about the abilities of the Town of 
Weymouth and the Abington-Rockland to supply the stated amount of water to the project. 
Abington-Rockland`s Water Management Act (WMA) permit application in the South Coastal 
basin is under review for an authorized withdrawal volume of 2.9 million gallons per day (MGD). 
When issued, this permitted amount will be less than the system-wide water needs forecast 
prepared by the Department of Conservation and Recreation`s Office of Water Resources (DCR-
OWR) for Abington-Rockland’s current customer base . The most recent demand projection for 
Abington-Rockland is 3.27 MGD by the year 2030 with a 5% buffer that increases that projection 
by 0.16 MGD, for a total allocation of 3.43 MGD. The additional water demand from this project 
on top of existing and already projected needs,  may increase the demand pressure on the system 
and require a new WMA permit.  
 
In a related issued, Abington-Rockland is already withdrawing more than its baseline volume 
(based on withdrawals between 2003 through 2005).  Withdrawals over a WMA permit baseline 
require mitigation of the withdrawal impacts. The addition of this project`s water use on the 
system will increase the volumes needing to be mitigated by Abington-Rockland. 
  
The Town of Weymouth`s WMA permit in the Boston Harbor basin is expected to undergo a 
twenty year review and renewal in the next two to three years.2018. As part of that review, 
MassDEP will be evaluating its authorized volumes and projected future demands. The DCR-
OWR issued a temporary allocation to the Weymouth Water Department on 2015 due to its 
significant Unaccounted for Water (UAW) and the uncertainties about the status of the water 
supply agreement between Weymouth and the project proponent. The Town of Weymouth is also 
withdrawing more than its baseline volume for triggering mitigation requirements. The additional 
volume proposed for this development will increase the mitigation requirement for the Town of 
Weymouth. Therefore, the project proponent should work with the Town of Weymouth and the 
Abington-Rockland Joint Water Works to address the potential mitigation and minimization 
requirements, as well as any issues related to unaccounted for water that  those systems will need 
to address. The project proponent should contact the Water Management Program if it needs 
additional information about the WMA mitigation requirements and activities. 
 
The NPC states that the full build-out water supply demand for Union Point is approximately 2.7 
million gallons per day (gpd).  The 2007 FEIR included as the full build-out option for drinking 
water a direct transmission pipeline from the MWRA, with the proposed connection beginning at 
MWRA Meter 246 in Willard Street in Quincy and running approximately 8 miles through 
Quincy, Braintree, and Weymouth, terminating at Union Point. 
 
Based on changes in background conditions near Union Point and in surrounding communities, 
and due to issues related the need to construct a larger transmission pipeline to meet the revised 
full buildout needs, the Proponent has identified four alternatives in the NPC for a permanent 
source of drinking water for the project.  The full build-transmission line route described in the 
2007 FEIR remains one scenario.  In addition, the Proponent is evaluating two other options for 
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the direct connection to the MWRA, both connecting to M 166 in Quincy and running from 
Quincy, across the Fore River, through Weymouth to Union Point.  In evaluating potential options 
for connecting to MWRA, MassDEP strongly urges the Proponent to consider the opportunity for 
additional communities to connect to the MWRA transmission line.  Several communities within 
this region are considering future water supply needs, including Braintree, Randolph, Holbrook, 
Weymouth, Brockton, Abington and Rockland.  The availability of MWRA transmission line 
could help meet future water supply needs and the potential for creating hybrid systems to provide 
greater capacity and resiliency to the municipal systems.  There are two such hybrid systems 
within the Southeast Region of MassDEP, Stoughton and Canton.  These systems provide the 
majority of the water from local sources and are able to rely upon the MWRA system as demand 
requires.  This has worked very well to provide abundant and reliable sources of drinking water to 
these communities.  The Proponent should continue discussions with MWRA and area 
communities as it evaluates development of water supply options for Union Point. 
 
The Proponent is also evaluating an to connect to the Aquaria desalination plant (Option 4).  The 
Aquaria plant was designed to supplement the Brockton water supply system and is contracted to 
produce water, on demand, to the City.  In evaluating this Option, the Proponent needs to carefully 
evaluate whether the plant will have the ability to provide the quantity of water necessary for the 
maximum daily demand and to provide the reliability necessary as a primary water supply.  
MassDEP notes that the location shown as a connection point on figure 2.11-1 would likely not 
provide sufficient capacity for the maximum daily demand for the project and would need to be 
extended to a location with greater flow capacity. 
 
As with prior MassDEP comments and has been included in prior Secretary’s Certificates, either 
connection would require the formation of a Consecutive Water Supply System, as defined in 310 
CMR 22.00 and require an Interbasin Transfer Act approval through the Department of 
Conservation and Recreation. 
 
U.S. EPA NPDES Permitting:  The Project construction activities are scheduled to disturb 38 acres 
of land and therefore, may require a NPDES Stormwater Permit.  The Proponent should determine 
if any of the following U.S. EPA NPDES permits are necessary: 
 
Construction General Permit 
Dewatering General Permit 
Remediation General Permit 
 
Information regarding these permits may be found at: 
http://www.epa.gov/region1/npdes/stormwater/assets/pdfs/CGP-DGP-RGP-Flow-Chart.pdf 
 
Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup Comments:  

Site Management Comments:  The Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup (BWSC) searched its databases 
for disposal sites and release notifications that have occurred at or might impact the proposed 
Project area.  A disposal site is a location where there has been a release to the environment of oil 
and/or hazardous material that is regulated under M.G.L. c. 21E, and the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan [MCP – 310 CMR 40.0000].   
 
The proposed development of the former naval air station encompasses approximately 1462 acres 
across three towns.   There are thirteen MCP sites within the proposed Project boundary, but the 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/npdes/stormwater/assets/pdfs/CGP-DGP-RGP-Flow-Chart.pdf
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sites are closed and no further response actions or reporting are required.   There are other MCP 
sites in the vicinity of the proposed Project area.  Most of these sites are closed, but response 
actions and reporting are required at others prior to closure under the MCP.  Specifically, Kol-Tar, 
Inc., located at 699 Adams Street in Abington, Release Tracking Numbers 4-10855 and 4-22723.   
 
Interested parties may view a map showing the location of BWSC disposal sites using the 
MassGIS data viewer (Oliver) at:  http://maps.massgis.state.ma.us/map_ol/oliver.php    Under 
“Available Data Layers” select “Regulated Areas”, and then “DEP Tier Classified 21E Sites”.   
The compliance status and report submittals for specific MCP disposal sites may be viewed using 
the BWSC Waste Sites/Reportable Release Lookup at:  
http://public.dep.state.ma.us/SearchableSites2/Search.aspx 
 
The Project Proponent is advised that if oil and/or hazardous materials are identified during the 
implementation of this Project, notification pursuant to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 
CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary.  A Licensed Site Professional (LSP) 
should be retained to determine if notification is required and, if need be, to render appropriate 
opinions.  The LSP may evaluate whether risk reduction measures are necessary if contamination 
is present.  The BWSC may be contacted for guidance if questions arise regarding cleanup.  
 
Federal Facilities Comments:   Table 2.13-1 does not provide a complete list of study areas where 
Per-and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances, (PFAS) are being investigated at this former naval base.  
Currently, there are approximately 30 PFAS study areas under investigation at this Project and are 
being reviewed by EPA and MassDEP under the Superfund cleanup process, The Project 
Proponent should coordinate closely with EPA, MassDEP, and the Navy to ensure that PFAS does 
not pose unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. 
 
 
Bureau of Air and Waste Comments: 

Solid Waste Comments: Asphalt, brick and concrete (ABC) rubble, such as the rubble generated 
by the demolition of buildings must be handled in accordance with Massachusetts solid waste 
regulations.  These regulations allow, and MassDEP encourages, the recycling/reuse of ABC 
rubble.  The proponent should refer to MassDEP's Information Sheet, entitled "Guide to 
Regulations for Using or Processing Asphalt, Brick and Concrete Rubble, revised February 2000", 
that answers commonly asked questions about ABC rubble and identifies the provisions of the 
solid waste regulations that pertain to recycling/reusing ABC rubble.  This policy can be found on-
line at the MassDEP website: www.mass.gov/dep.   
 
Any future use(s) that is proposed (i.e., post-closure uses) at the landfill located in the eastern 
portion of Union Point, known as the Small Landfill, requires submittal of MassDEP’s Post-
Closure Use Permit Applications BWP SW-36 (Major) or BWP SW-37 (Minor) for MassDEP 
review and approval.  Post-Closure Use permits are intended to protect the public health, safety 
and the environment by regulating all proposed activities at closed solid waste management facility 
sites to ensure that such uses are consistent with that facility’s closure plan and site specifics. 
According to the NPC, the ownership of the Small Landfill has been transferred to the Proponent 
who would be responsible for submitting any Post-Closure Use Permit applications. 
 
In accordance with Massachusetts Solid Waste Regulations, 310 CMR 19.0000, the Proponent 
shall evaluate any and all new receptors (i.e., buildings, utilities, catch basins, and other 
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above/below ground structures, etc., that may serve as conduits of landfill gas) proposed as part of 
Union Point to assess the potential impacts, if any, of landfill gas migrating from the Small 
Landfill. 
 
 
Air Quality:  Construction and operation activities shall not cause or contribute to a condition of air 
pollution due to dust, odor or noise. To determine the appropriate requirements please refer to: 

 310 CMR 7.09 Dust, Odor, Construction, and Demolition 
 310 CMR 7.10 Noise 

 
Many industrial, commercial and institutional development activities have facility heating and 
supplemental or emergency power generation associated with them that require air quality 
permitting from MassDEP before construction or operation.   
 
The determination of when a permit is required is based on the size of the proposed combustion unit. 
Smaller units and specifically, engines (emergency and non-emergency), combined heat and power 
(CHP) units and some boilers may not require a specific Plan Approval but are subject to performance 
standards and certification, the requirements for which are found at 310 CMR 7.26. Specifically: 

 310 CMR 7.26(30) thru (37) – Boilers; 
 310 CMR 7.26(40) thru (44) Engines & Turbines (including 310 CMR 7.26(42) specific to 

Emergency Engines and Turbines); and 
 310 CMR 7.26(45) Combined Heat and Power 

 
Any unit that exceeds the size limit or does not meet the applicability requirements of the above 
listed regulations will require a permit under 310 CMR 7.02.  
 
It should be noted that should facilities operate one or more on-site back-up power generators 
when there is a threat of power loss as an operational practice rather than waiting for an actual 
power loss, operation of these generators under these conditions may exceed the emergency 
generator performance standard requirement of 300 hours during a 12 month rolling average. It is 
the obligation of the facility operator to determine which of the performance standards best fits the 
planned operational needs and comply with those standards. The Business Compliance Unit of 
MassDEP’s Boston Office is willing to provide assistance regarding the applicability of these 
generators to the regulations. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions:  The air quality mesoscale analysis has not been updated since the 
FEIR was prepared in 2007 and MassDEP is not offering additional comments on this analysis. 
However, an air quality microscale analysis was presented to determine whether the project will 
cause an exceedance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for carbon 
monoxide (CO). The analysis results indicate all CO concentrations are well below the 
NAAQS.  The NPC indicates a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) analysis will be presented in the EIR 
pursuant the MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy.  
 
The project includes commitments to numerous Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
measures to reduce vehicle trips and to mitigate traffic impacts. MassDEP supports these 
measures, but suggests additional measures be included to provide incentives to encourage the use 
of electric and plug-in hybrid vehicles such as the installation of charging stations and preferential 
parking for these vehicles.  
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Construction-Related Measures:  MassDEP requests that the Proponent use construction 
equipment with engines manufactured to Tier 4 federal emission standards, which are the most 
stringent emission standards currently available for off-road engines.  If a piece of equipment is 
not available in the Tier 4 configuration, then the Proponent should use construction equipment 
that has been retrofitted with the best available after-engine emission control technology, such as 
oxidation catalysts or diesel particulate filters, to reduce exhaust emissions. The Proponent should 
maintain a list of the engines, their emission tiers, and, if applicable, the best available control 
technology installed on each piece of equipment on file for Departmental review. 
 
Massachusetts Idling Regulation: MassDEP reminds the Proponent that excessive idling is 
prohibited during the construction phase of this Project. If subsequent environmental filing is 
required, the Proponent shall state specifically how it plans to prohibit excessive idling during the 
construction period.  Typical methods of reducing idling include driver training, periodic 
inspections by site supervisors, and posting signage.  In addition, to ensure compliance with this 
regulation once the Project is occupied, MassDEP requests that the Proponent establish permanent 
signs limiting idling to five minutes or less at the completed Project. 
 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA): If any occupant of the Project will generate 
hazardous waste and/or waste oil, that entity must register with the MassDEP or EPA to obtain a 
permanent identification number for legally generating and managing regulated waste. 
 
Proposed s.61 Findings  

The “Certificate of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs on the Environmental 
Notification Form” may indicate that this Project requires further MEPA review and the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.  Pursuant to MEPA Regulations 301 CMR 
11.12(5)(d), the Proponent will prepare Proposed Section 61 Findings to be included in the EIR in 
a separate chapter updating and summarizing proposed mitigation measures. In accordance with 
301 CMR 11.07(6)(k), this chapter should also include separate updated draft Section 61 Findings 
for each State agency that will issue permits for the Project. The draft Section 61 Findings should 
contain clear commitments to implement mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each 
proposed measure, identify the parties responsible for implementation, and contain a schedule for 
implementation. 
 
       
 
 
 Very truly yours, 

 
                                             Jonathan E. Hobill, 
                                                     Regional Engineer, 
                                                     Bureau of Water Resources  
 
JH/GZ 
 
Cc:  DEP/SERO 
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ATTN: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Regional Director  
 David Johnston, Deputy Regional Director, BWR 
            Maria Pinaud, Deputy Regional Director, BAW 
 Gerard Martin, Deputy Regional Director, BWSC 
            Jennifer Viveiros, Deputy Regional Director, ADMIN   
 Jim Mahala, Chief, Wetlands and Waterways 
 Lealdon Langley, Director, Wetlands and Waterways, Boston 
 Michael Stroman, Chief, Wetlands and Waterways, Boston 
 Anne Malewicz, Chief, Federal Facilities, Boston 
 David Chaffin, Federal Facilities, Boston 
 Tom Maguire, Wetlands and Waterways, Boston 
 Lisa Rhodes, Wetlands and Waterways, Boston 
 Kevin Brander, Chief, Wastewater Management, NERO 
 Jeff Gould, Chief, Wastewater Management 
 Marybeth Chubb, Wastewater Management, Boston 
 Susannah King, Director, NPDES,Boston 
 Duane LeVangie, Chief, Water Management, Boston  
            Mark Dakers, BAW Chief, Solid Waste  

Allen Hemberger, BWSC Site Management 
 

 
 

 































 
 

 

 
April 11, 2017 
 
Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office  
Holly Johnson, EEA No. 11085R  
100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

 
Project Name: Union Point 
Proponent:  LStar Southfield LLC 
Location: Abington, Rockland, Weymouth 
Document Reviewed: Notice of Project Change 
EEA No.:  11085R 
NHESP No.:  00-8257 

 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
The Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program of the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & 

Wildlife (the “Division”) has reviewed the Notice of Project Change (“NPC”) for the proposed Union Point 

Project and would like to offer the following comments.  

 

On February 12, 2009, the Division issued a Conservation and Management Permit (CMP) for the 
redevelopment of the Former South Weymouth Naval Air Station.  Since that time the Permit Holders 
(LStar Southfield LLC/Southfield Redevelopment Authority) have been in communication with the 
Division regarding the implementation of and compliance with the CMP.   
 
Over the course of the last year, the Proponent and their consultants have been in early consultation 
with the Division regarding the feasibility of amending the CMP in order to eliminate the previously 
proposed golf course in exchange for the development of additional Town Center and Discovery 
Districts(Commercial/Industrial/Residential). 
 
As a result of these early discussions, the Division and the Proponent have agreed to a revised Grassland 
Conservation Plan which includes the active management, enhancement, and creation of Grassland 
Habitat.  In addition, the Grassland Conservation Area will be permanently protected through a 
Conservation Restriction with Division approved signage and monumentation.  As part of the CMP 
Amendment the Proponent and their consultants are working to update attachments/associated 
documents that are associated with the existing CMP.  These updates will be required in order to submit 
a formal CMP Amendment Request to the Division.   Despite what is suggested in the NPC, the Division 
has not yet issued the CMP Amendment.  The Division will not render a final decision until the MEPA 
review process and its associated public comment period is complete.   
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In association with the existing CMP, once the Proponent gains control of the Small Landfill and Rubble 
Disposal Area (as detailed in the NPC), these areas shall be managed and enhanced pursuant to 
Attachment 4B (Eastern Box Turtle Nesting Habitat Mitigation Plan) of the existing CMP.  The Division 
looks forward to working with the Proponent and their consultants on the implementation of this plan. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project.  If you have any questions about this letter, 
please contact David Paulson, Senior Endangered Species Review Biologist, at 
david.paulson@state.ma.us or 508-389-6366.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Thomas W. French, Ph.D. 
Assistant Director 
 
 
cc: Laura Rome, Epsilon Associates, Inc.  
 

mailto:david.paulson@state.ma.us
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Matthew Beaton, Secretary 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
Attn:  MEPA Unit   
 
RE:  Union Point; Abington, Rockland, Weymouth; EEA #11085 
 
Cc:  Arah Schuur, Director of Energy Efficiency Programs, Department of Energy Resources 
 Judith Judson, Commissioner, Department of Energy Resources 
 
We’ve reviewed the Notice of Project Change Form for the above-referenced project.   
 
The proposed project consists of 8,000,000 sf of commercial space and over 3,800 dwelling 
units.  The size, scale, and density of the project lends itself toward making significant strides in 
GHG reduction through efficiency meausres and renewables. 
 
Based on a preliminary review, we would expect that the project could achieve a GHG 
mitigation of at least 50 to 75% below project baseline.  This can be achieved through a 
combination of energy efficiency measures, passive design, and renewables.   
 
Both energy efficiency and renewables are supported by generous incentives and grants through 
the local utility (National Grid for all three towns through Mass Save programs) and the 
Massachusetts Clean Energy Center.  As just one example, about $2M is potentially available for 
achieving Tier 3 Performance Path through MassSave for the 2,000 apartments and 
condominimums planned. Additional incentives are potentially available for other portions of the 
development, as well.   
 
The residential portion of the development (single-family, apartments, townhomes, and age-
restricted) is potentially well-suited to Passive design.  See http://www.phius.org/home-page.  This 

http://www.phius.org/home-page
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approach would significantly reduce GHG.  In terms of additional cost, a recent Passive project, 
Village Centre, in Maine, reportedly cost only 3% more to construct, compared to a code 
alternative.  Additional cost would be netted against Mass Save performance incentives, and 
other incentives, described above.   
 
We look forward to receiving the GHG mitigation evaluation.  Detailed recommendations for the 
submission follow. 
 
Recommendations for Submission 

 
 Future submissions should demonstrate that the project is taking all feasible measures to 

avoid, minimize and mitigate GHG emissions. The GHG Policy and supporting 
documentation is available at http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/mepa/greenhouse-gas-emissions-
policy-and-protocol-generic.html 
 

 Baseline should be set at local, current building codes.  Accordingly, baseline is Stretch 
Code (10% improved over ASHRAE 2013) for Rockland and Weymouth; while baseline 
for Abington is ASHRAE 2013.  (It appears that a vast majority of the building space will 
be located in Rockland and Weymouth.)  
 

 Above-code mitigation measures and renewables should be thoroughly evaluated to 
maximize all feasible GHG avoidance, including:  

  
 PV: Roof-mounted solar PV would have a significant positive effect on GHG 

reduction for this project.  Roof-mounted solar PV would likely be one of the 
most significant GHG mitigation measures.      
 

 Envelope: We recommend at least two above-code envelope mitigation measures 
be evaluated.  Be sure to consider the value of downsizing HVAC systems as 
envelope improves.   

 
 Window-to-Wall: We recommend not exceeding the maximum-allowed window 

to wall ratio described by Code.   
 

 Heat Pump:  Heat pumps may be an effective strategy, providing highly efficient 
cooling and heating while also enabling trading of concurrent heating and cooling.  
We recommend both space and water-heating heat pumps be evaluated.   

 
 Variable Refrigerant Flow:  We recommend an evaluation of VRF, which also 

provide highly-efficient cooling and heating as well as trading of concurrent 
heating and cooling. 

 

 Building Lighting: We recommend a thorough examination of reduced lighting 
power densities for both interior and exterior lighting.   

 

 Energy Recovery; High Efficiency Equipment: Where not already required by 
code, we recommend energy recovery options be investigated. Above code 
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heating, cooling, pumping, fan and appliances also typically provide effective 
GHG reduction approaches. 

 

 Responsive Systems and Controls: Responsive HVAC systems, where not already 
required by Code, such as economizers and demand controlled ventilation usually 
are effective GHG mitigation strategies which we recommend be investigated. 

 

 Extensive credits, incentives, and grants are available for efficiency measures and 
renewables, including: 
 

 Tax credits and accelerated depreciation for solar PV and solar thermal  
 

 Utility performance-based incentives for energy efficiency improvements 
 

 Grants for various technologies from the Massachusetts Clean Energy Center 
 

 Energy credits for renewable thermal and PV production 
 
We recommend a thorough evaluation be conducted on financial benefits associated with 
efficiency and renewables. 

 

 As discussed above, Passive building approach can be a highly-effective GHG reduction 
strategy, especially for residential uses.  We recommend this approach be investigated for 
the residential portion of the development.     

 

Information for Submission 

 
In order to expedite the DOER review, we recommend the following accompany the submission:   
 

 A table similar to the example below should be included: 
 

Measure/Area 
Base Code 

2013 90.1 App. G or 2015 IECC 
Proposed % Change Comment 

Roof  Assembly U-value (Btu/hr-Ft2-f)     
Bldg 1 code value design value %  
Bldg 2 code value design value %  
(Additional rows for each bldg.) code value design value %  

Wall  Assembly U-value (Btu/hr-Ft2-f)    
 Bldg 1 code value design value % 
 Bldg 2 code value design value % 
 Area Window/Area Wall (%)    
 Bldg 1 code value design value % 
 Bldg 2 code value design value % 
 Window U-value (Btu/hr-Ft2-f)    
 Bldg 1 code value design value % 
 Bldg 2 code value design value % 
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AC Efficiency (EER)    
 Bldg 1 code value design value %  

Bldg 2 code value design value % 
 ERV Effectiveness (%)    
 Bldg 1 code value design value % 
 Bldg 2 code value design value % 

Boiler (% efficiency)    
 

Bldg 1 code value design value %  

Bldg 2 code value design value %  

LPD (Watts/sq ft)    
 

Bldg 1 code value design value %  

Bldg 2 code value design value %  

(continue to include service water, equipment, etc) 

 
 A description of the proposed building envelope assembly: report both component R-

values and whole assembly U-factor.  Utilize the pre-calculated relationships between R-
Value and U-factor contained in Appendix A in the code.   
 

 A description of the building energy simulation model and procedures utilized. 
 

 A detailed and complete table of modeling inputs showing the item and the input value 
for both the base and as-designed scenarios.  The area of the building should be included. 
 

 The output of the model showing the monthly and annual energy consumption, totalized 
and by major end use system. 
 

 Baseline (e.g. Code) energy use intensity and proposed mitigated building energy use 
intensity. 
 

 Project modeling files are to be submitted to the DOER with the submittal on a flash 
drive or may be transmitted via electronic file transfer to 
paul.ormond@massmail.state.ma.us. 
 

 Separate “side calcs” may be required for non-building energy consuming site 
improvements which are not included in the building energy modeling software (e.g. 
parking lot lighting). 
 

 Estimate area of roof potentially usable for solar development (e.g. ‘Usable Roof Area” 
(URA)).  Estimate resulting power production and associated GHG reduction if all this 
URA was utilized.   
 

 A description of the proposed project building usage and size, including a site plan and 
elevation views, should be included.   
 

 Provide a summary of discussions with MassSave. 

mailto:paul.ormond@massmail.state.ma.us
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 We recommend cross-examining produced model results’ total and individual end uses 

with representative, prototype buildings developed by Pacific Northwest National 
Labs/Department of Energy found here: 
 

o https://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BECP_901_2013_Progress_Indicator_
0_0.pdf  

 
o http://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2013EndUseTables.zip 

 
o https://www.energycodes.gov/commercial-energy-cost-savings-analysis 

 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Paul F. Ormond, P.E. 
Energy Efficiency Engineer 
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 

https://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BECP_901_2013_Progress_Indicator_0_0.pdf
https://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BECP_901_2013_Progress_Indicator_0_0.pdf
http://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2013EndUseTables.zip
https://www.energycodes.gov/commercial-energy-cost-savings-analysis






















 
 
 
 
 
 
April 24, 2017 
 
Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office – Holly Johnson, MEPA #11085R 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
RE: Union Point, MEPA #11085R 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
The Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) regularly reviews proposals deemed to have regional 
impacts. The Council reviews proposed projects for consistency with MetroFuture, the regional policy 
plan for the Boston metropolitan area, the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development Principles, 
consistency with Complete Streets policies and design approaches, as well as impacts on the 
environment.   
 
MAPC has a long-term interest in alleviating regional traffic and environmental impacts, consistent with 
the goals of MetroFuture. The Commonwealth also has established a mode shift goal of tripling the share 
of travel in Massachusetts by bicycling, transit and walking by 2030. Additionally, the Commonwealth has 
a statutory obligation to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) by 25% from 1990 levels by 2020 and by 
80% from 1990 levels by 2050. In May 2016, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court released a 
unanimous decision in Kain vs. Massachusetts Department of Protection (DEP) ordering the state’s DEP 
to take additional measures to implement the 2008 Global Warming Solutions Act. Specifically, the Court 
held that DEP must impose volumetric limits on the aggregate greenhouse gas emissions from certain 
types of sources and that these limits must decline on an annual basis. This recent ruling reasserts the 
state’s obligation to meet these goals.  
 
LStar Southfield LLC (the Proponent) is proposing the Union Point Project as the updated development 
plan (the Project) for the former South Weymouth Naval Air Station, a tract of approximately 1,462 acres 
of land located in Abington, Rockland, and Weymouth. The Project is a mixed-use redevelopment project 
comprising 8 million square feet (sf) of commercial space, 3,855 housing units, and between 19,500 and 
43,900 parking spaces on a brownfield site. The Project is forecast to generate 79,900 vehicle trips per 
day. The amount of proposed parking and vehicle trips is significantly higher compared to the 2007 Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), which proposed a range of 8,770-12,200 parking spaces and 
34,300 vehicle trips.   
 
The Notice of Project Change (NPC) outlines the implementation of a significantly changed development 
plan from the 2007 FEIR. The proposed number of residential units has increased from 2,855 units to 3,855 
units and proposed commercial space has increased from 2.06 million sf to 8 million sf. Predominant land 
uses include office (2.89 million sf), life sciences (2.8 million sf), hi-tech manufacturing (800,000 sf), 
manufacturing (800,000 sf), retail (348,300 sf), a conference center (120,000 sf), and a 285-room hotel. A 
previously proposed golf course, an indoor recreational field house, and a fitness/wellness center have been 
removed from the Project. The indoor skating facility has been expanded and a 15,000 seat sports stadium is 
now included in the Project.  
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Please see the attached set of comments and recommendations regarding this Project. While MAPC is 
pleased that this Project proposes to develop a significant amount of housing and redevelop a brownfield 
site, it is imperative that the EIR include a mitigation program, a shared parking program, and an effective 
monitoring program that addresses mode share goals. 
 
The intent of these recommendations is to encourage a greater shift of auto trips to transit, bicycling, and 
walking, which will minimize adverse impacts and help to keep the Commonwealth on track to meet its 
statutory and regulatory goals. MAPC respectfully requests that the Secretary incorporate these 
recommendations into the Certificate for the project’s EIR. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.   
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Marc D. Draisen 
Executive Director 
 
 
cc: John Lucas, Town of Rockland 

Robert Luongo, Town of Weymouth 
Pat Ciaramella, Old Colony Planning Council 
David Mohler, MassDOT 
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Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) comments on 
Union Point Notice of Project Change, MEPA #11085R 

  
Building Program 
 
Project Phasing 
The NPC indicates that Phase 1 will comprise 2.06 million square feet (sf) of commercial development 
and 2,855 housing units. The EIR needs to indicate the phasing for the remainder of this Project which is 
slated for completion in 2036. 
 
Sports Stadium  
The NPC mentions the potential addition of a sports stadium for a minor league team. The Proponent 
needs to clearly indicate whether the sports stadium is planned as part of Phase 1. If so, the sports stadium 
needs to be included in the EIR’s transportation analysis. While MAPC recognizes that the trips the 
stadium will generate will most likely occur on the weekends and after the evening peak hour, a 
transportation analysis will need to be prepared. The transportation analysis will need to address how 
patrons will access the facility and outline traffic management plans for crowd surges following events. 
The EIR should include information about the stadium location, what types of sporting events will take 
place at the stadium, whether the facility will be a home stadium for a specific sports team, and whether 
the facility will be used for other events (e.g., concerts) at times when games are not being played.  
 
Additional Uses 
Table 1.3-1, Union Point Development Program Comparison to 2007 FEIR Development Program, 
identifies several Additional Uses which are listed below:  
 
■  Long-term care facility (300 beds)   ■  Civic/community facility (40,000 sf)  
■  Multi-modal facility (5,000 sf)   ■  Institutional/Social services (37,000 sf)  
■  Public school (600 students) 
 
The Proponent needs to indicate clearly whether any of these Additional Uses are planned as part of 
Phase 1. If so, they need to be included as part of the EIR’s transportation analysis. The Proponent should 
also indicate which, if any of these facilities, will be built in Phase 1. Even if they are not scheduled for 
Phase 1 construction, the Proponent should indicate whether they actually intend to build all of these 
facilities, or only some which turn out, upon further analysis, to be most feasible for future development 
in later project phases. If these Additional Uses are planned for later phases, their proposed timing should 
be outlined in the EIR.  
 
Preservation and Repurposing of Other Buildings 
The NPC indicates that the Project also includes the preservation and repurposing of other buildings, 
which should be included as part of the transportation analysis in the EIR, if the work is scheduled for 
Phase 1. For example, the NPC mentions plans to refurbish Hangar 2 and Building 82, and that other 
buildings are being evaluated for preservation and reuse. 
 
Components Already Completed or Under Construction  
According to the NPC, work on the project has proceeded continuously since the issuance of the FEIR 
Certificate in 2007. Project components have already been completed (e.g., Eventide, Fairing Way, 
Highlands Neighborhood, Snowbird) or are under construction (e.g., Brookfield Village, The Commons, 
Transit Village, Winterwoods). The EIR needs to clarify the total number of dwelling units already 
completed or under construction, the amount of allocated parking (structured or surface), and indicate the 
locations of these projects on a site plan. The EIR should clarify how the transportation analysis will 
incorporate trips for projects already completed or under construction (e.g., as part of existing conditions 
or as part of Phase 1). 
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Trip Generation   
The NPC states that the Project is forecast to generate 79,900 vehicle trips per day and that the Proponent 
is working with CTPS to determine the number of new trips that will be generated by the revised master 
plan and make trip assignments, including trips on existing and future roadway infrastructure. The EIR 
should clarify the extent to which the Proponent is working with CTPS on the Project’s four-step 
modeling process – trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice and trip assignment. 
 
Transportation Mitigation   
It is important to point out that the Proponent has not yet committed to a clearly outlined transportation 
mitigation program. The table in Section 3, Preliminary Mitigation Measures, broadly states: 
“Improvements to road segments and intersections affected by site-generated traffic and implementation 
of Traffic Demand Management plan. A traffic monitoring program will be implemented to validate 
traffic projections.” In fact, the Secretary’s FEIR Certificate dated July 18, 2007 criticized the Proponent 
for not providing “a more specific presentation of certain project details, including mitigation.” 
Subsequently, the Secretary directed the Proponent to “finalize clear and enforceable mitigation 
commitments in consultation with the state permitting agencies.” (p. 2) 
 
Due to the significant increases in the building program’s square footage, parking, and traffic impacts, 
MAPC expects the EIR to contain a comprehensive program for transportation-related mitigation. MAPC 
recognizes that the Proponent has indicated that improvements, which were also considered in the 2007 
FEIR, are being evaluated. Nevertheless, the EIR must contain a comprehensive transportation mitigation 
program, which also needs to be included in the draft Section 61 Findings. The transportation mitigation 
program should build upon the improvements identified by the Proponent which were considered in the 
2007 FEIR as outlined below:   
 
Route 3 Connection 
Reconstruct Hingham Street to provide a consistent four-lane cross-section between Weymouth Street and 
Route 3. 
 
South Weymouth Commuter Rail Station Improvements 
Improve the South Weymouth Commuter Rail Station by relocating the station platform, adding parking 
spaces, providing pedestrian and bicycle connections, and introducing a multimodal center with a pick-
up/drop-off area and shuttle bus service.  
 
Intersection Improvements 
■  Route 58 at Route 139    ■  Columbian Street/Forest Street  
■  Pond Street at Derby Street/Hollis Street   ■  Weymouth Street/Sharp Street/Abington Street  
■  Columbian Square (Pond St/Pleasant St/Union St)  ■  Columbian Street/Park Avenue West  
 
Planned Transportation Projects 
The NPC mentions several projects that are currently in either the design or construction stages. The 
timing of when these projects are anticipated to be completed and whether their transportation impacts 
require mitigation needs to be addressed in the EIR. These projects include: 
 

 Route 18 Widening 
 
 Improvements to the Route 3 interchange at Derby Street 

 
 Route 53/Derby Street/Gardner Street - signal and geometric improvements 

 
 Extension of Market Street (formerly New Main Street) to the William Delahunt Parkway  

 
Multi-Modal Transportation Facility 
As outlined in the Secretary’s FEIR Certificate dated July 18, 2007, the construction of a multi-modal 
transportation center was a central component of the Project. From reviewing the NPC, it appears that the 
commitment to construct the multi-modal transportation center has been reduced to a mitigation measure 
that may be included based on further evaluation. MAPC strongly encourages the addition of a multi-
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modal transportation facility based on the MBTA’s planned improvements to the existing South 
Weymouth Commuter Rail Station and urges the Secretary to require the Proponent to commit to 
constructing the facility.  
 
In addition to committing to the multi-modal transportation facility as a mitigation requirement, the EIR 
should clearly distinguish what improvements pertain to the South Weymouth Commuter Rail Station and 
what specific components comprise the multi-modal transportation facility. A well-designed multi-modal 
facility has the potential to improve accessibility and connectivity between modes in addition to 
coordination with land use plans. 
 
Parking 
 
Parking Program 
The estimated parking demand for Union Point ranges from 19,500 to 43,900 parking spaces. The EIR 
needs to specify a precise number of spaces and explain the methodology used to determine the total 
amount of proposed parking for the entire Project, parking proposed as part of Phase 1, and the timing of 
parking proposed subsequent to Phase 1.  
 
The methodology should include an analysis of the anticipated parking usage based on the different types 
of parking demand (e.g., office, residential, hotel), projected parking demand at different times of day, 
anticipated parking duration, and whether the parking is surface or structured. With this analysis, MAPC 
will be able to assess whether the proposed parking spaces are in fact needed, or whether the number 
could be reduced to limit permeable surface and other environmental impacts, and to encourage non-auto 
access to the site. With the capacity to implement shared parking, close proximity to a commuter rail 
station, and opportunities to implement various parking reduction programs, it is our view that the amount 
of parking spaces could be significantly reduced.  
 
MAPC requests that the EIR provide detailed information about the construction phasing and to closely 
monitor parking utilization. In order to minimize adverse impacts and to keep the Commonwealth on track 
in meeting its regulatory and statutory goals, MAPC respectfully requests that the Secretary require the 
Proponent to develop a strong program to reduce the proposed number of parking spaces to the fullest 
possible extent. A reduced parking supply would encourage the use of non-auto modes of transportation and 
lead to a more successful project from an environmental perspective.  
 
Structured Parking  
The Proponent has also noted that the Project will provide structured parking for most uses. The amount 
of structured and surface parking needs to be specified in the EIR. 
 
Existing and Permitted Parking  
The Proponent should clarify how the 2,056 parking spaces, which have already been permitted or 
constructed, are being allocated and utilized. 
 
Shared Parking  
MAPC strongly encourages the Proponent to develop a shared parking program. In order to make such a 
program work, the Proponent needs to determine how the different land uses (e.g., office, residential, 
hotel), will be able to use the same parking spaces given their different parking demands during different 
times of the day and week. Due to the variety of land uses and mixture of peak parking occupancy time 
periods, the Proponent should be able to optimize the amount of shared parking to reduce the number of 
spaces required.  
 
Parking Banks (Landscape Reserves)  
MAPC recommends that the Secretary require the Proponent to establish parking banks (a.k.a. landscape 
reserves) that would remain as greenspaces if it is determined that the surface parking may not be needed 
subsequent to the construction of the structured parking and full occupancy of the Project site. These 
areas would be converted to parking only if the need is clearly demonstrated. As long as additional 
parking is not needed, the land should remain landscaped.    
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Other Parking Policies and Management Strategies 
Other specific parking policies and management strategies the Proponent is encouraged to include are:  
 

 Offer Parking Cash-Out Incentives for Employees 
This strategy encourages tenants to provide cash instead of individual parking spaces to their 
employees, thus encouraging employees to choose alternative modes.  

 
 Charge a Parking Fee for Residents with More than One Vehicle 

Charging a parking fee for residents with more than one vehicle will serve as a disincentive, and 
it will more legitimately recognize the true cost of parking construction and maintenance. 

 
 Preferential Parking Program  

Provide a preferential parking program for carpools and vanpools, and provide access to Zipcars 
in convenient locations.  

 
 Electric Vehicles  

Provide electric vehicle charging stations and charging infrastructure and reserve those spaces for 
such vehicles.  

 
Shuttle Service 
MAPC is pleased that the Proponent has mentioned it intends to provide its own shuttle service. 
Specifically, the shuttle will be a clean-fuel, potentially self-driving, on-site transit shuttle between Union 
Point districts and the South Weymouth Commuter Rail Station. 
 
MAPC recommends that the Proponent expand the shuttle service to access other area residential and 
business centers and to provide a connection to MBTA Bus Route 225. The shuttle service must ensure 
that travel times and headways are convenient enough to encourage riders to use the system instead of 
other modes. In addition, the shuttle service’s routes should be based on an on-going assessment and 
analysis of commuting patterns based on the data collected as part of the Project’s monitoring program. 
MAPC looks forward to reviewing plans of the proposed shuttle routes in the EIR.  
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Connections 
The NPC indicates that the Project has an extensive and comprehensive network of sidewalks, paths, and 
bicycle lanes. For example, residential areas are linked to the Town Center District by paths that 
encourage walking and biking. The NPC mentions that the Proponent has started construction of a 
proposed 50-mile trail network. The EIR needs to describe the extent to which the proposed 50-mile trail 
network will connect with the regional trail network. MAPC looks forward to written and graphic 
descriptions addressing the internal network of sidewalks, paths, and bicycle lanes within and connecting 
to the Project site. 
 
The Proponent should also plan to install bicycle racks proximate to building entrances. These bicycle 
racks should be secure, weather-protected, and highly-visible. Internal bicycle parking for employees and 
financial incentives to encourage employees to bicycle to the project should also be provided by the 
Proponent. The specific number of internal and external spaces should be included in the EIR.   
 
Mode Share Goals and Monitoring Program 
 
Mode Share Goals 
While the Proponent has committed to a monitoring program that will include vehicular data collection, 
there is no discussion of mode share goals. Developing and monitoring mode share goals is a central 
component of TIA preparation as outlined in the EOEEA/MassDOT Guidelines for Traffic Impact 
Assessments (TIAs). Specifically, the TIA Guidelines state: “The TIA should include an assessment of the 
mode split assumptions, as well as the Proponent’s plan to maximize travel choice, promote non-SOV 
modes, and achieve the assumed mode shares.” (p. 17) 
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The Proponent needs to define mode share goals clearly (vehicular, commuter rail, shuttle, bicycling and 
walking) for residents and employees as part of their commitment to conduct monitoring and reporting, 
and to adjust the project’s TDM program as necessary. 
 
Monitoring and Reporting  
The Proponent’s monitoring and reporting program must be well defined and eventually be committed to 
in the Section 61 findings. Trip generation, parking usage and Level of Service (LOS) must all be 
monitored on a continuous basis. It is imperative that the Proponent outline an extensive and thorough 
transportation monitoring and reporting program.  
 
The monitoring program needs to include details of how the mode share goals will be attained, as well as 
steps that will be taken if goals are not met. The Proponent must also commit to conducting regular 
monitoring and reporting of transportation mode shares and adjust the Project’s alternative transportation 
services and TDM programs as necessary (see below). MAPC recommends that the monitoring program 
take place annually and for at least five years after full occupancy. The monitoring and reporting program 
should include annual data collection of traffic counts, parking, public transportation, shuttle, bicycling, 
and walking. The intent of the transportation monitoring program is to confirm that actual changes are 
consistent with forecasted changes. With a monitoring program, the actual impacts of a project can be 
determined and additional mitigation measures identified, if necessary. 
 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program 
MAPC is pleased that the Proponent has committed to include a Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program that includes a variety of measures to minimize automobile usage and Project-related 
traffic impacts. These strategies include designating an on-site TDM Coordinator, subsidizing transit 
passes for employees, and establishing a ride-matching program. By working with the site’s future 
tenants, the Proponent should be required to execute the following TDM measures: 
 

 A guaranteed ride home program available for employees. 
 
 Work with a car sharing service (e.g., ZipCar) to locate vehicles within the Project site. 

 
 Provide bicycle parking and shower facilities/changing rooms within buildings. 

 
TDM commitments should be institutionalized so that future managers of the development sites will be 
required to adhere to these commitments. 
 
Water Supply 
The previous MEPA filing found that connecting to the MWRA water system was the preferred 
alternative, and MAPC supported that proposal.  The current project as described in this Notice of Project 
Change is notably different with respect to the Project’s water demand, which has increased from 1.05 
million gallons per day (mgd) to 2.7 mgd, as a result of an increase in both residential and industrial uses. 
The NPC continues to consider the MWRA as the source of water, although alternative routes for making 
the connection to Union Point are described. MAPC continues to support the MWRA alternative, and 
looks forward to the analysis of the preferred route in the DEIR.   
 
The NPC also proposes to consider the Aquaria Desalination Plant in Brockton as an alternative source of 
water supply. Given that the role of an EIR is to explore all alternatives, it is appropriate to compare this 
alternative to the other water supply alternatives under review.  
 
Whichever water source and piping route is ultimately selected as a preferred alternative, the project 
should include maximum efforts for water efficiency and demand management. This is especially 
important given that any of the water sources being considered would rely on importing water from other 
watersheds. 
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Wastewater 
The wastewater option proposed in the previous MEPA filing was based on an on-site wastewater 
treatment facility that incorporated water reuse. Re-use of treated water was proposed for both the 
industrial users and for irrigation, including the then-proposed golf course. MAPC strongly supported this 
as one of the hallmarks of sustainability of the project. 
 
The current project as described in the NPC has some marked differences. The total wastewater volume is 
significantly higher. The FEIR estimated a range of 0.64 mgd to 1.04 mgd, while the wastewater volume 
for the current project in this NPC is 2.3 mgd, despite the fact that a golf course is no longer part of the 
proposed project.  Given these changes, the NPC proposes a range of three alternatives for managing the 
projects wastewater: (1) all MWRA sewer; (2) all on-site treatment; and (3) a combination of MWRA and 
on-site treatment. 
 
Unlike the MWRA water system, which as ample capacity to add Union Point’s water demand, the 
MWRA sewer system has significantly more constraints against added capacity. While it is 
understandable that all alternatives should be considered in the MEPA review process, there are clear 
advantages in terms of sustainability that favor on-site treatment with water reuse. That being said, given 
the significantly increased volume of wastewater in this NPC, the proponent makes the case that treating 
all of this volume on site would have its own challenges in terms of the increased land area needed, and 
the increased volume of treated wastewater to be assimilated in the local watershed. While the final 
decision on a preferred alternative will await the full analysis of the EIR, MAPC continues to express its 
support for including on-site treatment with water reuse to the maximum extent feasible, and to minimize 
reliance on the MWRA wastewater system to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
Affordable Housing   
Of the 3,855 dwelling units proposed by the Proponent, they are distributed as follows: 355 single-family 
detached, 2,000 apartments or condos, 500 townhomes, and 1,000 age-restricted. MAPC applauds the 
Proponent for including a substantial commitment to expanding the housing supply in Abington, 
Rockland, and Weymouth, and thereby, in the region.  
 
MAPC is also pleased that at least 10 percent of the residential units will be priced as either affordable or 
workforce housing. We look forward to a more detailed description in the EIR that includes a breakdown 
of affordable housing among the different types of dwelling units and their locations. This should include 
a breakdown by tenure (ownership v. rental); a clear indication of the bedroom distribution (i.e., 1, 2, and 
3 bedroom units); and specific indication of affordability (i.e., how many units will be affordable to 
households earning below a certain level of Area Median Income as determined by the US Department of 
Housing & Urban Development). MAPC recommends that the Proponent implement affordable housing 
throughout the development, so that neither location, design, nor amenities give any indication to the 
outside observer of where the affordable units are located. 
 
We wish to emphasize that the issue of housing affordability is an environmental as well as a housing 
issue, because there is strong evidence that lower-income households own fewer cars, use less parking, 
and generate less traffic. According to the study, Maintaining Diversity in America’s Transit Rich 
Neighborhoods1, “people of color, low-income households and renters are all more likely to use transit 
than the average American” (p. 2). 
 
Finally, we ask that that the EIR outline the extent to which this affordable housing will contribute 
towards the 10 percent subsidized housing goal for the communities of Abington, Rockland, and 
Weymouth, pursuant to MGL Ch. 40B. According to the Department of Housing & Community 
Development Subsidized Housing Inventory, as of November 2016 Abington, Rockland, and Weymouth 
were at 7.61%, 6.39%, and 8.13%, respectively.  
                                                           
1 Prepared by the Dukakis Center for Urban and Regional Policy; Stephanie Pollack, Barry Bluestone, Chase Billingham; 
October 2010.   
http://www.northeastern.edu/dukakiscenter/transportation/transit-oriented-development/maintaining-diversity-in-americas-
transit-rich-neighborhoods   
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: Timmermann, Timothy <Timmermann.Timothy@epa.gov>
Sent: Friday, April 21, 2017 12:13 PM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Cc: Walsh-Rogalski, William; Monahan, Rosemary; Timmermann, Timothy; Audet, Matthew
Subject: Union Point Notice of Project Change #11085

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

 

We are writing to request that we remain on the mailing list for any MEPA documents related to the Union 

Point project.  EPA remains interested in this project given our ongoing work on site contamination and 

remediation issues. 

 

Please contact me directly with any questions. 

 

Regards, 

 

Timothy L. Timmermann, Associate Director 

Office of Environmental Review 

EPA New England-Region 1 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100 

Mail Code ORA 17-1 

Boston, MA  02109-3912 
  

Email:  timmermann.timothy@epa.gov 

Telephone:  617-918-1025 

E-Fax:  617-918-0025 
 





April 21, 2017

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

SUBJECT: Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act
Notice of Project Change - Union Point
LStar Southfield L.L.C.
EEA Number: 11085R
Town of Weymouth Comments

Dear Secretary Beaton:

I appreciate your consideration of the comments of the Town of
Weymouth (“Town”) on the project modifications that LStar Southfield L.L.C.
(“LStar”) is proposing in a notice of project change (“NPC”) for the Union Point
neighborhood of the Town. Union Point is a positive development for the Town
that we hope will enhance favorably to the future of the Commonwealth’s
second oldest community.

LStar’s development of Union Point turns the corner of decades of
inaction at the former South Weymouth Naval Air Station. The Town‘s recent
unanimous approval of new zoning that increased density and leading to the
need, in part, for this NPC shows best the positive collective, collaborative, and
cooperative relationship between the Town and LStar. The Town and LStar have
empowered themselves, stepped forward as partners, and resolved between
themselves issues such as water, sewer, and traffic.

We arranged our comments according to various issues we as a Town
have about the project, including those associated with LStar’s proposed
programs including water supply, wastewater treatment and disposal,

Robert L. Hedlund
Mayor

75 Middle Street
Weymouth, MA 02189

Office: 781.340.5012
Fax: 781.335.8184

www.weymouth.ma.us

Town of Weymouth
Massachusetts
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transportation, and other issues. We are requesting the Secretary consider these
issues.

I. Water Supply.

LStar agreed with the Town to use Weymouth’s water system as an
interim water supply until it identifies and implements a mutually agreed upon
permanent water supply source. In this NPC, LStar identifies several options,
including water supplied from the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority,
Aquaria in Brockton, or possible partial supply from Weymouth, Abington,
Rockland, or the combination of the three towns.

During this short interim period before LStar identifies, permits, and
constructs a permanent solution, Weymouth has offered to provide Union Point
with up to 600,000 gallons per day (gpd) of water. The Town’s temporary water
agreement with LStar and the Southfield Redevelopment Authority establishes
as an example the positive relationship between the parties and shows that the
Town and LStar are best served when we can resolve issues to the extent
practicable between us directly with minimal state involvement.

LStar’s agreement with the Town recognizes that LStar will require time
to realize fully their long-term water supply options. The interim agreement
requires a specific timeframe for design, construction, and implementation of the
permanent water supply for Union Point. LStar identified a connection to the
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA) as the likely permanent
water supply solution for Union Point, but the Town is willing to consider other
external sources of water.

The interim agreement sets up a specific timeframe for development of
that supply. Before November 2017, the Town must review and approve any
final design. LStar must receive all permits no longer than two years after the
Town’s approval of design. A permanent water supply must be operational no
later than two years after construction begins. LStar is unlikely to use the full
600,000 gpd allotment of water from the Town given LStar’s commitment to a
permanent solution.

The Town has concerns about summer irrigation on Union Point that may
cause unwarranted demand on the Town’s water supply. We would like the
Secretary to consider opportunities the Town and LStar may agree to in the
future about such issues, such as use of treated wastewater for roadside areas,
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alternatives for providing irrigation during peak summer water demands or
periods of low summer water flows, such as on-site irrigation ponds, harvesting
stormwater runoff for irrigation, on-site wells, or use of water from an on-site
wastewater treatment plant. We are confident the Town and LStar can work out
these concerns of the Town.

Any long term or permanent water supply connection for Union Point
will unlikely entail an interconnection to the Weymouth public water system.
External sources of water supply to Union Point should include, however, the
possibility of interconnection to Weymouth’s public supply, if the Town were to
need such additional water supply.

If LStar were to consider such an interconnection in the future, however,
that plan will require careful planning and coordination with the Town. This
interconnection could affect multiple pressure zones within our system.
Therefore, the Town and LStar need to decide and thoroughly understand the
specific infrastructure retrofits for accommodating this interconnection and the
construction and schedule requirements for implementing them before any
construction. Any interconnection will also affect internal management of the
Town’s water supply sources, which the Town performs from a long-term,
seasonal perspective.

Regarding Union Point’s long-term water supply, LStar and its
predecessors for this project have been considering alternative permanent supply
sources since the start of the project years ago. In view of the proposed scale of
LStar’s planned development for Union Point, it is critical that the Town and
LStar thoughtfully consider these final decisions and specific project
implementation details. This is an opportunity for the Town and LStar to create
solutions collectively that benefit all resident of Weymouth, whether they live in
Union Point or not.

II. Wastewater.

LStar is evaluating three long-term options for wastewater disposal to
accommodate the estimated 2.3 million gallons per day (MGD) of wastewater the
project will generate: (i) construction of an onsite system for treatment and
disposal, (ii) connection to MWRA, or (iii) a combination of the two. As we
worked with LStar about water supply issues, we are confident that the Town
and LStar can work collaboratively to address also this concern in a mutually
agreeable manner.
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If LStar were to convey substantially more wastewater from Union Point
to MWRA under the permanent MWRA alternative, this solution will involve
routing wastewater through Town’s public sewer system via interceptor sewers
at Mill River, Old Swamp River and Lower Central. Like commitments LStar
made under the temporary water agreement, improvements to Weymouth’s
sewer infrastructure would be necessary to accommodate Union Point’s
wastewater flows, especially during peak flow periods. We would ask the
Secretary and the MWRA to allow the Town and LStar the chance to creatively
arrive at solutions that benefit the Town, LStar, and all residents of Weymouth,
including residents of Union Point.

For example, under sewer commitments as part of the temporary water
agreement, LStar and the Town are working to minimize the construction
activities in the Town related to the sewer improvements and the Town’s
additional roadway improvements. We would expect LStar to continue to work
collaboratively with the Town on future sewer improvements necessary for a
permanent wastewater solution, such as collection system modifications
designed to accommodate the project’s maximum flows in a way that precludes
multiple and disruptive construction efforts.

Since LStar anticipates these construction activities to start within the next
year, the Town and LStar should begin work soon to prioritize in any
construction schedule improvements to currently deficient infrastructure that
will be burdened by possible future Union Point flows.

In addition, MWRA has significant requirements for infiltration/inflow
(I/I) reduction for new connections so that they can accommodate new
wastewater flows in their system. These requirements should lead LStar to
consider planning and integration with the Town’s existing I/I reduction
program to realize I/I improvements within the entire Town and not strictly
limited to I/I reduction in Union Point. The Town has spent millions of dollars in
recent years to increase sewer capacity and make I/I reduction a priority. Over
the last several years, the Town has already eliminated significant volumes of I/I
and the Town looks forward to working with LStar on any further I/I reduction
plans.

We anticipate working collaboratively with LStar to determine the nature,
cost and scheduling of these wastewater improvements so that the Town and
LStar can coordinate the appropriate due diligence and construction planning.
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With respect to the on-site wastewater treatment and disposal alternative,
the Town anticipates being able to creatively problem solve with LStar any
solution for Union Point that addresses the Town’s concerns. Also, the original
project described use of treated wastewater as a source of water for irrigation,
which would assist with peak summer water supply demands. We would
appreciate the opportunity for the Town and LStar to create solutions collectively
that protect the residents of Weymouth while also finding innovative solutions
for these problems in the revised project.

III. Transportation.

Certainly, the most significant issue is the increase traffic due to changed
development scope from the previous proposal. Particularly with respect to the
commercial and residential segments of the project, the proposed project may
have a significant impact on the surrounding roadways and intersections. We
believe LStar working with the Town, MassDOT, and the Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority can effectively work together on a solution.

The NPC states that the currently proposed project will result in an
increase in average daily traffic (ADT) that is more than double than was
proposed in the 2007 FEIR (34,300 vehicle trips per day, increasing by 45,600
vehicle trips per day for a total of 79,900 vehicle trips per day). Further, a new
sports stadium is also being proposed that could result in substantial surges in
additional short-term traffic and delays, depending on the stadium’s scale and
schedule of events.

Based on the traffic characteristics for the project described in the 2007
FEIR, MassDOT made modifications to several intersections along the Route 18
corridor to accommodate the originally anticipated traffic demands. These
modifications are beginning this construction season.

The substantial increase in vehicle trips described in the NPC along with
the proposed increased density of residential neighborhoods and commercial
districts will require the Town, LStar, and MassDOT to re-evaluate and improve
the transportation corridors serving Union Point. We expect that these proposed
changes at Union Point will warrant additional local street capacity
improvements and traffic control measures to accommodate the additional traffic
volumes generated.
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For example, the Town would like to discuss with LStar expanding the
impact study area north to include additional intersections on Pleasant, Middle,
Summer, and Washington Streets, and possibly others, such as internal Union
Point street networks, and the connections of Union Point streets to external
arterials.

The NPC describes several additional proposed improvements for the
Route 18 corridor, including expansion of the roadway to four lanes between
Highland Place in Weymouth to Route 139 in Abington, additional intersection
improvements, and replacement of the bridge over the MBTA right-of-way.
Additional proposed improvement to consider is a proposed roadway link north
of and parallel to Route 3, between Derby Street, Hingham and Pleasant Street,
Weymouth. The Town is willing to suggest to LStar alternative means of
intersection improvement where right-of-way permits.

Given the travel demand increase, the Town and LStar should work
collectively on increasing the connectivity between Union Point and the rest of
Weymouth by all travel modes, vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle, that
need upgrading.  For example, Union Point currently has good transit access to
Boston, via the commuter rail, but no public transit access to other points in
Weymouth, or other nearby communities.

Furthermore, the Secretary may be helpful with having the MBTA and its
commuter rail contractor, Keolis, work with the Town and LStar on expanding
capacity to the South Weymouth rail station on the Plymouth line of the Old
Colony line. The Plymouth line saw a decrease in peak hour trips with the
opening of the Greenbush line. These commuter rail lines should not cannibalize
each other and internally compete for resources, but instead each line should
receive additional trips and more cars during each trip.

We understand that commuter rail traffic suffers from bottlenecks outside
of Weymouth, such as the main Old Colony trunkline north of Town and also
train capacity at South Station. While many of the issues addressed in this letter
are ones the Town and LStar could resolve with minimal involvement by the
state, this issue of increased public transit to Union Point is a matter beyond the
scope of simply the Town and LStar.

On the other hand, the Town and LStar’s relationship with MassDOT has
been exemplary. In addition to the Route 18 improvements discussed above,
MassDOT’s local partnership with LStar and the Town already has paid
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dividends with the recent completion of Patriot Parkway in November 2016.
With the Town’s assistance and support, LStar convinced MassDOT to allow it to
take over construction of the Patriot Parkway, which LStar completed on time
and under budget.

Like the coordination the Town has with LStar over sewer improvements
and the Town’s roadway improvements, the Town and LStar should similarly
closely coordinate any important traffic mitigation measures occurring in the
Town.

We also note that LStar is proposing a mix of roadways for the project,
some of which are to be accepted by the Town and others that will remain
private ways. The Town seeks to discuss with LStar how these private ways, not
accepted or maintained by the Town, could avoid being problematic to residents
if not appropriately maintained in the future. Likewise, regardless of whether the
roadways are accepted as public ways or privately-owned, LStar should
coordinate with the Town appropriate roadway design that accommodates snow
removal needs, on-street parking, and other matters of general concern.

Finally, the Town is currently in the process of buying the street lights that
the Town currently leases from National Grid. The Town is converting these
street lights from sodium vapor lamps to energy-efficient LED fixtures. The
Town seeks to collaborate with LStar to ensure roadway lighting at Union Point
is consistent with what Weymouth is implementing townwide.

IV. General Comments.

The NPC describes LStar’s intention to update the stormwater runoff
hydrologic modeling that was developed as part of the 2017 FEIR and to use
current mapping and data that more accurately reflects existing conditions using
EPA’s Stormwater Management Model. This model of existing conditions should
also incorporate the large watershed areas north and west of Union Point to
ensure that as the project is developed these flows can continue to be
accommodated without causing backflows or flooding of residential areas
outside of Union Point.

Since the project proposed by the NPC adds another 75 acres of
impervious surface, Weymouth would also like to work with LStar on a long-
term maintenance plan for the storm water infrastructure and detention facilities
that identifies the parties responsible for its maintenance. The Town would like
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to coordinate with LStar the harvesting of stormwater for irrigation as an
additional manner of reducing water supply demand.

V. Conclusion.

Once again, the Town of Weymouth appreciates the opportunity to
provide these comments on the Union Point NPC. The Town supports
enthusiastically LStar redeveloping Union Point and this NPC. LStar has the
opportunity to transform this neighborhood of Weymouth into a modern
development for the 21st century, which is something the Town seeks to
encourage, not frustrate. The Town and LStar have partnered and solved several
infrastructure issues in the last year. We look at this NPC process as another
opportunity to work together and bring need resources and services to
Weymouth residents—Union Point residents. Thank you very much for your
courtesy and attention to these comments.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Hedlund
Mayor

cc:  All Members of the Weymouth Town Council
All Members of the Southfield Redevelopment Authority
Patrick O’Connor, State Senator
James Murphy, State Representative
Ronald Mariano, State Representative
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3/26/17 
 
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA. 02114 
 
 
Subject:     Notice of Project Change 

    

                   Union Point, EEA#11085R 

 

 

 

Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
Please accept the following as comments to this NPC. 
 
First, we would like to say that it has been nothing less than a pleasure working with the 
entire crew in the L-Star team. Although sometimes our opinions vary, they have been 
willing to meet with us anytime we have ever asked. We look forward to working with L-
Star in the future in hopes of thoughtfully blending the vast natural community at Union 
Point with the development of this project. 
 
That being said, we offer the following comments and questions that we believe should 
be included in the EIR:  
 
 We would like to request that a complete Master Plan for Union Point project be part of 
the EIR, as it is often referred to in the NPC and is currently not available for public 
viewing at this time by the proponent. 
 
 We  would like clarification as to where the DOT Access Permit and the Street Opening  
Permit would be needed. 
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Question 1 on page 4 in the NPC is checked no by the proponent..  
 
We are uncertain if the conversion of land recently swapped between the proponent and 
the National Park Service at the request of the proponent to build residential housing, 
would qualify that question to have an answer of yes. 
 
Question 2 on page 4 in the NPC is checked no by the proponent. 
 
We are uncertain if release of the 78 acres of land that had a Golf Course Permanent 
Deed Restriction and was recently rezoned by the towns for development and is currently 
being reviewed by NHESP ,would have qualified that question to have an answer of yes. 
 
 We were certainly happy with the decision of the proponent not to build the golf course, 
thus leaving all the land in the southern portion of Union Point as contiguous open space 
that will, this time, be placed in a permanent Conservation Restriction.  
 
Of course, the trade off was losing the northern 78 acre portion of the golf course area to 
rezoning and new development.  
 
 
3.0     Wetlands 
 
We would like more information on how the  day-lighting of  a portion of French's 
Stream created 8210 square feet of wetlands. 
 
The proponent is committed to constructing compensatory wetlands at a ratio of 2:1 to 
3:1 for vegetated wetlands altered by the project. The addition of 7310 sq ft of BVW 
alteration and another 1568 sq ft of other wetland alteration is concerning to the 
committee. 
 
We have concerns with the enormous addition of these wetland impacts proposed in the 
NPC and that the mitigation of these wetland impacts will be the loss of scarce, quality,  
upland habitat and wildlife corridors at Union Point.  Please know that outside the Golf 
Course area, the majority of open space at Union Point is wetlands. 
 
We are concerned that the huge increase in imperious surfaces mentioned in this NPC 
may have a flooding effect at Union Point and/or in the Town of Rockland and  may 
potentially change any existed documented flood zone maps, We ask if this could be 
addressed in the EIR.   
 
We ask that that any wetland alteration be kept to a minimum and that any compensatory 
wetlands necessary,  be build in the development areas of Union Point and not in areas of 
open space or riverfront areas. 
 
The proponent in the 2007 FEIR was committed to preserving wildlife habitats and 
wildlife corridors along French's Stream. 
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Currently there is connectivity of a wildlife corridor from the very east side of Union 
Point to the very west side. We hope the proponent will adhere to the FEIR and maintain 
connectivity from the open space to the furthest point north of Union Point to the open 
space on the furthest point south. These connections are important as Union Point is the 
intersect of wildlife  movement from Weymouth to Abington to Rockland and to 
Hingham and beyond. 
 
Also, currently there is a trail system that connects the future Nature Center and 
associated parking at 1119 Union Street in Rockland to the trail system at Union Point. 
This trail is in rare species habitat and has been approved by NHESP. We hope that 
connectivity of the east / west wildlife corridor will be maintained by whatever means 
necessary at this conjuncture. 
 
Riverfront Riperian areas along French's Stream that were uplands, have been converted 
into large detention and retention ponds. More of these storm-water management ponds 
are also planned along the French's Stream Riperian areas. This is not consistent with the 
commitment of the proponent in the FEIR of preserving wildlife movement corridors and 
by maintaining Riverfront areas along French's Stream.   
 
 We are also concerned that the north- south wildlife corridor via the large open field in 
Abington on the western edge will lose its connectivity because it has been re-zoned to a 
developable area. This is not consistent with the current FEIR. The Union Point website 
shows office buildings and parking lots in that area now. (unionpointma.com) 
 
Although we are not against the idea of having a solar field at Union Point, we are 
concerned that the placement of the solar field and the associated protective fencing at the 
Westgate Landfill in Weymouth will serve as a potential disconnect of the north - south 
wildlife corridor in the Trotter Road area. This area is mentioned in the FEIR certificate.  
 It is also partially within the French's Stream Riverfront Riperian area. We believe this 
area deserves a closer look and be included in the EIR. 
 
 
We hope to see the NHESP Grassland Plan of the formally proposed Golf Course parcel 
be included of the EIR. 
 
We would like to see a timetable in the EIR as to when  the 52 acre Thompson Pond 
parcel,  the 24 acre Rockland Meadows  parcel and the Grassland Plan parcel will be 
placed into a permanently protected Conservation Restriction, which  the proponent 
commits to in this NPC.   
 
We would like to see the existing Navy chain link fences removed in areas that would be 
beneficial to wildlife movement,  between the 52 acre Thompson Pond CR parcel and the 
24 acre Rockland Meadows CR parcel and Union Point open space areas. 
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We would be interested in knowing what the 43 acres of public parks listed as open space 
will consist of and where they will be located.  
 
    

Included in the Acts of 2014 Chapter 291 it states: 
 
" (5)  the master developer shall submit to the authority no later than 7 months after the 
passage of this act an open space preservation plan that shall be consistent with any 
amenities plan agreed upon by the master developer and any of the 3 towns, which shall 
include a schedule for the removal of all existing runways, taxiways, traffic control towers and 
other infrastructure located on any land zoned open space as of the effective date of this 
act.". 

We would ask that this "open space preservation plan" be included in the EIR as it does 
not currently exist. 
 
We would like to see a commitment to remove the older Navy Control Tower and all 
associated asphalt roadways and parking areas and measures be taken to return the area 
into its natural surroundings. Consideration should be taken to either use the newer 
Control Tower as an Observation Tower or have it removed. Currently, they are both  
safety hazards. 
 
We would like to see the entire 52 acres of the Thompson Pond CR parcel cleaned of all 
rubbish and debris. 
 
We would like to see the entire 24 acre Rockland Meadows CR parcel cleaned of all 
rubbish and debris. 
 
This is a closed military site with existing known groundwater contamination as well  
another emerging contaminate (PSAS) currently not listed by the EPA/DEP. For reasons 
of potential ecological risks as well as the potential risk of domestic pets,  we would like 
to ask that no groundwater within the Union Point site be used for irrigational purposes or 
as drinking water for human consumption. 
 
It is our understanding that the 50 acre former Coast Guard Housing parcel at Union 
Point is for sale by the GSA. An additional 50 acres of development at Union Point on 
this parcel will only add to the impacts of this Notice of Project Change and we believe it 
should be considered to be included in this EIR.Ideally, we would like this parcel 
preserved as open space with a Conservation Restriction. 
 
Lastly, 
 
Because this project has vastly increased in size and  impacts to the host communities, as 
well as the entire region, we would like to ask for your consideration in creating a Citizen 
Advisory Committee to properly evaluate and mitigate these impacts in the EIR.  
 
Although the Master Developer is the solo proponent applicant in this NPC,  we believe 
that this project also has several public aspects to it as well for the following reasons: 
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1)   It was the three host communities , Abington, Rockland, and Weymouth that 
originally voted for the Master Plan in the FEIR certificate. 
 
2)  The public entity representing the three towns, which is the Southfield Redevelopment 
Authority( SRA) , currently owns much of the land within the project site at Union Point, 
which was transferred to them through the National Park Service.  
 
3)  It was the SRA that had voted to choose the Master Developer and they currently have 
a DDA with the proponent. 
 
4)  There is newer state legislation ( Acts of 2014 Chapter 291) that governs this project 
now than and did not when the FEIR was reviewed.. 
 
5)  The Commonwealth of Massachusetts provided most of the funding for building the 
Parkway and the day-lighting of 900 feet  French's Stream at Union Point. 
 
6)  The Commonwealth of Massachusetts will likely provide some funding for traffic 
mitigation associated with the addition traffic impacts from this NPC. 
 
 
The committee understands the enormity of the proposed project and welcomes the 
opportunity to comment on the changes sought at this point and in the future as our 
concern is for maintaining a livable community. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Donald Cann 
Chairman, Rockland Open Space Committee 
 
 
Rockland Town Hall 
242 Union Street  
Rockland, MA. 02370 
  
 
 







 

 

Advocacy Department 
208 South Great Road  Lincoln, Massachusetts 01773

tel 781-259-2172email hricci@massaudubon.org
 
 
   April 21, 2017 
 
Secretary Matthew Beaton     
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Attn:  MEPA Office, EEA #11085R 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA  02114   

Via Email:  holly.s.johnson@state.ma.us 

 
Re: EOEEA# 11085R, Union Point, Abington, Rockland, and Weymouth (formerly 

Southfield/Weymouth Naval Air Station) 
 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
On behalf of Mass Audubon, I submit the following comments on the Notice of Project Change 
(NPC) for the Union Point project.  This is a major redevelopment project that has changed in 
many significant respects under the new Master Plan.  While some of these changes are positive 
(e.g. the grassland habitat will be larger and more contiguous), many categories of impact are 
increased including impervious surfaces, wetlands impacts, square footage of development, 
vehicular trips and parking spaces, and water usage. 
 
A new Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should be produced fully documenting the 
environmental impacts and detailed mitigation plans for this large-scale development project.  
Mass Audubon submits the following comments in regards to the EIR scope of review for open 
space, habitat, wetlands, and water resources impacts.  We recognize that there are other areas of 
significant impact as well, e.g. transportation. 
 
Article 97 – Conservation Restriction Release 
 
The NPC boxes regarding conversion of lands subject to Article 97 of the State Constitution 
(permanently protected open space) and release of a Conservation Restriction (CR) are checked 
“No.”  However, the plans and narrative indicate that northern portions of the existing CR 
established in conjunction with the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA) 
Conservation and Management Permit (CMP) will be converted to development under the new 
Master Plan.  Therefore, those areas are requested for release from the CR and this constitutes an 
Article 97 disposition.  Mass Audubon does not necessarily object to this conversion, if it results 

mailto:hricci@massaudubon.org
http://www.mass.gov/eea/biowelcome-maeve-vallely-bartlett.html
mailto:holly.s.johnson@state.ma.us


EOEEA# 11085R, Union Point, Abington, Rockland, and Weymouth  
Mass Audubon comments on NPC, April 21, 2017 

 

2 
 

in an expanded and more contiguous area of permanently protected grassland, and associated 
wildlife habitat areas, that are appropriately managed in perpetuity for conservation purposes.  
Nonetheless, the CR release and Article 97 disposition must be properly recognized and 
addressed through all necessary procedures. 
 
Rare Species Habitat 
 
This site contains habitat for state-listed rare species including the Eastern Box Turtle 
(Terrapene carolina), Upland Sandpiper, (Bartramia longicauda), and Grasshopper Sparrow 
(Ammodramus savannarum).  Large blocks of grassland habitat are rare in Massachusetts, and 
this project offers an important opportunity to protect and restore such habitat. The combination 
of wetland and upland habitat for the Box Turtle is also important, as these animals require large 
areas where they can move throughout the year without danger of being killed while crossing 
roads. 
 
Mass Audubon supports removal of the golf course from the development plan, and expansion of 
grassland habitat from 103 acres to 158.5 acres.  The proposed plan for a single contiguous area 
of grassland habitat will be more functional for the species that utilize such habitats than the 
previously planned interspersion of habitat strips within the golf course. 
 
As noted above, the proposed plan also involves converting to development areas previously 
committed to grassland and subject to a CR.  This requires a rigorous review through the Article 
97 and MESA permitting processes.  It should only be allowed if there is a significant and 
permanent positive benefit. 
 
Restoration of the grassland will require full removal of runways and other pavement and 
restoration with suitable soil and seed.  The soils here are naturally sandy and well-drained, 
suitable to sustain a sparse, little bluestem-dominated grassland, and that is the ideal habitat for 
Grasshopper Sparrows and Upland Sandpipers.  Specialized seed mix and planting methods need 
to be applied, not the use of a hay mix or other common meadow mix, which would be 
inappropriate and ineffective for the habitat conservation goals.   Mass Audubon’s previous 
restoration guidelines for the site are attached.  These include information on soil preparation and 
proper seed mix and installation techniques.  These guidelines were completed for the previous 
developer under sub-contract to their consultant, VHB.  Minor adjustments are needed based on 
the revised design. 
 
Areas to be restored from overgrown shrubland will need ongoing maintenance and management 
for invasive species. Implementation also must require ongoing monitoring of vegetation and 
birds (and other wildlife) to ensure that the restored grassland is functioning as intended and to 
identify any adjustments needed.  The EIR should include a draft revised CMP, including details 
regarding ongoing grassland management and monitoring protocols. 
 
Wetlands, Buffers, and Shrub Habitat 
 
Figure 1.1-2 shows the entire southern end of the airfield as “Grassland Habitat Conservation 
Area.”  However, this also includes extensive wetlands and wetland buffer as shown in Figure 
2.5-1.  Clarification is needed as to how the wetlands and wetland buffer zones will be managed.   
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While the opportunity to create an expansive grassland is the highest value here, shrubby 
vegetation should be maintained in the buffer area around infield wetlands within the “Grassland 
Habitat Conservation Area,” to buffer the wetlands and to provide shrub habitat, which is also of 
value to many species of birds and wildlife.  The grassland habitat creation and maintenance plan 
also needs to be coordinated with considerations for Box Turtle protection and habitat on the site. 
 
The EIR should also provide details regarding wetlands impacts and mitigation for all aspects of 
the development project, including off-site utility connections. 
  
Water Supply and Conservation 
 
Substantial new sources of water will need to be brought to the site to support the proposed 
development.  Alternatives being considered include connection to the Massachusetts Water 
Resources Authority system or the Aquaria desalinization plant through the City of Brockton’s 
system.  The EIR should fully evaluate the impacts of water supply options. 
 
Whichever option is selected, firm commitments should be made to reduce existing overstressed 
water sources in the region.  In particular, if the Aquaria plant is to be utilized, that option should 
only be considered if it is done in combination with a meaningful and long overdue, 
comprehensive management plan for the City of Brockton’s water system management that 
would significantly reduce the severe, ongoing impacts of that system on waterways including 
Monponsett Ponds and Silver Lake. 
 
Low Impact Development 
 
The NPC mentions water conservation measures including planting with drought-tolerant 
species.  Mass Audubon recommends that a commitment be made to build and maintain all 
aspects of the project using Low Impact Development (LID) techniques including minimization 
of impervious surfaces, capture and use of stormwater for landscape irrigation, and use of native 
plants.  This should include minimizing the use of turf/lawn and maximizing native trees, shrubs 
and perennial plantings.  In addition to saving water, this strategy will minimize the need for 
chemical fertilizers and pesticides, and maximize value for native birds and pollinators.  This 
approach can also be attractive and produce high property values and quality of life.  The Devens 
development regulatory standards are a model that could be applied here for comprehensive 
application of LID. 
 
Thank you for considering these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
E. Heidi Ricci 
Senior Policy Analyst 
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cc: Laura Rome, Epsilon Associates 
NHESP 
Abington Conservation Commission 
Abington Planning Board 
Rockland Conservation Commission 
Rockland Planning Board 
Weymouth Conservation Commission 
Weymouth Planning Board 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Mass Audubon protects 36,500 acres of land throughout Massachusetts, saving birds and other wildlife, and 
making nature accessible to all. As Massachusetts’ largest nature conservation nonprofit, we welcome more than a 

half million visitors a year to our wildlife sanctuaries and 20 nature centers. From inspiring hilltop views to 
breathtaking coastal landscapes, serene woods, and working farms, we believe in protecting our state’s natural 

treasures for wildlife and for all people–a vision shared in 1896 by our founders, two extraordinary Boston 
women. Today, Mass Audubon is a nationally recognized environmental education leader, offering thousands of 

camp, school, and adult programs that get over 225,000 kids and adults outdoors every year. With more than 
125,000 members and supporters, we advocate on Beacon Hill and beyond, and conduct conservation research to 
preserve the natural heritage of our beautiful state for today’s and future generations. We welcome you to explore 

a nearby sanctuary, find inspiration, and get involved. Learn how at massaudubon.org. 
 

 

http://www.massaudubon.org/


 

 

 
Attachment 4A 
Restoring Warm-Season Grassland for Grasshopper Sparrow Habitat 
 

 
 

 
Figure 1. Sparse, low, little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium) grassland at the former South Weymouth 
Naval Air Station, Weymouth, Massachusetts, October 2007. Clumps of little bluestem are separated by 
areas of litter and bare ground, with sparse shrub cover. This is the vegetation structure used by breeding 
Grasshopper Sparrows (Ammodramus savannarum). Photo by Tom Lautzenheiser. 
 
 
This document provides prescriptions for creating grassland bird nesting habitat on areas 
formerly paved or in shrub cover as part of the conversion of the former South 
Weymouth Naval Air Station to a mixed-use development. Specific recommendations 
will guide the creation of a grass-dominated habitat with a species mix and structure 
suitable for nesting by Grasshopper Sparrows and Upland Sandpipers, two state-listed 
species documented to occur on the site.
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Natural History 
 
Grasshopper Sparrows 
 
Grasshopper Sparrows require large areas of sparse grassland habitat for breeding. 
Comprehensive surveys of grassland bird breeding sites in Massachusetts by the Mass 
Audubon Grassland Bird Program indicate that Grasshopper Sparrows generally will not 
nest in grasslands smaller than approximately 12 hectares (30 acres; MAS, unpublished 
data), similar to the 10-hectare (25-acre) threshold reported in the literature (e.g. DeGraaf 
and Yamasaki 2001). MAS-GBP surveys, as well as several studies from throughout the 
sparrow’s range (as cited in Dechant et al. 1998, rev. 2002), indicate that within these 
sites, Grasshopper Sparrows prefer to nest in sparse, medium-height (approximately 
0.4-meter/1.3-foot), patchy grass cover intermixed with forbs, few patches of bare 
ground, moderate to high leaf-litter cover, and minor shrub cover. Upland Sandpipers, 
while having even larger area requirements for nesting than the Grasshopper Sparrow 
(typically greater than approximately 40 hectares/100 acres), will utilize sites with a 
similar cover.   
 
The vegetation structure of the habitat is important to Grasshopper Sparrows for reasons 
related to their feeding and breeding behaviors (Vickery 1996). In summer, the 
Grasshopper Sparrow diet consists mainly of grasshoppers, supplemented by seeds; 
patches of bare ground are required for the sparrows to forage and hunt effectively, as the 
birds generally do not scratch strongly through leaf litter while foraging. In the Northeast, 
Grasshopper Sparrows construct their domed, cup-shaped nests of grasses and sedges at 
the base of clumps of vegetation (Vickery 1996), such as those formed by native warm-
season grasses. Non-graminoid vegetation also contributes to the habitat value, as male 
Grasshopper Sparrows frequently sing from favored, fixed perches such as shrubs or forb 
stems.  
 
In Massachusetts, Grasshopper Sparrow habitat generally occurs on glacial outwash or 
human-disturbed landscapes with well- to excessively-drained soils of loamy fine sand or 
coarser texture. These soils are typically nutrient (especially nitrogen) poor, dry, and 
acidic. Native warm-season grasses can tolerate these conditions where many plants 
cannot; in fact, in “better” soils, the target native warm-season grass species will likely be 
outcompeted over time by non-native cool-season grasses and “weedy” meadow species. 
The proper substrate is critical to the formation of the sparse and somewhat stunted 
vegetation structure preferred by Grasshopper Sparrows. 
 
Grasslands 
 

Grassland habitats in Massachusetts range from the dense, thatchy, hayfield-type cover 
preferred by some grassland nesting birds, to the lower, more sparse cover preferred by 
Grasshopper Sparrows. The plant species composition and density of any grassland are 
closely tied to the site’s soil characteristics – for example, the sparse cover preferred by 
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Grasshopper Sparrows tends to occur on sandy, dry, nutrient-poor soils. Therefore, a 
coarse-textured, nutrient-poor substrate is the foundation for creating successful 
Grasshopper Sparrow breeding habitat.  
 
Vegetation structure, including height and growth form, also varies in different types of 
grasslands. The objective for this grassland is to create a clumpy distribution of medium 
height bunch grasses, intermixed with a minor forb and shrub component. The 
appropriate species to accomplish this objective are native, warm-season grasses. These 
grasses are called “warm-season” because their optimum growth period is the summer. 
Many warm-season grasses are clump forming, and can form sparse stands. Where the 
common forage grasses – often introduced from Europe, sod-forming, and cool-season 
adapted – do best on more nutrient-rich, loamy soils, native warm-season grasses are 
adapted to dry, nutrient-poor, sandy soils typical of glacial outwash deposits (or on 
human-influenced landscapes where topsoil has been removed). Because of the foraging 
and nesting behaviors described above, Grasshopper Sparrows tend to prefer grasslands 
dominated by native warm-season grasses. 
 
Establishing a native warm-season grassland requires the appropriate seed mix, seedbed 
condition, and seeding equipment, among other factors. Generally, the seeding rate for 
Grasshopper Sparrow habitat will be low, and it is intended that additional graminoid and 
forb species will spread in from adjacent, undisturbed areas.  
 
A restored native warm-season grassland requires several growing seasons to reach target 
plant height and stem density. Since these species invest their initial growth in the root 
system, as an adaptation to poor soils, full aboveground structure may not appear until the 
third or fourth year. The grassland must be monitored in the planting year and in the 
following growing seasons to gauge germination and growth, but site managers must not 
be too quick to judge the planting as a failure if the grassland appears to be putting on 
little growth in the early years. With that in mind, site planners will need to be prepared 
for an extremely sparse grassland cover within the restoration areas for at least three 
years. 
 
 
Grassland Establishment 
 
Substrate  
 
The following recommendations are based on information from grassland habitat experts 
in Maine, Connecticut, and Massachusetts (P. Vickery, J. Dickson, and W. Petersen, 
personal communications). The recommendation is also informed by the results of a soil 
test from a sample collected at the Westover Air Reserve Base (Chicopee, MA). The 
sample was collected from an area that provides breeding habitat for Grasshopper 
Sparrows, and that has a similar vegetation structure and species composition as desired 
for this project. The results of the soil analysis by the University of Massachusetts Soil 
and Plant Nutrient Testing Lab are attached. All macronutrients in the sample were 
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determined to have low concentrations (indeed, nitrogen was reported at 0 ppm), 
indicating the generally poor nutrient environment in the area. 
 
Soils in the grassland restoration areas should be coarse textured (sands or loamy sands) 
similar to Merrimac or Hinckley series soils, for examples. These soils resemble those 
that remain exposed in many abandoned gravel pits throughout Massachusetts. To the 
degree possible, the top of the soil surface should be 0.9 meters (3 feet) above the high 
water table, to allow for the growth of grass roots and to favor soil drainage (Dickerson et 
al. 1998). This soil depth could consist of both native and placed soil materials, provided 
that the texture through the profile is coarse. Soil should consist of more than 70 percent 
sand by weight, with between 2 and 30 percent silt and between 1 and 15 percent clay 
(Soil Survey Division Staff 1993). Sand should generally be medium to coarse textured 
(grain size of 0.25 mm to 1.0 mm). Pebbles (2 to 75 mm) are acceptable at less than 
5 percent by weight to create a slightly gravelly soil. Additionally, organic matter (clean 
compost) at less than 2 percent by weight for the top 15 cm of soil will modestly improve 
its water-holding capacity. 
 
Warm-season grassland restoration calls for low nitrogen levels (less than 5 to 10 ppm 
over the yearly cycle) and moderate levels of potassium and phosphorous (University of 
Massachusetts Soil and Plant Tissue Testing Lab, personal communication). Typical 
ranges for other nutrients in poor grasslands include: potassium from 5 to 60 ppm; 
phosphorus from 5 to 25 ppm; calcium and magnesium levels from 5 to 30 ppm. These 
ranges are all low relative to those desirable for a productive hayfield or other densely 
vegetated grassland, yet the intention here is to create a nutrient-poor soil where potential 
competition against the native warm-season grasses is limited, and even the planted 
grasses remain sparse. Optimum soil pH is 5.5, which also limits the availability of some 
nutrients. Table 1 summarizes the desired soil texture and nutrient values for the 
proposed grassland areas. 
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Table 1.  Recommended Soil Characteristics 
Texture 

 
 Soil material Coarse-textured 
 Sand > 70%; 0.25 mm to 1.0 mm (medium to coarse sand) 
 Silt 2 to 30%; 0.002 to 0.05 mm  
 Clay 1 to 15%; < 0.002 mm 
 100% 
 Rock fragments  5%; 2 to 75 mm (pebbles) 
 Organics  2% 
  
Nutrients  
 Nitrogen 5 to 10 ppm through yearly cycle 
 Potassium 5 to 60 ppm 
 Phosphorous 5 to 25 ppm 
 Calcium 5 to 30 ppm 
 Magnesium 5 to 30 ppm 
  
pH  
 Optimum 5.5 
 Range 5.1 to 6.0 
 
Soil tests should be conducted prior to planting to ensure that pH and nutrient levels of 
the substrate are appropriate for warm-season grasses. A common practice in grassland 
establishment is to lime the soil prior to planting, which generally raises the pH and 
makes more nutrients available for plants. This practice is strongly discouraged in the 
establishment of a warm-season grass stand, as increased nutrients and pH can promote 
the growth of competing weed species.  
 
The soil should be firmly compacted using a roller or similar equipment prior to seeding 
to ensure good seed-to-ground contact. Compaction is adequate when a footprint presses 
less than 13 mm (0.5-inch) into the ground (Duebbert et al. 1981). The grassland areas 
should also be flat and level to the extent possible. 
 
Much of the present grassland area on the site appears to occur on soils within the range 
of the desired soil condition. However grasslands are proposed in areas that are presently 
shrubland or paved, either partially or continuously. In these areas, following the removal 
of the vegetation and/or pavement, soil tests should be made to ascertain the soil 
characteristics. It is possible that these currently obscured soils would be appropriate for 
the establishment of sparse, native warm-season grassland with little or no amendment. If 
soil test results indicate that the texture and nutrient characteristics are similar to those 
described above, these soils could be used in place or elsewhere on the site where 
proposed grasslands are to be established. In contrast, some soils (e.g. fill derived from 
wetland soils with high organic content, or fine-textured soils) are not appropriate for the 
desired grassland condition, and should not be used as a substrate for the proposed 
grassland areas. 
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Planting 
 
The seed mix, seeding rate, timing of planting, and equipment used for planting are all 
critical components of successfully creating a sparse native grassland.  
 
Seed Mix  
The recommended seed mix is detailed in Table 2. The existing Grasshopper Sparrow 
habitat at the former South Weymouth Naval Air Station is dominated by little bluestem 
(Schizachyrium scoparium), and includes areas of Indian grass (Sorghastrum nutans) and 
other graminoids at low density with round-headed bush clover (Lespedeza capitata), 
yellow wild indigo (Baptisia tinctoria), bristly dewberry (Rubus hispidus), and other 
forbs. Instead of aiming to replicate this species mix by seeding a large number of the 
species observed, we recommend seeding with the intended dominant grasses and 
allowing the secondary species to gradually seed themselves into the restored areas from 
the adjacent patches of retained grassland. 
 
Table 2. Recommended Seed Mix 
Common Name Scientific Name % in Mix (by Weight) 
Little bluestem Schizachyrium scoparium 60 
Indian grass Sorghastrum nutans 25 
Common hairgrass Deschampsia flexuosa 5 
Poverty grass Danthonia spicata 10 
 
In portions of the planted grassland that are isolated from areas of retained grassland, 
colonization by desired non-planted graminoids and forbs could take many years. In these 
cases, round-headed bush clover will be added to the seed mix at approximately 
0.016 ounces per acre1. While co-planted forbs will compete with the grass seedlings, at 
this low seeding rate competition should be minimal. 
 
Although most of the proposed grassland areas should be flat and level, some areas may 
be sloped and therefore subject to erosion. In erosion-prone areas, a fast-growing annual 
grass species, such as annual ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), can be added to the seed mix 
to hold the soil while the native warm-season grasses become established. If used at all, 
co-planting will be limited to erosion-prone areas, as it introduces competition and 
another potential weed. Annual ryegrass will provide cover in the first year after planting, 
but will tend not persist in the grassland over time. 
 
Seeding Rate 
The grassland should be planted at 4 to 6 pounds pure live seed (PLS) per acre (Ernst 
Conservation Seeds, personal communication). This seed rate is lower than the 8 to 
10 pounds per acre recommended for grassland planted for hay production or wildlife 
                                                 
1 Round-headed bush clover, like the grasses in the recommended species mix, has very light seeds—
approximately 128,000 seeds per pound. The 0.016 ounces per acre planting rate will result in 
approximately 1 seed per 340 square feet, if evenly distributed. 
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habitat purposes. In this case, however, the low seeding rate should ensure that the 
intended areas of open soil occur between the clumps.2 These patches of open ground 
between clumps will contribute to optimal foraging and nesting habitat for Grasshopper 
Sparrows and will provide soil niches for colonization by other plant species from 
surrounding areas, leading to a slightly increased plant species diversity as intended.  
 
Timing 
Late April is the optimal seeding period for this site. Early spring planting gives the 
seedlings the advantage of higher springtime soil moisture, enabling them to be well 
established before the onset of hotter and drier summer weather. Soil temperature limits 
the earliest seeding date – warm-season grasses require a soil temperature of at least 50o 
Fahrenheit to germinate (Dickerson et al. 1998). Later spring planting, when rains are 
less frequent, leads to drought stress on the seedlings and will severely decrease the 
chances of successful grassland establishment. Supplemental watering may be necessary 
if normal rains do not occur. Although supplemental watering may not be practical over 
tens of acres, in the case of spring drought it could alleviate the potential for stand failure. 
 
Equipment 
Native warm-season grass seeds should be installed with a no-till seed drill designed 
specifically for this purpose, such as the Truax FlexII grass drill. The drill should be set 
to a depth of 0.25 inch – some seed should be visible on the soil surface after seeding.  
Seed drills ensure adequate seed-soil contact, appropriate seed depth, and even 
distribution of seeds, providing the best chance for germination and seedling success at 
the recommended seeding rate. 
 
The seeds in the recommended seed mix have fluffy structures (aristae), which can tend 
to make them clog in a seeder. Even though native grass seed drills are equipped with 
augers/agitators in the seed box to maintain the flow of seeds through the machine, 
problems with seed flow can still occur. The seed tubes should be checked periodically 
while seeding to ensure that seed is properly flowing through, and any clogs should be 
cleared. If clogging is too frequent or if seed does not flow, the seed drill may need a 
carrier (plain cat litter or dry vermiculite), mixed in equal amounts by weight with the 
seed mix.   
 
Following seeding, the area must be rolled to ensure good seed-to-soil contact. The 
seeded area should be rolled twice, with the second pass orthogonal to the first. Although 
a roller is best tool for the task, some grasslands in the Northeast have been established 
where this “rolling” is accomplished by tracking the area with a bulldozer until the entire 
area is covered with tracks (Kelsey 2000). Rolling or tracking will help to prevent 
desiccation and limit the potential for the seeds to be picked over by birds or blown away 
by wind. 
 

                                                 
2 As native warm-season grass seeds are extremely light (averaging approximately 380,000 seeds per pound 
for the four species in the recommended mix), the 4 to 6 pound per acre seeding rate will result in 
approximately 31 seeds per square foot. Expected low seedling establishment rates should create the 
desired sparse distribution of plants as the stand matures. 
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Establishing Grassland with a Shrub Component in Taxiway C 
 
The project area referred to as Taxiway C is intended to be restored to grassland with a 
higher shrub component than is typical of Grasshopper Sparrow habitat so that it will 
continue to function also as turtle nesting habitat.  Taxiway C consists of a 45 meter (150 
foot) wide strip of solid pavement, well-maintained until recently, bounded on either side 
by a 40 meter (130 foot) wide skirt of long-unmaintained pavement which is now 
thoroughly broken up by shrubby growth and in most areas nearly obscured by leaf litter.  
Taxiway C is bounded by a wetland area to the west and a channelized stream to the east.  
Even though the skirt areas on both the east and west side of Taxiway C currently appear 
to be well-vegetated, the old broken pavement will tend to restrict turtle nesting activity 
and should be removed.  In order to maximize the size of the grassland habitat restored in 
the Taxiway C area, clearing and restoration will extend beyond the edge of this skirt, to 
a flagged buffer from the adjacent wetlands. 
 
In areas where pavement has been removed, grassland establishment should follow the 
above methods; however to recognize and encourage the value of this section of the 
property as turtle nesting habitat, the outer edges will be restored and managed to have a 
higher shrub component than in other grassland areas.  Grass seeding should be 
accomplished as on the rest of the site, with a no-till drill-seeder.  Since this large piece 
of farm-type equipment is not easily maneuverable among dense shrubs, grass seeding 
will need to occur before installation of shrubs.  Foot and vehicle traffic within the drill-
seeded areas will have limited impact on germination and growth in the days immediately 
following seeding, but increased potential impact in the weeks following.  To minimize 
impacts on grass seedlings, shrub installation should occur within a week of drill-seeding. 
 
Shrub cover in ideal Grasshopper Sparrow habitat is generally below 35% with one 
review finding an average of 10% shrub cover over a range of sites.  For Taxiway C, the 
shrub cover should be installed and managed so that shrub density decreases with 
distance from the grassland edge, ranging from 30% cover at the edge of clearing to 
<10% in all areas greater than 30 meters (100 feet) from the edge.  Establishment of this 
shrubby grassland should be planned in three 5-meter bands running parallel to the 
adjacent wetland buffers with the first band (closest to the buffers) established at 30% 
shrub cover, the second band at 20% cover, and the third band at 10% cover.  Areas 
beyond 15 meters from the edge of clearing would be restored with grasses and no 
shrubs.   
 
The first band will be almost entirely within existing shrubby areas beyond the limit of 
broken pavement.  Since this area is currently at greater than 30% shrub cover, the target 
percent cover can be achieved by removal of existing shrubs as necessary.  Invasive 
species should be prioritized for removal, followed by tall-growing woody species such 
as red maples and white birches.  Gray birch, aspens, and cherries should be thinned to 
reach 30% cover.  Cut stumps should be treated with an appropriate herbicide to prevent 
resprouting.  After thinning, the groundcover in this section will consist primarily of leaf 
litter with a few forbs and grasses.  The groundcover here should be allowed to establish 
itself without grass reseeding. 
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Within the second and third bands, which should fall within the areas where broken 
pavement will need to be removed, the eventual mix of shrub species should mimic that 
currently found in the skirt areas of Taxiway C.  If at all possible, shrubs should be 
retained during pavement removal, although not at the cost of leaving pavement in the 
preferred turtle nesting area around the base of the shrub.  This option would provide the 
lowest mortality risk to the shrubs, although it would somewhat hinder movement of 
grass seeding equipment.  In this case, drill seeding as much of the shrubby area as is 
possible would be acceptable. 
 
If removing pavement while retaining shrubs in place proves infeasible, shrubs should be 
replanted on site.  One method for replanting would be to restore the length of Taxiway C 
in a ‘rolling’ fashion, with the southern-most ~100-meter section cleared of pavement, 
prepared with suitable soil, and drill-seeded with grasses, then replanted with shrubs 
removed from the second ~100-meter section as pavement removal proceeds.  A second 
method would involve staging the shrubs in a suitable part of the project area and 
maintaining them as appropriate (e.g. providing water) until the site is prepared for 
planting.  The least preferable method for installing shrubs would be to acquire plant 
material from off-site.  Representing the in situ plant diversity with purchased plants 
would be very difficult; purchased material would likely face higher mortality from the 
stress of transportation and handling; and purchased material would likely be restricted to 
a single variety of each species which may not be well adapted to the site. 
 
Shrub height, which should decrease with distance from the edge of clearing, can be 
influenced with species selection.  The first 10-meter band should have a target maximum 
height of 4 meters (13 feet) and should include gray birch, quaking aspen, and pin cherry 
representing roughly 50% of all shrubs with the balance made up of lower-growing 
species.  The second band, with a target maximum height of 2 meters (6.5 feet), should 
consist mostly of highbush blueberry, bayberry, and Viburnum spp.  The third band 
should have a target maximum height of 1 meter (3 feet) and consist almost entirely of 
sweetfern.   
 
Shrubs should be retained or installed within each band in clusters of 4-5 shrubs rather 
than evenly distributed.  If each clump covers four square meters, the first 5-meter wide 
band (target 30% shrub cover) should have roughly four clumps per 10 meters length; the 
second band (target 20% cover) should have two or three clumps per 10 meter length; 
and the third band (target 10% cover) should have one clump per 10 meter length. 
 
 
 
Shrubland Conversion 
 
In addition to areas where native grassland will be established on bare soil, some areas 
where former grasslands have matured into shrublands or young forest will be restored to 
grassland. The areas should be cleared with a brush hog or similar implement in the early 



Grassland Restoration  
 

10 -
 

spring or late fall. When cut, shrub stumps should be treated with an appropriate 
herbicide following standard application procedures. 
 
The next step for re-establishing grassland in these areas would depend on the species 
composition of the vegetation remaining following the elimination of shrub and tree 
species. If native grasses cover more than 30 percent of the area, no additional planting or 
preparation would be required. If native grasses cover less than 30 percent of the area, 
supplemental seeding using the planting methods described above would be appropriate. 
 
Reducing Thatch in Existing Grasslands 
 
As discussed above, Grasshopper Sparrows tend to prefer grasslands with exposed 
patches of soil between clump grasses.  Grasslands with a thick build-up of dead stems, 
or thatch, restrict access for feeding on the ground.  A <5-acre area of grassland west of 
the southern end Taxiway C which is to be retained currently has a heavy build-up of 
thatch.  This area should be treated to reduce thatch and increase percent of exposed soil 
to increase habitat quality.  Burning and raking are two potential methods. 
 
Prescribed burning is the preferred method for restoring over-dense grasslands to density 
more typical of Grasshopper Sparrow habitat.  A burn of the area under consideration 
could most likely be completed in a single day and could possibly be scheduled as a 
training session for prescribed burn crews and local fire department staff.  Prescribed 
burning requires careful planning and the on-site expertise of a qualified burn crew.  
Weather conditions need to fall within acceptable ranges for wind, temperature, and 
humidity.  Potential resources include: 
 

 David Crary, Cape Cod National Seashore, (508) 349-3785 Ext. 247 
 Bill Patterson, UMass/Amherst, 413-545-1970  
 Tim Simmons, Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program, 508-389-6325 

 
Raking to reduce thatch and increase exposed soil would involve driving over the area 
with a York Rake type tractor attachment.   Teeth should be set to remove thatch and 
lightly scarify the soil surface.  Thatch material should be removed from the area and 
disposed of outside of the habitat restoration zone. 
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Attachment 5A 
Grassland Bird Monitoring Protocol 
 
Qualified observers will monitor the native grassland areas at the former South 
Weymouth Naval Air Station to determine the success of on-site habitat restoration and 
use by Grasshopper Sparrow and Upland Sandpiper, and to provide information to guide 
habitat management over the long term. Breeding bird surveys will document use of the 
restored habitat by grassland-breeding birds. 
 

Grassland Bird Monitoring 
 
A qualified observer will conduct surveys of all grassland habitat areas at the site to 
document the number and location of Grasshopper Sparrows, Upland Sandpipers, and 
other grassland birds using the site for breeding. Monitoring will consist of a standard 
walking transect/spot map protocol over three survey visits during the breeding season 
with at least one survey in May and at least two surveys in June.  The protocol is detailed 
in Table 1, below. A sample field data sheet is attached.  
 
The grassland bird survey protocol was based on methods developed by Mass Audubon 
(Jones et al. 2001) and the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 
Program (Melvin 2004). This protocol accounts for differences in bird behavior, 
detectability, and/or degree of sexual dimorphism by using different criteria to determine 
what counts as an observation.  
 
After the completion of the final annual monitoring event, the observer will prepare a 
report complete with maps and data from the site visits. The report will also include a 
discussion of the results and their management implications, with specific management 
recommendations if necessary. 
 
Although Grasshopper Sparrows and Upland Sandpipers are the focus of this survey, the 
observer will also record any observations of eight other grassland bird species that could 
also occur on the site. The presence of more than incidental numbers of some of the other 
grassland bird species could indicate that the grassland mitigation areas do not match the 
needs of Grasshopper Sparrows, as other species may have different habitat requirements. 
For example, a large number of Bobolinks (Dolichonyx oryzivorus), which typically use 
grasslands such as hayfields as breeding habitat, would indicate that the grassland is too 
densely vegetated.
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Grassland bird monitoring will be conducted annually for the first 5 years following the 
project’s completion, with follow-up monitoring in years 10, 15, and 20 and continuing 
on a five-year interval in perpetuity. The initial 5 years of annual surveys should be 
adequate to cover the time when the planted grasslands are maturing (which we anticipate 
taking three growing seasons), and will also allow a comparison of the avian 
communities in the planted and retained grassland habitats through the stand 
establishment period.  A pre-construction survey will be completed in 2008, 
implementing these methods as much as is feasible.  The 2008 survey will include 
particular attention to the possible presence of Vesper Sparrows. 
 
Table 1. Grassland bird monitoring protocol. 
Number of surveys Three surveys, conducted on non-consecutive days.   

 
Timing of surveys (dates) One survey will occur during the last week of May, in the 

period of greatest Grasshopper Sparrow singing displays; earlier 
dates risk detecting migratory, non-breeding individuals. The 
second and third surveys will be in mid to late June, to detect 
second-clutch birds or young. 
 

Survey interval Approximately 5 days between the first two survey dates, and at 
least 15 days between the second and third surveys. 
 

Duration of daily survey period Counts will begin no earlier than sunrise and end no later than 
0900 hours or before the temperature reaches 21o C (70o F). 
 

Survey method The surveyor will conduct a walking transect/spot survey, using 
an appropriately scaled, current orthophoto or other accurate 
base map, and a GPS unit to record the path of travel. The 
surveyor will walk slowly along the transect route, and is 
allowed to stop, listen, and use binoculars and any other aids to 
accurately identify the species, number, and location of 
grassland birds. 
 

Width of transects Approximately 100 meters (or approximately 300 feet) apart, in 
areas where multiple passes are needed to thoroughly cover the 
area. 
 

Weather conditions Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) acceptable weather guidelines will 
be followed (USGS & CWS 1998). Surveys will be conducted 
under satisfactory weather conditions: good visibility, little or 
no precipitation, and light winds. Occasional light drizzle or a 
very brief shower may not affect bird activity, but fog, steady 
drizzle, or prolonged rain will be avoided.  
 
Counts will be made during mornings when the wind is less 
than 8-mph. Wind speed can be estimated by observing 
surrounding woody vegetation. If the tips of small twigs are 
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Table 1. Grassland bird monitoring protocol. 
swaying constantly, winds are generally greater than 8 mph. If 
small twigs are swaying intermittently, surveys can take place. 
 

Route The surveyor will determine a route covering all of the habitat 
areas. The starting point and path through the habitat areas will 
differ for all three replicates to minimize effects of visitation 
path on survey results. 
 
If necessary, the surveyor will also take notes of field conditions 
along the route, if inappropriate for Grasshopper Sparrows (e.g. 
large areas of tall grass, dense shrubs, etc.). 

Bird observations The surveyor will note the location of each bird observed within 
the grassland habitat areas following the counting criteria for 
each species as listed below. The surveyor will mark the 
approximate location of each observed bird on a current 
orthophoto field map printed at a maximum scale of 1:2,000, 
using the standard species codes listed below. All observations 
will also be tallied on a corresponding field data sheet. 
 

Counting Criteria  
 All adults seen or heard Upland Sandpiper (UPSA) 

 Killdeer (KILL) 
 Eastern Meadowlark (EAME) 

  Horned Lark (HOLA) 
  Adult males observed Bobolink (BOBO) 

  Red-winged Blackbird (RWBL) 
  Singing adults Grasshopper Sparrow (GRSP)* 

 Savannah Sparrow (SASP) 
  Vesper Sparrow (VESP) 
* Only singing adult Grasshopper Sparrows are included for two reasons. First, singing indicates that the 
bird is on a breeding territory, and not just passing through the area. Second, hearing the bird’s song 
minimizes the possibility that the observer will misidentify a bird that could not be seen clearly. If an 
observer can confidently identify an observed, non-singing Grasshopper Sparrow, that through its behavior 
(carrying food, seen feeding young, etc.) can be determined to be breeding, the observer should record the 
bird and note its behavior. 
 

Reporting 
 
Following the conclusion of each monitoring season, and no later than the end of the 
year, a report summarizing the grassland bird monitoring results will be prepared and 
submitted to the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program and the site manager. 
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Grassland Bird Monitoring Field Data Sheet 
 

Site:   Latitude (DD):   
   Longitude (DD):   

Visit: (of 3)     
      
Survey Info   Comments   
 Date:         
 Start time:         
 End time:         
 Observers:         
 Temp (F):         
 Wind (mph):         
 Precipitation: none, drizzle, showers, rain       
 Cloud cover: % clear       
          
Species Criteria  Tally  Comments 
 UPSA all adults (ad)       
 KILL all adults (ad)       
 EAME all adults (ad)       
 HOLA all adults (ad)       
 BOBO all males (m)       
 RWBL all males (m)     
 GRSP all singing males (m*)       
 SASP all singing males (m*)       
 VESP all singing males (m*)       
      
OTHER NOTES:         
          
      
      
      
      

 



  

 

 
Attachment 6A 
Grassland Monitoring and Management Protocols 
 
Qualified observers will monitor the native grassland areas at the former South 
Weymouth Naval Air Station to determine the success of on-site habitat restoration and 
use by Grasshopper Sparrow and Upland Sandpiper, and to provide information to guide 
habitat management over the long term. Vegetation surveys will document progress of 
grassland establishment and will provide data necessary for long-term maintenance of 
grassland habitat appropriate for the target species. Vegetation data will be critical to 
long-term adaptive management of the grasslands. 
 
 
Grassland Monitoring 
 
Vegetation monitoring is necessary at this site to track and manage for vegetation 
composition and structure appropriate for breeding Grasshopper Sparrows, which prefer 
to breed in grassland with sparse, patchy cover less than 0.5 meters tall, intermixed with 
forbs, few patches of bare ground, moderate to high leaf-litter cover, and minor shrub 
cover. They tend to avoid grasslands that are densely vegetated or where vegetation is 
tall. Table 1 summarizes the general composition of Grasshopper Sparrow breeding 
habitat, collected from several studies from throughout its range (as cited in Dechant et 
al. 1998, rev. 2002).  
 

Table 1.  Summary of Grasshopper Sparrow Habitat Vegetation Composition and Structure 
Component Range of Values Notes 
Vegetation height 28 to 40 cm  
Percent Grass Cover 30 to 90  
Percent Forb Cover Less than 30 Average value of 18 percent from 9 studies 
Percent Shrub/Woody Cover Less than 35 Average value of 10 percent from 7 studies 
Percent Litter Cover 34 to 99  
Percent Bare Ground Less than 20 Bare ground is critical to feeding technique 
Litter Depth Less than 5 cm  
Perch Sites Less than 1.5 m Scattered perches may be desirable 

 
The objectives of this vegetation monitoring are to evaluate stand establishment, check 
for invading/competing species, and track structural changes in the grassland over time. 
The monitoring protocol is designed to track the components of the vegetation that are 
important for Grasshopper Sparrow habitat, using a standard method that is repeatable 
over many years. Results from vegetation monitoring will be used to direct actions 
described in the grassland management plan. This type of monitoring-informed adaptive 
management approach is critical to the long-term viability of early successional habitats 
such as grassland.  
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The newly planted grassland will face obstacles to successful establishment including 
drought and invasion by native and non-native weedy plant species. The establishment 
phase monitoring protocol will call attention to these potential problems and motivate 
appropriate management steps. The long-term monitoring protocol will ensure that 
restoration and management actions have created and are maintaining appropriate 
grassland bird habitat.  Monitoring will involve detailed survey of permanent plots as 
well as supplemental survey consisting of more rapid inventory of non-permanent plots 
and broader characterization of sections of the grassland area. 
 
Detailed Vegetation Surveys 
 
The protocol for detailed surveys is derived from the Monitoring Manual for Grassland, 
Shrubland, and Savanna Ecosystems (Herrick et al. 2005). Four permanent, randomly 
located plots will be established in the grassland areas. Each plot will consist of three 50-
meter (164-foot) transects, radiating from the plot center like spokes on a wheel. Each 
transect will begin 5 meters (16 feet) from the plot center, and extend directly away from 
the center. Information collected along each transect will include photographs, vegetation 
species composition and structure via line-point intercept methods, and invasive and 
woody plant data in subplots along each transect. Once plots are established, complete 
data collection should take an experienced two-person crew less than 2 hours per plot. 
 
Plot Establishment 
Plots will be located in a stratified-random manner within the grassland habitat areas, 
such that two plots will be established on the largest proposed area of native grassland on 
the site, and the other plots will be established on smaller areas. Also, if possible, two 
plots will be in retained grassland areas, and two plots in planted grasslands. Plots will be 
entirely in either planted or retained grasslands. Plot centers will be at least 50 meters 
(164 feet) from the edge of the grassland area, and at least 200 meters (328 feet) apart 
from each other. A GPS unit will be used to record the center point of each plot. 
 
Plot centers, as well as the beginning and endpoints of the three transects at each plot, 
will be marked with 0.6-meter (2-foot) long, 10-millimeter (3/8-inch) diameter rebar 
stakes, driven flush into the ground. The rebar stakes will ensure that the plot centers and 
transect ends can be relocated with a metal detector for years to come. A 1-meter (3-foot) 
long, 20-millimeter (3/4-inch) diameter PVC pipe will then be driven 0.3 meters (1 foot) 
into the ground over each rebar stake for visibility. If the PVC pipe is broken during 
mowing, it will be replaced. Each transect will begin 5 meters (16 feet) from the plot 
center. The first transect stake will be located due north (true) of the plot center, while the 
other two will be spaced at 120-degree intervals (120 degrees and 240 degrees). The ends 
of the transects will be 50 meters (164 feet) away from the beginning stakes, along the 
line from the center stake through the beginning stake, and will be similarly marked with 
rebar and PVC pipes. The layout of the vegetation monitoring plots is shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1.  Grassland monitoring 
plot layout. Three 50-meter 
transects are positioned 120o 
relative to each other, beginning 
5 meters from central plot stake. 
The first transect runs true 
north. 10x30-meter subplots 
extend along each transect, from 
transect beginning stakes. Plot 
centers will be at least 50 meters 
from the edge of grassland, and 
at least 200 meters apart from 
each other.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Data Collection 
 
Photographs -- Photographs will be made from the plot center viewing down along each 
transect. The photographer will hold the camera 1.5 meters (5 feet) over the ground, 
above the center stake of the plot—using a PVC pipe or other aid if necessary—and will 
align the bottom of the target transect’s beginning stake with the bottom center of the 
frame before releasing the shutter. At a minimum, the length of the transect will be 
visible in the photograph. Each photograph will also include photo identification 
information, including date, time, plot number, and transect direction, written on a dry-
erase board or similar item placed in the photo. This board may be hung on or leaned 
against the beginning stake. 

 
Line-Point Intercept and Vegetation Height -- To make a relatively quick assessment of 
vegetation composition and structure, a line-point intercept method will be used along 
each transect. A metric measuring tape will be tautly strung between the transect’s 
beginning and ending stakes. A wire stake or similar sampling tool (such as a long pin 
flag), approximately 1 meter long and held vertically, will be dropped to the ground at 
each meter mark along the tape. The point where the wire touches the ground is the 
sample point.  
 
Starting from the top of the stake, each species that intersects with the stake will be 
recorded, whether live or dead. A species will be recorded only the first time it intersects 
the stake at each sampling point. The ground surface feature (e.g. plant base, litter, stone, 
or bare soil) under the stake will also be recorded. A field data sheet for this method is 
attached. 
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The wire stake will be marked with a ring of colored tape (or similar) every 
10 centimeters (4 inches), allowing a quick estimation of vegetation height to the nearest 
half-decimeter. The height of the highest intersection of vegetation with the stake will be 
recorded. 

 
Subplots for Invasive and Woody Plants -- A 10 by 30-meter (30 by 100-foot) subplot 
will be monitored along each transect to detect and estimate the coverage of invasive and 
woody plants in the plot area. The baseline of the subplot will be centered on the 
transect’s beginning stake, and will extend 5 meters (16 feet) perpendicular to either side 
of the transect line. The subplot’s end line will then be located at 30 meters (100 feet) 
along the transect line. 
 
Within each subplot, a thorough search for invasive and woody species will be made. For 
this search, the subplot will be divided into height layers relevant to Grasshopper 
Sparrow habitat structure: less than 0.10 meters (4 inches), 0.10 meters to 0.40 meters 
(1.3 feet), and greater than 0.40 meters. Each invasive or woody species encountered in 
each height layer will be listed, and its percent cover estimated by cover class in the 
layer. Sociability classes will also be assigned for each species. Cover and sociability 
classes are provided in Table 2. A field data sheet for this method is attached. 

 
Table 2. Cover and Sociability Classes for Vegetation Subplots 
Class Cover (%) Sociability 
+ < 1 Single plant 
1 1 to 5 Growing solitarily 
2 6 to 25* Small groups; small tussocks 
3 26 to 50 Small patches; large tussocks 
4 51 to 75 Large patches; mats 
5 > 75 Great crowds; mats covering much of plot 
*Cover class 2, if desired, can be divided into 2- (6 to 12) and 2+ (13 to 25) 

 

Supplemental Surveys 
Permanent plot based data collection will not be sufficient to ensure success of the 
grassland restoration areas. Supplemental surveys will serve to provide broader 
quantitative and complete qualitative assessments of grassland establishment and 
development.  In the establishment phase, grassland maintenance will be focused on 
reducing weed pressure on the developing seedlings. Therefore, quantitative seedling 
monitoring surveys of the entire planted area will begin 4 to 6 weeks after planting and 
qualitative inspections of the entire grassland area will occur throughout the 
establishment phase twice annually in the years beyond.  
 
 Seedling Monitoring Surveys 
To monitor seedling density, data will be collected from a minimum of 50 randomly 
placed samples from throughout the seeded areas (one sample plot per acre is 
recommended; Dickerson et al.1998). Sampling will consist of dropping a square frame 
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covering 0.1 square meters (1 square foot) on the ground at randomly located points, and 
counting the number of seedlings rooted in the area covered by the frame. This procedure 
will be done twice during the planting year, once 6 to 8 weeks following seeding, and 
again in late summer; during the following year it will be done once, in September. The 
location of each sampled plot will be recorded with a GPS unit. 

 
By the time of the final seedling density inspection, the stand will have gone through two 
growing seasons and the success of the planting, based on seedling establishment, can 
begin to be judged (Rothbart and Capel 2006). It is likely that planting success will vary 
over the planted area, and that some patches will have higher seedling establishment rates 
than others. At this point, corrective measures, including reseeding, can be planned for 
areas where seedling establishment has failed. 
 
Qualitative Supplemental Inspection 
These supplemental inspections will include qualitative monitoring of seedling vitality 
and weed density in the establishment phase and overall grassland development and 
condition in the maintenance phase. Establishment phase inspections will note obvious 
threats to the planted grasslands, including water stress, insect damage, or signs of 
disease. Problem areas, and the nature of the problem, will be delineated on a map of the 
planted areas. Maintenance phase inspections will include a list of species found in each 
grassland area, including specific locations of invasive plants, and visual estimates of 
percent cover for each species. Photographs will be taken to document development of 
the grassland area, and distinct sub-types of grassland – e.g. sparse, dense, shrubby – will 
be photographed. 
 
 
Monitoring Phases 
To accommodate the development of the grassland, the vegetation monitoring protocol is 
divided into establishment phase and maintenance phase activities. The establishment 
phase consists of the planting year and the two following growing seasons, and includes 
frequent monitoring events to catch potential problems in their early stages. The 
maintenance phase is less intensive, anticipating that the grassland species composition 
and structure will become more stable following the fourth full growing season. The 
schedule for monitoring events is provided in Table 3. 
 
Establishment Phase 
Initial monitoring and plot establishment will take place 6 to 8 weeks following planting. 
At this point, planted seeds should have germinated, and small seed leaves should be 
visible. The second monitoring visit will occur in mid-September. During the following 
two years, monitoring visits will occur in late spring (last week of May or first week of 
June) and late summer (second or third weeks of September). 
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Table 3. Schedule of Grassland Monitoring Events, Years 0 to 20 
Phase Year Monitoring Event Timing 
Establishment 0 Permanent Plot Establishment Once, 6-8 weeks after planting 
  Permanent Plot Monitoring Twice, at plot establishment, and in mid-September  
  Seedling Monitoring Twice, 6-8 weeks after planting, and in September 
  Supplemental Inspections Monthly, starting 4-6 weeks after planting through September 
     1 Permanent Plot Monitoring Twice, late spring and late summer 
  Seedling Monitoring Once, in September 
  Supplemental Inspections Monthly, May through September 
     2 Permanent Plot Monitoring Twice, late spring and late summer 
  Supplemental Inspections Monthly, May through September 
    Maintenance 3 Permanent Plot Monitoring Once, late summer 
  Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
     4 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
     5 Permanent Plot Monitoring Once, late summer 
  Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 6 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 7 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 8 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 9 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 10 Permanent Plot Monitoring Once, late summer 
  Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 11 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 12 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 13 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 14 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 15 Permanent Plot Monitoring Once, late summer 
  Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 16 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 17 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 18 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 19 Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 20 Permanent Plot Monitoring Once, late summer 
  Supplemental Inspections Once, late summer 
    

 
Full plot data collection (photographs, line-point intercept transects, and subplots for 
woody and invasive plants) will occur at all plots in all monitoring visits during the 
establishment phase. These data will provide a picture (in images and numbers) of the 
maturation of the grassland restoration areas as well as characterize the retained grassland 
areas. 
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Maintenance Phase 
To track the progress of the grasslands over time, full monitoring of the permanent 
vegetation plots will be conducted in the first year of the maintenance phase, the third 
year, and then on a five-year period through year 20. Detailed monitoring will be 
conducted only during the late summer period to minimize impacts to breeding birds. 
Monitoring will include all of the components at each of the permanent plots. Qualitative 
supplemental inspections will occur once annually during the maintenance phase. 
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Grassland Management Protocol 
 
The newly planted area requires attention in the weeks and months following planting to 
ensure the best possible chance of successful establishment. Plot-based monitoring, 
seedling monitoring, and supplemental inspections will provide information necessary to 
guide the management of the grassland areas. As with the monitoring protocol, grassland 
maintenance activities will change over the course of the few years following planting, to 
become more regular when the plantings become mature.  
 
Establishment Phase 
 
At least the first two growing seasons of the planted grasslands will be treated as an 
establishment period, when monitoring and maintenance activities are more intense than 
after the stand has matured. Mowing, as described below, will be the primary 
management activity conducted to reduce weed1 pressure, if monitoring results dictate 
that such activity is necessary. The use of fertilizer, herbicide, and supplemental seeding 
during this phase is also described below. 
 
Mowing 
In the first 4 to 8 weeks following planting, the planted area will be monitored as 
described above to evaluate the progress of sprouting and watch for invading weed 
species. If weed species are becoming established, the stand should be mown with the 
blade set high enough (15 to 30 cm/5 to 10 in) to cut the weed plants before they seed 
while avoiding damage to the native grasses. If necessary, this mowing should be done in 
July, when native grass seedlings have two or three leaves. More than one mowing may 
be necessary over the course of the first growing season.  
 
All mowing will be accomplished with a sickle bar mower only, as rotary mowers tend to 
leave unevenly distributed clumps of cuttings. All cuttings will be removed and disposed 
of away from the planted area until the grassland habitat is fully established and post-
establishment management has begun, some two or three growing seasons following 
planting. 
 
Fertilizers 
The use of fertilizers after planting is prohibited to minimize the possibility of weed 
encroachment, and to build the sparse structure desired for this site. The low nitrogen 
available from the soil is an important factor in keeping many potential invaders from 
                                                 
1 Weed species could include native as well as non-native species, and not all non-native species would be 
weeds. Some colonization of the area by non-planted species is desirable, so the distinction between a weed 
and a non-weed is blurry (though plants known to be invasive are considered weeds). Plants typically 
associated with Grasshopper Sparrow habitat in Massachusetts would generally not be considered weeds. 
Such species include, but are not limited to, shrubs such as meadowsweet (Spiraea alba), huckleberry 
(Gaylussacia baccata), and sweetfern (Comptonia peregrine), and herbs such as bush clovers (Lespedeza 
spp.), pineweed (Hypericum gentianoides), and sedges (Carex spp.). 
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thriving in the grassland restoration areas. Runoff from the adjacent proposed golf course, 
potentially carrying elevated nutrient loads from fertilizer, could pose a challenge to 
maintaining sparse grassland. Therefore, golf course greens and fairways should be 
managed using an Integrated Pest Management strategy that minimizes fertilizer runoff 
onto adjacent grasslands. 
 
Herbicides 
While low nutrient availability is intended to limit weeds, and mowing is the preferred 
method for controlling them when they occur, herbicides could be used if unwanted 
plants are threatening to overwhelm the planted native grasses. This should occur if forb 
species comprise more than 30 percent of vegetative cover based on results from 
monitoring. Appropriate broad-leaf herbicides should be used only according to their 
directions. 
 
Supplemental Seeding 
As the goal of this project is to create sparse grassland, the seedling germination and 
density subplots should have an average of approximately three to five established native 
warm season grass plants per square meter (0.3 to 0.5 per square foot) after the second 
growing season. This density will ensure that areas of bare ground will occur between 
clumps of native grasses, and will provide space for forbs and other plants as the stand 
matures. 
 
Certain areas of planted grassland are likely to have less seedling vigor than others, due 
to slope, aspect, soil conditions, or other factors. If plant density is very low in an area 
(one plant per square meter, or 0.1 per square foot), supplemental planting should be 
considered. Before reseeding, however, the reasons for the failure of the initial planting 
should be determined to the extent possible, so that the risk of failure is reduced. 
 
 
Maintenance Phase 
 
By the fourth growing season, the planted grasslands should be reaching maturity, with 
full clumps of little bluestem and other planted grasses, and some additional forb, 
graminoid, and shrub species scattered throughout at low densities. At this point, 
management activities will switch into a maintenance phase. As during the establishment 
phase, mowing remains the primary management activity. Special attention is also given 
during this phase to the occurrence and spread of non-native invasive and woody plants. 
 
Mowing 
Half of the grassland habitat area will be mown annually in early August to maintain the 
grassland habitat, limiting the opportunity for shrubs and late-blooming forbs to spread, 
and allowing the grasses time to recover before dormancy. The other half of the grassland 
will be mown in alternate years. All mowing will be accomplished with a sickle bar 
mower, to drop individual plant stems in place. Cuttings may be left in place at this time, 
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though if thatch is becoming thick (greater than 5 cm (2 in.) deep), they should be 
removed. Early August mowing will allow time for bird breeding and ensure sufficient 
late summer growing period. Later season mowing will result in grassland areas that are 
too short and uninviting for bird breeding the following spring. If monitoring results 
indicate that mowing any particular section of the grassland bi-annually is favoring non-
grass species, mowing frequency will be increased to cover the entire area annually. 
 
Non-native Invasive and Woody Plants 
Annual monitoring events should alert site managers of the potential for non-native 
invasive plants to spread into the grassland areas on the site, changing the species 
composition and structure to conditions unsuitable for breeding Grasshopper Sparrows. 
The detection of invasive plants in the grassland areas will trigger a management 
response. The choice of management response would depend on the species and the 
severity of invasion; options include hand pulling, mechanical removal, and herbicide 
treatment. 
 
Non-native invasive plants that could occur at this site, based on their presence in 
adjacent areas or their potential to invade sparse grassland include, but are not limited to: 

 Autumn olive (Eleagnus angustifolia) 
 Glossy and common buckthorns (Rhamnus frangula and R. cathartica) 
 Multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora) 
 Shrub honeysuckles (Lonicera spp.) 
 Common reed (Phragmites australis) 
 Black and pale swallowworts (Cynachum louiseae and C. rossicum) 
 Oriental bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculata) 
 Knapweeds (Centaurea spp.) 
 Japanese knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum) 

 
Native woody plants such as shrubs and tree saplings also pose a threat to the success of 
this area as Grasshopper Sparrow habitat if they become too dense or tall, and will be 
monitored. Based on values reported in the literature, summarized in Table 2 above, 
shrubs average 10 percent cover in Grasshopper Sparrow habitat. Therefore, if total shrub 
cover is found to be more than 10 percent, shrub species will be managed to reduce 
percent cover below this threshold. Management options include mowing or trimming, 
pulling, and herbicide treatment. Shrubs growing over 1.5 meters (5 feet) will also be 
trimmed or removed. 
 
Maintenance of Shrubby Grasslands in Former Taxiway C Area 
 
Maintenance in the shrub transition areas along the outer edges of the former Taxiway C 
will be maintained with periodic clearing with brush cutting equipment.  The grassland 
center of Taxiway C will be mown in alternate years as detailed above.  The 15-meter 
shrubby grassland band along the edges will be mown on a 4-year period.  Rather than 
clearing the entire shrubby area every four years, the shrub transition zone should be 
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divided into four nearly equally sized sections – northwest, southwest, northeast, 
southeast -- and one section should be cleared each year.  
 
 
Reporting 
 
Following the conclusion of each monitoring season, and no later than the end of the 
year, a report summarizing the monitoring results will be prepared and submitted to the 
Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program and the site manager. This report will 
include an assessment of the success of the planted grassland areas in the establishment 
period and recommendations for management.  Mowing and shrub clearing as prescribed 
above, reduction of woody cover, and hand or mechanical control of invasive species will 
be considered approved management techniques for the grasslands.  Other management 
steps, such as prescribed burning, supplemental seeding, and invasive species control 
involving application of herbicides will be subject to written approval from the Natural 
Heritage & Endangered Species Program. 
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Appendix 1 – Field Data Sheets 



Field Data Sheet for Vegetation Monitoring  
 

 
 

PLOT - TRANSECT NUMBER/DIRECTION:       OBSERVER(s):  DATE:     
Line-Point Intercept, with sample points at meter marks along 50-meter transect line.  
Drop vertical wire stake/pin flag from uniform height. Sample point is where stake hits ground. 
Starting from top of stake, estimate height of 1st species intercept, if present; record in HT column.  
Record each intercepted species only once per point (live or dead). 
1st Species: Species code/common name, or NONE (no canopy).  
Lower species: Species code/common name, L (herbaceous litter), or W (woody litter, >5 mm (0.25 in) diameter). 

Soil Surface Codes (do not use litter): 
Species Code (for basal intercept) or one of the following: 
 
R = rock fragment (>5 mm (~1/4 in) diameter) 
BR = bedrock 
M = moss 
LC = visible lichen crust on soil 
S = soil without any other soil surface code 
EL = embedded litter 
D = duff 
 

Unknown Species Codes (identify to genus if possible): 
UF# = forb 
UG# = graminoid 
SH# = shrub 
TR# = tree 

Interpretation: 
% canopy (foliar) cover = canopy pts (1st col) x 2 
% bare ground* = pts (w/NONE over S) x 2 
% basal cover = plant base pts (last col) x 2 
*Bare ground occurs ONLY when Top canopy = NONE, 
Lower canopy layers are empty (no L), and Soil surface = S. 

 1st Lower species Soil HT  1st Lower species Soil HT  1st Lower species Soil HT 

PT Species 1 2 3 Surf. cm PT
. 

Species 1 2 3 Surf. cm PT
. 

Species 1 2 3 Surf. cm 
1       18       35       

2       19       36       

3       20       37       

4       21       38       

5       22       39       

6       23       40       

7       24       41       

8       25       42       

9       26       43       

10       27       44       

11       28       45       

12       29       46       

13       30       47       

14       31       48       

15       32       49       

16       33       50       

17       34        
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PLOT - TRANSECT NUMBER/DIRECTION:       OBSERVER(s):  DATE:     

Plot size: 10 x 30 m, with long axis parallel to transect, starting at transect beginning stake; transect forms center line 

Comments: 
 
 
 
Plot Location: Latitude:    N 
(Dec. Deg.)     Longitude:    W 

Strata Cover Classes Sociability Classes 
    
L  Low: < 0.1 m + <1%  + Single plant 
M  Medium: 0.1 to 0.4 m  1  1-5% 1 Growing solitarily 
H  High: >0.4 m 2  6-25% 2 Small groups; small tussocks 
  3  26-50% 3 Small patches; large tussocks 
  4  51-75% 4 Large patches; mats 
  5  >75% 5 Great crowds; mats cover plot 

 
 

Woody and Invasive Plant Species, Cover Class, and Sociability: list each species, and the corresponding cover and sociability classes for each species in each stratum 

Stratum  Species CC SC       
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The North & South Rivers Watershed Association Inc. 
P.O. Box 43, Norwell, Massachusetts 02061  
(781) 659-8168 Fax (781) 659-7915 
www.nsrwa.org 

April 21, 2017 
 
Secretary Matthew Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office Suite 900 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston MA  
 
Attention: Holly Johnson 
Sent to: holly.johnson@state.ma.us 
 
Subject: Public Comment on Union Point, Notice of Project Change, MEPA EOEA #11805 
              South Weymouth Naval Air Station, Abington, Rockland and Weymouth 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
The North and South Rivers Watershed Association (NSRWA) would like to offer comments and 
recommendations regarding the environmental impacts described in the Notice of Project Change for the 
Union Point development.  We are a 47 year old nonprofit based on the South Shore of Massachusetts. 
Our membership consists of approximately 1,200 households on the South Shore and our watershed 
spans 12 towns including a portion of the land contained within the former Weymouth Naval Air 
Station.   Specifically French’s Stream, which lies within the boundaries of the project site, is a tributary 
to the North River and Indian Head River Watershed.   
 
Water Supply 
 
The proponent has proposed increasing the demand from the original EIR from 1.4 MGD to 2.7 MGD 
and is proposing the review of 2 alternatives for supplying 2.7 MGD at full buildout: 

1. MWRA 
2. Aquaria Desalination 

 
Because either of these solutions proposed would take years to be completed, the proponent has 
proposed an interim water supply with 600,000 gpd (a 355,000 gpd increase over existing agreements) 
coming from Weymouth, and 250,000 gpd coming from Abington and Rockland.  In order to take this 
amount of water from Weymouth the proponent must find 2 gallons for every 1 gallon it seeks.   It is 
unclear how the proponent will do this, the Supplemental FEIR should provide detailed plans for how it 
will accomplish this mitigation as the current withdrawal permit could be exceeded with these additional 
demands if not properly mitigated for.   
 
 



   
 

The North & South Rivers Watershed Association Inc. 
P.O. Box 43, Norwell, Massachusetts 02061  
(781) 659-8168 Fax (781) 659-7915 
www.nsrwa.org 

In the long term, MWRA water may be a solution for many communities on the South Shore that are 
experiencing challenges meeting their water supply demands and whose local surface waters are being 
impacted by those demands.  However importing water from the Quabbin Reservoir to the South Shore 
should be done with much consideration to how it is done. Providing water to the South Shore must be 
done with two principals in mind – 1) To reduce impacts on local streams, rivers and surface water 
bodies from existing demands and 2) to only use that water for essential needs.  The proponent should 
provide information on how a regional solution might work in light of these two principals. 
 
The development of such a large project has the opportunity to showcase how to use water sustainably.   
The proponent should outline in its SEIR how it will reduce its water demand through the use of 
innovative water conservation fixtures that go beyond the plumbing code, natural landscaping that 
requires no long term irrigation, and the capture and reuse of rainwater from roofs and reuse of 
graywater for toilet flushing and other nonpotable uses.    
 
Wastewater 
 
The wastewater proposed in the Notice of Project Change will increase from the 1.4 MGD to 2.3 MGD. 
The proponent offers two proposals for wastewater treatment – 1) All discharge through Weymouth’s 
MWRA sewer connection 2) All discharge onsite through groundwater discharge, or 3) a combination of 
MWRA and On Site discharge plus irrigation or industrial use 
 
As noted in Water Supply above the reduction in demand through conservation fixtures, reuse and 
recycling of water may reduce the volume needed for treatment and discharge.  Discharging to 
groundwater will most likely be challenging due to high groundwater, tight soils, flooding issues and 
French’s Stream is already listed on the 303d list as being impaired due to Fecal Coliform, Fishes 
Bioassessment, Oxygen, Total Dissolved Phosphorus and Whole Effluent Toxicity.  In the summer the 
streamflows in French’s Stream are already 90% effluent dominated from Rockland Wastewater 
Treatment Plant downstream.  If MWRA Sewer is an option then potentially taking some of Rockland 
sewerage may be a way for French’s Stream water quality to be restored.  However in order to access 
MWRA sewer, Weymouth sewer lines will need to be addressed through I/I reduction to eliminate wet 
weather discharges in Weymouth.  We ask that the proponent include in their analysis – reducing water 
demand through innovative conservation as noted in our water supply comments, thus reducing the 
treatment volumes and then analyze the alternatives and identifying how MWRA pipes would be 
improved and the improvement of French’s Stream’s water quality. 
 
Stormwater 
 
The change in the project increases impervious cover by 75 acres.  The proponent says they are using 
Low Impact Development Techniques (LID). Those techniques require the minimization of the amount 
of impervious cover through thoughtful design, consideration of multi-level parking, and then determine 



   
 

The North & South Rivers Watershed Association Inc. 
P.O. Box 43, Norwell, Massachusetts 02061  
(781) 659-8168 Fax (781) 659-7915 
www.nsrwa.org 

where they can use alternative permeable surfaces and when no further impervious surfaces can be 
reasonably reduced, then treat the remaining stormwater generated in decentralized rain gardens, grassed 
swales and other LID techniques throughout the development.  We ask that the proponent provide an 
analysis of the reduction of the use of impervious surfaces through design alternatives and the use of 
alternative surfaces (i.e. porous asphalt, permeable pavers, etc). 
 
In short, the redevelopment of the former Weymouth Naval Air Station offers the South Shore a unique 
opportunity to get water right – or at least better. Because of the massive investment proposed, this 
project has not only regional economic consequences, but will influence regional water decisions on the 
South Shore for years to come.  Ensuring that this project provides a pathway forward that is a net 
benefit to our local streams, rivers and water supplies and that is sustainable will require examining 
innovative strategies for water conservation, reuse and holistic planning for the region. 
 
Thank you for consideration of these comments. 
 
 

 
 
Samantha Woods 
Executive Director 
North and South Rivers Watershed Association 
 
Cc: Representative David Decoste 
       Representative Josh Cutler 
       Representative Joan Meschino 
       Representative Jim Cantwell 
       Senator Patrick O’Connor 
       Peter Forman, South Shore Chamber of Commerce 
       Laura Rome, Epsilon  
       Pine DuBois, Jones River Watershed 
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: Barbara    .C. Manning <barbcm57@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 22, 2017 10:15 AM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: Please Keep Union Street Close    #11085R

Hello Holly, 
 
I am worried about the changes being discussed. 
 
Please don't let the developers open up North Union Street. 
Cars fly down this street already and if this opens, this small street access will be very unsafe for the neighborhood. 
 
Hingham Street had the traffic study done and Weymouth has. Not Union Street.  
 
Thank you, 
Barbara C. Manning 
1056 Union Street 
Rockland, MA  





April 21, 2017 

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 

Subject: Notice of Project Change 
UNION POINT, EEA # 11085 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

As a resident of Weymouth, I would like to submit the following comments on the· above 
captioned Notice of Project Change for the redevelopment of the former South Weymouth Naval 
Air Station currently known as Union Point. 

I noticed that this is the first time that a NPC has been filed for this project solely by the 
developer. In previous submissions, South Shore Tri-Town Development Corporation, the 
redevelopment authority at the time, was also listed on the application as a proponent. 

Is there a specific reason why the SouthField Redevelopment Authority was not included in this 
submission? 

As you know, this is not a run-of-the-mill development and the issues covered in the NPC are 
complex. 

There has been a major increase in the size and scope of the plan for both the Residential and 
Commercial components of the development. Residential has been increased by approximately 
35%, Commercial has been increased by approximately 300% and Vehicle Trips per Day has 
increased by approximately 130%. 

The new plans essentially create a little city within the confines of the former Naval Air Station 
resulting in the need for a substantial increase in water and wastewater services. 

That being said, a new Citizen' s Advisory Committee should be established as this process 
moves forward to the next stage. 

Traffic has always been an issue dating back to when the Mills Mall proposal required a direct 
connection to Route 3. 

In more recent history, the off-base traffic mitigation improvements that were to be done in 
Rockland toward the Route 3 exit have yet to be implemented even though there are hundreds of 
residential housing units already built and serious traffic congestion is an everyday occurrence. 

1 



As for Route 18 in Weymouth, there's not much that hasn't been said before. It's a nightmare 
now and I'm not sure how the DOT widening project is going to change it, especially with the 
almost 80,000 vehicle trips per day currently being proposed. 

Aside from the fact that our daily routines are negatively impacted by traffic jams now, the 
bigger concern is that of public safety, especially for first responders. 

To date, the only Commercial development that exists on the site was built as part of an 
apartment complex project several years ago that has be unoccupied since the day it was built. 

LStar has announced that ProDrive, a robotics company, plans to relocate their overseas 
headquarters to Union Point and that construction could start this Spring. 

This was presented to the public like a "Field of Dreams" marketing concept, "if you build it 
they will come". Weymouth even approved a 20 year TIF Agreement as an incentive to jump
start the commercial development component at Union Point. 

Spring is definitely in the air but so far, unfortunately, no sign of Pro Drive yet. 

It is my understanding that their desired planned location is still owned by the U.S. Navy and 
that the Navy is still in the process of conducting an extensive environmental clean-up effort in 
that area of the site. 

As far as the Interim Water & Sewer Supply in concerned, the Mayor of Weymouth did enter 
into an Inter-Municipal Agreement with the SouthField Redevelopment Authority that would 
provide up to 600,000 gpd of water and 540,000 gpd of sewer capacity for the Weymouth 
portion of the project on an interim basis. (copy attached) 

There are many questions that still surround the terms ofthis agreement including why it's open
ended and with no restrictions as to how the water is used? 

It was troubling to say the least this past year, during a severe drought, to watch our depleted 
water supply being used to irrigate the landscaping at Union Point particularly when the 
sprinklers continued to water sidewalks, parking lots and pavement. 

I am concerned that if we should have several drought cycles (like last year) before a permanent 
supply becomes available, we could find ourselves in a position where we can no longer afford 
to provide the interim supply for the development because our supply gets to the point of being 
dangerously low. (photos attached) 

What would happen then? 

I have serious concerns whether or not Weymouth's sewer trunk line and pumping stations will 
be able to handle, even on a temporary basis, the volume of up to 540,000 gpd from Union Point 
without incident. 

2 



There are several other construction projects in the area that are on the same sewer trunk line. 

Weymouth still suffers from sewer overflows. In fact, on Easter Sunday an overflow occurred at 
the Libbey Industrial Parkway sewer pumping station. A report was filed with MA DEP. (copy 
attached) 

Also, Weymouth is on a Sewer Bank Program and the balance in the Old Swam River Basin 
would not accommodate anywhere near the 540,000 gpd included in the Mayor's Interim 
Agreement. 

Under the Interim Water Supply sections of this NPC it states that the Towns of Rockland and 
Abington have committed to provide up to 250,000 gpd that would be used until the long-term 
supply is available. 

That statement is simply false. I attended multiple public meetings of the Abington Rockland 
Joint Water Works. The ARJWW entered into an agreement with LStar only to determine if 
they have the ability to provide temporary water service to Union Point within the boundaries of 
Rockland and Abington. 

The Agreement did not contain language committing to any interim water for Union Point. 
(copy attached) 

While NPC raises many of the same talking points that have been raised over the years it doesn't 
specifically identify solutions, which I'm sure will be forthcoming during the EIR process. 

However, at the Weymouth Special Town Council meeting on March 27, 2017, LStar did 
provide other information about water and sewer that was not reflected in the NPC. 

The video is available on line at http://weymouth.tv/video-on-demand (click on Town Council 
& then on 3/27/17 

LStar indicated that they have decided that the permanent water supply will be a dedicated 
MWRA pipeline directly to Union Point through Weymouth, that the exact route will be 
determined in collaboration with Weymouth officials and details will be outlined during the EIR 
process. 

However, since LStar is not a Registered Public Water System Supplier does that mean that the 
Southfield Redevelopment Authority will need to be involved in this process, since they are 
currently the Registered Public Water System Supplier for Union Point? Also, who would own, 
operate and maintain the system? 

LStar also stated that they are now looking at a new technology which uses bioreactors to 
process wastewater as well as food waste in a way that would create an energy source that could 
be used within Union Point and that they do not intend to use the Weymouth sewer system. 

3 



If this does end up being the wastewater solution, where will this system be located since the 
land in Abington that had been designated for a private wastewater treatment facility but has 
since been rezoned? 

How will the effluent discharge be handled and who will own, operate and maintain the 
wastewater facility? 

Many of the issues covered in this NPC are still more or less a work in progress and will need to 
be more fully addressed in the EIR and I look forward to participating in that public comment 
process. 

Sincerely, 

~71(~ 
Joanne Marques 
60 Circuit Road 
South Weymouth, MA 02190. 

Enclosures: Weymouth Water & Sewer Interim Agreement 
ARJWW Water Study Contract 
Weymouth Sewer Overflow Report to DEP 
Photos of Great Pond, Weymouth 

Send via email to Holly Johnson, MEP A Analyst 
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Southfield Sewer Analysis

Weymouth, MA

Base Scenario - Existing MOA

Pipe 

Designation

Upstream 

Manhole

Downstream 

Manhole

Length 

(ft)

Dia. 

(in)

Maximum 

Flow (gpm)

Existing Full 

Flow Capacity 

(gpm)

Maximum 

Flow/Existing 

Full Capacity

Existing 

Remaining 

Capacity 

(gpm)

Existing 

Remaining 

Capacity 

(mgd)

Proposed 

Dia. (in)

Proposed 

Full Flow 

Capacity 

(gpm)

Maximum 

Flow/Proposed 

Full Capacity

SDA Location
Replacement 

Cost

P-1661 12-MH-2002 12-MH-1971 90 30 5,010 3,972 126% (1,037) (1.494) 36 6,459 78%
Lower 

Central

Traveled 

Way
$159,750

P-3994 2-MH-1645 2-MH-5735 84 30 5,115 4,759 107% (356) (0.513) 36 7,738 66%
Lower 

Central

Traveled 

Way
$148,390

P-3979 2-MH-1107 2-MH-1076 268 30 5,516 5,393 102% (124) (0.178) 36 10,364 53%
Lower 

Central

Cross 

Country
$442,200

P-3980 2-MH-1145 2-MH-1107 264 30 5,523 5,547 100% 24 0.035 36 10,660 52%
Lower 

Central

Cross 

Country
$436,095

P-3978 2-MH-1076 2-MH-1039 327 30 5,534 5,574 99% 40 0.057 36 10,712 52%
Lower 

Central

Cross 

Country
$539,880

P-1660 12-MH-1971 12-MH-1929 174 30 5,007 5,216 96% 209 0.301 36 8,481 59%
Lower 

Central

Traveled 

Way
$308,850

P-6276 2-MH-5735 2-MH-5736 16 30 5,112 5,512 93% 399 0.575 36 8,957 57%
Lower 

Central

Traveled 

Way
$27,690

P-6291 12-MH-2111 12-MH-2083 161 30 5,013 5,415 93% 402 0.580 36 8,806 57%
Lower 

Central

Traveled 

Way
$286,485

P-1662 12-MH-2083 12-MH-2002 387 30 5,009 5,527 91% 518 0.745 36 8,987 56%
Lower 

Central

Traveled 

Way
$687,635

P-1663 12-MH-5813 12-MH-2111 330 30 5,034 5,617 90% 583 0.839 36 9,134 55%
Lower 

Central

Traveled 

Way
$585,750

P-3977 2-MH-1039 2-MH-1002 281 30 5,525 6,586 84% 1,060 1.527 30 7,783 71%
Lower 

Central

Cross 

Country
$379,755

P-1659 12-MH-1929 12-MH-1880 205 30 5,088 6,072 84% 984 1.416 36 9,874 52%
Lower 

Central

Traveled 

Way
$364,585

P-3996 12-MH-1717 2-MH-1667 194 30 5,057 6,056 84% 999 1.438 36 9,847 51%
Lower 

Central

Traveled 

Way
$343,640

P-1658 12-MH-1880 12-MH-1816 331 30 5,078 6,099 83% 1,021 1.471 36 9,918 51%
Lower 

Central

Traveled 

Way
$587,170

P-6025 32-MH-4916 32-MH-4919 258 8 300 362 83% 62 0.089 10 656 46%
Swamp 

River

Traveled 

Way
$128,750

P-1907 25-MH-3725 25-MH-3683 304 21 1,493 1,825 82% 332 0.478 21 2,156 69% Mill River
Cross 

Country
$273,420

Total $5,700,045

December 20151 of 25
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Concerns, issues, questions on LSTAR Notice of Proposed Change (NPC) EEA 11085R issued 2/28/2017 
Joseph Shea, Abington representative on Southfield Advisory Board - 4/6/2017 
3 Wyman Road, Abington MA 02351

fp• K
>4

APR 21 2017A: Overall concerns

& HnWronm'Jft 0f^n^av
1. I am concerned about the extent of the changes (see pages 3,4 of the NPC). The verirufel Affa/f; 

trips per day have more than double (from 34,300 to 79,900). The water needed per day has 
increased from 1,400,000 to 2,700,000. The NPC show the totality of the amount of change 
since the 2007 review which was not clear in reviews of smaller portions of changes (in my 
case the added (and desired) 1,000,000 SF of commercial development added in Abington. I 
have, and still do, desired more commercial development the 2007 plan but the extent of 
the changes will require a detailed investigation and review by ail impacts (the local 
communities, state - Highway, DEPA, SRA, developer, regional planning agencies, etc.
I believe an Environmental Impact review process is needed as was done in the 2000s.

s

2. I am also concerned about the short period given for review of the NPC. I believe the 
required NPC review period is 4 weeks. However, while the NPC dated 2/28/17, the mail 
date on my copy is 3/317.1 did not receive it until 3/3. This reduced the review period from 
4 to 3 weeks. This is a problem for communities such as Abington which do not have 
sufficient planning staff available for quick reviews.

I am also concerned about the lack of advance notice by LSTAR that the NPC waste be 
issued. LSTAR representatives met with Abington Board of Selectmen on 2/27/17 evening 
but I do not remember hearing any mention that the NOPC would be issued the next day so 
that the town could prepare to review and comment.

3. I believe the 3 communities will need projections of how many people will be working and 
living at Southfield overall and in each community's area of Southfield. This would need to 
be projected at each phase of the project. This will be needed by the communities to plan 
the staffing and other resources needed to support this population (especially public 
service).

Some related questions are:
what % of the workers on the site will be working "traditional" hours ("9 to 5") and how 
many on "night" shifts?

What will be the number of vehicles (especially large ones) projected especially with the 
increased commercial area? What will be night traffic for trucks?



B. Traffic concerns

1. In planning for the traffic infrastructure improvements since the 2007 FEIR (pages 2-8 to 2-10) 
Mass. Highway used the 2007 projections of traffic from Southfield as one Of the factors in 
projecting traffic. What is the impact of the doubled vehicle trips per day estimate? What will be 
increaser in truck traffic and its impact be? With the greatly increased commercial development will 
there be more impact at peak hours?

2. Wii additional improvements be needed or further refinement of improvements already done. For 
example, in Abington work was done on the Rte. 18 & 139 intersection including left lane turn 
signals on Rte. 18. However, no left hand turn signal lanes were added on Rte. 139. On 3/13 at 3:30 
I was in the west bound lane of Rte. 139 trying to take a left turn onto Rte. 18 going south. It took 
me 3 light cycles to accomplish this. On the 2nd cycle the car in front of me ran a red light to get thru. 
This is even worse during peak hours now without more Southfield traffic.

In Abington will more improvements (adding signals, etc.) be needed at other intersections such as 
Rte. 18 at Trucchis or Shaw Avenue or on Rte. 58?

Will the additional intersection improvements listed on page 2-10 be implemented and when?

3. Wii the increase in traffic lead to drivers using neighborhood streets such Thicket Street in 
Abington/Weymouth, Pine or Vineyard or Summit in Abington, Spruce in Rockland and Abington?

Will there be increased truck traffic on neighborhood streets? Will this be during nighttime?

4. What is the capacity of the MBTA to handle increase commuter use due to the increase number 
of workers/shoppers? Does the MBTA station in South Weymouth have the capacity for this 
increase? Does South Station have the capacity to increase the number of trains or cars per train on 
the Kingston line?

5. For public safety vehicles (police, fire, highway) there needs to be an emergency access to the 
Southfield area (both the Abington portion and the remainder of the area where Abington must 
provide mutual aid). This is needed both to provide quick support and services and also to reduce 
the time needed for access using the current routes of Trotter Road and Shea Boulevard with Rte. 18 
traffic impact.

6. Given the amount of construction that will be needed for the updated plan, the developer and 
their subcontractors will need to meet regularly with all towns involved to discuss any potential 
traffic impacts during construction, especially large vehicles.

7. Because of the projected increased costs for the larger project to the Town of Abington, when is 
commercial/industrial development projected on the Abington portion of Southfield? The resulting 
tax revenues will be needed to fund the services needed.



/

C. Water

1. Page 1-11 Interim Supply 2nd paragraph; page 2-44 2.11.2.2

The first sentence says the towns of Abington and Rockland have "committed" to provide up to 
250,000 gallons of water per day to development in the Abington/Rockland areas of Southfield. The word 
"commitment" does not agree with what has been said at public meetings (including the 2/27 Selectmen 
meeting with LSTAR. It also does not agree with conversations I have had recently with the superintendent of 
the Joint Abington/Rockland Waterworks. According to what was said in these meetings and discussions, the 
agreement now is to investigate whether (and how much) water could be provided to Southfield for as limited

time (3 years??) IF the investigation is results are favorable, then there would be an agreement to be provide 
water for an interim period.
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: joyce bethoney <joycebethoney@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2017 9:30 AM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: Union Street Rockland Mass

Dear Holly Johnson,  

As a resident and homeowner of 859 Union Street in Rockland, Massachusetts, I urge you to consider not 

opening the end of Union street to the Union Point development. 

This end of Union street is the nicest in our humble blue collar town.  The influx of cars would be detrimental to 

the neighborhood as a cut through.  Their is already an option for people to go to the end of Union Point and 

turn right onto VFW to get to the :downtown area".  

This is a short distance from our street and already provides access.  There is no need for an additional opening. 

 

Opening the end of Union street to this development would not only be dangerous to those of us walking dogs 

on the street but for the safety and well being of children and elderly in the area.  Our "downtown" area has no 

major draw.  No on is missing out on anything and quite frankly the argument of those living at Union point 

would come to Rockland more is false.  Those housing projects are on the other side of the development and 

those people are closest to numerous restaurants and shopping in Weymouth. 

It would be irresponsible and short sighted to ruin our town with yet another major cut through. 

Please keep Union street closed. 

Thank you  

Joyce Bethoney 

859 Union Street 

Rockland, MA 02370 

617.834.2116 
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: Kathleen Peters <kathpete@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2017 3:52 PM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: comment   Union Point   No.Union St.Rockland

Holly S. Johnson 

Cambridge St. 

Boston, Mass. 

  

Dear Ms. Johnson                                      REGARDING UNION POINT  & NORTH UNION ST, 

ROCKLAND 

  

I have been a lifetime resident of Rockland living on North Union St. like many other residents 

of the area.  

  

Amid the recent publicity regarding Union Point and N.Union St. gate area my comments are as 

follows. 

  

To open this area at the end of N.Union St. for   through traffic  from Union Point to 

Southfield  absolutely  promises a deleterious 

  

effect to Rockland’s Union St. and its tributaries. 

  

Traffic studies have been done numerous times  and the most recent traffic study has 

added  79,000 to already 39,000 vehicles which  is devastating. 

  

Second, environmental problems such as endangered species are in this very location of Union 

Pt. which has been thoroughly investigated by EPA . 

  

Opening of the N.Union St. gate will do NOTHING  for the Town of Rockland but flood the area 

with traffic using it as short cuts to other towns and escape  

  

traffic lights and route 18.    Side roads also affected, Salem St., Oregon Ave., Liberty St., 

Pleasant St. North Ave. are a few to mention. 

  

Also  when  traffic meets  VFW Dr. already burdened  with extremely high traffic volume would 

be source for another calamity. 

  

Third,  home values will plunge if this gate is open as a through way. 

  

Fourth,Overwhelmingly   voters here in Rockland have turned down this notion  at 

least  three  times within the last 8 years 
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Thank you for taking my plea and consideration  that  opening Union St. gate is not good for the 

Town of Rockland  or safety for the residents and their children who live 

  

here. 

  

Sincerely,  Mrs.  Kathleen Peters, North Union St., Rockland, Mass.  

1. Unbearable traffic  

2. Environmental reasons 

3.Safety reasons 

4. Endangered  species 

5. home values  plunge 

6. do nothing for the town of Rockland  

   These are just some of the reasons  NOT to open Union St gate  

  

  

THANK YOU FOR LISTENING.  
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: Kathleen Peters <kathpete@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2017 8:32 PM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: Union Point   Project  

  

Sec’y  Matthew Beaton 

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge St.  Suite 900 

Boston, Mass. 02114 

  

                                                             RE:  Union Point Project EEA Rockland, 

Mass. 

  

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

  

I have been  lifetime resident of Rockland residing on Union St.. 

Amid recent publicity  Union Point and North Union St. gate area my 

comments are as follows. 

  

To open this area at the end of No. Union St. for thru traffic from Union 

Point to Southfield absolutely promises 

a deleterious effect to Rockland’s Union St. and its tributaries. 

  

Traffic studies have been done numerous times and the most recent 

traffic study has added 79,000 to the already 39,000 

vehicles which would be devastating to this small town. 

  

secondly, environmental problems such as endangered species are living 

in this same location of Union Point which has been thoroughly 

investigated by the EPA. 

  

Opening of the Union St. gate for thru traffic will do NOTHING for the 

Town of Rockland but flood the area with new traffic using it as short 
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cuts to other towns or to escape traffic lights.  Side roads also 

affected;  Salem St., Oregon Ave. Greenwood St.. Liberty St., Pleasant St., 

North Ave. are a few to mention.  When traffic meets VFW Drive already 

burdened with extremely high traffic volume would be a source 

for another calamity. In short, Rockland would become a drive-thru town. 

  

third, Home values will plunge if this gate is open as a thru way. 

fourth,  overwhelmingly voters here in Rockland have turned down this 

notion of opening this gate at least three times within the last 8 years at 

town meetings. 

  

Thank you for taking my plea and consideration that opening Union St 

gate is NOT good for the Town of Rockland or for the safety of the 

residents and their children who live here. 

  

1. Unbearable traffic 

2.environmental reasons 

3.endangered species 

4.home value plunge  

5.absolutely no advantage for the Town of Rockland 

                just a few reasons not to open Union St. gate 

  

Thank you for listening 

Sincerely, 

Mrs. Kathleen Peters, Union St., Rockland, Ma. 
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: Laura McCarthy <laura.a.mccarthy@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2017 8:24 AM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: Union Point Project

Sectary Matthew Beaton 

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge St. Suite 900 

Boston, Mass 02114 

 

Re: Union Point Project, Rockland, MA 

 

Dear Secretary Beaton, 

 

I have lived in Rockland for the past 46 years.  My home is at the dead end of Liberty St., near Union Street, 

and it borders VFW Drive. 

 

I object to the opening of the gate at the North end of Union Street for the following reasons: 

 

To open the gate at the North end of Union Street to allow thru traffic from Union Point into Rockland center 

would not encourage an increase in revenue for Rockland Center businesses but rather have a deleterious effect 

on an already congested traffic area.  Traffic studies have been done numerous times and the most recent traffic 

study has added 79,000 to the already 39,000 vehicles which would be devastating to the town of Rockland. 

 

Opening of the Union Street gate for thru traffic will only encourage traffic to an already congested area by 

individuals using it as a short cut to other towns and to escape traffic lights.  Other streets affected will be Salem 

St., Oregon Ave., Greenwood St., Pleasant St. and Liberty St. , where I live.  As previously mentioned, my 

home borders VFW Drive, which already has an extremely high traffic volume. 

 

Rockland would become a “ drive-thru town” and property values in the area would be adversely 

affected.  Rockland voters have overwhelmingly voted against opening the North Union Street gate at least 

three (3) times within the last eight (8) years at town meetings. 

 

As an environmentalist, I am very concerned about the numbers of endangered species that inhabit the Union 

Point area.  This fact has been thoroughly investigated by the EPA. 

 

Opening the North Union street gate in Rockland would not be good for the Town of Rockland, the citizens 

who live here and the endangered wildlife that inhabit the area of Union Point. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

 

Laura A. McCarthy 

925 Liberty Street 

Rockland, MA 02370 
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: Mary Parsons <maryaparsons@verizon.net>
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2017 6:45 PM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: Comment to Notice of prjoect Change Union Point EEA #11085R

Hi Holly, 

 

I have corrected my grammar in my comments to the NPC #EEA 11085R and i have added a photo of a house 

being flooded. 

 

Mary P  

Mary A. Parsons 

 754 Union St. 

Rockland, MA 02370 

March 9, 2017 

 

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 

Subject:  Notice of Project Change Union Point, EEA #11805R 

 

Dear Secretary Matthew A. Beaton, 

 

These are my comments to the Notice of Project Change for the redevelopment of the former Naval Air Station 

South Weymouth, formerly know as Southfield and recently renamed Union Point.   

 

I find there are some inaccuracies and omissions in this Notice of Project Change (NPC). Through no fault of 

the current Master Developer, much of the mitigation for this project has not been done to date and I find this 

NPC listing the same alternatives as are in the 2007 FEIR.  The previous developers did nothing. 

 

Page 2 which state Agency Permits will the project require? 
Please name the DOT Street needing an Access Permit for opening. The Delahunt Parkway and the Patriot 

Parkway are not MASS state highways.  These private roads were paid for with state funds. 

 

 Page 3 Summary of Project Change Parameters and impacts  
Footnote 1 states the full development program is shown in Table 1.6.1 there is no table 1.6.1 in the NPC 

 

LAND 

Total site acreage states 1,386 acres of land. This acreage includes the 64 acre Coast Guard land that is not 

transferred to the Southfield Redevelopment Authority (SRA) and not transferable to the Master Developer, 

LStar. Please detail where this extra acreage is in the EIR. 

The previously reviewed acres of impervious area were not 350 acres but 561 acres with 22 new acres 

added for a total of 583 acres of impervious surface. Please explain the difference and the addition of new 

acreage.  
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Square feet of bordering vegetated wetlands alterations was reduced to 3,620 sq. BVW not 3,480 

reviewed.  The Net Change will be 7,310 sq. ft. of BVW altered for a total of 10,790 sq. ft.  There is no map 

showing the location of the change and the explanation for the change. 

 

 

1.0 PROPSED PROJECT CHANGE 
 

PAGE 1-9  

 

Table 1.3-1 Union Point Development Program 
 

Open Space 
 

The golf course was reduced in size to 156 acres per the Certificate dated July 28, 2007. Give the book page and 

number of the deed restriction/Grant of restriction for the 1007 acres of Open Space on the former NAS South 

Weymouth. The 204 acres here are actually listed on the zoning maps as Golf Course/ Open Space District 

(GOSD). 

 

Reconfiguration of Open Space and Habitat Preservation 

 

According to the FEIR Certificate the 156 acres of golf course will be protected by a conservation restriction. 

Where can the deed restrictions/ grant of restriction be found for this acreage? Was a Notice of Project Change 

submitted for the change in status since the golf course has been eliminated?  The trail system is outside of the 

golf course area.  

 

PAGE 1-10  

 

1.3.4. Infrastructure Improvements  

 

1.3.4.1 Water Supply 
 

Seventeen years after the ENF for the redevelopment of NAS South Weymouth was first filed, we are still 

commenting on 3 alternatives to supply water (some are the same) to the former Naval Air Station. The 

MWRA, through a dedicated eight-mile pipeline is the preferred. A new connection point (M-166) is being 

evaluated.  There isn’t any mention of needing to meet #10 of the MWRA requirements for entrance to the 

MWRA and what has been initiated to start the process.  There needs to be a timeline when the permanent water 

supply will be at Union Point/ former NAS South Weymouth.  

 

Page 1-11 

 

Interim water supply 

 

The second paragraph states, “As an interim water supply for development located at Union Point the Towns of 

Abington and Rockland, the two towns have committed to provide up to 250,000gpd.” The two towns have not 

committed to supply 250,000gpd. They have agreed to review and analyze the Myers Avenue well to see if it 

could provide 250,000gpd. 

 

Page 1-13 

 

1.3.4.3 Transportation 
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1.3.5 Bill Delahunt Parkway Construction Status 
 

Reservoir Park Drive was left out of this statement in sentence 1. The Delahunt Parkway connects to Hingham 

Street indirectly through Reservoir Park Drive. The parkway (named the Patriot Parkway) from the Delahunt 

Parkway to Trotter Rd. was completed and opened on November 23, 2016. 

 

Page 15 

 

1.4 Status of MEPA review 

 

1.5 Previously Proposed Project 

 

Next to last paragraph, “The Legislation, enacted in 1998 by the Massachusetts General Court as Chapter 310” 

should be Chapter 301.  

 

Page 1-17  

 

1.6 2014 Legislation 
 

The Acts of 2014, chapter 291, reformed the SSTTDC into a new governing board of the former NAS South 

Weymouth. This Act made changes to the previous 1998 legislation, but did not change its public corporation 

status. It called for the new board, Southfield Redevelopment Authority, (SRA) to name a Master Developer for 

the redevelopment project of the former Naval Air Station South Weymouth. A Citizen Advisory Committee 

was formed and reviewed the environmental impacts to this project from 2001 to 2007.   This NPC is doubling 

the amount of water, sewer, and traffic to this project from the previous amount in the July 18, 2007 certificate 

from the Secretary of Environmental Affairs.  I still have my FEIR volumes. 

 

Next to last paragraph: 

 

“In response to the Act, the Proponent created a development plan that retains many of the goals of the 2007 

FEIR project and provides significantly greater benefit to the Host Communities.”  The FEIR is not about 

project goals; it is about environmental impacts and the solutions to mitigate those impacts not goals.  Goals 

are an objective, and end result, you strive to achieve but does not have to happen. Currently the widening of 

Reservoir Park Drive and Hingham Street in Rockland has not been done and is not mentioned in this 

NPC.  The Proponent has incorporated the old Navy perimeter roads into the trail system and the previous area 

of Thompsons’ Pond outside the NAS South Weymouth was purchased by the former Master Developer, LNR, 

in 2006.  Please state the Conservation Restriction book page and number and whether or not it is a deed 

restriction or a Grant of Restriction.  

 

 

1.7.2 Rockland  

 

The newly created chapter 291 allowed the town to zone their respective area of the former NAS South 

Weymouth.  The amendment for the Annual Rockland Town Meeting was created by the Rockland Open Space 

Committee, The Proponent and the zoning sub-committee. The selectmen placed the amendment on the Town 

Warrant and 730 people voted unanimously to approve the zoning overlay district in May 2016. 

 

1.7.3 Weymouth 
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Weymouth has a mayoral form of government and an 11 member Town Council who approved the zoning 

change in that town. The towns people did not vote the change in zoning. 

 

Page 1-21  

 

The parkway (Patriot Parkway) is now complete to Trotter Rd. 

 

Page 2-1 

 

2.0 Potential Impacts 

 

2.1 Transportation 

 

3
rd

 paragraph, Table 2.1.1 does not show any other phase than phase 1. 

 

2.1.4 Study Area 
 

Table 2.1.2 Study Area intersections 

 

Rockland # 31, Union St. and Market St. (Market St. is also Rte. 123). 

 

Rte. 123 Webster St. and E. Water Street is left out of study Area. 

 

Weymouth 

#’s 39, 40 and 41 Why are these Weymouth town roads under Mass DOT jurisdiction? 

 

Page 2-7 

 

2.1.5 Traffic Volumes 
 

Table 2.1.3 Study Area intersections Volumes 

 

 

One Street only was studied for the Town of Rockland – Hingham St.  

 

This is a list of streets a traffic study was not done in Rockland and should have been done. The month of June 

is not the best month for traffic studies here.  After school activities are done and some people are away for 

vacation. A better time for study is October or April. 

 

None of the streets listed below were studied: 

 

Weymouth St.  North and south of the Delahunt Parkway.  

Hingham St.  North and south of Reservoir Park Drive.  

Reservoir Park Drive. 

VFW Drive 

Union St. south of VFW Drive and north of North Ave. 

North Ave. east and west of Salem and Plain St. Rte. 139 

Salem St. 

Spruce St. Rockland 

Union St.  south of North Ave.  
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Union St.  at the center of town.  

Union St.  north and South of Taunton Ave.  at 2:30 p.m. 

Webster St. (Rte. 123) at Hingham St. both east and west 

Abington St. Rockland at Weymouth St. Rockland 

East Water St. (Rte 123) at Liberty St. Rockland 

 

The Bill Delahunt Parkway intersects with Weymouth St. and Reservoir Park Drive in Rockland yet there is no 

traffic study for this street or Weymouth Street and VFW Drive. 

Does the difference in traffic volume on Hingham Street north of Commerce Road end up on Reservoir Park 

Drive?  

 

The mitigation in the FEIR for Reservoir Park Drive and Hingham St. has not been done as of this NPC. 

 

Opening of the Union Street Gate (in Rockland) at the former NAS South Weymouth property line is an issue 

with the residents who live on Union St. and adjacent roads off Union St. and off VFW Drive. Opening that 

gate will not disperse traffic from Union Point since the parkway does not disperse traffic, it only takes traffic 

from one heavily congested roadway (Rte 18) to another heavily congested roadway (Reservoir Park Drive to 

Hingham St.), and it will not revitalize downtown Rockland.  It will destroy a large residential neighborhood, 

which includes Greenwood Ave. Oregon Ave., Salem St. Spruce St. Forest St. West Pleasant St., Lincoln Rd.; 

all become cut-thru streets for rush hour traffic.    The area inside the former NAS South Weymouth fence is 

rare specie habitat and was received by the SRA board through the Federal Lands to Parks Program through the 

National Park Service for use by the general public.  The SRA Board cannot sell this land.  We could us e a sign 

stating it is the Federal Lands to Parks Program through the National Park Service that is currently at the Spruce 

Street trail system for the former NAS south Weymouth. 

 The New Master Developer (the proponent of this NPC) has started the work on walking trails and protected 

rare species space.  The Federal Lands to Parks Program acreage at the Union St. Gate is also protected rare 

species land with specific infrastructure in place. 

This Master Developer has started to physically make improvements to this project which is a plus to the area 

surrounding the former military base. 

 

Page 2-8  

 

2.1.6 Infrastructure Improvements since the 2007 FEIR 
 

Second paragraph – the first sentence needs to be corrected to state: “the Bill Delahunt Parkway serves as the 

main thoroughfare connecting Rte. 18 and Weymouth Street, Reservoir Park Drive and Hingham 

Street/Route 3.” Weymouth Street has been left out as the connection to Hingham Street in more that one 

place in this NPC. 

South Shore Hospital employees park at 67 Sharp St. daily and have a shuttle service to take the employees to 

work at the hospital.  This is traffic that is on Weymouth Street, since Liberty Street in Weymouth, Sharp Street 

in Hingham become Weymouth St. in Rockland. It is one roadway. Columbian Square generates traffic on these 

roads and into Rockland and Hingham.  The hospital employees have to travel these roads to park and take the 

shuttle. 

 

Third paragraph – The parkway between Shea Memorial Drive and Trotter Road has been completed.  

 

Page 2- 9  

 

2.1.7 Proposed Improvements from Section 61 Findings/FEIR 
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Route # Connection – second sentence, needs correcting to read: “Hingham Street and Reservoir Park Drive 

will be reconstructed to provide a consistent four-lane cross-section between Weymouth Street and 

Route3.”  This is mitigation, in the FEIR, to be done now.  The Proponent is responsible for this 

mitigation.  The proponent states they have contributed $450,000 to advance the design of Columbian Sq.  in 

South Weymouth. 

Weymouth St., Reservoir Park Drive and Hingham St. in Rockland are single lane roads at ground zero for the 

proposed increase in traffic and receive traffic from South Shore Hospital workers and Columbian Sq. now. The 

mitigation for Reservoir Park Drive and Hingham Street has not been done.  

 

3rd sentence – define the relocation of the South Weymouth Commuter Rail Station Platform. 

 

Page 2-10 

 

Weymouth Street/Sharp Street/ Abington St. (which the intersection is located in Rockland) functions better 

without the delay a traffic signal would cause.  

 

Page 2-11 

 

Define the reason for relocation of South Weymouth commuter Rail Parking Lot.  Where would this be located? 

 

Page 2-16  

 

2.2 Noise 

 

2.3.1 Summary of the Study Presented in the EIR 
 

This study did not include the cul-de-sac area of Union St.  It also did not include Oregon Ave., Greenwood 

Street, and Forest Street.  Future proposed development will be located in an area that may make these streets 

receptors to increased traffic. 

Page2-17 

 

2.3.3 Change to the Project 

 

Will an EIR be done for the changes in certain Thresholds to this current project?  And will a Citizen Advisory 

Committee be appointed to review the impacts of the this project since this project has had state funding for the 

Bill Delahunt / Patriot Parkway, which is not a state road /highway.  

 

Page 2-18  

 

2.4  Wildlife Habitat and Rare Species 

 

2.4.1 Rare Species Protection 

 

Second paragraph,  The SRA and the proponent of this NPC were not in existence here when the SSTTDC and 

the former proponent of the FIER (LNR) implemented measures to protect rare species( eastern box turtle and 

grasshopper sparrow) inside and outside along the Delahunt Parkway in Rockland in 2011.  

 

Last paragraph on page 2-18 states: “An 11.8 acre parcel east of the site (I believe this is south and abutting the 

site) know as The Rockland Meadows, was acquired by the proponent, placed under permanent CR, and 

transferred to the Town of Rockland.”  This is a 24 acre parcel. Where is information found, give specifics? 
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What type of CR? When did the transfer take place and was this through the Rockland conservation 

Commission? 

This is a wonderful gift by the proponent, but we need the details of the closing, CR and date and name of the 

committee when given to the town. 

 

The signed CMP, dated March 2, 2009, requested an additional +/-449 acres of Open Space through Grants of 

Restriction, in addition to the +/-381 acres of Public Benefit Conveyance Land owned by the SSTTDC now 

SRA board.  The 85 acres on the east end of the site has been placed under a CR, but the zoning has not been 

changed to reflect this.  It is still zoned for housing.  

 

Page 2-19 

 

2.4.2 Summary of 2007 FEIR 

 

The 2 year mowing cycle of the grassland in the CMP had not taken place as of this date. 

 

Is there a new CMP for this project?  

 

The last paragraph states there the 280 acre Golf Course was placed under a permanent deed restriction. The 

actual Golf Course area was reduced before the final EIR to 156 acres.   

 

Page 2-20 

 

2.4.3 Current Status 

 

The 280 acres of golf course included the ripping up of runway to the north of the grassland area.  Figure 1.7-1 

shows the mixed use development overlay in the proposed grassland CR area in Abington and Rockland.  The 

map also shows the Golf Course / Open Space District (GOSD) as 203 acres and not 280 acres. 

 

Rockland Town Meeting approved a zoning overlay district that covers part of the eliminated Golf Course. How 

does this affect the 280 acre Golf Course area? Has a new CR been done and where can this be found? What 

other protections, institutional controls like fencing, for this acreage will be installed to protect the grassland 

area from people trashing it? Mixed use development will occur in the northern acreage. This does not remove 

human disturbance from the area.  Quite the opposite will happen with mixed use development abutting the 

grassland.  Nothing, to date, has been done to enhance it.  A peat pile, consisting of asphalt, concrete, tree 

stumps, rebar, and brick has been sitting on the runways for the past 10 years, which fragments the grassland. 

Previous proponents claimed to use the peat for landscaping for Southfield/Union Point.  Unfortunately the new 

proponent has inherited this problem. 

 

Mowing has not happened last year and currently this year. More and More woody product is taking over the 

grassland. Nothing has been done to remove it. That issue squarely rests with Natural Heritage not enforcing the 

mowing.  

The mowing has recently occurred. 

 

Page 2-21 

 

Table 2.4.1 Comparison of Golf Course Restriction Plans 

 

The Golf Course has been eliminated in the project.  

 

Page 2-21 
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2.5 Wetland Resources 

Page 2-28 

 

Table 2.5.2 

 

There is no map showing the locations of the wetlands areas identified as B,C,D,E,F,Q,I M. The FEIR graphics 

shows some of the areas. Not everyone has a copy of the graphics from the FEIR. 

 

Page 2-30 

 

Open Space Program 

 

2.6.1 Summary of Discussion in the EIRs 

 

This paragraph states, “Open Space, thus defined referred not only to woodland, wetland, parkland and playing 

field, but also sidewalks, lawns, sitting areas, and large areas not regularly occupied by people or machines.”  

 

 My comment in the 2007 FEIR: 

“Privately owned lawns on residential property, zoning setbacks between commercial/business buildings, 

public sidewalks are not what the public understood to be open space. The proponent should state how 

much acreage is taken up by private lawns for housing / business and commercial buildings.” 

 

MAPC is a proponent of stating ‘open space’ is also sidewalks, lawns, sitting areas etc. People, and especially 

children, think they can park their body on someone else’s lawn etc.  

 

Page 2-31 

 

2.6.2 Proposed Open Space 

 

The passive and active recreational component is also stated in Chapter 291 section 14 (b) (4) and is listed in the 

Town of Weymouth Definitive Development Mitigation Agreement July 31, 2014.  Please state how the 

proponent will comply with the amenities listed. 

State the location and exact acreage of land that is proposed to be under a conservation restriction to replace the 

open space acreage that is to become mixed –use development. It appears from seeing a recreation presentation 

that the 52 acre sports center is reduced to 25 acres. I understand the playing fields will be under a dome.  A pile 

of peat, consisting of tree stumps, asphalt, concrete, brick and rebar has been sitting on runway 17-35 and part 

of taxi-way C for ten years this month. Is there a timeline to remove this pile? 

  

LStar has recently opened the old Navy perimeter roads as trails on the southeast and west portion of the former 

NAS South Weymouth and has opened a section for vehicle parking on Spruce Street in Rockland, which is 

more than any developer has previously done. The trails are the former Navy perimeter roads.  Some former 

Navy perimeter roads are rare species habitat are not open for the public. 

 

Page 2-34 

 

2.9 Stormwater 

 

Stormwater impacts are an issue with the town of Rockland since French’s Stream floods its banks beginning 

on the former NAS South Weymouth. The west branch of French’s Stream combines with the east branch of 

French’s stream on former Navy property and flows through Rockland flooding homes and a golf course along 
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the way.  As of this morning (April 1
st
) it is overflowing its banks from the former military base and flooding 

further south in Rockland. 

 

Page 2-36 

 

Please state where the eight constructed wetlands are located?  I count only five. The two wetlands located at 

the entrance of the Delahunt Parkway in Rockland are replacement wetlands that were destroyed to take down 

two buildings along Weymouth Street in Rockland to make room for the Delahunt Parkway. I do not think the 

new developer has knowledge of this. 

 

Page 2-38 

 

2.9.4 Conformance with the 2007 FEIR Master Plan  
 

The 2007 Master plan project included a net increase of 22 acres of impervious area. This new project results in 

an increase of 75 acres of impervious surface.  Stormwater outfalls to one of two rivers on the former NAS 

South Weymouth, French’s Stream or Old Swamp River, an ORW to Weymouth’s drinking water supply.  The 

current stormwater system was built by the Navy to drain surface water off the runways as fast as possible. 

.  This system is still be used. French’s Stream flooded homes and streets even with no Navy presence except 

for the Navy caretaker since the Base closed in 19997.  

 

Two new detention / retention ponds are built along the bank of French’s Stream and discharge into the stream 

at the water level. French’s Stream has an east branch and a west branch that join together on the land outside 

the fence boundary of NAS South Weymouth that was owned by the former NAS South Weymouth. French’s 

Stream west branch overflows its banks during certain rain events without major changes to the impervious 

surface.  The Rockland section is woods and grassland and will receive flooding from the 75 acres of future 

build in the Weymouth section of NAS South Weymouth.  

Currently the stream overflowed its banks in a small rain event Saturday morning April 2
nd

.  This stream goes 

back to its normal flow immediately after the rain stops. This time the stream didn’t return to normal.  Water 

was still flowing from the new detention / retention ponds into French’s Stream the following day. Apparently 

groundwater was at capacity. Some of these detention / retention ponds never dry up, not even in last years’ 

drought. It is my opinion the Weymouth conservation Commission and the SRA conservation Commission 

were remiss in the placement of the outfall pipe for the overflow of the detention / retention ponds connected to 

French’s Stream and will cause more flooding to homes and streets(West Water Street floods in sever storms).  

Since there will be an increase in impervious surface, I would like the Secretary of Energy and Environmental 

Affairs to have the Southfield Redevelopment Authority (SRA) inform the Rockland Conservation Commission 

when the proponent requests an approval for wetlands, vernal pool, detention / Retention ponds, TACAN 

Outfall and river front area work to be done in the town of Weymouth on the former Naval Air Station South 

Weymouth.  The Rockland Conservation Commission has consults that have expertise in peak rate of 

runoff.  They have already exhibited this with the TACAN Outfall when a small structure was removed without 

obtaining MADEP permits. The current SRA conservation agent was responsible for not obtaining permits.  I 

have all the information and was the one who contacted MADEP. The outcome was the then board of directors 

received a UAO (file #SE273-0363) for not having a valid Order of Conditions. The board members are not 

knowledgeable in these matters and rely on the current conservation agent to write the proper Order of 

Conditions.  

 French’s Stream floods home through Rockland. 

 

Page 2-39 

 

2.10 Wastewater 
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2.10.2.1 All MWRA sewer alternative 

 

The section of the former military base in Weymouth serviced by MWRA sewer is currently in the South 

Coastal River Basin.  The section of Rockland in the former military base to have future sewer service is in the 

Boston Harbor River Basin.  This section references #OP.11 for entrance to the MWRA sewer alternative. 

Weymouth has already crossed the inter basin from the Boston Harbor River Basin to the South Coastal River 

Basin and the area in the Rockland section of the former NAS South Weymouth is in the Boston Harbor River 

Basin. 

 

I understand South Shore industrial Park was looking to sewer through Weymouth. Hingham was also looking 

to place a pump station between Deerfield Rd. and Recreation Park Drive in Hingham. This section did not 

mention the 540,000gpd of wastewater generated by future build.  

 

Page 2-242 

 

2.10.2.2 All On-site Treatment Alternative 

 

Please see signed agreement for Town of Weymouth water / wastewater services dated 11/16/2016 and 

include this document in the EIR. This agreement was signed by SRA, Mayor Hedlund and LStar Southfield, 

LLC. and will provide temporary 600,000gpd of water and 540,000gpd of sewer capacity.  

We need one alternative to be chosen now. We have spent seventeen years dealing with three options. It is time 

to get this done and have a deadline for completion. 

 

French’s Stream would not be capable of taking excess wastewater without flooding homes and streets in 

Rockland. Flooding has occurred several times in the past without any new building on the former Naval Air 

Station South Weymouth.   

 

There is only one location that could be sited (FEIR) for a WWTP. That location is in the Abington section 

along French’s Stream. 

 

A new wastewater reclamation program, involving General Electric, has been mentioned, but no detailed 

information has been given as of this date.  We would need to know how solids are being disposed and where 

the wastewater would drain to.  

 

Also, the section of Weymouth located on the former NAS South Weymouth and currently serviced by MWRA 

sewer is actually located in the South Coastal River Basin.  A large portion of the Rockland section to be 

developed is in the Boston Harbor River Basin and should not need an inter-basin transfer to sewer the 

Rockland section of the former naval base.   The same should happen for the Abington section since it is in the 

South Coastal River Basin and Weymouth is already servicing sewer in that basin. 

 

Page 2-43 

 

 

2.11 Water  

 

2.11.1 Water demand 

 

Current Union Point water demand is 49,100gpd average. Water demand changes to 100,000gpd in 

summertime. Weymouth drinking water currently irrigates the landscaping at Union Point.  
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The legislation governing the redevelopment of the former Naval Air Station South Weymouth changed in 2014 

and requires the master developer to procure, finance, operate and maintain the permanent water supply and 

wastewater infrastructure for the project per section 15a of chapter 291 of the acts of 2014 of the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

 

2.11.2.1 Interim Weymouth water supply 

 

Has MADEP given Weymouth a permit to supply a total of 600,000gpd? Great Pond and Whitman’s Pond are 

85% of Weymouth’ drinking water supply and are significantly drawn down in summertime. Recharge of these 

two ponds takes longer to recover from the drawdown without a drought. Photos have been sent to MADEP 

Boston for ten years. 

Whitman’s Pond is also a herring run in springtime. The herring spawn in the entire pond, including the section 

called ‘south cove’. Whitman’s Pond was a recreational pond only until 1965 when it became an emergency 

water supply. Now it is pumped to Great Pond regularly to provide adequate drinking water for the residents of 

Weymouth. I grew up on the ‘south cove side’ of Whitman’s Pond during the drought of 1964-65 and boated on 

the pond at the time. Also there never were boards or a sluice gate at the bridge at Washington St. (Rte. 53) at 

Whitman’s Pond in East Weymouth. 

 

2.11.2.2 Interim Abington-Rockland Supply 

 

This section states the Abington / Rockland Joint Water Works has committed to provide up to 250,000gpd. 

This is not true. The Abington / Rockland Joint Water Works has only agreed to do a study, at the cost of 

$18,000 to see if the Myers Avenue wells can provide up to 250,000gpd temporarily until a permanent water 

supply is in place.  

 

The MWRA is the preferred water source in the FEIR and in the “AMENDED AND RESTATED 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT FOR PROVISION OF WATER AND WASTEWATER SERVICES 

AND FOR A CONSECUTIVE PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM dated November 18,2016 and signed by 

Weymouth Mayor Hedlund, SRA chairman Lyndsey Kruzer and Steve Vining, manager LStar Southfield, LLC. 

I did not see MWRA #OP 10 mentioned in this NPC.  According to the agreement with Weymouth, LStar has 

agreed to pay the MWRA fees. Will this be bonded and by whom? 

Will the wastewater infrastructure by bonded and by whom was well? 

 

 

 

Attachments: photos of French’s Stream flooding before it leaves former NAS South Weymouth 

Strom drain on former NAS South Weymouth, Weymouth section sending stormwater into French’s Stream at 

stream level next day. 

 

Mary A. Parsons, 

Citizen Advisory Committee member for MEPA# 11085 and #11085R 

Redevelopment of the former NAS South Weymouth 

Former Rockland Selectman 

 

754 Union Street  

Rockland, MA 02370 
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maryaparsons@verizon.net
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: Mary Parsons <maryaparsons@verizon.net>
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2017 9:12 PM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: Comments 2 to Union Pont NPC

Hi Holly, 

 

These are my comments to the NPC for EEA# 11085R  

 

 

 

Mary A. Parsons 

 754 Union St. 

Rockland, MA 02370 

March 9, 2017 

 

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 

Subject:  Notice of Project Change Union Point, EEA #11805R 

 

Dear Secretary Matthew A. Beaton, 

 

These are my second set of comments to EEA# 11085R 

 

I noticed that OP#10 of the MWRA requirements is missing from the NPC. There is mention of the ability to 

sell MWRA water from a pipeline from Quincy through Weymouth to communities outside the former NAS 

South Weymouth.  ‘Public Records exempt’ Ron Mariano (house Democratic Leader) name is mentioned with 

this issue. Is there a different agreement with the MWRA than the normal OP#10? 

 

Below are a few dated photos of Great Pond before residents were living in Union Point and after residents 

moved in. The first resident moved into Southfield/Union Point in July of 2011. We can’t make rain and we 

can’t stop rain. We also can’t stop a drought. Whitman’s Pond will come in a separate comment. 
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: Mary Parsons <maryaparsons@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, April 21, 2017 2:31 PM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: comments 3 to Union Point NPC

Hi Holly these are photos of Whitmans' Pond part of Weymouth surface drinking water supply. 

 

Mary P  

 

 

 

Mary A. Parsons 

 754 Union St. 

Rockland, MA 02370 

March 9, 2017 

 

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 

Subject:  Notice of Project Change Union Point, EEA #11805R 

 

Dear Secretary Matthew A. Beaton, 

 

These are comments to the water issue in the Notice of Project Change for EEA# 11085R 

 

The Town of Weymouth has contracted to provide up to 600,000 more gallons of  temporary water daily to the 

Union Point project.  My question is Weymouth capable of providing this amount of water? Great Pond and 

Whitman’s Pond are Weymouth’s surface water supply and these ponds make up 85% of Weymouth’s water 

supply. As of the 2008 Certificate on the NPC for EEA # 11085(dated April 11
th

), Weymouth’s allowable 

withdrawal is 5.0mgd. At the time Weymouth was withdrawing 4.3mgd. Since then, Union Point (formerly 

Southfield) has grown substantially and is still growing. Below are photos of Whitman’s Pond before and after 

residential growth. These are photos of the ‘south cove’ side where water is withdrawn and sent to Great Pond 

to be treated for drinking water supply. When the stone pier is showing, the back of Whitman’s Pond is dry. 

There are pictures of the sluice gate at the Washington St. bridge (Rte. 53) that crosses Whitman’s Pond.  There 

wasn’t a sluice gate until 1996.  This was a recreation pond until 1965 when the great drought turned it into an 

emergency water supply. Now it is pumped daily to Great Pond in South Weymouth for drinking water. These 

are photos of the ‘south cove’ side which is pumped to Great Pond.  The pond fills when the sluice gate is 

down.  Between 1965 and 1996 there wasn’t a sluice gate and boards at the bridge. The last two pictures are of 

the bridge on the side of Whitman’s Pond that leads to the back river and the herring run. 
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4/21/17 
 
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA. 02114 
 
 
Subject:     Notice of Project Change 
    
                   Union Point, EEA#11085R 
 
 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
  The following are my comments to this NPC. 
 
First,  I would like to say that the L-Star Development team are by far the finest group of gents 
you could meet and would want to be at the helm for this project. Although the complexities of this 
project are enormous in magnitude, their team is finding solutions to these challenges.  
 
Clearly this project will bring in much needed revenue to the three host communities and create a 
boost to the regional economy and create jobs in this area for many years to come. The recently 
released Master Plan appears to be better than ever imagined possible for this closed Naval Air 
Station.  
 
Subsequent to the filing of this NPC and from watching local presentations by the Master 
Developer,  it appears they  have found solutions to a sustainable water supply and the sewer 
issues for this project. The last major hurdle and probably the most challenging  in my opinion is 
how to deal with the enormous amount of additional traffic  generated by the new plan.  
 
 
I will focus my following traffic comments to the Rockland area. 
 
 
First, the 2007 FEIR for this development  included approximately 34-35,000 vehicle trips per day 
and the local intersections and road improvements needed to be made were based on that.  
 
Now that the new estimated vehicle trips per day is nearly 80,000, all of the above local 
intersections and road improvements and more now will have to be revisited, including 
intersections that have already been improved for this project. 
 
 For example, the intersection at Weymouth Street, Bill Delahunt Drive and Reservoir Park Drive. 
It has already been improved for this project a few years back but will doubtfully accommodate 
the proposed additional traffic. 
 
 Please see in the 2007 FEIR, Volume 11- Graphics, FiG 4.2-7 to see the final proposed 
conditions for this intersection for the 2007 FEIR traffic volume amounts. I would think this 
intersection would need to be studied even further with the proposed additional traffic. 
 
In my opinion Reservoir Park Drive will certainly need to be widened to two lanes in each 
direction with an additional right lane at the Hingham Street intersection to accommodate a right 
turn heading south on Hingham Street.. 
 



To my understanding, Hingham Street from Reservoir Park Drive to Route 3 would be at full 
capacity after being widened to accommodate the additional traffic created by the 2007 FEIR 
traffic figures. So the question is whether or not Hingham Street can sustain the added traffic 
volumes included in this NPC. This deserves a thorough review. 
 
 
 
 
There is no mention of opening the Union Street gate in Rockland included in this NPC, so I am 
assuming it is not being considered by the Master Developer and I will not provide comments on 
that,  except by mentioning that the opening of the Union Street gate in Rockland for this project 
has been voted down at least on two separate occasions at town meetings in Rockland.  
 
Can I ask that if the opening of the Union Street Gate in Rockland was to be considered at some 
future point, would that require the filing of another NPC? 
 
Further traffic reviews may be needed at the VFW Drive and Pleasant, VFW Drive and Union 
Street, Union and Salem and Union and North Ave intersections. 
 
 
 
Lastly and on a different note, in the 2007 FEIR, Volume 11- Graphics, FiG. 6-2-2,  it contained 
24 certifiable vernal pools at Union Point (then the SSTTDC).that were to be certified by NHESP. 
For unknown reasons and now ten years later, they still have not all been certified and I would 
like to ask that this be further looked into so the VP's can get the proper protection that the 
proponents in 2007 had recommended in their DEIR.  
 
I should probably disclose that I sat as a member on the Citizens Advisory Committee for this 
project from its inception right up until its ending for the 2007 FEIR. 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mike Bromberg 
373 Forest Street 
Rockland, MA. 02370 
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: bouzanboysthree <bouzanboysthree@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2017 10:23 PM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: Union St

 

Dear Holly, we have been a resident of the dead end section of Union st. For 17 years. We have three boys who 

are very active and love to ride bikes, play sports etc in the streets of our fairly quiet neighborhood!! Once in a 

while we get someone that comes flying down this street!! I can't imagine the traffic  that would come through 

our nice little neighborhood!!! We live in a little town, we are not going to compete with the surrounding bigger 

towns!! When we moved here we loved ( and still do) the cute stores, the quiet neighborhood of friends walking 

their pets And children down the middle of our dead end!! Please help keep our neighborhood a neighborhood 

where children can play without worrying about being hit by card and where neighbors can greet each other in 

the streets!! We do NOT want to live on a route 18 in the middle of our small, quaint town!! 

Thank you, 

Patricia and Brian Bouzan 

Union st  

 

 
Sent from my Samsung smartphone, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone 
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: trish <onwhitmanspond@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2017 11:23 PM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: Notice of Project Change Union Point, EEA #11805R
Attachments: NPC Comments.odt

Hello -  

Below and attached are comments regarding EEA #11805R. 

Tricia Pries 

15 Woodbine Road 

Weymouth, MA 02189 

April 20, 2017 

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114  

Subject:  Notice of Project Change Union Point, EEA #11805R  

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

From the earliest meetings on what the town residents wanted on the former South Weymouth Naval Air 

Station, there were always comments and concerns on infrastructure capacity including water, sewer and roads.  

Pumping water from Whitman's Pond, which are spawning grounds for River Herring, resulted in herring being 

stranded in the Herring Run ladders in 2010; the Weymouth Herring Run is one one of the largest herring runs 

in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  

The sewer main at the intersection of Pleasant St. and Pine St. has been discharged by the Town of Weymouth 

into Old Swamp River Sewer. Please see pictures and information, that were deliverables for an EPA TASC 

Grant associated with the Former South Weymouth Naval Air Station, at www.arawh.org.  

Weymouth residents at a public meeting on the Master Plan, watched as traffic modeling software showed 

increasing congestion on roadways. With the trips per day going from 34,000 to 79,000, what are the 

environmental impacts to the watershed? 

In the initial FEIR for the development of the former South Weymouth Naval Air Station, the MWRA was 

called out as the preferred water source. The Town of Weymouth's water supply could not support the initial 

Master Plan and it cannot support the additional water requirements called out in the NPC. Noticing the 
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numbers on Water use,Water Withdrawal, and wastewater generation, in the NPC, how are the Water 

Withdrawal numbers calculated? I notice there is no mention of MWRA OP #10. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

Respectfully, 

 

Tricia Pries 
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