
[image: image1.png]Metropolitan Area Planning Council
60 Temple Place, Boston, Massachusetts 02111 617/451-2770 Fax 617/482-7185

MAPC Serving 101 cities and towns in metropolitan Boston



August 31, 2000

Bob Durand, Secretary

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs

Attention: MEPA Office

Dick Foster, MEPA #11085 R

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114-2150

RE:
Redevelopment of the Former Naval Air Station, South Weymouth and
Associated Transportation Infrastructure Improvements, EOEA #11085 R, ENF

Dear Secretary Durand:

The Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) regularly reviews proposals deemed to have regional impacts.  The Council reviews these projects for consistency with MetroPlan 2000, the regional policy plan for the Boston metropolitan area, as well as for their impact on the environment.  The Council encourages the MEPA Office to help ensure that the ENF under consideration here, the Redevelopment of the Former Naval Air Station, complies with MetroPlan 2000.

The redevelopment and the review process leading to a built-out South Weymouth Naval Air Station offers a unique opportunity to help shape the future of a major tract of land in the southeastern region of Massachusetts.  This project has the potential to cause significant changes to the region’s natural resources, land use and the existing infrastructure of the host communities  as well as communities beyond its immediate geographic footprint.  The project's ENF claims the status of project design is 5% complete, as such the project is vague and non-committal toward long term and impacts. 

The proponent has requested a Special Review Procedure (SRP) in order to pursue phased development.  MAPC is concerned about this request.  We feel that the ENF and the request for the SRP are unclear in describing what phases they propose would be developed and approved.  In a brochure from the proponent, it seems as though phases of development below the full “Phase One Reuse Plan” are not “stand-alone” phases as indicated in their SRP request letter, and as could be approved by MEPA’s Special Review Process.  Specifically, we are referring to the South Shore Tri-Town Development Corporation’s brochure, Building the Future, where in a footnote, it states under the Phase One Reuse Plan section, “The recreational fields and 

facilities will be built out as the commercial development progresses and funds become available.”  MAPC is concerned that allowing the approval of an SRP for which phases of development are not “stand-alone” may allow environmental impacts to go unmitigated, and therefore violate the MEPA prohibition on segmentation.  If a Special Review Procedure is granted for this project, MAPC feels that the approved process should clearly delineate the limits of phasing development (each phase should be ‘stand-alone’ and not dependent on other phases of the project to be constructed and mitigated), and the proponent should be required to fully disclose all associated environmental impacts for each phase. 
MAPC is also concerned about the phases and thresholds of development that will be proposed and reviewed in the DEIR.  The Council believes that the DEIR should analyze several scenarios and levels of development, and their associated environmental impacts, that are less than the “Phase One Reuse Plan”; and possibly one or more scenarios of development between that proposed for the “Phase One Reuse” and the Full Build scenarios.  To adequately address an alternatives analysis we feel that the proponent should provide a ‘stepped’ analysis of additions to capacity (of water, sewer, transportation, etc.) that are needed at each increment of development (by both size and use).  This analysis could follow the no-build scenario and analyze what additions to, and in what areas of, capacity are needed for the most minimal levels of development for this project.  As an example of questions that would be answered by this analysis: What is the next increase in capacity that is necessary to meet the next level and type of development?  What level and type of development, if any, is feasible without the access road?  At what point of development is the access road necessary?  MAPC feels that similar questions should be answered for each affected natural resource and capacity concern.
It is our hope that you will request the proponent to address in the DEIR a number of impacts of the project that include subjects of state approval and also of broader application.  Because this project exceeds the financial thresholds for contributions by the Commonwealth as established in the MEPA regulations, we believe that MEPA may exercise a broad jurisdiction over all impacts of the project.  We think it would be beneficial for the proponent to explain what, if any, economic factors are driving the levels of development proposed, and what impact those economic factors have for the surrounding region.  We are particularly interested in seeing an economic analysis, in the DEIR, of the anticipated customer/user and employee draw of each use planned for this project in the context of both the ability of the proponent to finance mitigation and to determine the impact on existing businesses.  The purpose of this analysis would be to give a greater understanding of the potential economic, transportation, land development and other environmental impacts that extend beyond the footprint of this project.  MAPC has a number of concerns in this regard, for example:

1. What affects will this project have on the future development of the region’s communities per the EOEA sponsored build-out analyses?  What future development capacity does this take away from the area communities?  We ask that the Secretary’s scope require the proponent to examine water, sewer, transportation and other impacts of the project on resource capacity in the context of full buildout.  For example, is there sufficient sewer, water and transportation capacity to support both the full buildout of the communities as well as the project?
(Note: When discussing area communities, MAPC is referring to whatever communities are impacted by this project, as deemed by a comprehensive analysis that we expect will be fulfilled by the project proponent in the DEIR.  Unless otherwise specified, MAPC is referring to all impacted communities, not just the three member communities of the South Shore Tri-Town Development Corporation.)

2. How will local economies in the affected area be impacted?

3. What are the positive and negative economic consequences of a regional mall of this type and size on communities within the impacted area?

4. Will the proposed development and related infrastructure changes encourage businesses to move to the area, relocate to other locations within the affected area, close or move outside the area?

5. What is the economic impact in both the region and in individually affected communities?

6. How many new housing units would have to be available to house the employees traveling to the development site? What are the likely origins of the employees and impacts on the housing, population and community services? In addition to 9542 direct jobs, the Final Reuse Plan also forecasts 7969 indirect new jobs - not counting construction jobs.  

Development Impact Areas

As we stated earlier, a project of this size will have consequences to communities, infrastructure and resources well beyond the immediate geographic footprint of the project.  Each type of impact should have a study area associated with it that allows the communities, region, and state to reasonably assess the project impacts. 

Economic Impact Study Area & Community Impacts

At build-out, project proponents expect the development to include:

1. Up to 2.1 million square feet of retail space; 

2. 1.4 msf of business/Office/R&D/Manufacturing

3. 100,000 sf of institutional uses

Information drawn from the Mills Corp. web page
 states that Mills projects “draw from a much larger market than a typical outlet or regional mall.”  They indicate that their “primary market and secondary market are 40 and 100 miles, respectively.”  They go on to state that “a regional mall draws from a 12 mile primary market and a 30 mile secondary market.”  Therefore, we believe the DEIR should include an analysis of impacts to community downtowns, businesses, smaller regional malls and shopping centers for an area 40 miles in every direction from the mall.  MAPC has mapped the location of the South Weymouth Naval Air Station and the area that is included in the 40 mile radius of the base, along with shopping centers, depicted by size, that fall within that area.  We have enclosed this map along with our comment letter for your reference.  An analysis should also be made of office space occupancy rates for existing properties, employee availability and other related economic variables in the immediate area.

Our second set of issues relate to the permits and approvals required from the state.

Transportation Study Area

The transportation impacts of this project, directly generating 66,000 daily trips plus many more from the indirect economic activity, will be felt far beyond the Tri-Town communities and the Town of Hingham. The study area should include most of the South Shore, where large new traffic volumes will try to use already congested roadways. We suggest, at a minimum, the following study area boundaries:

1. From the north, Route 3/Route 128 at the Braintree split – most traffic from the north with pass through this already congested area

2. From the south, Route 3 and 139 (exit 12 in Pembroke) –  particularly without the Access Road

3. Access using and crossing Route 53 and Route 228 in Hingham from the east

4. Access via Routes 123 and 139 from the west, at least to Route 37, maybe all the way to Route 24

While it may not be the proponent’s responsibility to mitigate impacts over this wide an area, the environmental impact process needs to define what these impacts are, how far they extend, and how they will be mitigated.

Project Infrastructure Needs

It is clear that under the Full Reuse Plan significant additions to the existing roadway network will be needed to allow users to reach the site.  Estimates for the access road alone start at over $100 million; improvements to Route 18 and an additional lane on Route 3 will be needed as well.  Most of these projects, along with better transit access to the site, would be publicly funded.  To allow a true assessment of the costs of these projects versus the benefits of development, a “carrying capacity” analysis of various levels of possible development versus infrastructure required should be prepared.  Future transportation infrastructure can be assumed, and the level of development that can be supported can be estimated. At least 4 scenarios should be evaluated:


1. No improvements beyond those scheduled in the Transportation Improvement Program.

2. Widen Route 18 to 4 lanes from Route 53 to the Whitman town line

3. Maximize transit access to the site – additional commuter rail capacity (including additional outbound trains in the AM, inbound in the PM, additional 2-deck trains in the peak direction, up to the capacity of the existing single track), additional commuter rail spaces on site, shuttle buses within the site, from commuter rail, Braintree, other rail stations, and possibly park-and-ride lots along Route 3, additional bus service along Route 18 (the MBTA may be constrained by an existing private carrier operating in that market), and additional rail capacity from double-tracking the line into Boston.

4. Widen Route 3 at least to exit 14 and build the Access Road (since the existing 2 lane Route 3 is already over capacity in the PM peak we assume the additional traffic using the Access Road cannot be accommodated without widening Route 3)

For each of these scenarios, the cost of transportation infrastructure upgrades should be estimated along with the level of development possible under existing zoning. 

Minimize Vehicle Travel To/Within the Site

For the proposed phases of the project, including full buildout, the proponent should clearly state how vehicle trips to and within the site will be kept to a minimum.  The following options at a minimum should be considered:

1. Site design to maximize walk trips within site – need office near retail, buildings near each other with parking in back

2. Office locations within walking distance of South Weymouth commuter rail/ or, frequent shuttle service between buildings, with layouts convenient for transit/ or, move commuter rail station to middle of site, straighten out curve in route

3. Operate off-site shuttles to Braintree MBTA, Brockton Intermodal Center, Route 3 park-and-ride lots

4. Shared parking between retail and office uses to discourage SOV trips, reduce surface area devoted to parking

5. Provide additional (shared) parking for South Weymouth commuter rail lot, currently full

6. Develop local TMA and commitment to other demand reduction strategies. Office parking minimized, to reflect commitment

Traffic Impacts

All the transportation impacts should consider the following:

1. Both PM weekday and weekend traffic should be analyzed, since retail is such a large component.  Peak impact on Route 3 might be a Friday night in the summer.

2. Since 7969 new indirect jobs are forecast, traffic impacts of this growth, plus normal background growth, should be considered

3. New developments along the Access Road, and at the new Route 3 interchange (also, no access road between Route 3 and the site should also be evaluated)

In addition to the access road, the related new interchange at Route 3 is expected to require service roads along Route 3 and open new areas for development along Route 3, and along the access road.  Project proponents and MassHighway should be required to address the additional traffic congestion associated with planned, projected and potential new development in these areas and along a widened Route 18.  The cumulative impacts of additional developments on the capacity of existing and proposed roadways and the means, through regional land use agreements, legislation, environmental permitting or other means, to preserve the capacity of proposed changes in Route 3 should be identified and proposed.  

Mitigation Commitments

We have drafted a list of commitments that should be made by the project proponents in connection with the proposed development.  These are itemized below.


Proponent commitment to minimize vehicle trips

1. Operate shuttles 

2. Fund TMA/TDM program

3. Minimize parking spaces

4. Pedestrian-oriented site design

5. Retail parking spaces also available for commuter rail parking

6. Level of proponent commitment annually - responsibility for funding operating expenses/ reduce number of parking spaces, use some savings for non-SOV operating expenses

In addition to proponents’ mitigation commitments, public funds for infrastructure and service improvements are likely to be necessary.  Both the sources of the funding and the schedule for project completion should be identified.  MAPC feels that the following mitigation improvements should also be discussed.

Public transportation improvements

1. Increase in commuter rail service outbound in AM peak for office/retail employees

2. Bus connections to Brockton, Braintree, Quincy

Roadway improvements

1. Route 3 access road – MassHighway study identified recommended roadway access design from Route 3, not necessarily best “transportation plan for site access”

2. Third lane on Route 3

3. Expansion of Route 18, between Route 53 and Whitman town line

4. Other intersection expansions as needed

MAPC has consistently requested information in environmental documents on the proposed financing sources of transportation facilities required by new development projects.  Direct highway access capital projects recommended by MassHighway and project proponents will require expenditures exceeding $100 million.  In addition, project proponents should indicate how on-site transportation would be funded including additional non-SOV access within and to the site.  The Executive Office of Transportation and Construction should participate in analyzing how transit and commuter rail access can be provided to the site and the associated costs of providing this access.  Identifying the sources of financing additions to roadway transit capacity is important since the transportation resources of the region and state are finite.  The state or regional transportation resource requirements of this project will necessitate reductions in funding other transit and highway projects throughout the region and the state.  Financing issues should be specified and their sources should be identified so that the trade-off with other projects throughout the region and state can be explicitly addressed.

Water Resource Issues

Water

The issues of drinking and irrigation water source or sources are extremely vague and open-ended.  The ENF affirms the Town of Weymouth presently provides water and the future supply is open to further exploration. The other sources vary from on-site, the MWRA or a desalination plant. The proposed redevelopment's lack of a sufficient water supply at this stage in the planning process is troubling.  The ENF suggests several sources of necessary water but gives no particulars concerning cost, availability and affects to the surrounding communities or watersheds.  An analysis of these issues should be detailed in the DEIR.  The only real supply that is presently identified is the host communities' own municipal systems.  However, MAPC understands from DEP reports that these systems are already at or past their withdrawal limits.  The presentations given by the project proponent discuss on-site aquifers that will be analyzed for their potential use as a water source.  Any analysis of a potential withdrawal from on-site aquifers should include an analysis of its affect on downstream municipal systems. The redevelopment site is at the apex of 3 major watershed sub-basins servicing a multitude of municipal drinking water wells.  We believe that the proponent should analyze whether this water source is capable of handling the existing demand as well as the proposed base demand.  

Should the project’s water source or sources exist off-site, then there will clearly be environmental impacts that will have affects off-site.  The proponent should be required to fully discuss these potential effects and impacts.  For example, should the project use a desalination plant, where would the facility be located?  What would be the route of its infrastructure?  What would be the environmental impacts of the residual brine?  If the proponents propose to use the MWRA for its water source, what would be the impacts to the MWRA system and its member communities?  MAPC feels that it is critical for all of the potential source solutions to be fully analyzed and discussed in the DEIR for every level and type of development proposed.  In addition, MAPC believes that these impacts should be analyzed in relation to the buildouts and water budgets of the surrounding watershed communities.

Sewer

MAPC feels that sewer issues have not been adequately discussed in the ENF.  In consideration of Weymouth’s existing sewer system overflows, we are concerned about the proponent’s lack of analysis presented.  The sewage flows from the SWNAS redevelopment project, as well as flow issues from existing and future proposals throughout the Weymouth sewer system, should be studied to find a solution for these overflows in the DEIR.  Any sewage analysis should include significant milestones both in time and in construction of facilities needed for the development as it comes online.  The new MWRA Braintree-Weymouth Interceptor will not be online until late 2003. What issues will this have on the redevelopment project?

In-flow and Infiltration (I&I) is an issue that is of utmost concern to the Town of Weymouth.  I&I have not been discussed in the SWNAS / ENF.  How does this project propose to meet I&I replacement requirements of the Town of Weymouth?  What amounts of I&I work does this project propose to meet?

The ENF mentions potential gray water uses in the golf course area, but only in a passing phrase.  This should be discussed in detail in the DEIR.  The golf course is located in part in the recharge areas of the aquifers.  What affects would disposal have on the potential use of this water source?  The ENF makes mention of potentially constructing an on-site waste disposal system but no details are given as to how large, servicing whom, discharging where, and to what watershed? Further, what affect will other projects, such as the Abington Transfer Station, have on the same sources and discharge points?  What issues will have to be addressed concerning the local regulations or by-laws of each host community in regards to with wetland issues and impacts? 

Wetlands

Given the amount of wetlands that this project proposes to impact (in regards to drainage systems, road construction, athletic fields, and the golf course, for example), we feel that very little has been stated in the ENF that relates to specific proposals for mitigation and remediation.  MAPC asks that the Massachusetts Wetlands Restoration and Banking Program be consulted and involved in this early planning process.  The ENF’s proposed land use plan maps have many of the facilities that we listed in our example located in wetlands.  Definitive boundaries and mitigation for local, state, and federal wetland impacts should be clearly drawn and disclosed in the DEIR.  Furthermore, MAPC feels it would be beneficial to know from the proponent what affects these wetland impacts may have on the watersheds that are located on the site.  Among the questions that might be answered by such an analysis: Could there be a long range net increase or decrease of normal water flows to and from these wetlands?

Drainage

The submitted ENF does not mention water drainage at all.  The “Phase One Reuse Plan” contains road construction, construction of office buildings, a shopping mall, senior housing and a golf course.  Not mentioned in the ENF are the necessary parking facilities and the associated drainage structures.  MAPC feels this issue needs to be specifically addressed in detail.  Among the questions we feel need to be answered by the proponent are: What areas will be affected on site and off-site?  What watershed is being proposed to handle the project’s stormwater?  Is the watershed capable of handling the stormwater?  How much stormwater, and at what levels of development, would the watershed have to process?  How does the proponent propose to meet the necessary DEP water quality standards?  Will this project need an NPDES permit?  If so, will the project need such a permit for any and all levels of development?  Are there levels of development below the “Phase One Reuse Plan” that would not require NPDES permits?  The lack of specific information in the ENF relating to these questions raises many more issues than we have tried to list here.  We hope that the Secretary will require the proponent to fully disclose all information relating to water and wastewater needs and mitigation for all phases of the project in the DEIR.

MAPC is dedicated to promoting appropriate economic development within the metropolitan Boston region, at sites with infrastructure and access to employees that do not add to congestion, safety hazards, and the loss of open space.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project.

Sincerely,

David C. Soule

Executive Director

Cc: 
MAPC Officers
Town of Weymouth
Town of Rockland
Town of Abington
Town of Hingham
South Shore Tri-Town Development Corporation

� � HYPERLINK http://www.millscorp.com/meadowlands ��www.millscorp.com/meadowlands�  Under FAQs, “Do Mills Projects Complement Other Retail in the Area?”


� Currently Programmed in Draft 2001-2006 TIP


Hingham   Reconstruct Route 228 from Merrymount Rd to Queen Anne’s Corner – programmed for FY 2002 at $2.5 million


Hingham and Norwell   Widen Route 53 to 3 lane cross-section, including Rtes 53/228 and Rte 53/High/Grove Sts – programmed for FY 2002 at $2.5 million


Hanover   Reconstruct Route 123, including minor widenings, bike lane/shoulder, and intersection improvements - Programmed for FY 2003 at $2.7 million





Supplemental List Projects


Weymouth   Reconstruct Route 18 from Route 3 to Columbian Street – Supplemental List at $2 million


Weymouth   Upgrade traffic signals at Route 18 and Pond Street – Supplemental List at $100,000


Weymouth   Upgrade traffic signals at Route 18 and Route 53 – Supplemental List at $125,000


Weymouth   Make safety improvements at the intersection of Route 53 and Middle Street – Supplemental List at $300,000
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