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Mr. Fisher, Vice Chairman, opened the meeting at 7:10pm and thanked the members that were able to attend, noting that it was important to proceed with the NPC and that the members unable to attend would be kept informed.  A document containing the proponent’s response to CAC comments was emailed to members prior to this meeting.  Mr. Fisher noted it would not be addressed until the next meeting.  

Mr. Fancher, Executive Director of Tri-Town updated the Committee on several items including DDA negotiations, Highway contracts and appropriations, Navy’s response to the Economic Development Conveyance application (EDC), Dept. of Environmental Protection (DEP) environmental analysis, Regulatory Framework sessions - making sure the regulations for this property are at a slightly higher level than the surrounding communities and the Notice of Project Change (NPC), noting that the Corporation is looking for the ability to do something on the property (550 acres) already transferred by the Navy.  The Corporation needs the ability to live up to the guarantee to put money back to the Towns in FY06 and this is one way to do it.  Mr. Fancher noted that in July 05 the Tri-Town Board of Directors voted to give up $3M of operating revenue  (year 4 & 5) in order to fulfill a mitigation agreement between the Towns and LNR.  Discussions are ongoing with LNR on how to make sure the Corporation has operating funds in Year 4 & 5.  The Corporation’s sources of income will dry up as demolition begins.  If the Waiver is granted, new road construction and infrastructure could begin in 2006 and housing construction (500 units) could be completed by 2009.  Mr. Fancher noted that no mature trees or clear cutting for a road would occur.  

Mr. Mygatt, Epsilon provided several documents to the committee including copies of proponent responses to CAC comments, noting that the remaining CAC comments would be addressed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR); Table 1-4 trip generation, Table 1-3 comparison of impacts, Table 2-5 comparison traffic counts and Traffic Analysis Study Area.  Mr. Fisher requested that the documents be provided in electronic form so they can be distributed to the absent members.  Mr. Mygatt noted that Table 2.5 shows the anticipated growth in regional traffic from 2001 to 2005 did not materialized and that factor -- as well as changes in the development mix (commercial and residential) -- leads the LNR Team to believe that traffic impacts from the 2005 MEPA Waiver will be less than were projected in 2001.

CAC comments apply to tables and their corresponding text:

Table 2-5

· Include traffic counts on Rte. 3 itself.

Section 1.2 August 2002 Phase 1 Waiver

· Change 300 residential units to Senior residential units.

Table 1.3 Comparison of Impacts

· Provide clarification of recreational amenity objectives.

· Use consistent house, bedroom and population parameters to compute trip generation, water consumption and wastewater generation.

· Disclose the model used to substantiate the assumptions for water usage and wastewater generation.

· Provide chart for wastewater similar to chart for trip generations

· Provide footnote to compare wastewater generation prior to MEPA Waiver and with Waiver.

· Provide a comparison of actual amounts of impervious areas.

· Identify basin(s) where stormwater will discharge.

· Provide a plan of action if unknown contamination is discovered during construction.

· Identify DEP and OSHA requirements for construction activity on MEPA Phase I areas.

· Develop a work plan before starting construction.

· Provide alternate mitigation if Rte. 18 intersections are not completed in time for MEPA Phase I development.

Table 1.2  Comparison of Development Programs

· Make distinction between Senior residential and General residential

Table 1.4 Comparison of Trip Generation

· Explain ITE Rates and if the right one was used to determine trip generations 

· Provide more information on the ITE Rate land code uses

· Justify that the ITE assumptions are appropriate to the types of housing in MEPA Phase I.

· Provide more specific information on the access road crossing Navy property.

Discussion ensued on the statement of reduced traffic impacts in the 2005 Waiver Request.  Some members disagreed that changing 300 Senior residential units into 500 general residential units would reduce traffic.  Mr. Fisher indicated that reduction in traffic was a standard LNR must adhere to in their request to MEPA and that CAC would determine if they have met their objectives.  Consultants pointed out that residential trip generation increases, but office and recreational generation decreases (Table 1-4).

Table 1.3

Open Space/Recreation

The Committee noted the reduction of recreation plans in open space areas.  Ms. Pollack indicated that the MEPA Phase I Waiver only includes the recreation amenities that are physically located on land under control of the Corporation.  

Mr. Mygatt stated that the intent is to create a plan that gets construction going in order to realize economic benefits for the Corporation and the three Towns.  Mr. Kleiman stated that LNR’s overall recreational commitment to the towns has not changed and will be implemented.  Some discussion ensued on what mechanism would protect the open space areas in perpetuity.  Mr. Mygatt noted that would be addressed in the EIR.  PBC land and wetlands are already protected.  It was noted that the goal for the regulatory framework being prepared by the Peer Group is to be at a level above and beyond that of the host communities.  

Irrigation

Questions arose on the source and quality of irrigation water.  Mr. Mygatt indicated onsite wells would be used, not Weymouth water.  Mr. Mygatt stated the original Phase 1 report assumed on-site wells would produce 37,000 gpd for irrigation and the current plan will require less than that.

Questions arose if the on-site wells would cause drawdown in Great Pond.  It was noted that there are two separate watersheds and they are not connected.  Mr. Mygatt stated the pending pump test (January 06) would determine the potential yield of the aquifer, water quality, and the suitability of on-site water for irrigation use.  Ultimately some irrigation would be handled with appropriately treated wastewater.

Wastewater

Requests were made to clarify wastewater generation for senior residential units compared with general residential units.  Ms. Pollack noted DEP guidelines were used to determine wastewater flows (110 gpd per bedroom) and Water Resources Commission recommended standards were used to calculate water demand (65 gpd per individual). 

Stormwater

Ms. Pollack noted that the MEPA Phase I Wavier development will comply with the Mass. Stormwater Policy and Standards and that the general residential units will have the same level of control as the previously-proposed senior residential units.  Discussion ensued on peak rate of runoff, actual amounts of impervious areas, DEP standards of control, impacts, infiltration, retention basins and engineering calculations.  Question was raised if the stormwater runoff would go to Rockland via French’s Stream or to Weymouth via Old Swamp River.  Mr. Kleiman said that while the stormwater management system was not yet designed, the stormwater systems employed would meet DEP and Tri-Town requirements. It was noted that the additional 2 acres of impervious surface was a direct result of the new access road.

Remediation

It was noted that FOST 1 & 2 were remediated up to the re-use standards of the 1998 Reuse Plan and that the area had significant scrutiny prior to being cleared for transfer to the Corporation.  Therefore, LNR will not be conducting a fresh remedial investigation on this land prior to construction.  The Navy is still responsible for remediation if unknown contamination should be found in this area.  It was further noted that the Navy removed surface soil around the edges of the runways where contamination was found.  

Safety

Concerns were raised on securing construction and remediation areas to keep children safe.  Mr. Mygatt indicated that fences, signage and security details would be in place at the appropriate time, and that one purpose for the new access road was to keep the general public from traveling through areas under construction or being remediated.  Mr. Fisher noted that allowing access to the site during the construction phase was not a CAC matter and that ultimately the parents must be responsible for their children.

Solid Waste

LNR was asked if demolition debris would be consolidated on the Base and Mr. Kleiman indicated, where appropriate, it would be recycled as sub-base for roads and other site features.  Other demolition materials would be taken off Base.

Wetlands

Mr. Mygatt noted that wetlands had been previously delineated and that before construction begins Orders of Conditions would be obtained, as applicable.  The possibility of more wetlands near the fuel farm area was noted.

Table 1.4

Transportation

Discussion occurred that the transportation impacts are understated.  Mr. Mygatt indicated the traffic impact is reduced because the commercial development is reduced.  Some committee members felt that LNR’s figures have consistently been lower than the Peer Review figures.  Other members agreed with the methodology used by LNR  (most updated ITE Rates – 7th edition) to arrive at the figures.  (2002 = 5088 average daily trips vs. 2005 = 4344 average daily trips).   Ms. Pollack stated that MEPA required ITE Rates and noted the analysis was computed on 500 townhouses and 150,000 square feet of commercial.  Mr. Mygatt noted that the ITE land code uses were included in Table 1.4.

Further discussion ensued on the lack of alternate mitigation for what is built if intersection improvements are not completed.  Mr. Mygatt noted that Table 2.5 Comparison of peak hour traffic demonstrates that the growth has not occurred as anticipated from 2001-2005 and that no building permits would be issued until MassHighway has signed contracts for the intersection improvements.  He further noted that the Construction Management Plan was in preparation and would be reviewed with the Towns and the CAC, before construction under the MEPA Phase I Waiver begins.  He also stated that the creation of a Smart Growth Village is in itself mitigation.  It was suggested that occupancy permits of MEPA Phase I be conditioned on MHD completion of the improvements; Mr. Mygatt noted that no one from the private sector would finance a construction project without assurance that buildings could be occupied when complete.  Mr. Fisher noted that the public was being asked to approve a construction project without assurance that the traffic improvements would be complete.  CAC members agreed that LNR has not met the burden to identify adequate traffic mitigation as required in 2002 Certificate.  Mr. Mygatt respectfully disagreed.

1.4.4 Land already controlled by the Corporation – Access Road

Mr. Kleiman noted that the FOST documents include a provision to execute an agreement with the Navy to cross their land with the access road.  

Vehicle Trips

Mr. Kleiman noted that no assumptions were made regarding school buses serving the Base (other than the ITE rates).  Actual school bus trips would depend on the number of students generated and where they go to school.

Public Comment

Mr. Galluzzo, Weymouth, voiced concern that project doesn’t have a commitment for the 1.5M gallons of water.  Mr. Mygatt noted that issue would be addressed in the EIR.  The Phase 1 Waiver shows the Town of Weymouth’s commitment for ADD 150,000 gpd.

Mr. Scannell, Weymouth, voiced frustration with LNR’s MEPA Phase 1 Waiver plan, and with the range of population projections and bedroom counts used.

Mr. Mathews, Weymouth Councilor, voiced concern with the Town of Weymouth Sewer Capacity Analysis by CH2MHill, noting that capacity of each pipe was not modeled.  Mr. Mathews noted that the system still has infrastructure leaks and the analysis did not include the discharge scheduled to come on-line from recently approved developments in Weymouth.  Mr. Kleiman stated that LNR and its consultants had extensive discussions with the Weymouth DPW staff regarding available sewer capacity and that they reaffirmed Weymouth’s commitment to provide 120,000 gpd in sewer capacity. Mr. Mathews cautioned LNR that the trunk line in North Weymouth and Weymouth Landing may be an issue.

Mr. Fancher was asked to request a review from Jeff Donohoe Associates on traffic, water and wastewater usage and he indicated he would take that under advisement .

Mr. Fisher reminded members that the next meeting is scheduled for Dec. 12th and the meeting adjourned at 10:15pm.

Mary Cordeiro, Recording Secretary


Charles Kimball, Chairman
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