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The Chairman opened the meeting at 7:15pm giving kudos to members, Jackie Ranous and Mary McElroy who resigned from their positions on the Committee.  Mr. Kimball also thanked Mr. Fancher for his unbiased chairmanship during the first Phase 1 review.  

It was noted that another member, David Chandler, also resigned from the Committee.

VOTED:  Motion of Joseph Shea, seconded by Mike Bromberg, to send a letter of thanks to the 4 individuals, Mrs. Jackie Ranous, Mrs. Mary McElroy, Mr. David Chandler and Mr. Terry Fancher for their term of public service related to the closing and reuse of the former Naval Air Station.

Unanimous vote

The Chairman noted that a Vice Chairman was needed to keep the CAC review process moving forward.  Mrs. Parsons nominated Mr. Fisher and he accepted.

VOTED:  Motion of Mary Parsons, seconded by Steve Kelsch, to nominate Mr. Joseph Fisher as Vice Chairman.

Unanimous vote

Mr. Kimball stated that public comments would be allowed after the CAC had completed their review of items listed on the agenda and noted that the four (4) vacancies on the Committee may be filled in time for the Sept. 21st meeting.

The Minutes of Sept. 8th were reviewed and a minor amendment was added.

VOTED:  Motion of Bruce Hughes, seconded by Joseph Fisher, to accept the minutes of September 8, 2005, as amended.

Unanimous vote

Some discussion ensued on the size and possible expansion of the CAC and the number of appointments to be made by the Secretary.  Consensus of the Committee agreed it would have no impact on their mission to comment on the scope of the project.  

2.0 – PROJECT CHANGE – Overview of contents of Village Center Plan

2.2.1 Transportation – 

· NPC scope should include coordination with MBTA on railroad capacity and potential expansion.

· The Greenbush rail service will have a station in Weymouth Landing & East Weymouth, which should be reviewed for anticipated impacts on the Old Colony rail service in South Weymouth.

· The Plan should consider creating direct access off-site to White Street, Union Street and East Street as those gates can all be open to general traffic.  

· A regional traffic study should be required in the DEIR.

· The commitment to build the East/West Parkway during LNR Phase 1 development should be noted in the NPC.

Discussion ensued on justifying the need to build an East/West Parkway and the lack of town permits (Rockland) to build it beyond the boundaries of the Base in order to move traffic via Hingham Street to Rte. 3.  It was noted that the Corporation and LNR committed to building the parkway during their Phase 1 development.  Concerns were raised that wetlands, vernal pools and rare species would be negatively impacted.   It was noted that a clear discussion was needed over what was approved by the Towns and that the public records from each Town should resolve this debate.

Further discussion ensued on the LNR Phase 1 development of the Village Center Plan and the MEPA/SRP Phase 1 review, noting the phases were not the same.    It was suggested that the geographic (North/West Quadrant) boundaries of the original Phase 1 development be identified on the Village Center Plan – noting which area is proposed for development first and stating what type of housing was proposed.  More information on where the Phase I area is located is needed for the next meeting.

Ms. Pollack noted that revisions were needed in the NPC and stated that the Phase 1 MEPA waiver would allow a portion of the project to begin while the entire EIR was underway as there would be no significant environmental impacts and the existing infrastructure would support that level of development.   The intent of the NPC is to retain a slightly altered version of the current Phase 1 waiver.  Ms. Pollack noted that the Phase 1 waiver is not all of the Phase 1 development in the village plan.  The rest of Phase 1 development couldn’t be done until there was a full MEPA approval.

2.2.1.1 On-Site Transportation

· Amend statement that LNR will pay for a clean-fuel, on-site transit system to read that LNR will pay to subsidize the shuttle operation until the proper owners assume responsibility.

2.2.1.2 Off-Site Transportation

· Include the commitment to implement a construction traffic management plan before Phase 1 development to keep construction equipment out of the residential neighborhoods and out of commuter traffic.

· Include the commitment to involve the three towns when they prepare the traffic counts in the EIR process.

· Include the commitment to calculate vehicle trips off the base by changing the internal capture rate from 46% down to 25%.

· Include a commitment that LNR would consider some kind of bus shuttle outside the Base to establish bus routes to the Base.

· Demonstrate how the numbers for daily and evening trips were developed and what assumptions were made.

· Include an analysis of the impact of the temporary access road during Phase 1.

· Amend the statement that Rte. 18 will be widened to a four-lane divided road – it will not be divided.

Discussion ensued on interim traffic mitigation plans. Ms. Rome noted that Phase 1 Development would be built but not occupied until Rte. 18 intersection improvements were completed.  There would be no need for interim mitigation as there is no plan to generate traffic until the intersections are done.   Construction traffic management is planned.

It was noted that there are no local bus routes in the towns and no definite agreement with the T and if Hingham St. is to be widened there should be a definite commitment with the proponent.

Discussion ensued on the method of bus route studies and ridership projections, based on who lives on the Base and where they need to go.   It was noted that BAT busses have conducted some recent regional studies and contact will be made to acquire a copy of that document.  

It was noted that comments on the Phase 1 waiver and comments on the Scope were both due in the same timeframe (i.e., both addressed in NPC).

Discussion ensued on the temporary access road commitment to the towns, during the approval process.  Ms. Pollack will check the specifics of the agreement and the point at which access is implemented.

2.2.2 WATER SUPPLY

2.2.2.1 Water Demand

Discussion ensued on where the water will come from, noting there is not enough water on the base to take care of development.

2.2.2.2 Water Supply Options

· Amend one word in last sentence (pg. 12) that …environmental impacts on donor basins, water quality capability, system interconnections and costs will be among the issues analyzed in the DEIR – to resolved in the DEIR.

· Check that all figures are up to date with changes in development mix.

· List the system interconnections for the Aquaria supply from Brockton to the Base in the DEIR

· Provide the date of the DEP letter that recommended the on-site wells be considered a fallback option.

· Provide details for water demand for residential and biotech development and how that water would draw down.

Discussion ensued on the per-person rate of gallons-per-day for residential use.  Ms. Rome indicated that the State doesn’t allow interbasin transfers for more than 65 gallons-per-day (gpd). 

 2.2.3 WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT

2.2.3.1 Background

· Correct typo of 500 gpd difference of wastewater generation for phase 1 waiver.

Ms. Pollack stated that an on-site treatment plant would need to demonstrate that the wastewater byproduct content is below the thresholds allowed by the State.  The on-site wasterwater reclamation facility would have its own pre-treatment standards.  

2.2.4 WETLANDS PROTECTION

2.2.4.1 Wetland Impacts
· Provide a map location of wet meadow and the playing fields.

· Draw geographic boundaries of Phase 1 on the map.

· Include the prior Phase 1 wetlands report in this report.

· Provide wetland delineation with the project superimposed upon it.

· Include a topographic map.

· Show what wetlands are impacted in Phase 1

· Show the location of housing that is different from the original Phase 1.

· Show the location for new commercial development and new senior housing.

· Include the 2005 Base Zoning map in the report.

· Describe where the hay bale barriers will be located to protect wetlands.

· Describe how the feedback on impacts will get back to the CAC

· Identify the 40 acres of upland, which may be suitable for replication purposes, on a map and in the DEIR

· Identify the (5) Conservation Commission jurisdictions on the Base.

· Identify where the stormwater will go during Phase 1 construction.

· Identify the Phase 1 acres to be replicated

Ms. Pollack noted that the MEPA process isn’t specific enough to note the location of hay bales.  The NPC is clear on the amount of wetlands associated with redevelopment and does not imply any change in the Navy’s responsibility for remediation.

2.2.5 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

2.2.5.1 Options and Approaches

· Identify the vegetation plan.

· Include the acreage involved in new development of retention ponds and how much water they will hold.

· Keep the current MEPA scope of work in place and then add to it.

Discussion ensued on the process to calculate the total pervious areas on the site plan, noting that a request for this information was premature at this stage of the review.   

2.2.5.2 TMDL Study

· DEIR to determine the maximum amount allowed in the water sheds.

Discussion ensued with differing opinions on the impaired waters of French’s Stream and Old Swamp River.  

2.2.6 Wildlife and Habitat Protection

· In addition to showing where grassland is restored, show where grassland is being removed for development.

· Define the number of acres for wildlife habitat and permanent preservation and show it on a map.

· Show the habitat connectivity that is maintained and enhanced in the Village Center Plan

· Include the written comments from Natural Heritage in the DEIR.

A request was made to add Northern Harriers to the species list.  Ms. Rome noted that Natural Heritage determined that the project would not affect the Northern Harriers and a copy of the letter will be provided.  A request was made to include the vernal pools and several members indicated they were mentioned several times in multiple locations.

2.2.7 ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP

2.2.7.1 Summary of Environmental Conditions

· Correct the typo from 48 areas to 48 acres.

· Mention the 106 areas as well as the 48 acres.

2.2.7.2 Cleanup Responsibilities/Process

· Correct/update data on number and classification of clean-up sites.

· Include that the local Public Safety Departments (Fire, Police, Board of Health) will be kept updated on initial construction being done in areas involved with cleanup during Phase 1and throughout the project.

Ms. Pollack stated that how the cleanup process moves forward is one of the issues being negotiated with the Navy.  At the time of filing, the NPC will correctly reflect the most current state of conversations with the Navy.

3.0 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE CHANGES

3.1 Expansion of the Project

· Designate the reduced 8 acres of impervious land on the map.

3.2 Generation of Further Impacts

· Look at 25% capture rate rather than 46%.

· Check figures being used against the Peer Review capture rates for all phases.

· Include the suggestions by the Peer Review Group.

· Add town vehicle trips as well as other towns and future buildout in towns.

· Note the infrastructure impacts in the Towns

· Include cost impacts to town public safety responders on the increased accident rate.

· Identify delivery truck route

· Prepare construction traffic management plan for town approval ahead of time.

· Show how numbers were developed and assumptions made.

· Include a methodology section.

· Make sure the latest figures from Peer Review are utilized.

· The LNR plan stated it will generate 60% less traffic than the previous plan.  CAC needs additional information on how that was determined.

· Provide more detail on the significant differences between the two plans

Discussion ensued on NPC regulations to quantify differences for the Secretary to make a judgment on the required scope of work and how it jeopardized the ability of the CAC to provide meaningful comments.

Discussion ensued on the changes from prior plan to current plan, noting that more detailed information should be presented.  The information here is too brief for a project of this size and scope.  The significant changes appear inadequate.  Members were referred to the table in the NPC on details of the previous and current plan.

Questions were asked on MEPA timelines for a status update.  Ms. Pollack noted back in 2002 that there was a long lag time between the Phase 1 and DEIR reviews.  There won’t be a need for a status update before the DEIR this time.

Public Comment
Mr. Arthur Mathews, Weymouth, requested an explanation of a Phase 1 waiver and was informed that the waiver allows for that portion of development to move ahead without further MEPA review.  Proponents have the option to site up to that amount in that part of the Base covered under Phase 1.  Mr. Mathews voiced concern should Phase 1 exceed the 150,000 gpd of water committed by Weymouth and also voiced concern over the storm water management of Old Swamp River.

Mr. Rob Millett, Rockland, voiced concern with the parkway coming off the base to cross Weymouth St, noting that Rockland Town Meeting only approved the parkway on the Base; that traffic mitigation for Rte. 18, Rte. 3 and Hingham Street might not be adequate and that the retail component might affect regional economics because of competition with existing malls.

Ms. Mary Byram, Hingham, voiced concern with the addition of the E/W Parkway in Phase 1 review, noting that it would be built before knowing all the impacts; and was also concerned on the impact of construction on rare species. 

Mrs. Pollack stated a full EIR would be completed on the parkway before construction and would only be granted by the Secretary if he finds that the infrastructure available.

Mr. VanRiper, LNR noted an error in the date of the next CAC meeting.  A corrected agenda will be sent out.

Mr. Kevin Whitaker and Ms. Anne Hilbert requested copies of the Draft NPC and were informed that the drafts were only intended for a CAC review.  When the final NPC is filed with the State, it will also be mailed to citizens on the mailing list and made available to the general public.

Next meeting will take place on Wednesday, Sept. 21 at 7:00pm in the conference center.

VOTED:  Motion of Joseph Shea, seconded by Bill Clark, to adjourn the meeting.

Unanimous vote

The meeting ended 9:40pm

Mary Cordeiro, Recording Secretary

Charlie Kimball, Chairman
