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Air Quality
This chapter provides updated information related to the air quality impacts as
requested in the EEA Secretary’s Certificate on the DEIR. Specifically, this chapter
includes the following information (with FEIR section references in bold):

› A revised and updated mesoscale analysis conducted in accordance with

MassDEP modeling policies and Federal modeling guidelines to confirm the
Preferred Alternative's consistency with the SIP (Section 7.1); and

› Additional detail on measures to be implemented by the Proponent to comply
with the Massachusetts Idling Regulation (310 CMR 7 .11). (Section 7.2)

The updated mesoscale air quality analysis presented herein demonstrates that the
Master Plan Project will conform to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(“NAAQS”) and, thus, will not have an adverse impact on local air quality.

7.1 Updated Mesoscale Air Quality Analysis
The Master Plan Project is located in East Boston and Revere, which are both within
Suffolk County. As such, the Master Plan Project is subject to reviewing/conducting a
mesoscale analysis under both MEPA and MassDEP guidelines. This section presents
an overview of the air quality assessment for the Master Plan Project. The purpose of
the air quality assessment is to demonstrate that the Master Plan Project will not
result in a violation of applicable local, state, and federal air quality standards. A
mesoscale analysis was performed for oxides of nitrogen (“NOx”) and volatile organic
compounds (“VOCs“) to determine the potential impact on the regional Ozone
inventory. This analysis has been updated since the DEIR filing to reflect the most
recent Transportation analysis. The Master Plan Project will incorporate reasonable
and feasible mitigation measures to reduce VOCs and NOx emissions for the build
condition, including a robust TDM program and roadway improvements.
The purpose of the mesoscale analysis is to estimate the area-wide emissions of
VOC and NOx during a typical day in the peak ozone season (summer), consistent
with the requirements of the State Implementation Plan (“SIP”). The mesoscale
analysis evaluates the change in VOC and NOx emissions from the average daily
traffic volumes and vehicle emission rates. To demonstrate compliance with the SIP
criteria, the air quality study must show the Master Plan Project's change in daily
(24-hour period) VOC and NOx emissions.
MassDEP has established guidelines that define the modeling and review criteria for
air quality studies prepared pursuant to review under the MEPA. These guidelines
require that mesoscale analyses be prepared for proposed development projects to
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determine the change in Master Plan Project-related ozone precursor emissions. The
predominant source of ozone precursor emissions anticipated from the Master Plan
Project is emissions from Master Plan Project-related traffic. Ozone is not directly
emitted by motor vehicles but is generated when VOC and NOx emissions from motor
vehicles, stationary sources, and area sources react in the atmosphere with sunlight
and heat. Master Plan Project-related ozone impacts are determined by assessing the
changes in VOC and NOx emissions of motor vehicles. MassDEP criteria require that
proposed development projects include all reasonable and feasible emission reduction
mitigation measures if the ozone emissions from the Build Condition are greater than
the No-Build Condition. Massachusetts has incorporated this criterion into the SIP.

7.1.1

Methodology
The mesoscale analysis evaluates the change in emissions with and without the
Master Plan Project, specifically, daily (24-hour period) VOC and NOX emissions from
the average daily traffic volumes and vehicle emission rates. DEP guidelines require
that the air quality study utilizes traffic and emissions data for existing and future
(No-Build and Build) conditions. The traffic and emissions data are incorporated into
the EPA and DEP air quality models to generate emission’s estimates that
demonstrate whether the Master Plan Project will have air quality impacts.
The mesoscale air quality analysis utilizes developed traffic data (volumes, speeds,
and roadway geometry) and emission factor data for Existing, No-Build, Build, and
Build with Mitigation Conditions. The mesoscale study area includes all links studied
by the traffic analysis. Some of the major roadways that were included in the
mesoscale analysis include Route 1A, Bennington Street, North Shore Road, Revere
Street, Ocean Avenue, and Route 60.
The mesoscale analysis calculates the changes in VOC and NOx emissions for the
existing and future conditions within the study area. The mesoscale analysis traffic
and emission factor data were developed for the aforementioned conditions. These
data were incorporated into air quality model to evaluate the changes in VOC and
NOx emissions.

7.1.1.1

Analysis Conditions
Consistent with the traffic analysis, the following conditions were analyzed: the 2018
Existing Condition (previously presented in the DEIR); and 2040 future No-Build,
Build Condition without Mitigation and Build Condition with mitigation. The analysis
compares the future No-Build and Build Conditions without Mitigation in order to
identify the anticipated changes in traffic conditions and mobile source VOC and
NOx emissions as a result of the Master Plan Project. Where applicable, the Existing
Condition is considered for comparison purposes only.

Air Quality
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Emission Factor Modeling
All the vehicle emission factors used in the mesoscale analysis were obtained using
EPA’s MOVES2014 emissions model. MOVES2014 calculates emission factors from
motor vehicles in mass per distance format (often grams per mile) for existing and
future conditions and applies these factors to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) data to
obtain emissions inventories. The emissions calculated for this air quality assessment
include Tier 3 emission standards, which is an EPA program that sets new vehicle
emissions standards, including lowering the sulfur content of gasoline, heavy-duty
engine, and vehicle greenhouse gas regulations (2014-2018), and the second phase
of light-duty vehicle GHG regulations (2017-2025). It also includes
Massachusetts-specific conditions, such as the state vehicle registration age
distribution and the statewide I/M Program. These stringent emissions regulation
programs often result in smaller emissions inventories with the passage of time
when comparing similar scenarios.
The MOVES2014 model was run at a project-level to obtain emission factors for each
link of the mesoscale analysis. The model was set to calculate the emissions burden
by choosing to model emissions processes that are specifically related to on-road
travel. Links were created that used the appropriate speeds and grades for each
roadway segment.

7.1.1.3

Traffic Data
The air quality study used traffic data (volumes) developed for each analysis
condition. The mesoscale analysis uses typical daily peak and off-peak traffic
volumes for the ozone summer season. The VMT data used in the air quality analysis
were developed based on the traffic data analyzed in this FEIR.

7.1.2

Existing Mesoscale Emissions
The mesoscale analysis calculated the existing VOC and NOx emissions for the
Master Plan Project inventory. These emissions, estimated to be 245.3 kilograms per
day (kg/day) of VOCs and 250.2 kg/day of NOx, establish an Existing Condition to
which future emissions can be compared. This baseline Existing Condition reflects the
traffic emissions related largely to the traffic on the roadways within the study area
and very little traffic related to the Project Site due to the lack of on-site activity
generated by the largely defunct race track.

7.1.3

Future Mesoscale Emissions
The estimated Master Plan Project-related emissions are based upon changes in
traffic and emission factor data. The traffic data includes traffic volumes that were
used to calculate VMT on the study network. The emission factor data included

1

The Stage II Vapor Recovery System is the process of collecting gasoline vapors form vehicles as they are refueled. This requires
the use of a special gasoline nozzle at the fuel pump.
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emission reduction programs, shifts in vehicle populations, and other factors. Under
the 2040 No-Build Condition, VOC emissions were estimated to be 122.7 kg/day and
NOx emissions were estimated to be 46.7 kg/day. The 2040 VOC and NOx emission
factors are lower than the existing emissions due to the implementation of emission
control programs and fleet turnover.
Under the 2040 Build Condition without Mitigation, as presented in Table 7-1, the VOC
emissions are estimated to be 168.7 kg/day and the NOX emissions are estimated to
be 63.5 kg/day. The projected Project-related VOC and NOx emissions are significantly
reduced from the DEIR which reflects a combination of the updated program and the
refined future traffic estimates using a regional traffic model. The Build Condition
without Mitigation emissions inventory was developed by considering the effects of
the Master Plan Project generated trips on the No-Build network. The SIP requires that
proposed projects with VOC and NOX emissions under the Build Condition without
Mitigation that are greater than the No-Build Condition include all reasonable and
feasible emission reduction measures. The following section presents a summary of
the extensive traffic mitigation measures that are proposed to mitigate traffic impacts
and thereby mitigating future VOC and NOx emissions.
Table 7-1 Mesoscale Air Quality Analysis Results (kg/day)

Pollutant

Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOCs)
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)
1
2

7.1.4

Existing
Conditions

2040
No-Build
Conditions1

2040
Build
Conditions

Master Plan
ProjectRelated
Emissions2

250.2

46.7

63.5

16.8

245.3

122.7

168.7

46.0

The future No-Build condition emission factors are lower than the Existing conditions emission
factors due to the implementation of state and federal emission control programs.
Represents the difference in emissions between the Build and No-Build Conditions.

Proposed Mitigation Measures
A comprehensive transportation mitigation program has been developed to mitigate
impacts of Master Plan Project-related traffic, including various roadway and
intersection improvements. In addition to the intersection improvements the
Proponent anticipates implementing a TDM program. Implementation of the TDM
program is expected to improve air quality in the study area by promoting the use
of alternative forms of transportation over the use of single-occupant motor vehicle
trips. A full description of roadway and intersection improvements, and TDM
measures is provided in Section 6.6 of Chapter 6, Transportation.
The physical roadway improvements result in delay savings and consequentially a
19.5 kg/day reduction of VOCs and a 7.2 kg/day reduction of NOx. Previous
estimates of similar TDM programs have ranged on the order of a two to five
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percent reduction in vehicles miles traveled (“VMT”), which is assumed to result in
comparable pollutant emission savings. Assuming a two percent reduction, the TDM
plan is expected to provide 0.9 kg/day reduction of VOCs and a 0.3 kg/day reduction
of NOx. This results in Master Plan Project-related emissions of 25.7 kg/day of VOCs
and 9.3 kg/day of NOx. The total project-related VOC and NOx emissions with the
Project’s mitigation is over 40% less that those outlined in the DEIR. This is attributed
to a combination of the updated program, refined future traffic estimates using a
regional traffic model and revised traffic mitigation (as outlined in more detail in
Chapter 6, Transportation). A summary of the mitigation emissions reduction is
provided in Table 7-2.
Table 7-2 Mitigation Analysis Results (kg/day)

Pollutant

Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOCs)

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)
1
2
3

7.1.5

Estimated
Master Plan
Reductions
Project-related Due to TDM
Emissions1
Measures2
46.0

0.9

16.8

0.3

Estimated
Reductions
Due to
Roadway
Improvements3

Resulting
Master Plan
Project-related
Emissions

7.2

9.3

19.5

25.7

Represents the difference in pollutant emissions between the Build and No-Build Conditions.
Mitigation from TDM Measures estimated as 2 percent of unmitigated Master Plan Projectrelated emissions.
Mitigation from roadway improvement measures, such as signal optimization.

Conclusion of Mesoscale Air Quality Analysis
The air quality assessment demonstrates that the Master Plan Project complies with
local, state, and federal air quality requirements on a mesoscale level. The air quality
assessment demonstrates that the Master Plan Project complies with CAAA and is
consistent with the guidelines of MassDEP, and the Master Plan Project will
incorporate reasonable and feasible measures to reduce VOC and NOx emissions in
the ozone mesoscale analysis. The implementation of these mitigation measures will
reduce the Build Condition without Mitigation VOC and NOx emissions associated
with the Master Plan Project.

7.2 Additional Idling Restriction Measures
The Proponent will implement measures to reduce vehicle idling in accordance with
the Massachusetts Idling Regulation (310 CMR 7.11). The Massachusetts Idling
regulation restricts unnecessary operations of the motor vehicle’s engine in excess of
five minutes. By limiting vehicle idling to five minutes or less, pollutant emissions are
avoided. Certain circumstances where engine power is required, such as vehicle
servicing, safety lighting during deliveries and equipment requiring auxiliary power,
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are exempt from the law. Further information is provided in MassDEP’s “Frequently
Asked Questions: The Massachusetts Anti-Idling Law.”
The Proponent is committed to implementing measures to reduce vehicle idling and
pollutant emissions. The Proponent will implement measures such as signage in all
loading dock areas that remind drivers to shut off their vehicles per the regulation
while making or receiving deliveries. This signage could also be posted elsewhere
across the Project Site, where extended vehicle idling would be anticipated such as
customer loading spaces for retail, valets at hotels or pick-up/drop-for public
transportation. Information about the idling restriction could also be included in
tenant guidelines, along with information on alternative means of transportation and
carpooling. These measures will help to reduce extended engine idling and reduce
emissions.
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Climate Change Adaptation and Resiliency
This chapter provides additional information related to climate change and resiliency
as requested in the EEA Secretary’s Certificate on the DEIR. Specifically, this chapter
includes information regarding the following items as requested in the Secretary’s
Certificate (with FEIR section references in bold):

› Identify the flooding impacts on the built environment and impacts to resource

areas as a result of the redirected flow and describe how proposed changes are
expected to maintain the effectiveness of the floodplain for each phase.
(Section 8.1-8.3)

› Assess how topography and flow restrictions may limit the redirection of a large
volume of coastal floodwater. (Section 8.1-8.3)

› Evaluate alternatives to avoid and minimize increased flood depths at 20 to 30

properties near Washburn Avenue, including Beachmont and Suffolk Downs
Stations. Additional mitigation measures could include increases in on-site flood
storage, a berm, floodproofing, or other measures necessary to avoid impacts to
these properties once the tide gate is operational. Measures determined to be
feasible should be adopted as mitigation commitments. (Section 8.3 and 8.5)

› Analyze existing vulnerabilities of the adjacent MBTA facilities. (Section 8.3.4)
› Identify design improvements that could be undertaken in conjunction with the

Project that to prevent or reduce impacts from extreme storms, sea level rise, and
potential flooding. (Section 8.7)

› Identify where the new tide gate will be located (particularly in relation to DCR's
flood control easements), include conceptual design plans, and describe how it
will operate. (Section 8.4.5)

› Identify potential permits and approvals that may be required for construction of
the tide gate and a include brief discussion of how it will be constructed
consistent with applicable regulatory standards. (Section 8.4.5)

› Discuss potential for tide gates to cause adverse impacts to salt marsh and

describe how the Project could be modified should a new tide gate not be
permitted, with the goal of avoiding increased impacts to DCR infrastructure.
(Section 8.4.5)

› Identify the specific structural modifications necessary for the pump station
upgrade. (Section 8.4.4)

› Clarify the state agencies’ support of and the Proponent’s commitment to design,
construct, an/or operate/maintain the proposed mitigation measures.
(Section 8.4.3)

Climate Change Adaptation and Resiliency
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› Describe the design of and provide more information regarding floodable

garages, including the volume of each, when and where they will be constructed,
and how flood water will enter and leave the structure, as well as how vehicles
will be relocated, how residents/tenants will be notified, and demonstrate there is
adequate space to move vehicles out of flood prone locations before a storm
event. (Section 8.7.1)

› Clarify why parking on lower levels is necessary if capacity exists for elevated
parking during storm events. (Section 8.7.1)

› Provide additional information regarding temporary flood barriers. (Section 8.7.2)
› Elaborate on how the site will function for "shelter in place" in the event of a
large storm, including triggers to implement a storm strategy, procedures, and
responsibilities for plan elements. (Section 8.7.3)

› Identify buildings that will not achieve consistency with BPDA design

recommendations for FFE's and propose additional mitigation measures to
sufficiently dry floodproof these structures. (Section 8.7.4)

› Evaluate the benefits of Passive House design and solar PV in terms of resiliency.
(Section 8.7.5)

› Address whether changes to the Project Site (site grading, additional tide gate,
etc.) and/or operation of the pump station will impact the flood protections
provided by the U.S. ACOE's Roughans Point Coastal Flood Damage Reduction
Project. (Section 8.8)

› Provide an update on the consultation with DCR and the City of Revere

concerning possible improvements to tidal restriction of Sales Creek, such as selfregulating tide gates. (Section 8.9)

› Address the Project's consistency with the State Hazard Mitigation and Climate
Adaptation Plan. (Section 8.11)

The Project also received follow-on comments from CZM via email on October 28,
2019. The Project’s response to these comments is included in this chapter
(Section 8.2).

8.1 Climate Change Adaptation and Resiliency Summary
Key Findings and Benefits
The Project completed a comprehensive Climate Change and Adaptation analysis to
study potential climate change and flood impacts from the Project. A working group
with several state agencies including CZM, DCR, DEP and the MEPA office have
helped guide this study and analysis. The key findings of the climate change and
adaptation study are:

› The Project is targeting Finished Floor Elevations (FFEs) in accordance with the

Boston Planning and Development Agency (BPDA) Sea-Level Rise Design Flood
Elevation.
Climate Change Adaptation and Resiliency
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› There is no additional displacement of floodwaters as a result of the Project for

all phases and modeled storm events. This is due to multiple factors including a
reduction in the peak rate of runoff from the site, low impact development site
design, on-site storage areas, and proposed flood mitigation.

› The Project is hydraulically connected to over one thousand abutting properties

in Revere and Boston. All of these abutting properties will experience no
additional flooding or reduced flooding (depth and extents) during all phases of
the Project for all modeled storm events.

› The Project is proposing several flood projection mitigation measures during

Phases 1, 2, and 3/4B/5B including a two- to three-foot high berm along
Washburn Avenue, interim flood storage, and permanent on-site flood storage
within the Central Common.

› The Project has committed to returning to MEPA prior to Phase 4R to reevaluate

the Project’s climate change and adaptation study and proposed Full Build
mitigation. Returning to MEPA will allow the updated study to incorporate
important changes in the surrounding built environment and updates based on
observed climate change. Although the Project has committed to returning to
MEPA, it has evaluated a Full Build condition that results in no increases in flood
depth and extents to all abutting properties. As currently planned, the Full Build
condition includes an additional tide gate at the Project Site and upgrades to the
Alfred H. Long Pump Station if a regional flood protection solution is not
implemented. The proponent has proposed to share 50% of the cost of upgrades
to the pump station with DCR, up to an amount $2.875 million.

› With or without the Project, portions of Revere and Boston are expected to be
subject to flooding from both daily tides and extreme events as a result of sea
level rise. These low-lying neighborhoods will require regional flood protection

infrastructure to protect against flooding impacts. The City of Boston and City of
Revere have identified a regional protective berm along Bennington Street as
one potential regional solution. The Proponent has committed to fund a
feasibility study for this regional protective berm prior to Phase 2 of the Project.

Study Summary
The Project Site has the potential to be influenced by multiple waterbodies that are
both freshwater and tidal, including Sales Creek, Belle Isle Inlet, Chelsea Creek. It is
also impacted by flood protection infrastructure that conveys riverine flows and
impedes tidal influences, including the Alfred H. Long Pump Station, Roughans Point
Flood Protection Project, Bennington Street Pump Station, and various culverts and
bridges. In order to evaluate the Project’s impact in this dynamic environment a
Hydrologic and Hydraulic (H&H) model was developed and used to evaluate Build
and No Build conditions under current and future climate conditions. Figure 8.1
highlights the overall hydraulic model and the various influences for the area of
study.
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The H&H model uses a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-approved
hydraulic and hydrologic modeling software with FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FIS)
inputs. The Proponent has modeled the flow, elevation, direction and velocities of
flood waters from both riverine and tidal influences. The H&H model included runs
for both normal and peak tide levels for current and future flood conditions.
Model runs were completed for a wide range of events that take into consideration
the built and natural environment surrounding the Project Site. For example,
Bennington Street, which serves as a critical flood protection barrier that restricts
tidal and peak floodwaters from entering low-lying neighborhoods in Revere and
Boston, will be overtopped in the future due to sea level rise. Such an event will
allow floodwater to be conveyed into these low-lying neighborhoods. Therefore, the
model was run for tidal events that do not overtop, partially overtop, and fully
overtop Bennington Street. For events that partially and fully overtop Bennington
Street the hydrologic and hydraulic model calculates the flow of water over time
(volume of water) that is flooding over Bennington Street and continues these
hydraulic calculations throughout the entirety of the model limits. This volume of
water varies depending on the storm scenario and site geometry.
The Proponent modeled a No Build vs. Build Condition for each of the phases of the
Project as well as the Full Build Condition. Model results indicate that for each phase
of development and the Full Build condition, there is no increase in maximum
calculated Water Surface Elevation (WSE) or flood extent for all modeled storm
events at hydraulically connected off-site properties.
Table 8-1 below demonstrates that there is a mean flood reduction in each phase,
including Full Build, for the abutting low-lying neighborhoods, including over 1,000
hydraulically connected off-site properties, as a result of the Project.
Table 8-1 Summary Results – H/H Model Results Flood Reductions
Average reduction in flood elevation as a result of the Project
(feet)
Phase

Phase 1
Phase 2

Phase 3, 4B, 5B
Full Build

Shirley Avenue
Neighborhood
(500 properties±)

Beachmont
Neighborhood
(500 properties±)

Washburn Avenue

-0.1

-0.2

-2.1

-0.1

-0.1

-0.2

-0.2

-1.9

-1.0

-2.5
-2.5
-2.5

These reductions in maximum WSE will improve flood conditions to all 1,000 off-site
hydraulically connected properties to the Project Site. Many low-lying properties in
Revere and Boston will now avoiding flooding that would have otherwise flooded
under a No Build condition.
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Because the Project is planning for sea level rise and resiliency, there is an increase in
site grading elevations consistent with BPDA recommendations for Finished Floor
Elevations (FFEs). Importantly, the proposed grading does not create any additional
displacement of floodwaters. This is due to multiple factors including a reduction in
the peak rate of runoff from the Project Site, low impact development site design,
on-site storage areas, and proposed flood mitigation. The primary factor is that the
Project is reducing the amount of oceanwater allowed into Sales Creek and the
surrounding neighborhoods in Revere and Boston, which keeps that floodwater in
the Atlantic Ocean/Belle Isle Inlet. This oceanwater that previously flooded Revere
and Boston, and now staying in the Atlantic Ocean, will not be displaced onto other
properties because tidal water levels are not dictated by a volume of water but
rather by the dynamics of tidal influences including the astronomical tide cycle,
atmospheric pressure, and the physics of wave generation. H&H model results
support these conclusions for all hydraulically connected off-site properties.
The proposed mitigation measures to provide a resilient design, on-site storage, and
to reduce the amount of oceanwater entering the low-lying neighborhoods of
Boston and Revere, are presented in Table 8-2. All elevations within this chapter
refer to feet above the Boston City Base (BCB) datum.
Table 8-2 FEIR Proposed Resiliency Mitigation
Mitigation

Schedule

Responsibility/Cost

Washburn Avenue Flood
Protection Berm

Prior to completion of
Phase 1

Proponent

Interim Storage – Phase 2

Prior to construction of
Phase 2

Proponent

Target at-grade Finished
Floor Elevations (FFE) in
accordance with BPDA
2070 Design Flood
Elevations

Interim Storage – Phase 3

Facilitate upgrade of Alfred
H. Long Pump Station,
additional tide gate, or
Bennington Street berm
construction

Feasibility Study of
Bennington Street Berm

All Phases

Proponent

Prior to construction of
Phase 2 (same mitigation
as Interim Storage –
Phase 2)

Proponent

Return to MEPA prior to
Phase 4R in order to
determine how to best
use mitigation funds

Proponent up to $2.875
million plus installation of
additional tide gate

Prior to Phase 2
Construction

$325,000±

Notes

Elevation 20.5-feet non critical
buildings. Elevation 21.5-feet critical
buildings. If elevations are not met,
implement floodproofing measures
(See Section 8.7.4).

No increases in flood elevations,
extents, duration for all hydraulically
connected abutting properties
through 4.2-feet of sea level rise as
a result of this mitigation.

No increases in flood elevations,
extents, duration for all
hydraulically connected abutting
properties through 4.2-feet of sea
level rise due to pump station
upgrades and additional tide gate
or Bennington Street Berm.
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8.2 Agency Coordination Meetings
The Proponent organized and participated in two working group meetings with
CZM, DCR, DEP and representatives of the MEPA office. The meetings took place on
May 6, 2019 and October 2, 2019. The Proponent also met with DCR on March 8,
2019 and November 1, 2019. Below is a summary of these meetings and follow-on
action items:

› The DEIR previously modeled 22 events for both the No Build and Build

conditions that resulted in redundant tidal events. For example, 1.5-feet of sea
level rise plus the 100-year tide has a maximum elevation (17.6 BCB) that is nearly
identical to the maximum elevation of 4.2-feet of sea level rise plus a king tide
(17.5 BCB). In order to reduce the number of redundant model events, the FEIR
models six specific storm events for the No Build and Build conditions (see
Section 8.3.1 regarding the six events). These six events were selected to provide
a wide range of flooding scenarios.

› DCR requested that the H&H model be updated to include the Roughans Point

Flood Protection Project. The Proponent agreed to this request and all results in
the FEIR are inclusive of the Roughans Point Flood Protection Project (see Section
8.8 for additional details).

› During the May 6, 2019 meeting the working group requested information

regarding whether the Project’s interim phases would result in flood-related
impacts to abutters. The Proponent agreed to model each Project phase
individually for the agreed upon six storm events and presented results of this
modeling at the October 2, 2019 meeting. Model results indicate that all phases
of the Project result in a reduction of the maximum water surface elevation and
flood extents to all abutting properties.

› During the May 6, 2019 meeting the working group requested an evaluation of

alternatives that would reduce or eliminate the increase in flooding to the 20-30
properties along Washburn Avenue. The proponent subsequently evaluated
several alternatives and presented these alternatives, including a proposed
protective berm along Washburn Avenue, at the October 2, 2019 meeting.

› At the May 6, 2019 meeting the working group requested additional information

regarding flood pathways and the potential for flow to be redirected as a result
of the Project. Section 8.3 below provides figures with screen shots and narrative
descriptions of the flood pathways explaining how water flows under the No
Build Condition and in each phase. Appendix D includes full modeling videos that
highlight the pathway and flow of floodwaters and extent of flooding for all
model events.

CZM Follow-on Comments (Dated October 28, 2019)
Following the October 2, 2019 working group meeting, CZM requested further
information documenting the Suffolk Downs Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling
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Method of Analysis. CZM followed up with eight comments via email on October 28,
2019. Below are the CZM comments and the Proponent’s response to each:
C.1

Comment #1 – The model assumption has been that once the surge elevation
exceeds the elevation of the road and berm, the entire site will be underwater to
that depth, so there is no need to model this scenario (everything will be
underwater). However, floodwaters begin to enter the site at this elevation, and
flow according to the topography and development layout at any given time. This
interim flow, as the rising waters move inland as they flow over the embankment,
is likely to have the most impact of any scenario on the site.
Response – The model does not assume that once the surge elevation exceeds the
elevation of the road and berm the entire Project Site will be underwater to that
depth. The model calculates the amount of floodwater overtopping Bennington
Street (and properties abutting Chelsea Creek), and then subsequently calculates the
flow of that water through the model based on topographic conditions, water
gradients, and resistance of flow. Because the flow of floodwaters is calculated
throughout the model based on the above, the model accounts for the “flow
according to topography and development layout” and “as the rising waters move
inland as they flow over the embankment”.
This multi-step process is completed using boundary conditions and a 2-D
computational mesh within the H&H model. The tidal stage boundary conditions
along the edges of the model domain are along both Belle Isle Marsh and the
Chelsea River, which conveys flow into and out of the model domain. These
boundary conditions are assigned a stage hydrograph, which is the elevation of the
ocean at a given model time. If the elevation of the stage hydrograph is higher than
water surface elevation of the adjacent model cells, flow will enter the model. If the
elevation of the stage hydrograph is lower than water surface elevation of the
adjacent model cells, flow will go out of the model. The flow is computed on a per
cell basis, based on the geometry and hydraulic gradient. So, in instances where the
Stage Hydrograph elevations are higher than the roadway, the model calculates how
much flow can get into the model based on the geometry and physics of water flow.
The Project team and CZM met again on November 13th to discuss their October
28th comments. At this meeting the Project team walked through the model at
various timesteps to demonstrate how the model uses the topography, resistance of
flow and water gradients to determine flood elevations at each timestep throughout
the study area.
This demonstration was well received by CZM who noted a similar demonstration,
with narrative, would be helpful in review of the FEIR. Appendix D includes modeling
videos of all events, with a key narrated video highlighting the flow path of water.
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Comment #2 – The modeling should include what happens with flow from this
“low threshold flooding,” when the flooding does top the road/embankment but
does not instantly fill the area to ocean elevation. The FEIR should clearly
demonstrate where this flow goes now, and where will it go for each of the
phases. For example, the proponent indicated that the development will reduce
the floodplain width from 400 feet to 100 feet in one location. How will the
velocity of flood waters flowing into the site change in this area? How these
changes will be mitigated should also be described in the FEIR.
Response – As stated in the response to comment #1, the modeling does not
assume that tidal floodwaters instantly fill to match the elevation of the ocean, but
rather calculates the flow of floodwaters throughout the model based on geometry
and physics of water flow.
As presented in the DEIR, in the vicinity of Washburn Avenue the Project was
planning to reduce the overland flow channel width from about 400 feet to 100 feet.
This restriction reduced the volume of floodwater entering the Shirly Avenue
neighborhoods, but increased flood elevations to 20-30 properties along Washburn
Avenue. After further analysis the FEIR is now proposing a two- to three-foot berm
that will prevent tidal floodwaters from the Atlantic Ocean from flowing onto the
Site (and surrounding areas) via Washburn Avenue. Instead, these floodwaters will
remain in the ocean for events reaching elevation 18 and below.
During the November 13th meeting the Project team and CZM agreed the FEIR shall
include:

› Flow path figures for each storm event showing water surface elevation with an
incoming tide, maximum tide, and receding tide with all project phases shown.
(21 figures in total)

› Modeling videos for each storm and phase showing the depth and extents of
floodwaters. (35 videos)

› Modeling video narrated to highlight the flow floodwaters for a select event.
In addition to this submittal material, the Proponent has offered to have a follow-on
meeting during the FEIR review period with CZM where the proponent would
answer questions on the FEIR submittal.
These figures include detailed screen shots showing the limits of calculated flooding
from various model time steps accompanied with a narrative describing the changes
in flow patterns. Appendix D includes links to modeling videos that highlight the
location of floodwaters throughout storm events. Viewers can pause the videos to
view where floodwaters are calculated to be present at any given time in the event.
When played without pausing, the videos depict the movement of water throughout
the study area. The screenshot comparison and videos demonstrate how water flows
onto and off of the Project site and abutting areas for each phase.
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Mitigation measures, outside of those proposed here-in, are not necessary because
model results indicate that there are no increases in maximum flood elevation,
extents, or duration for all off-site properties hydraulically connected to the Project.
Floodwater velocities were evaluated from a No Build to Full Build condition within
the model study area. Velocities were generally consistent throughout the study area
and were within a 0.5 ft/sec from pre to post development. The only exception was
at Sales Creek where it is culverted under the MBTA right-of-way. This increase in
velocity is due to the proposed increase in pump capacity under the Full Build
Condition. As design of the pump station improvements progresses, scouring within
the lagoon area and at the existing culvert under the MBTA right-of-way will be
evaluated. If warranted, final design of the pump station upgrades will include scour
protection measures.
C.3

Comment #3 – Each phase of the project will fill some areas that are now
functioning as flood storage. The FEIR should describe how this will change the
flow and flood storage capacity during low threshold flooding conditions.
Response – As previously noted in comments 1 and 2, this “low-threshold” event
where “flooding does top the road/embankment but does not instantly fill the area to
ocean elevation” was modeled. An example of an event where the wetland east of
the Project Site (and the Project site itself) neither instantly fills nor equalizes its
water level with Belle Isle Inlet is under the condition of 4.2 feet of sea level rise
coupled with a normal tide.
As stated above, the Proponent and CZM have agreed to the above listed
submission material (and potential follow-on meeting) to identify flow pathways and
flood storage areas of floodwaters.

C.4

Comment #4 – The FEIR should identify the pathways for water to get from the
areas to be filled to the proposed areas of flood storage and indicate where there
are any delays in water flowing from one area to another due to restrictions in
flow (e.g. culverts, underground portions of Sales Creek).
Response – As stated above, the Proponent and CZM have agreed to the above
listed submission material (and potential follow-on meeting) to identify flow
pathways of floodwaters.
Model results indicate that the Project will have no increase in maximum flood
elevations and extents for all off-site properties hydraulically connected to the
Project. Because there are no increases in flood elevation, changes in flow paths in
the proposed design are mitigated for within the Project’s site design and
strategically placing mitigation (Washburn Avenue berm, Interim Storage areas, etc.)
to not cause adverse impacts to abutting properties.
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Comment #5 – The proponent has committed to providing model output videos
in the FEIR. Videos for all scenarios in the agreed upon subset should be included,
with associated narrative to describe changes in flow velocity, pathways, elevation
changes and flood storage that will result from the project. How this analysis
informs the selection of the preferred alternative should be clearly articulated.
Response – Section 8.3 and Appendix D include model screen shots and videos that
depict the movement of floodwater during all six model events. Figures 8.2.1 thru
8.8.3 provide detailed descriptions of the flow paths.

C.6

Comment #6 – The proponent should model a 48-hour storm to replicate a multiday northeast storm event to look at the impacts on flood duration when the tide
does not recede fully, and water continues to flood in with each successive tide.
Response – The Proponent modeled a 48-hour event in the DEIR which concluded
that the Project does not have an impact during a 48-hour event similar to the 24hour events. As part of that submission the Proponent provided historical tide data
for a 48-hour event. This data illustrated that a storm surge does not impede the
tide from receding, a storm surge increases both the low and high tides but the tide
continues to fluctuate from a high to low tide during storm events which both
Chelsea Creek and Belle Isle Inlet would do in a 48-hour event. The results of the
DEIR analysis therefore concluded that the project does not cause a rise in flood
elevations for this 48-hour storm.
At the November 13th meeting, the Project team and CZM agreed to model a 48hour event for No Build condition and all project phases for 1.5-feet of sea level rise
with a 100-year precipitation and 100-year tide. Model results indicate that there is
no increase in maximum water surface elevations or flood extents from No Build to
Build for all project phases for all hydraulically connected abutting properties during
the 48-hour event.
Flow path figures (Figure 8.8.1 – 8.8.3) and modeling video are included of the 48hour event.

C.7

Comment #7 – At the October 2nd meeting, the applicant described a conceptual
2-3-foot-tall berm proposed at the southern end of Washburn Avenue to mitigate
flooding to the Washburn Avenue neighborhood. The FEIR should provide more
information regarding the design of the berm, including the proposed level of
protection it will provide (what level storm, including sea level rise), proposed
design components of the berm (rock, compacted soil, etc.), and a maintenance
plan for the berm. It should also identify who will be responsible for the longterm maintenance of the berm. The berm has been selected as the preferred
alternative as a system-wide solution. An alternatives analysis for the different
levels of protection (i.e., what level storm, including sea level rise, as a function of
various heights) and design components of the berm (e.g. rock, compacted soil)
should also be presented in the FEIR.
Response – Section 8.4.1 provides additional information on the proposed
Washburn Avenue Berm.
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Comment #8 – The FEIR should also include an update on discussions with DCR
regarding elevating the pump station or interior of the pump station on
Bennington Street.
Response – The proponent met with DCR on November 1, 2019 regarding the
proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station. The proponent has agreed
to cost sharing for wet-floodproofing the pump station. The concept for wetfloodproofing is to raise mechanicals above flood elevations and to provide a
platform/mezzanine. Section 8.4.3.1 provides additional details on the proposed
upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station.

8.3 Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling
H&H Model Updates
As part of the FEIR study, the Proponent has progressed the 2-dimensional resiliency
modeling analysis from the DEIR study to evaluate the progressed site design,
anticipated flood pathways, and flooding depths during each of the phases of
development.
The following major updates have been made to the resiliency study since the DEIR
submission:

› The DEIR study had investigated 22 modeling scenarios based upon various

precipitation events, tide events, and sea level scenarios. The FEIR study reduced
the number of investigated modeling scenarios to six 6 based upon the
experience with the 22 DEIR modeling scenarios. The number of scenarios was
decreased to six, as previously mentioned. The six scenarios were determined at
the first working group meeting with CZM (May 6th, 2019). The six FEIR modeling
scenarios are listed in Table 8-3;

› Proposed construction of the Washburn Avenue Flood Protection Berm to

protect Washburn Avenue, Shirley Avenue and Beachmont Neighborhoods has
been added;

› Location of proposed tide gate (proposed to be constructed prior to Phase 4R)

has been shifted from the “lower track culvert”, as proposed during the DEIR
submission, to the “upper track culvert” (See Figure 8.10). The final mitigation will
be re-evaluated, including the proposed tide gate and its location, when the
proponent returns to MEPA prior to Phase 4R;

› Commitment to construct interim flood storage at future Buildings R-12 and

R-14 prior to the construction of Phase 2 and to be maintained until Phase 4R
has been added; and

› Floodable garages have been removed from the proposed site design.
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Table 8-3 FEIR Model Storm Events
Tide
Elevation
(Feet-BCB)

Storm
Duration
(hours)

Sea Level
Condition

Precipitation Scenario

Tidal Scenario

Current Day

100-Year Design Storm

Normal Tide

Current Day

No Precipitation

100-Year Tide

16.1

24

1.5-Feet of SLR

100-Year Design Storm

Normal Tide

12.4

24

1.5-Feet of SLR

100-Year Design Storm

100-Year Tide

17.6

24

4.2-Feet of SLR

100-Year Design Storm

Normal Tide

15.1

24

4.2-Feet of SLR

100-Year Design Storm

100-Year Tide

20.3

24

10.9

24

Methodology
The Proponent has provided several documents detailing the modeling
methodology. This includes:

› Memorandum Titled Suffolk Downs Redevelopment Project – Master Plan Project
Resiliency Adaptation Study Scope of Work – Revised June 27, 2018;

› DEIR Chapter 8, Climate Change Resiliency, and Technical Appendix F;
› Response to Request for Additional Information, Chapter 4, Adaptation and
Resiliency; and

› Supplemental Memorandum: Suffolk Downs Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling:
Method of Analysis; dated October 9th, 2019.

Modeling methodology has not changed from the DEIR. Please refer to the
previously submitted documents regarding the H&H modeling methodology.

Movement of Floodwaters
The Project Site has the potential to be influenced by multiple waterbodies that are
both freshwater and tidal, including Sales Creek, Belle Isle Inlet and Chelsea Creek.
The following is a general description of the movement of floodwaters onto and off
of the Project Site and abutting areas for a combined rainfall and coastal storm
surge event.
8.3.3.1

No Build
In the No Build condition, during a combined rainfall and coastal storm surge event,
flood waters will begin to overtop the field near the Beachmont School (Fredericks
Park) at approximately elevation 14 BCB and will travel along the Veteran of Foreign
Wars (VFW) property and across Bennington Street at both the Alfred H. Long Pump
Station and the Beachmont School. Floodwaters that overtop Bennington Street begin
to fill the low-lying wetland area abutting the western edge of Bennington Street.
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After overtopping Bennington Street, tidal floodwaters travel upstream in Sales
Creek continuing north/northwest into the Shirley Avenue and Beachmont
Neighborhoods in Revere. As floodwaters continue to increase in elevation in the
abutting wetland area along Bennington Street, some events (for example - 1.5-feet
of sea level rise – 100-year tide) begin to equalize with Belle Isle Inlet and spill onto
Washburn Avenue at approximately elevation 15 BCB. However, in other events,
floodwaters in the abutting wetland area along Bennington Street do not equalize
with Belle Isle Inlet (for example, 4.2-feet of SLR with a normal tide), and the Alfred
H. Long pump Station does not get overwhelmed by these floodwaters. In severe
events where floodwaters breach Washburn Avenue, floodwaters travel north and
flood the existing barns, properties along Washburn Avenue, Beachmont MBTA
parking lot and station, before ultimately discharging to Sales Creek and the Shirley
Avenue Neighborhood. Floodwaters also begin to overtop the properties abutting
Chelsea Creek at approximately elevation 15.5 and travel easterly and begin to pond
along the abutting tank farm and travel northerly discharging into Sales Creek.
In combined rainfall and storm surge events, rainfall begins to runoff into Sales
Creek. Due to Sales Creek already being inundated by coastal floodwaters, this
rainwater is trapped in the low-lying Revere neighborhoods without a relief. During
this time, for major coastal events, floodwaters continue to rise in Shirley Avenue
and the Beachmont neighborhoods. Floodwaters eventually recede these
neighborhoods when there is enough hydraulic head to drive the water out of these
neighborhoods. Sales Creek is conveyed via a 60-inch culvert underneath Winthrop
Avenue which is a restriction for rainfall runoff leaving the Shirley Avenue
Neighborhood, and coastal floodwaters moving upstream into these
neighborhoods.
As the tide begins to recede, floodwaters follow a similar pathway back to Belle Isle
Inlet and Chelsea Creek as they entered. Water levels in Sales Creek begin to drop as
water is discharged to Belle Isle Inlet via the Alfred H. Long Pump Station. Once tide
levels recede (and are lower than water levels in Sales Creek), Sales Creek is
discharged via gravity flow into Belle Isle Inlet.
8.3.3.2

Build Condition
Flowpaths in the study area are very similar from No Build to build conditions. This is
especially true both at Belle Isle Inlet and Chelsea Creek which are outside of the
Project area. Flowpaths only begin to be modified once Sales Creek begins to
increase in water surface elevation and water begins to overtop the stream bank
within the Project Site. At this point, floodwaters will begin to flood the lowered
Central Common area which is designed to store floodwaters during major events.
The site has been designed to provide roadways and buildings above future extreme
flood conditions and to allow the Central Common to flood and store floodwaters.
An example of this is 1.5-feet of sea level rise, 100-year tide, 100-year precipitation
where floodwaters in the central common reach approximately elevation of 17.3 BCB
in the Full Build condition and the abutting buildings and roadways are located
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higher elevations of approximately 19-22 BCB. This central common storage is
constructed as part of Phase 1 of the Project.
Flowpaths are also modified near Washburn Avenue where the Project is proposing
a two to three-foot-high berm. This berm stops tidal floodwaters from entering
Washburn Avenue during extreme tidal events where water levels in the abutting
eastern wetland (along Bennington Street) equalize with Belle Isle Inlet. This berm
removes the flood pathway along Washburn Avenue, and now providing only a
single pathway via the MBTA culvert/Sales Creek into the Shirley Avenue and
Beachmont neighborhoods. The berm provides protection up to elevation 18.0, and
major events that exceed this elevation would overtop the Washburn Avenue Berm
(and abutting MBTA tracks), and discharge floodwaters to Washburn Avenue and
the low-lying neighborhoods in Revere. The Washburn Avenue Berm will be
constructed prior to the completion of Phase 1.
Phase 2 and 3 of the Project is proposing interim flood storage at the proposed
location of Buildings R-12 and R-14. This area was chosen because it directly abuts
Sales Creek and provides an unrestricted connection to Sales Creek. This flood
storage will be used when floodwaters in Sales Creek banks begin to be overtopped
at approximately elevation 8.5. Floodwaters will store in these areas and ultimately
be discharged back to Sales Creek when floodwaters recede and drop below
elevation 8.5. This flood storage will be constructed prior to start of Phase 2 and will
be maintained until the Project returns to MEPA to reevaluate the final climate
change/resiliency mitigation prior to Phase 4R.
The Full Build of the project is currently proposing to increase the pumping capacity
at the Alfred H. Long Pump Station, and construction of an additional tide gate (See
Figure 8.10). The upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station will not alter flow
paths but will allow floodwaters to be discharged faster back to Belle Isle Inlet. There
is expected to be increases in velocities near the pump station due to the increase in
pump capacity. Scour protection at the inlet and outlet of the MBTA culvert will be
evaluated during design of the pump station upgrades. The additional tide gate
allows floodwater to utilize the (after Bennington Street is overtopped) on-site flood
storage in the central common instead of traveling upstream into the low-lying
Revere neighborhoods.
8.3.3.3

Flow Velocities
The Project also analyzed the change in velocities from a No Build to Build condition
for each of Project phases within Sales Creek. Figure 8.9.1-8.9.3 highlights the
velocities during the maximum water surface elevation within Sales Creek. Flow
velocities are similar in the No Build to the Build condition and therefore there are
no expected changes in potential scour conditions as a result of the Project in each
of the Project Phases except at the MBTA culvert.
As previously noted, the velocities at the MBTA culvert are expected to increase due
to the increase in pump station capacity. These increases in velocities at the MBTA
culvert will be mitigated for with proper scour protection design of the culvert. This
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scour protection design will be completed during the design of the pump station
improvements.
8.3.3.4

Flow Path Figures and Videos
CZM has requested additional information regarding flow of water on-to and off the
Project Site and abutting areas. Figures showing each of the agreed seven storm
events are presented here-in. The figures depict the No Build as well as all four
modeled phases (1, 2, 3/4B/5B, and 4R) conditions. Figures show the extents of the
calculated flooding at three points in time throughout the storm including as the
tide is rising, approximately near the peak of the storm, and as the tide recedes. Each
figure includes flow arrows and narrative depicting in detail the flow of water onto
and off the study area. These figures are:

›
›
›
›
›
›
›

Figures 8.2.1 – 8.2.3: Current Day – 100-Year Rainfall – Normal Tide
Figures 8.3.1 – 8.3.3: Current Day – No precipitation – 100-Year Tide
Figures 8.4.1 – 8.4.3: 1.5-feet of SLR – 100-Year Precipitation – Normal Tide
Figures 8.5.1 – 8.5.3: 1.5-feet of SLR – 100-Year Precipitation – 100-Year Tide
Figures 8.6.1 – 8.6.3: 4.2-feet of SLR – 100-Year Precipitation – Normal Tide
Figures 8.7.1 – 8.7.3: 4.2-feet of SLR – 100-Year Precipitation – 100-Year Tide
Figures 8.8.1 – 8.8.3: 48-hour event, 1.5-feet of SLR – 100-Year Precipitation –
100-Year Event

Appendix D includes modeling videos from all seven storm events. These modeling
videos show the flood limits throughout the storm event. Users can pause the videos
and evaluate flooding at any time in a storm event. When the video plays it depicts
how floodwaters are anticipated to flow from Belle Isle Inlet, Chelsea creek, and
Sales Creek onto and off of the Project site and abutting properties.
Overall, these figures and videos:

› Show the flow of the water across the Project Site over time for existing
conditions compared to each phase of the Project.

› Demonstrate that any fill included within each phase of the Project is mitigated

through the implementation of the site design features, reduction in peak rate of
runoff, Washburn Avenue Flood Protection Berm, interim flood storage, the
upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station, and/or the proposed tide gate;

› Describe how the Project will or will not change flooding (water elevations and
extents) during all flooding conditions including low threshold flooding;

› Identify the pathways for water to get from the areas to be filled to the proposed
areas of flood storage;

› Identify where there are any delays in water flowing from one area to another due to
restrictions in flow (e.g. culverts, underground portions of Sales Creek); and

› Address the pathways and delays/restrictions described above by showing the
storm overtime, i.e. the event begins with no/little rainfall or low tide and then
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increases to show the flooding moving inland and decreases to show the
flooding receding.

Impact to Abutters and MBTA Stations
The H&H study was specifically developed in order to analyze potential impacts to
abutters. The model results indicate that the Project will result in a reduction in flood
limits and maximum water surface elevation to all off-site abutters. The mean
maximum water surface elevation reduction is provided in Table 8-1 in the nearby
low-lying abutting neighborhoods.
Model results also indicate that the MBTA tracks, and Beachmont and Suffolk Downs
stations will experience reduced maximum flood elevations as a result of the Project
for all modeled storm events. Reduced flood elevations at the Beachmont Station
are attributable to the construction of the Washburn Avenue Berm which cuts off a
critical flow path up through Washburn Avenue to the Beachmont Station.

8.4 Proposed Mitigation
The project is proposing several design measures to maximize flood protection.
Figure 8.10 highlight the location of each design measure. The following is a
summary of the proposed mitigation per phase.

Phase 1 Mitigation Summary
Phase 1 of the Project Site includes fill in the northeastern and southeastern portions
of the Project Site. Although this area is used as flood storage under certain future
climate condition events, floodwaters will not be displaced onto abutting properties.
This is because the Project has committed to the installation and construction of a
protective berm along Washburn Avenue, prior to the completion of Phase 1, which
will restrict a key tidal flow path through Revere. Water levels only reach this berm
under major coastal storm surge events where Bennington Street is fully overtopped
(and the Alfred H. Long Pump Station is overwhelmed) and water levels reach
elevation 15-feet Boston City Base or greater within the abutting wetland system
west of Bennington Street and east of the Project Site.
During these types of events, water levels are dictated by the dynamics of storm
surge and astronomical tides (gravitational force, atmospheric pressure, wind and
wave action forces) versus floodplain storage and therefore the loss of flood storage
does not impact flood levels or displace floodwaters onto abutting properties. All
model results concur with these conclusions for Phase 1.
The proposed Washburn Avenue berm has been developed to a conceptual level
only. As design development progress the proponent will continue to evaluate berm
materials and types, however it is expected to be either an earthen berm or sheet
pile wall (with a decorative façade). Initial conceptual designs have confirmed that
the berm will not impact abutting wetlands. The berm is expected to cross a portion
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of Washburn Avenue (that is part of the current City of Revere right-of-way) and
private property located near the end of Washburn Avenue. The proponent has had
initial discussions with the City of Revere and received positive feedback regarding
the berm and its flood protection benefits.
The Proponent has an agreement to purchase the property at the end of Washburn
Avenue and have full rights to construct the berm on the property. The proponent is
committed to fully funding the design, permitting and construction of the Washburn
Avenue Berm by the end of Phase 1 construction. The Proponent is also committing
to maintenance of the berm. The conceptual location of the Washburn Avenue Berm
is shown on the Figure 8.10 and the Project’s 80 Scale plans located in Appendix F.
These 80 scale plans show the berm as an earthen berm to provide a conservative
estimate of the potential land disturbance. As previously discussed, a sheet pile wall
with decorative façade will also be considered during final design which would have
less land disturbance than an earthen berm.
In addition to the Washburn Avenue berm, prior to the first building occupancy of a
Phase 1 building, the grading of the future field of the Central Common Park within
the existing track will be lowered, providing additional flood storage along Sales
Creek for this and the following phases.

Phase 2 and Phase 3/4B/5B Mitigation Summary
Phase 2 and 3/4B/5B of the Project include fill on portions of the Project Site to the
north and south of Sales Creek. Although areas within both phases are used as flood
storage under certain future climate condition events, floodwaters will not be
displaced onto abutting properties. This is because in addition to maintaining the
Central Common Park for flood storage, the Project has committed to the
construction and maintenance of 15.5 acre-feet of interim pre-foundation storage
below future buildings R-12 and R-14, which directly abut Sales Creek. The interim
flood storage area will be stabilized with a grass field mixture to prevent erosion.
The pre-foundation storage will excavate the footprint of buildings R-12 and R-14
(which are proposed for Phase 4R development) and utilize the excavated area as
flood storage for Phase 2 and Phase 3/4B/5B. The addition of this interim prefoundation flood storage in conjunction with the Washburn Avenue Flood
Protection Berm results in no predicted rises in flood elevations to abutting
neighborhoods or the MBTA stations for any of the six modeling scenarios for both
Phase 2 and 3/4B/5B.

Full Build Mitigation Summary
The Proponent has agreed to return to MEPA prior to Phase 4R to update its climate
change and resiliency evaluation. Although the Project has committed to returning
to MEPA, it has evaluated mitigation strategies that would result in Phase 4R/Full
Build to have no additional flood impacts to abutting properties. One of these
strategies is a proposed additional tide gate and upgrades to the Alfred H. Long
Pump Station. This mitigation alternative will be re-evaluated prior to construction of
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Phase 4R to incorporate important changes in the built environment and updates
based on observed climate change. These changes in the surrounding built
environment may include a regional flood protection barrier that may leave the
proposed additional tide gate and upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station
unwarranted.
The Full Build design is proposing to increase site grades throughout the Project
Site, the mitigation efforts described above including areas of flood storage, are
projected to safeguard floodwaters from being displaced onto abutting properties.
In addition to the mitigation efforts described in Phase 1, 2, and 3, the Project has
committed up to $2.875 million to provide support for future flood mitigation. The
Proponent has determined that upgrades to the existing Alfred H. Long Pump
Station, an additional tide gate at the twin culverts below the existing northern
portion of Suffolk Downs race track, and the implementation of Washburn Avenue
Flood Protection Berm results in no predicted rises in flood elevations or flood
extents to abutting neighborhoods or the MBTA stations for any of the six modeling
scenarios.

Alfred H. Long Pump Station Upgrades
Although the proposed pump station upgrades are conceptual and will be revisited
once the Proponent returns to MEPA prior to Phase 4R, the Proponent has evaluated
improvements to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station.
This conceptual alternative to be revisited includes upgrading the Alfred H. Long
pump station which include increasing its pumping capacity from 300 cubic feet per
second (cfs) to 600 cfs prior to construction of Phase 4R. The existing pump station is
located on Bennington Street in Revere where Sales Creek discharges to Belle Isle
Inlet. The pump station currently pumps water from Sales Creek on the west side of
Bennington Street to Belle Isle Inlet on the east side of Bennington Street. The
existing discharge culvert from the pump station to Belle Isle Inlet is 6.5-feet by 9feet. According to DCR officials the pump station is used approximately 5-6 times
per year.
VHB, B&T, DCR and Hayes Pumps completed a site visit to the Alfred H. Long pump
station on April 26, 2019. Hayes Pumps opined that upgrading the station to 600 cfs
is a feasible within the existing pump station building. The Project team confirmed
that the existing discharge culvert has adequate capacity to discharge 600 cfs
without causing constrictions or decrease in pumping capacity.
DCR requested that the Proponent include floodproofing as part of the upgrades to
the Alfred H. Long Pump Station . The proponent investigated both wet and dry
floodproofing the Alfred H. Long Pump Station and determined that wet flood
proofing is more appropriate for the following reasons:

› Dry floodproofing is aimed at inhibiting water from entering a structure;

therefore, the structure must be suitable for withstanding the hydrostatic and
hydrodynamic loads imposed by flooding. The existing Albert H. Long pump
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station was designed in the early 1980's. Its current design would likely be
insufficient for withstanding the loads imposed by flooding loads;

› Additional cost prohibitive requirements of dry floodproofing include backup
pumping and drainage systems, backflow plumbing systems, egress
requirements, membranes and sealants to reduce seepage; and

› Wet floodproofing will require the implementation of a raised platform/

mezzanine to elevate all key infrastructure above the flood level. The existing
structure will be maintained but will require some upgrades including flood
vents, and sump pumps and/or sealants where necessary.

The Proponent has proposed to share the cost with DCR for the upgrades described
above. DCR will continue to own, operate, and maintain the Alfred H. Long Pump
Station. The upgrades to the pump station will help protect Beachmont, Shirley
Avenue, and other surrounding neighborhoods with or without the Suffolk Downs
Development.

Additional Tide Gate
Similar to the proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Pump Station, the need for an
additional tide gate will be reevaluated when the Project returns to MEPA prior to
Phase 4R. Were the regional berm along Bennington Street to be constructed, the
additional tide gate would not be warranted.
The additional tide gate alternative has been shifted from the twin culverts below
the “lower track culvert”, as proposed during the DEIR submission, to twin culverts
below the “upper track culvert.” This allows the Central Common Park to be utilized
for flood storage and ensures that all tide gate construction / final placement of the
new tide gate will be on the Proponent’s property.
The additional tide gate is expected to become necessary if and when Bennington
Street is overtopped and floodwaters begin to travel upstream via Sales Creek, and
the Project has increased grades as part of Phase 4R. The new tide gate is currently
designed to protect upstream neighborhoods from flooding up to approximately
elevation 18-feet.
The additional tide gate is at a conceptual design level only, however, is expected to
be a top-hinged tide gate to match the directly downstream tide gate along
Bennington Street. The proposed tide gate, located on Suffolk Downs property, if
still warranted after the Phase 4R reevaluation, will be funded by the Proponent. The
Proponent also commits to the maintenance and operation of the proposed tide
gate subject to concurrence from DCR. See Chapter 4, Wetlands and Drainage, for
additional information regarding anticipated required permitting for the proposed
additional tide gate.
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8.5 Site Design Development Process
FEIR modeling began first by implementing the progressed site design and then by
focusing on reducing impacts of flooding on the 20-30 adjacent properties abutting
Washburn Avenue.
Phase 1-Revere modeling took over 40 additional model revisions before selecting a
preferred solution. The iterative process with the Project’s civil engineer, Beals and
Thomas, evaluated many different approaches to reduce flooding, first by
prioritizing on-site mitigation, and eventually turning to off-site mitigation when it
was clear on-site would not be sufficient. Solutions that were investigated include:

›
›
›
›
›

Reducing grades by up to 3-feet throughout Phase 1R to match existing grades;
Modifications to building extents along key flow path regions;
Subsurface storage (floodable garages);
Drainage conduits, culverts, and channels; and
Berm along Washburn Avenue.

After exhausting the alternatives above, it was determined that the proposed
solution to remove the previously modeled impacts at approximately 20 to 30
properties near Washburn Avenue, including Beachmont and Suffolk Downs
Stations, is a protective berm near the southern end of Washburn Avenue (referred
to as the “Washburn Avenue Flood Protection Berm”). The proposed Washburn
Avenue Flood Protection Berm would vary from 2- to 3-feet in height with a
required top elevation of 18-feet Boston City Base. Elevation 18 BCB protects
Washburn Avenue from the 1% annual event coupled with 1.5-feet of sea level rise.
The proposed Washburn Avenue Flood Protection Berm closes a key flow path for
allowing tidal flooding from Belle Isle Inlet to the upper neighborhoods. Under
existing grading conditions, the Suffolk Downs existing barns would convey future
tidal flooding across the property northwest to Sales Creek and the Shirley Avenue
Neighborhood. Existing Condition/No Build model results indicate flooding depths
of up to 3-feet in the Washburn Avenue neighborhood and up to 7-feet in the
Shirley Avenue and Beachmont neighborhoods.
The proposed DEIR Phase 1 grading decreased flooding depths in the Shirley
Avenue and Beachmont neighborhoods, however, it also removed the flow path
through the existing barn area and isolated that flow path to only Washburn Avenue
which resulted in minor increases in flood levels on Washburn Avenue in rare storm
events. The FEIR is proposing to eliminate this flow path along Washburn Avenue.
The implementation of the Washburn Avenue Flood Protection Berm impedes the
tidal flooding from entering the neighborhood (as a sea wall would impede flow
from the ocean) and the tidal water does not have the opportunity to cause isolated
flooding. Instead the tidal water is restricted and remains in the ocean. H&H model
results indicate that all six storm events for Phase 1 have no increases in maximum
water surface elevations to off-site properties.
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The study then began modeling Phase 2 and 3, including the Washburn Avenue
Flood Protection Berm and the progressed site design provided by Beals and
Thomas.
Phase 2 grading includes the development of the Central Common which provides
storage for flooding. Initial modeling results indicated that additional storage was
required beyond the Central Common; the solution the proponent determined is to
excavate the footprint of buildings R-12 and R-14 (which are proposed for Phase 4R
development) and utilize the excavated area as interim flood storage. The addition
of this interim pre-foundation flood storage results in no calculated rises in
maximum flood elevations to abutting neighborhoods or the MBTA stations for any
of the six modeling scenarios.
Phase 3 grading also requires that the Project include the pre-foundation flood
storage for buildings R-12 and R-14 to result in no rises in maximum flood
elevations to abutting neighborhoods or the MBTA stations for any of the six
modeling scenarios.
The final stage of modeling was for the Full Build/Phase 4R which also progressed
since the DEIR submission and was updated accordingly. Although the Project is
committed to returning to MEPA prior to construction of Phase 4R, it did evaluate
alternatives to reduce flooding from a No Build to build condition. Section 8.4.3
provides details on the proposed mitigation and design measures for the Full Build
condition.

8.6 Returning to MEPA
The Proponent has agreed to return to MEPA prior to Phase 4R to update its climate
change and resiliency evaluation. Although the Project has committed to returning
to MEPA, it has evaluated mitigation strategies that would result in Phase 4R to have
no additional flood impacts to abutting properties. One of these strategies is a
proposed additional tide gate and upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station.
This mitigation alternative will be reevaluated prior to construction of Phase 4R to
incorporate important changes in the built environment and updates based on
observed climate change. These changes in the surrounding built environment may
include a regional flood protection barrier that may leave the proposed additional
tide gate and upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station unwarranted.
Phase 4R includes the upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the
additional proposed tide gate and is projected to be constructed in approximately
2036. This study recognizes that many variables will likely change between this FEIR
study and 2036; sea level rise could be more or less than what is currently projected,
or a regional berm may be constructed or underway. These or many other scenarios
could greatly impact the type of mitigation needed for the final phases of this
Project. Final mitigation will be reevaluated when returning to MEPA to best allocate
the mitigation funds available to provide the most significant flood protection for
the area.
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8.7 Resiliency Measures
Resiliency measures including floodable garages, temporary flood barriers,
sheltering in place, building floodproofing, Passive House and Solar PV are
discussed below.

Floodable Garages
Floodable garages will not be included in the design of any phase of the Project as
they are no longer required. The incorporation of the Washburn Avenue Flood
Protection Berm, the upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station, the additional
tide gate in Sales Creek on the Project Site, grading within the Central Common, and
the incorporation of the interim pre-foundation storage at buildings R-12 and R-14
for Phase 2 and 3/4B/5B provide the necessary mitigation to address anticipated
impacts of the Project.

Temporary Flood Barriers
There are several locations in Revere where setting first floor elevations to the
BPDA's recommended elevations is not possible due to Site grading constraints. In
this situations, residential uses will not be placed on the ground floor, and additional
floodproofing measures will be implemented (see Section 8.7.4). As part of a suite of
floodproofing measures, these buildings will be designed with the ability to add
temporary flood barriers to building openings. These barriers would be stored onsite and on-site staff would be trained in the deployment of such temporary flood
barriers. Temporary flood barriers would not likely be needed until at least 2050. At
this stage in design, operational procedures for deploying temporary flood barriers
have not yet been determined.

Approach to Shelter in Place
Floods are the most common natural disaster in the United States. Flooding events
can affect entire communities and multiple geographic regions. Because flood
impacts are experienced collectively, the public and private sectors, as well as
individuals and families, must all play specific roles in preparing for such situations.
The Project will be designed to support these roles as described below.
Depending on the anticipated impacts and severity of the storm, the responsible
authority will declare an evacuation and/or shelter-in-place. Shelter-in-place is
appropriate when conditions require that individuals seek protection in their homes,
places of employment, or other locations when a hazard or threat is imminent or
occurring. It does not necessarily mean staying put and could in fact mean gathering
in a designated shelter-in-place area.
The most crucial attributes of a shelter-in-place location in the event of a flood are
that it is located above the flood waters and that it has emergency power to sustain
life/safety systems and equipment. The Project will support shelter-in-place
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responses by elevating all buildings above the current 100-year floodplain and
setting first floor elevations for the majority of structures above the projected 2070
flood elevation. All buildings will be equipped to provide emergency backup power,
and all residential buildings will incorporate operable windows to aid in cooling in
the absence of operable air conditioning. In addition, single family homes and
townhomes will be designed to Passive House or E+ standards with tight building
envelopes, allowing their occupants to shelter in place longer without HVAC longer
than other homes in the adjacent neighborhoods. The roadway network has been
designed so that every building has an egress route out of the Site or is accessible to
emergency vehicles during major storm events. As a mixed-use development, the
Project will have retail outlets (e.g. grocery and convenience stores) on-site, keeping
emergency supplies close at hand.
According to FEMA, individuals and families should be responsible for developing
shelter-in-place and evacuation plans and ensuring their readiness for both
protective actions. Such plans would include, at a minimum, creating an emergency
kit (including medication), stockpiling food, and securing drinking and toilet-flushing
water. FEMA notes that employers are responsible for safeguarding their employees
by preparing, planning, and coordinating evacuation and shelter-in-place protective
actions in case of threats or hazards. Private sector facilities should have similar
provisions as individuals and families for shelter-in-place; however, these provisions
will be on a larger scale and should accommodate goods and equipment.
For evacuations, the local city or town governments are responsible for issuing
evacuation orders, managing traffic flow, identifying evacuation routes, and
identifying shelters for citizens. The Project Site is located in Hurricane Evacuation
Zone A. Bennington Street and McClellen Highway are both identified by the City of
Boston as emergency evacuation routes.

Additional Floodproofing Measures
The first floor elevations (FFEs) for all buildings will be set, or floodproofed, at a
minimum of 1-foot above the effective FEMA Base Flood Elevation (BFE) with the
majority of the buildings meeting the BPDA recommended SLR-DFE. However, there
are six buildings in Revere that may have part or all of their first floors set at an
elevation below the BPDA’s recommended SLR-DFE including R01, R05 (R05A), R07,
R08, R14, and RB01. These buildings have frontage on Winthrop Avenue and
Tomasello Drive where some of the lowest existing roadway elevations on the Site
can be found (between 14.0 and 15.0 feet BCB). Winthrop Avenue is an existing
major roadway and as part of the Project there will be several new connections to it
for vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle access. Tomasello Drive is also an existing
roadway and provides access to the Shops at Suffolk Downs shopping plaza.
In order to facilitate access to these existing roadways, the primary FFE of these six
buildings will be set at 18.5 feet BCB, with limited sections (e.g. retail, lobbies), set
lower to improve the transition to Winthrop Avenue and Tomasello Drive. In these
limited sections, floodproofing will be provided up to a minimum of 1-foot above
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the effective FEMA BFE. In addition, no residential spaces will be located on the first
floor. As the design of these individual buildings progresses, appropriate flood
protection measures will be selected and specified. Such measures may include
specifying dry floodproofing materials and raising mechanicals up to higher
elevations, where feasible; designing with the ability to add temporary flood barriers
to building openings; and/or waterproofing utility connection points.
Model results do indicate that under a 4.2-feet of SLR, 100-year tide event, these six
buildings will be subject to floodwaters. These six buildings will be designed to allow
for additional installation of future floodproofing measures if 4.2-feet of SLR occurs.
4.2-feet of SLR will cause major flooding (both daily and during extreme events) in
Revere and Boston. If 4.2-feet of SLR is to occur Revere and Boston will need
regional flood protection infrastructure to protect against daily tidal flooding. Given
the likelihood of regional flood protection measures under this SLR scenario, and the
current regional planning of a potential district-scale flood protection measure,
additional floodproofing may not be required but the buildings will allow for
additional floodproofing measures.

Passive House Design and Solar PV
A full evaluation and analysis of Passive House design and solar PV analysis has been
provided in Chapter 9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment (please refer to
Sections 9.2.3 and 9.2.5). Passive House design is a performance-based certification
scheme based on an ultra-low energy design. The certification scheme sets
maximum thresholds for source energy use, air infiltration rate, and space
conditioning criteria for annual heating and cooling demand and peak heating and
cooling demand. To achieve Passive House performance, the building envelope
typically outperforms the prescriptive energy code values for window to wall ratio,
air infiltration rate and insulation value (U-value) for walls, roof, slab and
windows/glazing. As a result of a very high-performance building envelope, the
building has significantly lower heating and cooling needs and is therefore less
reliant on mechanical systems to maintain interior thermal comfort. An additional
benefit of a Passive House building envelope is that the building is more resilient in
the event of a power outage as there is less heating loss or gain through the
building envelope.
On-site solar PV systems produce electricity at the building to help offset the need
for grid supplied electricity and to produce carbon-free electricity and offset GHG
emissions. However, as a standalone system, they are not a resiliency strategy. This is
because standard UL1741 requires that the PV system disconnects at the inverter, i.e.
shuts down the system, if there is an electricity grid outage. This is a requirement set
by the utility company as part of the interconnection agreement. Solar PV systems
are most effective and practical as a resiliency strategy when combined with an
energy storage (e.g. battery) system. The energy storage system allows the electricity
produced by the solar PV system to be stored by the battery system. The electricity
is then available to be dispatched at any time of day should there be an electricity
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outage. Should battery storage systems become a practicable alternative, the
Proponent will consider designing PV systems to be islandable to improve the
Project’s resilience during power outages.

8.8 Roughans Point Coastal Flood Damage Reduction Project
The Roughans Point Coastal Flood Damage Reduction Project (also known as the
Roughans Point Flood Protection Project) was constructed by the United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in the early to mid-1970s and then expanded
upon in the late-1990s. The project was built by the USACE however is co-owned,
operated, and maintained by DCR and the City of Revere. DCR preforms the day-today operation of the pump station the Flood Protection Project. The flood protection
project includes 3,200-feet of stone revetment, 2,100-feet of seawall, interior
drainage, sluice gate along Washburn Avenue (to isolate the internal drainage from
Sales Creek), and a stormwater pumping station.
The proponent met with both DCR and the City of Revere to gain an understanding
of the flood protection project and its operation and the City provided the
Proponent with the Operation and Maintenance Manual and record plans. The
Proponent used this manual to understand the pump operation and confirmed the
operation with DCR. The resiliency model has been expanded and the pump station
has been added to account for the Roughans Point pump station within the
resiliency model. The FEIR modeling and results are inclusive of the Roughans Point
pump station is maintained throughout all six modeling scenarios described above.
The flood protection project also includes a sluice gate at the northern end of
Washburn Avenue that hydraulically restricts the low-lying Beachmont
neighborhood from the backwater effects of Sales Creek. The City of Revere noted
that the sluice gate is maintained and tested.
The proponent modeled all six storm events with the sluice gate on Washburn
Avenue both open and closed. Results indicated no increase in maximum flood
elevations and extents in any of the study areas, or in the neighborhoods protected
by the Roughans Point Flood Protection Project.

8.9 Existing Sales Creek Tide Gate
Sales Creek is currently regulated by an existing tide gate owned and maintained by
DCR located on the culvert below Bennington Street where Sales Creek outlets to
Belle Isle Inlet. The existing tide gate is a top-hinged tide gate that does not allow
any tidal flow into Sales Creek. Comments were received by the Environmental
Protection Agency and Division of Marine Fisheries requesting the Proponent
investigate restoring tidal flushing to Sales Creek. Restoring tidal flushing to Sales
Creek would require modification to the existing Bennington Street Tide gate that is
owned and operated by DCR.
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The Proponent approached the tide gate owner (DCR) and the City of Revere to
inquire about replacing the Bennington Street tide gate with a self-regulating tide
gate. Both DCR and City of Revere noted past experiences where a self-regulating
tide gate either failed or clogged and did not provide the adequate flood protection
when needed. Both DCR and the City of Revere are strongly supportive of
maintaining to existing top-hinged tide gate, rather than replacing with a selfregulating tide gate given the critical flood protection it provides to over 1,000
upstream low-lying properties

8.10 Conceptual Bennington Street Regional Protection Berm
East Boston and Revere have several low-lying neighborhoods that will be subject to
both daily tidal and extreme event flooding due to climate change. These climate
change impacts will occur with or without the Project. In fact, model results indicate
the Project will lessen these impacts but will not eliminate flooding in these lowlying neighborhoods.
The City of Boston and the City of Revere and this study have identified that a
regional protective berm along Bennington Street has the potential to provide
significant flood protection to these low-lying areas. Figure 8.11 shows the potential
location for a barrier. The barrier is conceptual only however it is expected this
would be completed in conjunction with a reconstruction and narrowing of
Bennington Street to provide the adequate space to construct a barrier. The barrier
would be expected to be a combination of earthern berm and retaining wall system.
The Proponent has committed to completing a feasibility study of the Bennington
Street Berm prior to Phase 2 construction to evaluate engineering and
environmental considerations of the barrier.

8.11 Consistency with State Hazard Mitigation and Climate
Adaptation Plan
The 2018 State Hazard Mitigation and Climate Adaptation Plan (SHMCAP) updates
the 2013 Massachusetts State Hazard Mitigation Plan and fulfills the requirements
for the Executive Order 569 climate adaptation plan. The SHMCAP integrates
information and planning elements for 14 natural hazards that could affect the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, accounting for projected changes in precipitation,
temperature, sea level rise, and extreme weather events to position the
Commonwealth to effectively reduce the risks associated with natural hazards and
the effects of climate change. The plan’s strategy outlines initial actions for state
agencies to lead by example and to begin to tackle challenges to risk reduction in a
coordinated and forward-looking way.
While the SHMCAP does not provide recommendations specifically for private real
estate development projects, the Project employs a number of actions that are
similar to those identified in this plan, including:
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› Utilizes available climate change projections and risk assessment data to assess
site vulnerabilities;

› Incorporates hazard and climate change vulnerability into master planning and
facilities management functions; and

› Expands and improves the accuracy of the Boston Harbor Flood Risk Model by
coupling it with a site-specific model for the Sales Creek Watershed.
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Full Build

No Build

Flooding decreases
by at least 0.5-ft

Interior Track
Bank
overtopping
Pump station is
pumping from Sales
Creek to Belle Isle
Inlet

Phase 1

Current Sea Levels - 100-Year Rainfall - Normal Tide: Incoming Flooding
Time Step: 12 hours and 30 minutes; At the peak tide (stage hydrograph below) and at the
peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 10.9-ft BCB
General Condition: The 100-year rainfall is driving the flooding for this scenario. The low
lying neighborhoods in Revere experience riverine flooding associated with Sales Creek due
to the rainfall. The neighborhoods cannot drain as quickly as Sales Creek fills with
stormwater from the surrounding watershed. From this point in the storm and onward, the
tide is falling and allows the stormwater to drain from Sales Creek to Belle Isle Inlet.
Flooding in upstream
No Build: Incoming flooding conditions are beginning to see over-topping of the banks
neighborhood
in Sales Creek within the interior track of Suffolk Downs. The wetland to the west of
decreases by at least Bennington Street experiences minor flooding at this point in the storm event.
Proposed
0.2-ft compared to
Tide Gate
Phase 1: All Phase 1 work is located outside of flood extents and therefore we see no
No Build conditions
difference as compared to no build.
Phase 2: Development of Phase 2 begins to fill near Sales Creek and the twin culverts below
the northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting a portion of Sales
Creek. The interim pre-foundation and the Central Common flood storage are installed and
the rainfall flooding from Sales Creek begins to flood the storage areas as it moves
downstream.
Upgrade pump
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
station from
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
300cfs to 600cfs
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades reduce flood
levels throughout Sales Creek.
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Proposed
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overtopping

Pump station is
pumping
from Sales
Creek to Belle
Isle Inlet

Phase 1

Upgrade pump
station from
300cfs to 600cfs

Phase 2

Construction of Washburn
Avenue Berm prior to
completion of Phase 1

Central Common
used as flood
storage

Flooding in upstream
neighborhood
decreases by at least
0.6-ft compared to No
Build conditions

Current Sea Levels - 100-Year Rainfall - Normal Tide: Max Flooding
Time Step: 14 hours and 12 minutes; Just after the peak tide (stage hydrograph below)
and just after the peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 9.3-ft BCB
General Condition: The 100-year rainfall is driving the flooding for this scenario. The
neighborhoods in Revere have flooded from the rainfall and cannot drain as quickly as
Sales Creek fills with stormwater from the surrounding watershed. The upstream
neighborhoods in Revere continue to rise after the rainfall intensity has decreased as flow
is restricted by the culvert under Winthrop Ave.
No Build: Sales Creek sees over-topping within the interior track of Suffolk Downs. The
wetland to the west of Bennington Street has flooded; the pump station is working to
pump from upstream of Bennington Street to Belle Isle Inlet.
Phase 1: Development does not impact any areas that have flooding under no build
conditions and therefore we see no difference as compared to no build.
Phase 2: Development begins to fill near Sales Creek and the twin culverts below the
northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting a portion of Sales Creek.
The interim pre-foundation and the Central Common flood storage are installed and the
rainfall flooding from Sales Creek floods the storage areas as it moves downstream
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades reduce flood
levels throughout Sales Creek. This allow the Sales Creek and the upstream neighborhoods
of Revere to drain quicker in comparison to No Build conditions.
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No Build conditions
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Upgrade pump
station from
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Phase 1

Phase 2

Construction of Washburn
Avenue Berm prior to
completion of Phase 1

Central Common
can be used as
flood storage

Current Sea Levels - 100-Year Rainfall - Normal Tide: Receding Flooding
Time Step: 16 hours and 30 minutes; After the peak tide (stage hydrograph below) and after
the peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 4.3-ft BCB
General Condition: The 100-year rainfall is driving the flooding for this scenario. The
neighborhoods in Revere have flooded from the rainfall and cannot drain as quickly as
Sales Creek fills with stormwater from the surrounding watershed. The upstream
neighborhoods in Revere drain slowly as flow is restricted by the culvert under Winthrop
Ave.
No Build: Sales Creek is draining via gravity as the tide is lower than the elevations in Sales
Creek. The Revere Neighborhood is slowly draining.
Phase 1: Development fill does not impact any areas that have flooding under no build
conditions and therefore we see no difference as compared to no build.
Phase 2: Development begins to fill near Sales Creek and the twin culverts below the
northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting a portion of Sales Creek.
The interim pre-foundation and the Central Common flood storage are installed and the
rainfall flooding from Sales Creek floods the storage areas as it moves downstream resulting
in the upstream neighborhoods seeing a 0.3-ft reduction in flooding.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in the upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades reduce
flood levels throughout Sales Creek and in the wetland west Bennington Street. The
upgrades to the pump station allow the Sales Creek and the upstream neighborhoods of
Revere to drain quicker in comparison to No Build conditions.
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Current Sea Levels - No Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Incoming Flooding
Time Step: 12 hours and 33 minutes; At the peak tide (stage hydrograph below); There is
no rainfall for this scenario.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 16.1-ft BCB
General Condition: Flood waters have begun to overtop the field near the Beachmont
School (Fredericks Park) at approximately elevation 14-ft BCB and travel along the Veteran
of Foreign Wars (VFW) property and across Bennington Street at both the Alfred H. Long
Pump Station and the Beachmont School. Floodwaters that overtop Bennington Street are
beginning to fill the low-lying wetland area abutting the western edge of Bennington
Street; at this time step these two areas have not yet equalized to ocean levels.
No Build: The wetland to the west of Bennington Street is beginning to flood. Tide waters
flowing upstream in Sales Creek are restricted by the MBTA culverts.
Phase 1: All proposed work is located outside the flood extents. No change over No Build.
Phase 2: Development begins to fill near Sales Creek and the twin culverts below the
northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting part of Sales Creek. The
interim pre-foundation and the Central Common flood storage are installed. Tidal flood
waters flowing upstream in Sales Creek begin to use the interim pre-foundation flood
storage.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the
proposed tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades
reduce flood levels throughout Sales Creek.
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overtopping.
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flood storage

Upgrade pump
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pumping from
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Phase 1

No change. Flooding
here is based on the
tide elevation.

Phase 2

Construction of Washburn
Avenue Berm prior to
completion of Phase 1

Central Common
used as flood
storage

Current Sea Level - No Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Max Flooding
Time Step: 13 hours and 27 minutes; After the peak tide (stage hydrograph below); There
is no rainfall for this scenario.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 15.0-ft BCB
General Condition: Tidal waters have flooded the field near the Beachmont School
(Fredericks Park), the Veteran of Foreign Wars (VFW) property, and Bennington Street at
both the Alfred H. Long Pump Station and the Beachmont School. Floodwaters are now
beginning to drain as the tide recedes, flowing back to Belle Isle Inlet .
No Build: The tide is still over-topping Bennington Street (and the existing tide gate) and
floodwaters move up Sales Creek causing flooding within the interior track and in the
upstream neighborhoods in Revere.
Phase 1: All proposed work is outside of the flood extents, therefore we see no difference
except that the flooding in the interior track can now utilize the newly constructed Central
Commons flood storage.
Phase 2: Development begins to fill near Sales Creek and the twin culverts below the
northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting part of Sales Creek. The
interim pre-foundation is installed and the Central Common flood storage is expanded. The
tidal waters flowing upstream in Sales Creek is utilizing the interim storage areas and
reducing flood levels upstream.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce flood
levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the
proposed tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station
upgrades reduce flood levels throughout Sales Creek and upstream neighborhoods.
The proposed tide gate blocks tidal flood waters from moving upstream, reducing the
water surface elevation upstream of the gate and in the upstream neighborhoods of
Revere. Water surface elevations downstream of the Winthrop Avenue culvert
decreased by 6.5-ft from No Build to Full Build conditions.
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Full Build

No Build

Shirley Avenue
neighborhood is no
longer flooding
Proposed
Tide Gate

Interior Track
ponds and drain
downstream

Pump station is
pumping from
Sales Creek to
Belle Isle Inlet

Current Sea Level - No Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Receding Flooding
Time Step: 15 hours and 45 minutes; Approaching low tide (stage hydrograph below);
There is no rainfall for this scenario.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 9.0-ft BCB
General Condition: Tidal waters are continuing to drain from the field near the Beachmont
School (Fredericks Park), the Veteran of Foreign Wars (VFW) property, and Bennington
Street at both the Alfred H. Long Pump Station and the Beachmont School. The tidal water
which had caused Sales Creek to flood, is draining from the upstream neighborhoods in
Revere, through each culvert, until reaching Belle Isle Inlet.
No Build: Tidal flood drain from Sales Creek to Belle Isle Inlet.
Phase 1: All proposed work is located outside of the flood extents. No change from No
build.
Phase 2: The interim pre-foundation and the Central Common flood storage had been
utilized during max tidal flooding and are now draining as the tide recedes.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods; flowpaths remain the same as Phase 2.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades reduce flood
levels throughout Sales Creek and the upstream neighborhoods. The proposed tide gate
blocks tidal flood water from moving upstream, eliminating flooding of the upstream
neighborhoods in Revere. Water surface elevations downstream of the Winthrop Avenue
culvert decreased by over 6.5-ft from No Build to Full Build conditions.
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Proposed
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station from
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Pump station is
pumping from
Sales Creek to
Belle Isle Inlet

Phase 1

Phase 2

Construction of Washburn
Avenue Berm prior to
completion of Phase 1

Central Common
can be used as
flood storage

1.5-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - Normal Tide: Incoming Flooding
Time Step: 12 hours and 21 minutes; At peak tide (stage hydrograph below) and at the
peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 12.3-ft BCB
General Condition: The 100-year rainfall is controlling the flow within Sales Creek which
is draining towards Belle Isle Inlet. The rainfall is beginning to cause flooding in the
upstream neighborhoods in Revere.
No Build: Flooding is beginning in the low lying neighborhoods in Revere. The Alfred H.
Long pump station is pumping from downstream of the MBTA culvert to Belle Isle Inlet and
keeping up with the runoff.
Phase 1: All Phase 1 work is located outside of flood extents and therefore we see no
difference as compared to no build.
Phase 2: Development of Phase 2 begins to fill near Sales Creek and the twin culverts
below the northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting part of Sales
Creek. The interim pre-foundation flood storage is installed. Stormwater runoff from the
Sales Creek watershed floods begins to utilize the interim flood storage area as it moves
towards the pump station.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades reduce
flood levels throughout Sales Creek by about 1.4-ft compared to all other phases,
removing the need for the pre-foundation storage.
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Full Build

No Build

Pump station is
pumping from
Sales Creek to
Belle Isle Inlet

Phase 1

1.5-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - Normal Tide: Max Flooding
Time Step: 13 hours and 30 minutes; Just after the peak tide (stage hydrograph below)
and just after the peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 11.8-ft BCB
General Condition: The 100-year rainfall is controlling the flow within Sales Creek which is
draining towards Belle Isle Inlet. The stormwater runoff is causing flooding in the upstream
low lying neighborhoods in Revere, as the area cannot drain as quickly as Sales Creek fills
with stormwater from the surrounding watershed.
Flooding in upstream No Build: The Alfred H. Long pump station is pumping from the lagoon to Belle Isle Inlet
neighborhood
in effort to allow for more storage in Sales Creek. The low lying neighborhoods in Revere
decreases by at least
are experiencing flooding.
Proposed 0.3-ft compared to No Phase 1: All Phase 1 work is located outside of flood extents and therefore we see no
Tide Gate Build conditions
difference as compared to no build.
Phase 2: Development of Phase 2 begins to fill near Sales Creek and the twin culverts below
the northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting part of Sales Creek. The
interim pre-foundation flood storage is installed. Stormwater runoff from the Sales Creek
watershed floods the interim flood storage areas as it moves downstream towards the
pump station reducing flood levels over the no-build condition.
Upgrade pump
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
station from
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
300cfs to 600cfs
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades reduce flood
levels throughout Sales Creek by about 2.5-ft compared to all other phases, removing the
need for the pre-foundation storage.
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Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts

Full Build

No Build
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Tide Gate

Upgrade pump
station from
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Pump station is
pumping from
Sales Creek to
Belle Isle Inlet

Phase 1

Phase 2
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completion of Phase 1

Central Common
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flood storage

Flooding in
upstream
neighborhood
decreases by at
least 1.2-ft.

1.5-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - Normal Tide: Receding Flooding
Time Step: 16 hours and 15 minutes; This is approaching low tide (stage hydrograph
below) and as the rainfall intensity is decreasing
Tide Elevation (at time step): 6.3-ft BCB
General Condition: The 100-year rainfall and stormwater runoff is controlling the water
surface levels within Sales Creek which is draining towards Belle Isle Inlet. The runoff is
causing flooding in the upstream low lying neighborhoods in Revere, as the area cannot
drain as quickly as Sales Creek fills with stormwater from the surrounding watershed.
No Build: Low lying neighborhoods in Revere are still experiencing flooding.
Phase 1: Development of Phase 1 does not impact any areas that have flooding under no
build conditions and therefore we see no difference as compared to no build.
Phase 2: Development of Phase 2 begins to fill near Sales Creek and the twin culverts
below the northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting part of Sales
Creek. The interim pre-foundation flood storage is installed. Stormwater runoff from the
Sales Creek watershed floods the interim flood storage areas as it moves downstream
towards the pump station reducing flood levels over the no-build condition.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the
proposed tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades
reduce flood levels throughout Sales Creek. This allow the Sales Creek and the upstream
neighborhoods of Revere to drain quicker in comparison to No Build conditions.
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Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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1.5-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Incoming Flooding
Time Step: 11 hours and 42 minutes; Just before the peak tide (stage hydrograph below)
and just before the peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 16.8-ft BCB
General Condition: Flood waters have begun to overtop the field near the Beachmont
School (Fredericks Park) at approximately elevation 14-ft BCB and travel along the Veteran
of Foreign Wars (VFW) property and across Bennington Street at both the Alfred H. Long
Pump Station and the Beachmont School. Floodwaters that overtop Bennington Street are
beginning to fill the low-lying wetland area abutting the western edge of Bennington
Street; at this time step these two areas have not yet equalized to ocean levels. The MBTA
culverts are limiting the amount of tidal flood waters that flow upstream.
No Build: Flooding within Sales Creek is being controlled by the incoming tide which is
flowing towards the upstream low lying neighborhoods in Revere. Sales Creek is beginning
to over-top its banks within the interior track of Suffolk Downs. The culvert restriction
under Winthrop Avenue is limiting the tidal flow into the upstream Revere neighborhood.
Phase 1: The Washburn Avenue Berm installed at the south end of Washburn Avenue is
acting as a sea wall and removing the flow path that had previously allowed flooding into
the Washburn Ave neighborhood. The berm does not generally change the flow paths or
velocities within Sales Creek, as the MBTA culverts are limiting the amount of tidal flow
upstream.
Phase 2: The twin culverts below the northern portion of the existing track are shortened,
daylighting a portion of Sales Creek. Interim pre-foundation flood storage below future
R-12/R-14 buildings is created. This pre-foundation flood storage stores tidal waters that
would have otherwise flowed upstream into the Revere neighborhoods.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed tide
gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades reduce flood
levels throughout Sales Creek. The additional tide gate limits tidal flow into upstream
neighborhoods in Revere. The floodable space in Central Commons is being to be utilized.
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Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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1.5-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Max Flooding
Time Step: 13 hours and 30 minutes; This is just after the peak tide (stage hydrograph
below) and just after the peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 16.3-ft BCB
General Condition: Tide elevations are beginning to recede, however, Bennington Street is
still being over-topped by approximately 3-ft and therefore Sales Creek is still flowing
north toward the Revere neighborhoods. The Revere neighborhoods are continuing to rise
due to the watershed runoff and high tide.
No Build: Sales Creek is over-topping its banks within the interior track of Suffolk Downs.
Bennington Street is flooding from the tide and tidal flood waters are flowing down
Washburn and Winthrop Ave, and through the horse barns. A majority of the inner track,
the existing barns, and parking lots are flooding.
Phase 1: The Washburn Avenue berm installed at the south end of Washburn Avenue is
acting as a sea wall, removing the flow path that had previously allowed flooding along
the Washburn neighborhood and what is now developed as Phase 1R. The additional
storage in the inner track in conjunction with the berm reduces flood level on-site and in
the upstream neighborhoods.
Phase 2: The twin culverts below the northern portion of the existing track are shortened,
daylighting a portion of Sales Creek. The interim pre-foundation flood storage is created.
This additional storage reduces the over all flood level near the Winthrop Avenue culvert,
however flow towards the Shirley Avenue and other Revere neighborhood continues.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. The additional tide gate and pump
capacity further reduces flooding in the upstream Revere neighborhoods and allows Sales
Creek to flow south towards the proposed tide gate. The Central Common Park is used as
flood storage downstream of the tide gate.
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Note: Flood extents are conservatively shown and in some areas indicate flooding at proposed buildings where the building is set above the flood elevation. For example all buildings
abutting the Central Common will be set at a minimum Finished Floor Elevation (FFE) of 20.5 BCB, and these maximum flood elevations are calculated to be (in this event) 17.4± BCB in
the Central Common. There are also six buildings in Revere not meeting the BPDA recommendations for FFE due to site constraints of providing access to existing roadways. These six
buildings have a minimum primary FFE of 18.5, and are located above the calculated maximum flood elevation (in this event) of 15.6± BCB in these locations. See Chapter 8 - Section 8.7.

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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Phase 1
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Phase 2
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completion of Phase 1

Central Common
used as flood
storage

1.5-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Receding Flooding
Time Step: 16 hours and 45 minutes; The rainfall intensity is decreasing and the ocean level
is nearing low tide (stage hydrograph below)
Tide Elevation (at time step): 7.2-ft BCB
General Condition: Flood waters are receding through the fields near the Beachmont
School (Fredericks Park) Veteran of Foreign Wars (VFW) property or down Bennington
Street and into the wetland to the west, and back into Sales Creek. The flooding in the
Revere neighborhoods to the north is restricted from draining any faster due to the
Winthrop Avenue culvert (which under other scenarios, limits the tidal flow into the
upstream Revere neighborhood)
No Build: Areas that were inundated with flood waters are now draining, roadways are
used as flow paths for water to return to Sales Creek so that it may drain back to Belle Isle
Inlet. The upstream neighborhoods have a prolonged flooding period as flood waters need
to drain through a culvert under Winthrop Ave.
Phase 1: The Washburn Avenue Berm is installed at the south end of Washburn Avenue,
acting as a sea wall. This prevents a significant volume of ocean water from traveling
upstream so there is much less water that needs to drain as compared to no build
conditions.
Phase 2: Interim pre-foundation flood storage is created, which reduces the overall flood
levels within Sales Creek.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. The pump station upgrades reduce
flood levels throughout Sales Creek and upstream neighborhoods.
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Note: Flood extents are conservatively shown and in some areas indicate flooding at proposed buildings where the building is set above the flood elevation. For example all buildings
abutting the Central Common will be set at a minimum Finished Floor Elevation (FFE) of 20.5 BCB, and these maximum flood elevations are calculated to be (in this event) 17.4± BCB in
the Central Common. There are also six buildings in Revere not meeting the BPDA recommendations for FFE due to site constraints of providing access to existing roadways. These six
buildings have a minimum primary FFE of 18.5, and are located above the calculated maximum flood elevation (in this event) of 15.6± BCB in these locations. See Chapter 8 - Section 8.7.

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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No Build

Proposed
Tide Gate
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overtopping

No change. Flooding
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watershed runoff.

Upgrade pump
station from
300cfs to 600cfs

4.2-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - Normal Tide: Incoming Flooding
Time Step: 12 hours and 12 minutes; Just before the peak tide (stage hydrograph below)
and just before the peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 14.9-ft BCB
General Condition: Flood waters have begun to overtop the field near the Beachmont
School (Fredericks Park) at approximately elevation 14-ft BCB and travel along the Veteran
of Foreign Wars (VFW) property and are also over-topping Bennington Street at the Alfred
H. Long pump station by approximately by 0.2-ft, entering Sales Creek. Sales Creek flow is
controlled by the stormwater of the 100-year rainfall, flowing south towards Belle Isle Inlet,
and flowing east into the Revere neighborhoods to the north.
No Build: Sales Creek is beginning to over-top the banks within the interior track of
Suffolk Downs. The pump station is pumping rainfall/stormwater from the Sales Creek
watershed from the lagoon to Belle Isle Inlet, resulting in water surface elevations of about
8.8-ft within Sales Creek.
Phase 1: All proposed Phase 1 work is outside of the flood extents. No change from Nobuild.
Phase 2: Development of Phase 2 begins along Sales Creek and the twin culverts below the
northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting a portion of Sales Creek.
The interim pre- foundation flood storage is installed and stormwater from the Sales Creek
watershed floods the storage area as it flows towards the pump station.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. The pump station upgrades reduce
flood levels throughout Sales Creek by about 1.4-ft compared to all other phases, removing
the need for the pre-foundation storage.

No change. Flooding
here is based on the
tide elevation.

Phase 1

Phase 2

Construction of Washburn
Avenue Berm prior to
completion of Phase 1

Central Common
used as flood
storage

Phase 3

Interim
Pre-Foundation
Flood Storage

Central Common
used as flood
storage

Daylighting
culverts

Interim
Pre-Foundation
Flood Storage

Central Common
used as flood
storage

Water
Surface
Elevation
(Ft-BCB)

Hydrograph

Figure 8.6.1
Flow Paths

Phase Interim Storage

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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4.2-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - Normal Tide: Max Flooding
Time Step: 14 hours and 0 minutes; Just after the peak tide (stage hydrograph below) and
the peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 13.8-ft BCB
General Condition: This time step occurs just as the water surface elevations on site reach
their peak. The tidal elevations have caused flooding to the Beachmont School (Fredericks
Park) fields and are causing Bennington Street at the Alfred H. Long pump station to be
over-topped by approximately by 0.4-ft. Sales Creek is flowing south towards Belle Isle Inlet,
flood levels are controlled by the stormwater runoff from the 100-year rainfall.
No Build: Sales Creek is experiencing over-topping of the banks within the interior track of
Suffolk Downs and flooding into the on-site pond. The pump station is pumping
rainfall/stormwater runoff from the Sales Creek watershed to Belle Isle Inlet, resulting in
water surface elevations of about 12.1-ft within Sales Creek, which is lower that the tide
level.
Phase 1: All Phase 1 work is located outside of flood extents and therefore we see no
difference as compared to no build.
Phase 2: Development begins to alter grading near Sales Creek and the twin culverts
below the northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting a portion of
Sales Creek. The interim pre-foundation flood storage is installed and stormwater runoff
from the Sales Creek watershed floods the storage area as it moves towards the pump
station helping to reduce overall flood levels in Sales Creek.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. The pump station upgrades reduce
flood levels throughout Sales Creek by about 2.1-ft compared to all other phases, removing
the need for the pre-foundation storage.
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Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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4.2-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - Normal Tide: Receding Flooding
Time Step: 17 hours and 30 minutes; This is 5.5 hours after the peak tide and rainfall
intensity (stage hydrograph below).
Tide Elevation (at time step): 6.3-ft BCB
General Condition: The tidal flood water that had over-topped Bennington Street and the
stormwater runoff is now draining south within Sales Creek towards Belle Isle Inlet. The
flood water is draining from north to south from the northern Revere neighborhoods to
Sales Creek.
No Build: Floodwaters are draining from Sales Creek, north to south.
Phase 1: All Phase 1 work is located outside of flood extents and therefore we see no
difference as compared to no build.
Phase 2: Development begins to alter grading near Sales Creek and the twin culverts
below the northern portion of the existing track are shortened, daylighting part of Sales
Creek. The interim pre-foundation flood storage is installed and stormwater from the Sales
Creek watershed floods the storage area as it moves towards the pump station.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce
flood levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to the Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed
tide gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades reduce flood
levels throughout Sales Creek by about 1.5-ft compared to the no-build conditions.
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Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts

4.2-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Incoming Flooding
Time Step: 10 hours and 42 minutes; This is before the peak tide (stage hydrograph
below) and before the peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 16.9-ft BCB
General Condition: Tidal flood waters from Belle Isle Inlet and Chelsea Creek are cresting
over Bennington Street and RT 1A, respectively, and tidal flow is entering Sales Creek.
Flood levels within Sales Creek have not yet equalized to the ocean levels. The tide is at
elevation 16.9-ft BCB which inundates the Beachmont, Bennington Street, the MBTA
tracks and is currently building up against the embankment of the existing track.
No Build: Tidal waters are flowing up Sales Creek and are beginning to flood the inner
track and move upstream towards the Revere neighborhoods.
Phase 1: The Washburn Avenue Berm installed at the south end of Washburn Avenue is
acting as a sea wall with a top elevation of 18-ft, holding the tide from entering the
Washburn neighborhood at this point in the storm.
Phase 2: The twin culverts below the northern portion of the existing track are shortened,
daylighting a portion of Sales Creek. The interim pre-foundation and the Central Common
flood storage is installed. The additional flood storage reduces the water surface elevation
in Sales Creek, however, all areas near Belle Isle Inlet are inundated and the tide is flowing
upstream within Sales Creek.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce flood
levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed tide
.
gate within
Suffolk Downs property are installed. Pump station upgrades reduce flood
levels throughout Sales Creek. The additional tide gate limits tidal flow into upstream
neighborhoods in Revere.
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Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts

4.2-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Max Flooding
Time Step: 13 hours and 15 minutes; This is just after the peak tide (stage hydrograph
below) and the peak rainfall intensity.
Tide Elevation (at time step): 19.4-ft BCB
General Condition: Flooding tidal waters have equalized from Belle Isle Inlet to Chelsea
Creek and are inundating a majority of the study area.
No Build: The entire site and surrounding neighborhoods are experiencing significant
flooding.
Phase 1: Development elevates parts of the Project Site out of the tidal flooding; because
the tide has equalized from Belle Isle to Chelsea Creek, flooding is not worsened elsewhere.
Areas below the tide are flooding and areas above the tide do not.
Phase 2: Development elevates more of the Project Site out of the tidal flooding; because
the tide has equalized from Belle Isle to Chelsea Creek, flooding is not worsened elsewhere.
Areas below the tide are flooding and areas above the tide do not.
Phase 3: Development elevates more of the Project Site out of the tidal flooding; because
the tide has equalized from Belle Isle to Chelsea Creek, flooding is not worsened elsewhere.
Areas below the tide are flooding and areas above the tide do not.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed tide
gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Significant flooding is still being
experienced, but not worsened by the project. Potential mitigation for this would be a
regional protection barrier.
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Model results do indicate that under a 4.2-feet of SLR, 100-year tide event, six buildings in Revere will be subject to floodwaters. These six buildings will be designed
to allow for additional installation of future floodproofing measures if 4.2-feet of SLR occurs. 4.2-feet of SLR will cause major flooding (both daily and during extreme
events) in Revere and Boston. If 4.2-feet of SLR is to occur Revere and Boston will need regional flood protection infrastructure to protect against daily tidal flooding.
Given the likelihood of regional flood protection measures under this SLR scenario, and the current regional planning of a potential district-scale flood protection
measure, additional floodproofing may not be required but the buildings will allow for additional floodproofing measures. See section 8.7.4 for additional details.

Figure 8.7.2
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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4.2-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Receding Flooding
Time Step: 24 hours and 0 minutes; This is at the end of the 24 hour storm (stage
hydrograph below).
Tide Elevation (at time step): 15.6-ft BCB
General Condition: Tidal flood waters that had inundated the study are are now draining
back to Sales Creek. Belle Isle Inlet and Chelsea Creak are at high tide again. Tide levels
are just overtopping Bennington Street and are adding more tidal flood waters to Sales
Creek.
No Build: Flooding is draining through Sales Creek. Overland flow is seeking path ways
through the existing barns, and other low lying areas.
Phase 1 Development has elevated parts of the Project Site out of the tidal flooding; there is
now less flooding overall. The Central Commons flood storage adds an additional flow path
to drain through the interior track to Sales Creek. Other overland flow seeks pathways
through proposed roadways.
Phase 2: Development has elevated additional parts of the Project Site out of the tidal
flooding; there is now less flooding overall. The shortened twin culverts below the northern
portion of the existing track and the interim pre-foundation flood storage improve
efficiency of draining the study area. Other overland flow seeks pathways through proposed
roadways.
Phase 3: Project Site flooding is shown as attenuating longer than Phase 2 because it
takes longer for the flooding to drain from the new roadways.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed tide
gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. Although these efforts cannot prevent
flooding for a tide of this magnitude, the Site is more resilient as compared to No Build
conditions because is able to drain the water more quickly than without the project, and
without exacerbating flooding elsewhere.
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Model results do indicate that under a 4.2-feet of SLR, 100-year tide event, six buildings in Revere will be subject to floodwaters. These six buildings will be designed
to allow for additional installation of future floodproofing measures if 4.2-feet of SLR occurs. 4.2-feet of SLR will cause major flooding (both daily and during extreme
events) in Revere and Boston. If 4.2-feet of SLR is to occur Revere and Boston will need regional flood protection infrastructure to protect against daily tidal flooding.
Given the likelihood of regional flood protection measures under this SLR scenario, and the current regional planning of a potential district-scale flood protection
measure, additional floodproofing may not be required but the buildings will allow for additional floodproofing measures. See section 8.7.4 for additional details.
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48-Hour Storm - 1.5-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Incoming Flooding
Time Step: Day 2 of storm at 11 hours and 24 minutes; or 35 hours and 24 minutes; Just
before the third (and highest) peak tide of the 48 hour tidal and precipitation event (stage
hydrograph below); the rainfall event has ended (peaked at approx. hour 12 on day 1)
Tide Elevation (at time step): 16.7-ft BCB
General Condition: The first peak of this storm mimics the '1.5-ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall 100-Year Tide' shown in Figure 8.5.1. The third high tide was chosen to show the effect of a
series of high tides over a period of 48 hours. At this time the flooding from the first 24 hours
has essentially returned to normal conditions, some residual ponding can be seen, and the
tidal flood waters are beginning the third overtopping of the field near the Beachmont School
(Fredericks Park) (at approx. elev. 14-ft BCB). The flow travels along the Veteran of Foreign
Wars (VFW) property, across Bennington Street at both the Alfred H. Long Pump Station and
the Beachmont School.
No Build: Flooding conditions show that Sales Creek is being controlled by the incoming tide,
flowing upstream to the neighborhoods in Revere. The culvert restriction under Winthrop
Avenue is limiting the tidal flow into the upstream Revere neighborhood.
Phase 1: The Washburn Avenue Berm installed at the south end of Washburn Avenue is
acting as a sea wall and removing this flow path. The berm generally does not change the flow
paths or velocities within Sales Creek as the MBTA culverts are limiting the flow.
Phase 2: The twin culverts below the northern portion of the existing track are shortened,
daylighting a portion of Sales Creek. Interim pre-foundation flood storage is created, which
reduces the overall flood levels within Sales Creek.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce flood
levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed tide
gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. The additional tide gate protects the
upstream neighborhoods in Revere, utilizes the floodable space in Central Commons as
additional mitigation, and the pump upgrades allow Sales Creek to drain between tidal events.
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48-Hour Storm - 1.5-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall -100-Year Tide: Max Flooding
Time Step: Day 2 of storm at 13 hours and 21 minutes; or 37 hours and 21 minutes; Just after
the third (and highest) peak tide of the 48 hour tidal and precipitation event (stage
hydrograph below); the rainfall event has ended (peaked at approx. hour 12 on day 1)
Tide Elevation (at time step): 17.2-ft BCB
General Condition: The first peak of this storm mimics the '1.5-ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall 100-Year Tide' shown in Figure 8.5.2. The third high tide was chosen to show the effect of a
series of high tides over a period of 48 hours. The tidal flood waters are inundating the area
for a third overtopping of the field near the Beachmont School (Fredericks Park) (at approx.
elev. 14-ft BCB). The flow has traveled along the Veteran of Foreign Wars (VFW) property,
across Bennington Street at both the Alfred H. Long Pump Station and the Beachmont School.
No Build: Flooding conditions show that Sales Creek is being controlled by the incoming tide,
flowing upstream to the neighborhoods in Revere. The culvert restriction under Winthrop
Avenue is limiting the tidal flow into the upstream Revere neighborhood.
Phase 1: The Washburn Avenue Berm installed at the south end of Washburn Avenue and is
acting as a sea wall, and removing this flow path. The additional storage in the inner track in
conjunction with the berm, reduces flood levels on-site and in the upstream neighborhoods.
Phase 2: The twin culverts below the northern portion of the existing track are shortened,
daylighting a portion of Sales Creek. The interim pre-foundation flood storage is created.
This additional storage reduces the over all flood level near the Winthrop Avenue culvert,
however flow towards the Shirley Avenue and other Revere neighborhood continues.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce flood
levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed tide
gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. The additional tide gate and pump capacity
further reduces flooding in the upstream Revere neighborhoods. The Central Common Park is
used as flood storage downstream of the tide gate.
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Note: Flood extents are conservatively shown and in some areas indicate flooding at proposed buildings where the building is set above the flood elevation. For example all buildings
abutting the Central Common will be set at a minimum Finished Floor Elevation (FFE) of 20.5 BCB, and these maximum flood elevations are calculated to be (in this event) 17.4± BCB in
the Central Common. There are also six buildings in Revere not meeting the BPDA recommendations for FFE due to site constraints of providing access to existing roadways. These six
buildings have a minimum primary FFE of 18.5, and are located above the calculated maximum flood elevation (in this event) of 15.6± BCB in these locations. See Chapter 8 - Section 8.7.
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48-Hour Storm - 1.5-Ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall - 100-Year Tide: Receding Flooding
Time Step: Day 2 of storm at 19 hours and 30 minutes; or 43 hours and 30 minutes; Just
before the third (and highest) peak tide of the 48 hour tidal and precipitation event (stage
hydrograph below); the rainfall event has ended (peaked at approx. hour 12 on day 1)
Tide Elevation (at time step): 4.2-ft BCB
General Condition: The first peak of this storm mimics the '1.5-ft of SLR - 100-Year Rainfall 100-Year Tide' shown in Figure 8.5.3. The end of the 48 hour storm was chosen to show the
effect of a series of high tides over a period of 48 hours. The tidal f lood waters are now
draining after a third overtopping of the field near the Beachmont School (Fredericks Park) (at
approx. elev. 14-ft BCB). The flooding in the Revere neighborhoods to the north is restricted
from draining any faster due to the Winthrop Avenue culvert (which under other scenarios,
limits the tidal flow into the upstream Revere neighborhood).
No Build: Areas that were inundated with flood waters are now draining, roadways are used
as flow paths for water to return to Sales Creek so that it may drain back to Belle Isle
Inlet. The upstream neighborhoods have a prolonged flooding period as flood waters need
to drain through a culvert under Winthrop Ave.
Phase 1: The Washburn Avenue Berm is installed at the south end of Washburn Avenue,
acting as a sea wall. This prevented a significant volume of ocean water from traveling
upstream so there is much less water that needs to drain as compared to no build conditions.
Phase 2: The twin culverts below the northern portion of the existing track are shortened,
daylighting a portion of Sales Creek. Interim pre-foundation flood storage is created, which
reduces the overall flood levels within Sales Creek.
Phase 3: The interim pre-foundation flood storage is maintained to continue to reduce flood
levels in upstream neighborhoods.
Full Build: The proposed upgrades to Alfred H. Long pump station and the proposed tide
gate within Suffolk Downs property are installed. The tide gate is open for the water recede
back to Belle Isle Inlet with the aide of the upgrades to the pump station. The pump station
upgrades reduce flood levels throughout Sales Creek and upstream neighborhoods drain
quicker than no build.
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Note: Flood extents are conservatively shown and in some areas indicate flooding at proposed buildings where the building is set above the flood elevation. For example all buildings
abutting the Central Common will be set at a minimum Finished Floor Elevation (FFE) of 20.5 BCB, and these maximum flood elevations are calculated to be (in this event) 17.4± BCB in
the Central Common. There are also six buildings in Revere not meeting the BPDA recommendations for FFE due to site constraints of providing access to existing roadways. These six
buildings have a minimum primary FFE of 18.5, and are located above the calculated maximum flood elevation (in this event) of 15.6± BCB in these locations. See Chapter 8 - Section 8.7.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment
This chapter provides additional information related to Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
emissions as requested in the EEA Secretary’s Certificate on the DEIR. Specifically,
this chapter includes the following information (with FEIR section references in bold):

› Description of how the Project is consistent with state plans and initiatives related
to reducing GHG emissions. (Section 9.1)

› An updated GHG emissions assessment in accordance with the MEPA GHG Policy
and per the guidance provided by DOER comment letter on the DEIR, that
reflects the currently proposed Project (based on Program B as previously
outlined in prior submissions) and demonstrates the Project will avoid, minimize
and mitigate its energy use and stationary source GHG emissions. (Section 9.2.1)

› A description of GHG emissions mitigation measures, including construction of

one, multi-family building (at least 50,000 square feet) to Passive House
standards in the first development phase (in Boston) and completion of a
comprehensive cost evaluation of one, multi-family residential building based on
100% Schematic Design drawings (in the first development phase in Revere).
(Section 9.2.2)

› Evaluation of additional scenarios associated with an all-electric building design
approach based on the projected long-term declining emission rates of the
Commonwealth's electrical grid. (Section 9.2.4)

› Evaluation of feasibility of increasing the commitment to PV installation to
maximize useable rooftop area for consideration. (Section 9.2.5)

› Clarification of which buildings (or building typologies) will be constructed and

fitted-out by the Proponent and which buildings will only include core and shell
construction with fit-out performed by future tenants. (Section 9.2.6 and
Appendix E)

› Clarification of which building-related mitigation measures will be mandated by

the Proponent to future occupants (and the mechanism for doing so) and those
measures encouraged by the Proponent for adoption and implementation.
(Section 9.2.6 and Appendix E)

› Expanded draft tenant manual that identifies the specific strategies to be

implemented to encourage their adoption (e.g., design assistance, financial
incentives, providing a list of approved fit-out material performance standards,
etc.), and measures specific to the proposed office, residential, hotel, and retail
uses. (Section 9.2.6 and Appendix E)

› Description of how the GHG mitigation commitments made by the Proponent

will transfer to the new responsible parties if they decide to sell or lease portions
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of the Project Site. (Section 13.6 of Chapter 13, Mitigation/Section 61 Findings
and Section 9.2.1)

› An updated mobile source GHG assessment to reflect changes in transportation
analysis and mitigation since the DEIR. (Section 9.3)

› Identify mode share targets and proposed measures to maximize alternative
transportation modes to reduce overall vehicle trips and associated mobile
source GHG emissions. (Section 6.5.2.5 of Chapter 6, Transportation, and
Section 9.3.6, respectively)

9.1 Consistency with State Plans for Reducing GHG Emissions
Executive Order 569, Establishing an Integrated Climate Change Strategy for the
Commonwealth (“EO 569”), was issued on September 16, 2016. EO 569 recognizes the
potential threat of climate change and directs state agencies to develop and
implement an integrated strategy that leverages state resources to combat climate
change and prepare for its impacts. EO 569 also seeks to ensure that Massachusetts
will meet GHG emissions reduction limits established under the Global Warming
Solution Act of 2008 (GWSA) and will work to prepare state government and cities and
towns for the impacts of climate change. Specifically, the GWSA requires the EEA to set
GHG emissions reduction goals that will achieve between a 10 percent and a 25
percent reduction in GHG emissions from all sectors of the economy below the 1990
baseline emission level in 2020, and at least an 80 percent reduction in 2050.
Since the establishment of EO 569, the Commonwealth has continued to advance
climate and energy planning, guidance and initiatives consistent with these policies.
These efforts include:

› The State Hazard Mitigation and Climate Adaptation Plan adopted in September
2018 1; and

› The Massachusetts Comprehensive Energy Plan published in December 2018. 2
In addition, in December 2018, the Commission on the Future of Transportation
released its report, Choices for Stewardship: Recommendations to Meet the
Transportation Future. 3 Massachusetts has joined with nine Northeast and MidAtlantic states and the District of Columbia to develop a regional, low-carbon
transportation policy proposal.

1

2

3

State Hazard Mitigation and Climate Adaptation Plan, MA Governor, MA Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs,
and MA Emergency Management Agency, September 2018. Web source:
https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2018/10/26/SHMCAP-September2018-Full-Plan-web.pdf

Massachusetts Comprehensive Energy Plan Commonwealth and Regional Demand Analysis, Massachusetts Department of
Energy Resources, December 12, 2018, page iii. Web source: https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2019/01/10/CEP%20Report%20Final%2001102019.pdf
Choices for Stewardship: Recommendations to Meet the Transportation Future, the Commission on the Future of Transportation
released its report, December 2018. Web source: https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2018/12/14/FOTCExecutiveSummary.pdf
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As required by the EEA Secretary’s Certificate on the DEIR, the following sections
provide a brief description of each initiative and describe how the Master Plan Project
has been designed or is planned to be operated to support them. Chapter 8, Climate
Change Adaptation and Resiliency, Section 8.11, addresses how the Master Plan Project
is consistent with the State Hazard Mitigation and Climate Adaptation Plan.

9.1.1

Massachusetts Comprehensive Energy Plan
The December 2018 Massachusetts Comprehensive Energy Plan (“CEP”) includes the
following stated objective: “To analyze potential scenarios going forward and to
provide policy recommendations for achieving a clean, affordable, reliable energy
future for the Commonwealth.”
The CEP analyzes the Commonwealth’s energy use and supply in a regional context
from now until 2030 under a variety of scenarios to determine optimal policies to
achieve economic competitiveness and emission goals and maintain reliability in
energy supply.
Five scenarios were studied in the CEP, which represent a spectrum, including
sustained policies (i.e. a baseline case), high renewables, high electrification, high
renewables and electrification and aggressive conservation and fuel switching.
One of the key conclusions from the analysis in the CEP is that increased use of
clean energy needs to be coupled with decreases in overall energy consumption.
Specific to the thermal sector, this finding is an even “higher priority as heating
technologies have long useful lifetimes and are typically not replaced until the end
of their useful life, and frequently at time of equipment failure limiting the
consumer’s choices for replacement. Even with aggressive electrification, 93 percent
of the thermal sector consumption is forecast to be met through fossil fuels in 2030.
Therefore, to impact emissions increased efficiency will be paramount as a transition
to cleaner sources of heating occur.”
Cost considerations, reliability and other constraints are also discussed, analyzed and
identified in the CEP and recognizes that currently Massachusetts rate payers pay
one of the highest rates in the country for electricity. 4
The Proponent’s increased commitments since the DEIR filing align with the CEP as
they represent a comprehensive approach to mitigating GHG emissions over the life
of the Master Plan Project and address, energy efficiency, electrification, and clean
energy generation primarily in the thermal sector, including:

› The commitments on energy efficiency for the large commercial buildings far

exceed the current Stretch Energy Code taking a long-term approach and
recognizing that buildings will need to continue to be more energy efficient in
the future (refer to Section 9.2.7 for detail).

4

Massachusetts Comprehensive Energy Plan, Commonwealth and Regional Demand Analysis, Massachusetts Department of
Energy Resources, December 12, 2018, page vi.
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› The commitments on energy efficiency for the Project’s townhouses (22 total)

and single-family houses (10-12 total) represent best practice by committing to
achieve Carbon Neutral or E+ (Energy Positive) equivalent, minimizing their
emissions footprint from initial construction. The 22 townhouses are expected to
be completed by 2028 (Phases 1 and 2) and 10-12 the single-family houses by
2040 (Phases 4 and 5). The original commitment was to build these to Passive
House standards, but further concessions have been made through the
MEPA/City process to commit to Carbon Neutral or E+.

› The commitments to construct to Passive House standards for one (1)

demonstration multi-family residential project of a minimum 50,000 square feet
in Phase 1 Boston, (which has been moved forward from Phase 2 Boston) and
complete a detailed cost estimate for a 200,000 square foot project in Phase 1
Revere, which will deliver an ultra-low energy design and an all-electric building
and provide local analysis for the cost effectiveness of Passive House. These
commitment in Phase 1 of the project will inform subsequent phases of the
project and projects beyond the Proponent’s site.

› No fuel oil is proposed for heating or hot water uses in the thermal sector for
proposed buildings.

› The commitment to a minimum of 2MW of on-site solar photovoltaic systems

will provide 2,300 MWh of clean energy annually, serving to offset 813 tons per
year, based on today’s emissions factors. This is equivalent to offsetting the
emissions of 300 homes powered by electricity in Massachusetts 5.

› All buildings will be solar-ready such that additional PV beyond the 2MW could

be installed in the future. Solar-ready means (1) the roof structure will be capable
of supporting such a system, (2) a pathway for conduit routing is identified and
(3) space in the main switchgear will be provided for a future PV breaker.

The CEP also identifies the important role of incentives and policies and occupant
behavior to encourage further emissions reductions in the thermal sector. The
Proponent will also explore the incentives available at the time of development for
particular buildings and analyzing the cost-effectiveness of systems, such as
renewable thermal air-source heat pumps, energy storage, insulation and air
tightness above code and additional energy conservation measures. The Proponent
will work with both Eversource and National Grid to explore the use of available
incentives at the time of development. Preliminary meetings have already been held
with both utilities to discuss recent incentive programs that could be applicable to
Phase 1 buildings (as described below in Section 9.2.2.1).
Provisions will be made to accommodate and encourage the use of clean energy
and low-emitting vehicles. As described in Section 9.3.6.2 below, a portion of the
structured parking spaces on-site will be dedicated for EV parking and equipped
with charging stations, and additional spaces will be designated as preferred parking
5

Equivalency calculated from Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculator Current LBE Conversions GHG.xls published by DOER at
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/leading-by-example-tools-guidance-and-tracking
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for other types of clean energy/low-emitting vehicles. As described in Section 9.2.6,
the Proponent has committed to providing tenant manuals for future commercial
and residential tenants to identify energy efficient systems in the building, energy
efficiency measures that can be taken and/or actions they can take to reduce energy
use in how they occupy and maintain the space(s).

9.1.2

Commission on the Future of Transportation's Choices for
Stewardship
The Commission on the Future of Transportation in the Commonwealth was
established in January 2018 to investigate the ways in which Climate and Resiliency,
Transportation Electrification, Autonomous and Connected Vehicles, Transit and
Mobility Services, and Land Use and Demographics will affect transportation across
the Commonwealth. The resulting report from this commission is entitled “Choices
for Stewardship: Recommendations to Meet the Transportation Future.” The report
highlights current trends and issues across transportation, presents a scenario
planning exercise to consider the future of transportation, and recommends 18
measures to best prepare the Commonwealth for challenges and opportunities of
the 2040 transportation network. Some of the key recommendations are to:

›
›
›
›
›
›

Transform roadways and travel corridors;
Better manage traffic congestion;
Enable and promote a ubiquitous electric charging infrastructure;
Make transportation infrastructure resilient to climate change;
Adopt dense, mixed-use, and transit-oriented land use policies; and
Enable Gateway Cities (such as Revere) and the regions they anchor to compete
for residents and jobs.

On December 18, 2018, a coalition of nine Northeast and Mid-Atlantic states,
including Massachusetts, announced their intent to design a new regional lowcarbon transportation policy proposal aimed at capping and reducing carbon
emissions from the combustion of transportation fuels, and invest proceeds from the
program into low-carbon and more resilient transportation infrastructure. 6
The Master Plan Project supports these initiatives in the following ways:

› Constructing a dense, mixed-use, transit-oriented development adjacent to two
subway stations;

› Conducted a comprehensive analysis of existing vulnerabilities of the adjacent

MBTA Blue Line facilities adjacent to the Project Site and identified potential
design improvements that could be undertaken in conjunction with the Project
that are proposed to prevent or reduce impacts from extreme storms, sea level

6

https://www.mass.gov/news/commonwealth-joins-regional-states-to-reduce-transportation-emissions
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rise, and potential flooding (refer to Section 8.3.4 of Chapter 8, Climate Change
Adaptation and Resiliency, for additional information);

› Conducted a comprehensive assessment of the current conditions of the

adjacent MBTA Blue Line stations and identify upgrades/improvements needed
with or without the Project;

› Provide for expanded public bus service on and nearby to the Project Site;
› Encourage the use of alternative-fuel/low-emission vehicles and carpooling by
providing designated preferred parking;

› Encourage the use of electric vehicles by providing charging stations and/or
designated preferred parking; and

› Providing housing and economic development in a Gateway City.

9.2 Updated Stationary Source GHG Emissions Assessment
9.2.1

Overall Master Plan Project Stationary Source GHG Emissions
The GHG emissions assessment presented herein demonstrates that the conceptual
designs of the Master Plan Project building typologies include measures that reduce
overall energy usage and associated stationary source GHG emissions in support of
GHG reduction goals set by both the Commonwealth and the cities of Boston and
Revere. The analysis has been updated based on: (1) the increased commitments
made in November 2018 as a range from the low to high end; and (2) a comparison
of the two previously proposed Master Plan Project program options: Program A
(which included a larger amount of office space) and the current program, which is
based on what was previously described as Program B (which includes a higher
proportion of multi-family residential buildings compared to commercial office
buildings). The DEIR filing included analysis focused on Program A.
Since the energy commitments were made in ranges of performance, the energy
analysis was updated to reflect the high-end or best-case scenario (i.e. all buildings
achieve the highest performance per range) and the new design-case scenario (i.e.,
all buildings achieve the lowest performance per range). The low-end scenario
represents the Proponent’s increased commitment to energy and stationary source
GHG emissions reductions.
High-end Scenario

Low-end Scenario

› 40% of Buildings will achieve greater

› 5% of Buildings will achieve greater

› 55% of Buildings will achieve 30%

› 35% of Buildings will achieve 30%

› 5% of Buildings will achieve 18%

› 55% of Buildings will achieve 18%

than 50% energy usage savings.
energy usage savings.
energy usage savings.

than 50% energy usage savings.
energy usage savings.
energy usage savings.

› 5% of Buildings will achieve 10%
energy usage savings.
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The results presented below show how the increased mitigation commitments made
by the Proponent to date result in further projected reduction in energy and GHG
emissions. The results are presented for both the High-end Scenario and Low-end
Scenario described above and for both Program A and Program B. The entire Project
Site will be subject to a recorded set of covenants that will run with the land and
obligate each property owner to comply with applicable legal requirements,
including MEPA-related mitigation commitments.
The analysis results include the energy efficiency ranges identified above plus one
(1) multi-family residential building of at least 50,000 square feet to be all-electric
and designed to Passive House standards. The results also exclude the 2 MW of
solar PV to be consistent with the analysis presented in the DEIR. Accordingly, the
results represent reductions in energy demand only.
For comparison purposes, the results presented in Tables 9-1 and 9-2 below for
Program A have been updated since the DEIR filing, and for Program B (the FEIR
Preferred Alternative), respectively, show both energy consumption and stationary
source GHG emissions as reductions from the Base Case. As demonstrated below, the
Project results in greater energy usage savings and stationary source GHG emissions
reductions than the previously contemplated Program A. (Note, building space for
structured parking is broken out from the Master Plan Project energy savings and
stationary source GHG emissions totals because it is low energy use and includes
significant lighting improvements that can impact overall project reductions.)
The additional commitment to 2 MW on-site solar PV would further reduce
stationary source GHG emissions by 813 tons per year once fully operational given
today’s electricity emissions factor. This equates to an additional approximately 1%
GHG emissions reduction annually based on today’s emissions intensity and is
equivalent to offsetting the emissions of 300 homes powered by electricity in
Massachusetts. 7
Since the DEIR submission, the energy reduction commitment (excluding parking)
has increased from 19.4 percent in the DEIR filing to 22.8 percent and potentially as
high as 36.2 percent (Table 9-1). The GHG emission reductions commitment
(excluding parking) has increased from 17.5 percent in the DEIR filing to 22.5 percent
and potentially as high as 35.8 percent (Table 9-1). The projected energy and GHG
reductions with the parking included are similar, 36 and 35.7 percent, respectively
(Table 9-1).
The additional commitment to 2 MW on-site solar PV would further reduce
stationary source GHG emissions by 813 tons per year once fully operational given
today’s electricity emissions factor. The 2 MW of on-site solar PV equates to an
additional approximately 1% GHG emissions reduction annually based on today’s
emissions intensity.

7

Equivalency calculated from Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculator Current LBE Conversions GHG.xls published by DOER at
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/leading-by-example-tools-guidance-and-tracking

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment
9-7

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

FEIR

Table 9-1 Program A Projected Stationary Source CO2 Emissions
Projected Total Energy Consumption
Electricity
(MWh/yr)
Program A Scenario without Parking

Natural
Gas
(MMBtu/yr)

Total
(MMBtu/yr)

Electricity
(tons/yr)1

Natural
Gas
(tons/yr)1

Total
(tons/yr)1

Base Case2

149,950

558,540

1,070,195

53,232

32,730

85,963

Low-end Design Case:

117,524

425,477

826,486

41,721

24,933

66,654

End use Savings

243,709

Percent Savings
High-end Design Case

End-Use Savings

Program A Parking only

19,309

22.8%

98,046

348,081

682,630
387,564

Percent Savings

22.5%

34,806

20,398

36.2%

55,204
30,759
35.8%

Base Case

5,702

0

19,457

2,024

0

2,024

Design Case

3,930

0

13,409

1,395

0

1,395

End use savings

6,048

Percent savings
Program A Scenario with Parking

31.1%

629

31.1%

Base Case Scenario

155,653

558,540

1,089,652

55,257

32,730

87,987

Low-end Design Case

121,453

425,477

839,895

43,116

24,933

68,049

End use savings

249,757

Percent savings
High-end Design Case

End use savings

1
2

Projected CO2 Emissions

22.9%

101,976

348,081

696,039
393,613

Percent savings

19,938
22.7%

36,202

36.1%

20,398

56,599
31,388
35.7%

tons/yr = short tons per year
Base Case refers to the current Energy Code requirement (9th Edition that incorporates the building energy provisions of the
International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) 2015, which references the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and
Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) 90.1-2013 standards).

From the DEIR submission, the energy reduction (excluding parking) commitment
has increased from 19.4 percent in the DEIR filing to 23.3 percent and potentially as
high as 37.5 percent (Table 9-2). The GHG emission reduction commitment
(excluding parking) has increased from 17.5 percent in the DEIR filing to 23.1 percent
and potentially as high as 37.3 percent (Table 9-2).
Similarly, the additional commitment to 2 MW on-site solar PV would further reduce
stationary source GHG emissions by 813 tons per year once fully operational given
today’s electricity emissions factor. The 2 MW of on-site solar PV equates to an
additional approximately 1% GHG emissions reduction annually based on today’s
emissions intensity.
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Table 9-2 Program B Projected Stationary Source CO2 Emissions
Projected Total Energy Consumption

Projected CO2 Emissions

Electricity
(MWh/yr)

Natural
Gas
(MMBtu/yr)

Total
(MMBtu/yr)

Electricity
(tons/yr)1

Natural
Gas
(tons/yr)1

Total
(tons/yr)1

Base Case2

137,769

590,977

1,061,067

48,908

34,631

83,539

Low-end Design Case:

106,720

449,448

813,593

37,886

26,338

64,223

Program B Scenario without Parking

End use Savings

Percent Savings
High-end Design Case

87,312

364,720

247,474

19,316

23.3%

23.1%

662,643

End-Use Savings
Percent Savings

30,996

21,373

52,368

398,424

31,171

37.5%

37.3%

Program B Parking only
Base Case

4,489

0

15,316

1,594

0

1,594

Design Case

3,093

0

10,555

1,098

0

1,098

End use savings

Percent savings

4,761

495

31.1%

31.1%

Program B Scenario with Parking
Base Case Scenario

142,258

590,977

1,076,383

50,502

34,631

85,133

Low-end Design Case

109,813

449,448

824,148

38,984

26,338

65,321

End use savings

Percent savings
High-end Design Case

90,406

364,720

19,811

23.4%

23.3%

673,198

End use savings

1
2

252,235

Percent savings

32,094

21,373

53,467

403,185

31,666

37.5%

37.2%

tons/yr = short tons per year
Base Case refers to the current Energy Code requirement (9th Edition that incorporates the building energy provisions
of the International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) 2015, which references the American Society of Heating,
Refrigeration, and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) 90.1-2013 standards).

9.2.2

Proposed Stationary Source GHG Emissions Mitigation Commitments
A long-term and comprehensive energy and GHG emissions strategy has been
developed by the Proponent that has increased demand reduction for building
performance and includes decarbonization strategies for electrification and on-site
renewable energy where feasible and reasonable. These strategies contribute to the
Commonwealth’s goals of reducing carbon emissions and Boston’s commitment to
carbon neutrality by 2050, as well as energy efficiency goals applicable in Revere.
On November 7, 2018, the MEPA Office requested that the Proponent provide
additional information about the Project based on comments from State Agencies. A
“Response to Request for Additional Information” was provided to MEPA in
November 2018 which provided additional mitigation commitments. As such, the
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment
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Proponent has made several commitments since the DEIR to further improve energy
and GHG emission reductions that considerably exceed minimum requirements by
adhering to the commitments listed below;
1.

Passive House, Carbon Neutral and Energy Positive (E+), or equivalent, buildings 8:
• The Proponent will take the design of a multi-family residential building
(approximately 200K square feet in size) in the early stages of the initial
development phase within Revere to 100 percent schematic design for both
the preferred/planned design and a design that complies with Passive House
standards and criteria. This study will include a cost estimate of both options,
including available incentives. Importantly, the Proponent is also committed to
sharing this information with MEPA/DOER and BPDA staff as a
learning/education opportunity and meeting with those agencies to review and
discuss the estimates.

• All proposed single-family houses (approximately 10-12) along Waldemar
Avenue will be designed to Carbon Neutral and/or Energy Positive (E+)
building standards, or equivalent, during Phases 4 and 5 (within Boston).

• All proposed townhomes (approximately 22) within the Project Site will be
designed to Carbon Neutral and/or E+ building standards, or equivalent,
during Phases 1 and 2 (within Boston).

• The Proponent will construct a Passive House, or equivalent, demonstration
project (Multi-Family Residential) of at least 50,000 SF by the end of the initial
development phase in Boston. In addition, the Passive House or equivalent
multi-family residential building will be all-electric, meaning it will be carbon
neutral-ready from initial completion.

2.

Energy Efficiency Profiles/Targets 9,10:

• 5% of Buildings will achieve greater than 50% energy usage savings.
• 35% of Buildings will achieve 30% to 50% energy usage savings.

• 55% of Buildings will achieve 18% to 30% energy usage savings.
• 5% of Buildings will achieve 10% to 18% energy usage savings.
3.

LEED certifiable buildings:

• Minimum of 5% LEED Platinum Buildings
• Minimum of 75% LEED Gold Buildings

• Maximum of 20% LEED Silver Buildings

8
9

Passive House- and E+-equivalent means utilizing the design standards and criteria associated with each towards the goal of
achieving a high-level of energy efficiency without necessarily obtaining 3rd party certification.

Percent reductions are based on current Energy Code requirements (9th Edition that incorporates the building energy provisions
of the International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) 2015, which references the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and
Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) 90.1-2013 standards).

10 Excludes the proposed single-family home and townhome building typologies.
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On-site Renewable/Alternative Energy

• All proposed buildings will be designed and constructed to be solar ready,
including: (1) the roof structure will be capable of supporting such a system;
(2) a pathway for conduit routing is identified; and (3) space in the main
switchgear will be provided for a future PV breaker.

• The Proponent is providing solar PV throughout the Project Site building
rooftops and is expected to be fully installed by the end of Phase 4 generating
(excluding single-family home and townhome building typologies) totaling a
minimum of 2 MW, which would generate approximately 2,300 MWh of
carbon-free electricity per year once fully installed.11 This clean renewable
energy source would result in an offset of approximately 813 tons per year of
stationary source CO2 emissions. This is equivalent to offsetting the emissions
of 300 homes powered by electricity in Massachusetts. 12

• To be consistent with the City of Boston and Revere and the Commonwealth’s
commitment to emissions reductions, the project will not pursue CHP, which are
energy efficient, but rely on natural gas to generate electricity. Additional allelectric energy efficiency strategies for individual commercial buildings over
100,000 SF with an anchor lab tenant or other entity with simultaneous heating and
cooling demand will be evaluated for their feasibility such as heat recovery chillers.
• Within each building over 100,000 SF, provide space allowance for additional
breaker for future microgrid integration or integration of behind the meter
distributed generation.

9.2.2.1

Updated Energy Efficiency Assistance Outreach
The Proponent is committed to promote energy efficient and sustainable
construction. To facilitate investment in the latest technology, high efficiency
systems and sustainable energy system design, the Proponent intends to continue
to explore and utilize applicable federal, state and utility incentives available through
energy efficiency and renewable energy programs.
It is noted that the entirety of the development is scheduled to span across
approximately 20 years. The Proponent is cognizant that available incentives may
change over the horizon of the development since most incentive programs require
periodic renewal, have an expiration date and are also subject to changing laws and
regulations. The following outlines some of the meetings that that have occurred
since the DEIR/DPIR, recognizing that continued coordination is intended:

› 8/21/2019: Small Building Charrette for Parcel R1 (Innovation Center) in Revere
› 8/22/2019: MassSave meeting for Parcel R9 (271 unit Multifamily Residential) in

Revere. Passive House and non-passive house incentives and process were discussed.

› 9/10/19: MassSave and Arup meeting on clarification of residential incentives

11 Given the Project Site’s location is within a flight path for Logan Airport, close coordination and approval by the Federal Aviation
Administration (“FAA”) will be required if rooftop solar PV systems are considered.
12 Equivalency calculated from Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculator Current LBE Conversions GHG.xls published by DOER at
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/leading-by-example-tools-guidance-and-tracking
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Passive House Design Evaluation

A Passive House-equivalent low-rise multifamily residential building typology was
developed for the conceptual masterplan energy analysis aligned with the increased
mitigation commitments made in November 2018. The key model assumptions for
the Passive House typology are presented in Table 9-3 below.

Table 9-3 Passive House Equivalent Low-rise Multi-Family Residential Energy Model Assumptions
Modeling Parameter

Base Case1

Design Case

Passive House

Roof Insulation

U- 0.032 (R-30)

U- 0.032 (R-30)

U- 0.016 (R-60)

Slab Insulation

U- 0.038 (R-26)

U- 0.028 (R-36)

U- 0.028 (R-36)

Building Envelope
Wall Assembly – Opaque
Air Infiltration Rate

Fenestration and Shading

U- 0.055 (R-18)

U- 0.055 (R-18)

0.4 cfm/sq ft façade

0.4 cfm/sq ft façade

U- 0.03 (R-33)

0.2 cfm/sq ft façade

Vertical Glazing U-Factor

U- 0.42 (fixed)

U- 0.35 (fixed)

U-0.14 (fixed)

Vertical Glazing SHGC

0.4

0.3

0.5 for South, 0.4 for other
orientations

Overall % Window to Wall
Ratio

U- 0.50 (operable)

U- 0.40 (operable)

40%

45%

System Type 1 – Packaged
Terminal Air Conditioner
(PTAC)

Dedicated outside air unit
with energy recovery
serving heat pumps

Dedicated outside air unit
with energy recovery with
heat pumps (ERV)

Primary Cooling

Direct Expansion

Water source heat pumps

Air source heat pumps

Service Hot Water Type

Gas storage water heater

HVAC

HVAC System

Exhaust Air Energy
Recovery
Primary Heating

Lighting

Lighting Power Density
(LPD)

1

Not required

Gas-fired hot water boilers

0.51 W/sf (ASHRAE 90.12013 Building Area Method
for Multifamily, excludes
dwelling units)

22%

Total energy recovery
wheel

Water source heat pumps
connected to condensing
boilers

Total energy recovery
wheel

Air source heat pumps

Condensing hot water
heater

Electric air source water
heater

0.46 W/sf (all -LED lighting
design)

0.46 W/sf (all -LED lighting
design)

The Base Case represents current ASHRAE 90.1-2013 standards.
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The total estimated annual electricity use and associated emissions for the Passive
House Multifamily residential building typology is presented in Table 9-4 below.
Table 9-4 Passive House Low-Rise Residential Stationary Source CO2 Emissions
Total Energy Consumption
Electricity
(MWh/yr)

Natural
Gas
(MMBtu/yr)

CO2 Emissions

Total
(MMBtu/yr)

Electricity
(tons/yr)1

Natural
Gas
(tons/yr)1

Total
(tons/yr)1

Project without Parking
Base Case

1,786

10,672

16,769

634

625

1,259

Passive House Design Case:

1,956

0

6,675

694

0

694

End-Use Savings
1

10,094

Percent Savings

60.2%

tons/year = short tons per year

565
44.9%

Under the Base Case, the stationary source CO2 emissions associated with the
Low/Mid-Rise Residential Typology are estimated to be 1,259 tons per year. With a
Passive House equivalent building design and system improvements, the estimated
energy use reduction for the low-rise multifamily residential buildings is approximately
60 percent compared to the Base Case, which equates to an approximately 45 percent
reduction in stationary source CO2 emissions. The Passive House building design is
also carbon neutral-ready since it is all electric, utilizing heat pump technology, and
the associated stationary source GHG emissions can be reduced and/or eliminated
depending on the carbon intensity of the electricity supply.

9.2.4

All-Electric Building Design Evaluation
The Proponent has evaluated HVAC system options, appropriate for each proposed
building typology that use electricity for heating and domestic hot water end uses as
identified in the DOER comment letter including heat pumps and electric resistance
heating.
The low-rise multifamily residential Passive House typology energy model has been
updated to all-electric systems that utilize air source heat pumps for heating and an
air source water heater for domestic hot water (refer to Table 9-3 above).
While electric boilers currently exist on the market and can achieve slightly higher
efficiency compared to high efficiency condensing natural gas boilers, there are
constraints to adopting this electrification approach currently which include
increased space (square footage) requirements and significant operational cost
premiums based on current energy rates for electricity and natural gas. The space
required for electric boilers compared to natural gas boilers is considerably larger
since it takes longer to heat water with electricity compared to natural gas, so the
water storage and associated area increases. Additionally, an electric boiler has
marginal efficiency compared to a natural gas boiler. However, as demonstrated in
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment
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Table 9-5 below, due to energy cost differences between natural gas and electricity,
an electric boiler is 4 to 5 times more expensive to operate due to the high cost of
electricity in Massachusetts and low cost of natural gas. Electric resistance heating
has a similar operational cost constraint.
Refer to the table below from Mass.gov Household Heating Costs for 2018/19
Winter Heating Season. A comparison of heating fuel cost effectiveness is shown in
the table below and assumes an average house in New England and the same
equivalent amount of fuel is required.
Table 9-5 Cost of Heating the Average Massachusetts Household by Fuel Type
Space Heating Fuel

Estimated Cost

Natural Gas

$983

Heating Oil

$1,642

Electric Resistance Heat

$4,511

Propane

$2,118

Air Source Heat Pump

$1,262

Woody Biomass

Source: https://www.mass.gov/info-details/household-heating-costs

$1,070

It is only when much higher efficiency gains can be realized that electrification is a
feasible alternative. Heat pump systems offer such efficiency but have not been
widely implemented in Massachusetts to date. Air source heat pump systems are
also currently eligible for incentives. The alternative portfolio standard incentivizes
systems that generate heat by renewable heating and cooling technologies
including heat pump systems.
Given the life span of the Master Plan Project’s build out, the Proponent will evaluate
opportunities for electrification of heating and hot water end uses as individual
building designs progress including the available incentives and utility costs. The
proposed approach and systems for each building typology do not preclude a
change in energy supply at a later date. They are only one possible way to achieve
the committed level of performance and not intended to be a prescriptive proposal.
Additionally, the Phase 1 and part of the Phase 2 buildings will need to replace
major plant equipment prior to 2050. At these replacement opportunities, it would
be possible to evaluate the replacement and equipment and consider switching
energy supply to electricity for heating and/or hot water when in addition to current
available technology, unanticipated new technologies may be available.

9.2.5

Rooftop Solar PV
A detailed feasibility assessment has been conducted to determine useable rooftop
area for solar PV as an on-site renewable energy source to mitigate the stationary
source GHG emissions associated with the Project. A conceptual roof plan has been
developed to indicate preliminary areas for the 2 Mega Watts (MW) of on-site solar
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment
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PV in context with other roof space allocations, including building mechanical space,
amenity areas, green/vegetated roof, and required setbacks. Refer to Figure 2.4 for
the rooftop areas identified for potential solar PV systems and green/vegetated
roofs. This conceptual roof plan layout for solar PV seeks to optimize the costeffectiveness for installing these systems by proposing to install larger systems on
the largest roof areas (i.e., the commercial office buildings).
Based on the preliminary layout, the 2 MW of solar PV is expected to be fully
installed by the end of Phase 4 generating approximately 2,300 MWh of carbon free
electricity annually and offsetting 813 tons of GHG emissions based on today’s
emissions factors. This is equivalent to offsetting the emissions of 300 homes
powered by electricity in Massachusetts. 13 In addition, all buildings will be solarready such that additional PV beyond the 2MW could be installed in the future.
Solar-ready means: (i) the roof structure will be capable of supporting such a system;
(ii) a pathway for conduit routing is identified; and (iii) space in the main switchgear
will be provided for a future PV breaker.
Although 2MW of solar PV has been committed to for this Project, the Proponent
will continue to review PV for the project as the Project buildings’ design progress.
This Project is planned to be phased over a 15-20-year period during which there
may be changes in technology and incentives related to PV. The commitment to
2MW of PV maintains flexibility and balances the competing needs of the existing
Project’s rooftops including mechanical systems, shading, and green roofs.
The Federal solar tax credit, also known as the investment tax credit (ITC) allows
owners currently to deduct 30 percent of the cost of installing a solar energy system
from federal taxes and applies to both commercial and residential systems. The ITC
is currently phasing down to 10 percent for commercial systems and 0 percent for
residential systems by 2022 under current legislation.
At the state level, the current incentive structure for solar PV is the Solar
Massachusetts Renewable Target “SMART” program. Given the duration of the
Master Plan build out, it is anticipated that multiple incentive schemes will be
implemented, which will also influence the cost-effectiveness of on-site solar PV
systems and, therefore, the phasing associated with the 2MW commitment and total
installed capacity
Additionally, given the significant increase in efficiency of PV panels over the past
decade, it is possible that further efficiency gains may be realized over the course of
the masterplan build-out. This means that the area preliminarily identified for solar
PV would be able to produce more electricity than current technology, further
indicating the current commitment is a minimum threshold.
In addition, given the Project Site’s location is within a flight path for Logan Airport,
close coordination and approval by Massport is required as each system proceeds.
13 Equivalency calculated from Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculator Current LBE Conversions GHG.xls published by DOER at
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/leading-by-example-tools-guidance-and-tracking
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Rooftop Solar PV Feasibility Analysis
Solar PV system feasibility analysis has been updated and further refined for the
current Master Plan Project program (Program B). The first step in the analysis was
to identify available roof area appropriate for solar PV systems. Podium and other
low roof areas were not considered, as well as space for building mechanical
systems, areas reserved for exterior amenity space, and areas appropriate for
green/vegetated roofs as a measure to reduce impacts associated with the creation
of new impervious surfaces across the Project Site (described further in Section 2.2.2
of Chapter 2, Land Alteration and Open Space). After accounting for these rooftop
uses, the available roof area for solar PV systems results is a small percentage of the
overall building roof area. However, given the scale of the Master Plan Project, there
is still a considerable amount of area available to provide for an effective solar PV
system as an effective way to provide on-site renewable energy and reduce
stationary source GHG emissions associated with the Project. Table 9-6 below
provides a breakdown of the roof area uses assumed in the rooftop solar PV
feasibility analysis.
Table 9-6 Master Plan Project Available Roof Area for Solar PV Analysis
Area
(square feet)

Rooftop Use
Total Roof

2,690,500

Podium

Mechanical Area
Green Roof

1

33%

203,700

8%

461,800

Estimated Roof Area Remaining for
Potential Solar PV1

-

893,000
800,700

Exterior Amenity Space

Percentage

331,300

30%
20%

12%

Prior to accounting for rooftop safety/maintenance access setbacks, roof drains, and other
design inefficiencies, or any building-specific FAA requirements.

The solar PV analysis was then applicable to the remaining approximately
331,285 square feet, or 12 percent of the total available roof area. The analysis then
applied an additional reduction in area to take account for setbacks for safety and
maintenance access, roof drains, and other anticipated design inefficiencies. The
percentage reductions were differentiated by residential and hotel, and commercial
office because their massing and geometries yield different results when the above
factors are taken into account. Accordingly, factors of 65 percent for residential and
hotel, and 75 percent for commercial office were used to calculate the actual area
available for solar PV. This further reduced the potential available solar PV rooftop
area to 9 percent.
The orientation of the buildings was also taken into account as three (3) orientation
angles were identified and system efficiency adjusted accordingly. The online
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software PV Watts Calculator was used for the analysis. The online software was
developed by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL).
The potential solar system installed capacity is projected to be 4,047 kW and
produce approximately 4,434 MWh per year of energy, which is equivalent to
approximately 1,575 tons per year of stationary source GHG emissions reductions.
9.2.5.2

Solar PV Cost Analysis
The updated analysis has used the federal incentive of 10 percent of the total
installed cost, as well as the Block 2 tariff rates for the Solar Massachusetts
Renewable Target “SMART” program in Massachusetts, per the SMART Block Status
Update dated 5/13/2019. The compensation rate adder of $0.02/kWh for building
mounted solar has also been included.
Using the updating assumptions above, a simple payback analysis indicates
anticipated paybacks of approximately 15 years depending on the building typology
and size of PV system. Despite the uncertainty in tax credits and longer payback
periods, the Proponent is maintaining a commitment of the 2 MW of solar PV. The
Proponent’s current commitment of 2 MW of solar PV represents approximately 50
percent of the available capacity of the roof area for solar PV. As previously stated,
the 2 MW commitment is a minimum and all buildings will be solar-ready such that
additional PV beyond the 2 MW could be installed in the future. As individual
buildings proceed through further design review, solar PV feasibility analysis will be
completed to re-evaluate the cost-effectiveness at the time of development taking
into account panel pricing and federal and state incentives. This potential additional
solar PV would be considered against additional energy and/or GHG emissions
conservation measures for the project to enable the Proponent to make the most
cost-effective decision to achieve GHG emissions reductions.

9.2.6

Tenant Manual
The Proponent will provide a tenant manual with tenant design and construction
guidelines to potential tenants during the leasing process. The intent of these
guidelines is to educate future tenants about implementing energy and emissions
efficiency measures and sustainable design and construction features in their tenant
improvement build-outs as well as adopting green building practices that support
the overall sustainability goals of the Project. The guidelines will also communicate
the sustainable and resource-efficient features incorporated into the Project and
provide suggested sustainable strategies enabling tenants to coordinate their leased
space design and construction with the rest of the Project systems, including
available energy supply options. A draft of the tenant manual with these tenant
guidelines is included in Appendix E.
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Evaluation of Pathways to 2050 Emissions Reduction Goals
The Proponent’s current commitments are performance based, exceed the current
energy code in Massachusetts and Stretch Energy Code requirements and are
aligned with the State and City goals for energy and GHG emissions reductions.
Under the updated commitments made to date, the Master Plan Project at full-build
(without parking) utilizing today’s emissions factor would emit 64,223 tpy.
A projection of estimated emissions in 2050 has been made based on a project
build-out over 20 years from 2020 to 2040 and utilizing electricity grid emissions
factor projections based on the Commonwealth’s commitments and policies as
provided in the DOER comment letter dated January 17, 2019. The carbon intensity
of the electricity grid is expected to decline significantly from its current rate of
710 lbs/MWh to 200 lbs/MWh by 2050 with interim rates defined as 600 lbs/MWh in
2030 and 400 lbs/MWh in 2040, as shown in Graph 9-1 and Table 9-7 below.
Emissions for individual years between these dates have been linearly interpolated.
Graph 9-1

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from 2020 to 2050 by Scenario

Table 9-7 2018 and 2050 Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions by Scenario

Code Baseline

Low-end Scenario

High-end Scenario

2018 Emissions
(tpy)

2050 Emissions
(tpy)

64,223

36,780

83,539
52,368

48,408
29,874

The combination of the mitigation commitments by the Proponent and the
decreasing carbon intensity of the electricity grid by 2050 makes a significant
reduction in GHG emissions for the Master Plan Project to 36,780 tpy.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment
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To achieve the energy performance already committed to will require increased
performance in the building envelope and/or HVAC systems. The energy code and
stretch energy code are performance based and allow for trade-offs in building
design as long as the overall goal of energy reduction is achieved, and as a proxy
reduction in GHG emissions.
9.2.7.1

District Energy/Microgrid Feasibility Study
The Proponent and its project team have evaluated a district energy system with
cogeneration and concluded it is not financially feasible to install a district energy
system. This has a positive impact to the GHG emissions of the Master Plan Project
as buildings within the masterplan will not be locked into natural gas supply for
thermal end uses in buildings, nor locked in to generating electricity from natural
gas. As the electricity grid becomes increasingly less carbon intense as stated above,
a cogeneration system becomes a carbon penalty. As previously stated, the

9.2.7.2

Consideration of All-Electric Options
Proponent is committed to evaluating electrification options, all-electric options for
simultaneous heating and cooling demand, and available incentives as individual
buildings progress.
Going forward there will be many changes over the next 30 years in technology,
equipment, building materials, carbon intensity of energy supply, energy cost,
and/or a cost of carbon. Given such a high level of uncertainty across many
variables, the Proponent needs the flexibility in how the emissions performance is
achieved, rather than developing a prescriptive approach based on today’s
technology, systems, building materials, and energy costs.
The following provides opportunities to further reduce GHG emissions by 2050;
1.

Electricity supply. The Commonwealth is committed to decarbonization of the
electricity grid to 200 lbs/MWh by 2050. The pathway identified includes 100%
decarbonization of the electricity supply for the Masterplan by 2050.

2.

Replacement of HVAC equipment in Phase 1 and Phase 2 [2020-2030]. Major
equipment will be at end of life by 2050 for Phase 1 and 2 buildings. The
pathway identified includes that 60% of the Phase 1 and Phase 2 buildings
would electrify their thermal demand for heating and domestic hot water and
thereby eliminate emissions for these end uses.

3.

Efficiency of thermal end use energy in Phases 3, 4 and 5 [2030-2040]. An
additional 15% energy efficiency in heating and domestic hot water system
energy consumption is included to further reduce energy consumption from
natural gas and associated GHG emissions. This increased efficiency aligns with
the high-end scenario commitments for energy efficiency and could be achieved
through a combination of increased building envelope thermal performance, air
tightness and heating and domestic hot water equipment efficiency.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment
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Taking the first three strategies into account would result in the potential of
15,950 tpy in 2050, an additional reduction of 20,831 tpy by 2050.
4.

9.2.8

Offsets. Purchasing carbon offsets for remaining on-site fossil-fuel based GHG
emissions is also an option to achieve the pathway and/or further reduce GHG
emissions.

Master Plan Project Energy and Stationary Source GHG Emissions
In response to comments from and in coordination with MEPA, elected officials,
governmental agencies and other stakeholders, the Proponent has committed to
implement a robust plan to reduce energy use and greenhouse emissions for the
Master Plan Project. As discussed above, this plan includes commitments to design
and/or construct some residential buildings to Passive House, Carbon Neutral or E+
standards, implement comprehensive energy conservation measures for the building
envelope and building systems, as well as commitments to solar PV installations that
could power 300 homes powered by electricity in Massachusetts. 14 The proposed
pathway maintains flexibility for the Proponent in how it can be achieved over time.
It is recognized that there will be many changes over the next 15-20 years in
technology, equipment, building materials, carbon intensity of energy supply, energy
cost, and even the cost of carbon. Recognizing the phased nature and length of the
project, some of the energy saving measures will likely evolve and could inform
subsequent phases of the Project, for instance building a multi-family residential
building of at least 50,000sf to Passive House standards in Phase 1 Boston. The
following outlines the commitment of the Proponent to provide an opportunity for
meaningful consultation with the MEPA regarding the energy usage and greenhouse
savings related to the Project as it progresses.
Every five years the Proponent will provide to MEPA and DOER 15 energy usage
reports for each of the five years. The reporting of the energy usage presented
herein will continue until the final building of the Master Plan Project has been
constructed. These reports will be generated and shared with the agencies and
extends to all buildings within the Master Plan project. Appendix E presents a
summary of the data that will be collected and presented for each building type.
In addition to the energy use reporting, the Proponent will provide an update on a
five-year basis that shows efforts to reduce emissions by summarizing any new
energy savings achieved on the buildings built within each five-year increment.
These savings may be in the form of updated envelope or HVAC system, additional
renewable energy measures or updated energy code requirements. Appendix E
presents a summary of the proposed energy reporting schedule and how these
reports will fall within the overall project schedule.

14 Equivalency calculated from Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculator Current LBE Conversions GHG.xls published by DOER at
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/leading-by-example-tools-guidance-and-tracking

15 In addition to these commitments, the Project will comply with all applicable requirements for the City of Boston’s Building
Energy Reporting and Disclosure Ordinance (BERDO).
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9.3 Updated Mobile Source GHG Emissions Assessment
Mobile source GHG emissions are based upon traffic volumes, distances that
vehicles travel and GHG emission rates. Estimated mobile source emissions are
calculated by performing a mesoscale analysis to evaluate the changes in CO2
emissions for the existing and future conditions within the traffic study area. The
GHG mobile source analysis estimates the area-wide CO2 emissions from vehicle
traffic for a period of one year. Mobile source emission estimates were calculated by
performing an annual GHG emissions mesoscale analysis to evaluate the estimated
change in CO2 emissions for the existing and future conditions within the study area.

9.3.1

Analysis Conditions
Consistent with the traffic analysis, the following conditions were analyzed: the 2018
Existing Condition; and 2040 future No-Build, Build Conditions without mitigation
and Build Conditions with mitigation. The analysis compares the future No-Build and
Build Conditions in order to identify the anticipated changes in traffic conditions and
mobile source GHG emissions as a result of the Project. Where applicable, the
Existing Condition is considered for comparison purposes only.

9.3.2

Mobile Source Emission Rates and Inventories
EPA's Office of Transportation and Air Quality (OTAQ) has developed the Motor
Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES) 16. MOVES2014 is EPA’s latest motor vehicle
emissions model for state and local agencies to estimate GHG and other emissions
from cars, trucks, buses, and motorcycles.
All the vehicle emissions used in mobile source GHG analysis were obtained using
EPA’s MOVES2014 emissions model. MOVES2014 calculates emission factors from
motor vehicles in a mass per distance format (often grams per mile) for existing and
future conditions and applies these factors to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) data to
obtain emissions inventories. The emissions calculated for this air quality assessment
include Tier 3 emission standards, which is an EPA program that sets new vehicle
emissions standards, including lowering the sulfur content of gasoline, heavy-duty
engine and vehicle greenhouse gas regulations (2014-2018), and the second phase of
light-duty vehicle GHG regulations (2017-2025). It also includes Massachusetts-specific
conditions, such as the state vehicle registration age distribution and the statewide
Inspection and Maintenance (I/M) Program. These stringent emissions regulation
programs often result in smaller emissions inventories with the passage of time when
comparing similar scenarios. Input data for the model was obtained from MassDEP
and used Project-specific developed inputs where appropriate.
The MOVES2014 model was run at a project-level to obtain emission factors for each
link of the mesoscale analysis. The model was set to calculate the emissions burden
by choosing to model emissions processes that are specifically related to vehicles in

12

MOVES2014 (Motor Vehicles Emission Simulator), December 2015, US EPA, Office of Mobile Sources, Ann Arbor, MI.
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the study area. Links were created that used the appropriate speeds and grades for
each roadway segment.

9.3.3

Traffic Data
The air quality study used traffic data (volumes, delays, and speeds) developed for
each analysis condition. The mesoscale analysis for CO2 emissions considered a
yearly traffic volume developed from weekday peak periods. The vehicle miles
traveled data used in the air quality analysis were developed based on the traffic
data analyzed in Chapter 6, Transportation.

9.3.4

Existing Mobile Source CO2 Emissions
Table 9-7 presents existing estimated CO2 emissions from mobile sources within the
study area (based on the traffic study area determined in Chapter 6, Transportation)
under all conditions. The calculation of Existing Conditions mobile source emissions
provides a base for which future years are evaluated. The mobile source analysis
calculated the existing CO2 emissions from the major roadways in the study area.
These CO2 emissions, estimated to be 175,804 tons per year, establish a baseline to
which future emissions can be compared. Results are presented in short tons (2,000
lbs.) per year.

9.3.5

Future Mobile Source CO2 Emissions
Future anticipated Project-related mobile source CO2 emissions calculations are
based upon changes in traffic and emission’s factor data for the study area The
traffic data includes traffic volumes, vehicle miles traveled, roadway operations, and
physical roadway improvements. The details of the methodology used to project the
future traffic conditions is presented in Section 6.5 of Chapter 6, Transportation. The
emission factor data includes emission reduction programs and years of analysis.
The mobile source analysis estimated the future study area CO2 emissions due to the
changes in traffic and emission data. Under the No-Build Condition, CO2 emissions were
estimated to be 127,963 tons per year. Due to the implementation of emission control
programs smaller emissions inventories result with the passage of time. The mesoscale
analysis results in the 2040 No-Build emissions being below the existing conditions
emissions. The scale of the Project Site is unique at approximately 161 acres, and the
Master Plan Project is expected to result in CO2 emissions estimated to be 191,695 tons
per year under the FEIR Preferred Alternative (Build Condition).
The total anticipated Project-related mobile source GHG emissions are expected to
be approximately 63,732 tons per year, as presented in Table 9-8. The projected
63,732 tons per year increase in CO2 emission represents a 50 percent increase in
CO2 emissions for the mesoscale study area for future 2040 conditions because of
the unique scale of the Project. The projected Project-related GHG emissions are
significantly reduced from the DEIR (from 128,015 tons per year to 63,732 tons per
year, a 50% reduction) which reflects a combination of the updated program and the
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment
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refined future traffic estimates using a regional traffic model. Section 9.3.6 presents a
summary of the extensive traffic mitigation measures that are proposed to mitigate
traffic impacts, thereby, mitigating future GHG emissions.
Table 9-8 Mobile Source CO2 Emissions Analysis Results

Pollutant

Estimated
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions (CO2)1

1
2

9.3.6

Existing
Conditions

2040
No-Build
Conditions

2040
Build
Conditions

Projectrelated CO2
Emissions1

175,804

127,963

191,695

63,732

Represents tons per year.
Represents the difference in CO2 emissions between the Build and No-Build Conditions; does not
account for transportation mitigation.

Proposed Mitigation Measures
A comprehensive transportation mitigation program has been developed to mitigate
impacts of anticipated Project-related vehicle traffic. Sections 6.6.3 and 6.7.4 of
Chapter 6, Transportation, present a summary of the specific the transit and traffic
mitigation, respectively, which include a multitude of roadway and transit
improvements and TDM measures, as well as the provision to encourage the use of
Electric Vehicles by providing EV charging facilities throughout the Master Plan
Project.

9.3.6.1

Roadway Improvements and TDM Measures
The physical roadway improvements result in delay savings and consequentially is
expected to provide a 29,360 tons per year reduction of mobile source GHG
emissions. Previous estimates of similar TDM programs in an urban area have
ranged on the order of a two to five percent reduction in vehicles miles traveled
(“VMT”), which is assumed to result in comparable air emission reductions. Assuming
a two percent reduction, the TDM plan is expected to provide approximately 1,275
tons per year reduction of mobile source GHG emissions resulting in a total of
approximately 33,097 tons per year of mobile source GHG emissions associated with
the Master Plan Project. The total project-related GHG emissions with the Project’s
mitigation is over 60% less that those outlined in the DEIR (from 89,327 tons per
year to 33,097 tons per year). This is attributed to a combination of the updated
program, refined future traffic estimates using a regional traffic model and revised
traffic mitigation (as outlined in more detail in Chapter 6, Transportation). Table 9-9
below presents the Project-related mobile source CO2 emissions and estimated
reductions associated with the proposed TDM measures.
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Table 9-9 Mobile Source CO2 Emissions Mitigation Analysis Results

Pollutant

ProjectRelated CO2
Emissions2

Estimated
Reductions
Due to TDM
Measures3

Estimated
Reductions
Due to
Roadway
Improvements

ProjectRelated CO2
Emissions with
Mitigation

63,732

1,275

29,360

33,097

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (CO2)1
1
2
3

Represents tons per year.
Represents the difference in CO2 emissions between the Build and No-Build Conditions without mitigation.
Mitigation from TDM Measures estimated as two percent of unmitigated Project-related emissions.

9.3.6.2

Electric Vehicles
Dedicated EV parking and charging stations will be provided throughout the Master
Plan. The Proponent is committed to providing EV parking and charging stations for
2% of the off-street parking spaces to be located within structured garages
(approximately 264 spaces). In addition, approximately 13 on-street spaces (2% of
the approximately 630 on-street parking spaces) throughout the Project Site will be
dedicated for EV parking and charging. An additional 5% of the off-street parking
spaces will be designated as preferred parking spaces for low-emitting/alternativefueled vehicles consistent with the current LEED credit requirements.
Specific to the Phase 1 Project in Boston (approved under the Phase 1 Waiver), the
Proponent committed to providing 100 spaces consisting of 30 EV charging spaces,
35 EV-ready charging spaces (as demand warrants), and 35 preferred parking spaces
for low-emitting/fuel-efficient vehicles.
Following the build out of Phase 1 of the Master Plan Project (in both Boston and
Revere), the number of EV parking and charging stations and/or EV-ready spaces
will be evaluated for future phases to reflect changes in EV automobile ownership
with the intent of increasing the percentage of EV spaces as the market demands. In
addition, structured parking garages will be designed and built with the
infrastructure required to allow for the future expansion and installation of EV
parking spaces.
Similar to the Master Plan Project’s buildings, the roadway network is also being
built out in phases (Figures 1.10a-1.10e). Following construction of the Phase 1
roadway network, the number of on-street EV charging stations in future phases will
be evaluated with the intent of increasing the percentage of spaces as the market
demands.
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10
Historic Resources
This chapter provides additional information related to historic resources as
requested in the EEA Secretary’s Certificate on the DEIR. Specifically, this chapter
includes the following information (with FEIR section references in bold):

› A description and assessment of the Master Plan Project’s potential impacts to
the Revere Beach Parkway (REV .H) (Section 10.2); and

› A description of measures that have been incorporated into the Master Plan
Project to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts to historic resources.
(Section 10.3)

10.1 Status of Massachusetts Historical Commission Review
The Massachusetts Historical Commission (“MHC”) review of the Project in
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
(36 CFR 800), M.G.L. Chapter 9, sections 26-27C (950 CMR 71.00), and MEPA
(301 CMR 11) is ongoing concurrent with MEPA review. On January 18, 2018, upon
review of the EENF/EPNF, the MHC issued a letter stating that it had determined the
Master Plan Project would have an “adverse effect” (950 CMR 71.05(a) and
950 CMR 71.05(c)) on the historic Suffolk Downs Complex, through the demolition
of all or a part of the property and the introduction of visual elements that are out of
character with and will alter the setting of the property. To mitigate the adverse
effects, in the DEIR, the Proponent proposed to develop a plan to inventory,
salvage, and reuse certain racetrack elements within the on-site open space system
and/or potential donation to local museums, to honor the history of the Project Site.
The DEIR also noted that no previously identified archaeological resources are
located within the Project Site or immediate vicinity, and no impacts to
archaeological resources are anticipated as a result of the Project. On January 17,
2019, the MHC provided a comment letter to then-Secretary Beaton following
review of the DEIR. The letter requested additional information regarding the
roadway modifications for Revere Beach Parkway proposed to accommodate the
Project. Revere Beach Parkway is listed in the National and State Registers of Historic
Places. Specifically, the MHC requested that the FEIR include the following
information:

› Photographs of existing conditions of the Revere Beach Parkway intersections
proposed for modifications;

› Drawings of the existing and proposed intersections to be modified; and
› A description and assessment of potential impacts to the Revere Beach Parkway.

Historic Resources
10-1

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

FEIR

On May 10, 2019, the Proponent provided a package of information directly to the
MHC to address this request and further consultation, as set forth in Section 106 and
950 CRM 71.07, noting that the requested information would also be included in the
FEIR. This submission also included an update to the proposed mitigation plan for
on-site historic impacts, including integrating salvaged materials from the historic
Suffolk Downs Complex into the Project.
Stakeholders and interested parties that received copies of the MHC’s January 17,
2018 comment letter also received copies of the May 10, 2019 submission. On
June 14, 2019, the MHC responded to the Proponent acknowledging receipt of the
May 10th package noting that review will continue with the FEIR.

10.2 Evaluation of Potential Impacts to Revere Beach Parkway
As noted in the May 10, 2019 submission, conceptual drawings of the roadway
improvements have been completed and previously submitted. These conceptual
drawings have been reviewed in detail with MassDOT and DCR and are being
resubmitted as part of the FEIR. More detailed drawings would be advanced
following completion of the MEPA process. As such, the conceptual drawings for the
three proposed work locations along Revere Beach Parkway were used as a basis for
discussion for each intersection in an effort to provide more information and clarity
in response to MHC’s comments. The concept drawings have been developed to
have the least impact on the area’s historic designation. At this preliminary stage,
the concept drawings are conservative and present the broadest potential extent of
physical impacts. As the designs are refined in the future, adverse impacts to the
historic elements may be avoided, minimized, or mitigated even further.
As detailed in the DEIR Section 6.10 of Chapter 6, Transportation, and Section 11.4 of
Chapter 11, Historic Resources, the Master Plan Project will include improvements at
three intersections along Revere Beach Parkway to address existing traffic,
pedestrian, and safety issues (Figure 10.1). The descriptions for each intersection in
this section, and the accompanying photographs, include information about
previous alterations to the roadway, and how proposed improvements have been
designed to minimize impacts to historic fabric as much as possible.
The three Revere Beach Parkway intersections proposed for improvements include:
1.

Route 1/Revere Beach Parkway (Route 16);

2.

Revere Beach Parkway (Route 145)/Winthrop Avenue/Route 16/Harris Street; and

3.

Revere Beach Parkway (Route 145)/Tomasello Drive/North Shore Road.

Revere Beach Parkway is under the jurisdiction of the DCR and MassDOT. Route 1,
Route 16 northeast of Revere Beach Parkway (Route 145), and North Shore Road are
under the jurisdiction of MassDOT. Tomasello Drive is a private way. Winthrop
Avenue and Harris Street are under the jurisdiction of the City of Revere.
The following information updates and expands upon information included in
Section 11.4 of the DEIR, and incorporates new and with additional information,
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including about extant character-defining features of the Revere Beach Parkway.
There are cross-references to the attached figures and photographs.

10.2.1

Location 1: Route 1/Revere Beach Parkway (Route 16)

10.2.1.1

Existing Conditions
As noted in the DEIR, the portion of the Revere Beach Parkway near the Project Site
was altered, primarily in the mid-to-late 20th century, with the construction of the
Route 1 interchange. Extant features include the 1957 Alan J. O’Brien Bridge;
sidewalks with planted grass strips; cobra head lights; a curvilinear roadway pattern;
and a median.
Figure 10.2a provides a key for photograph locations and Figure 10.2b shows
photographs of existing conditions of Location 1. The median in this area is
generally only a few feet wide and consists of both fully paved (Figure 10.2b,
Photo 11) and planted sections (Figure 10.2b, Photos 4-5), which were altered in the
late 20th century when the current metal guardrail was installed. Angled granite
curbing lines the median, presumably re-installed following guardrail-related
alterations. Only the north side of the roadway contains sidewalks, while the south
side is not accessible to pedestrians. The grass strip separating the sidewalk from the
roadway has been retained in some areas, most notably at the east end of the
evaluated area which is populated by residential properties (Photo 1). Vertical
granite curbing lines the sidewalk at the roadway, with some replacement sections
visible where intersection improvements have been implemented. Closer to Borden
Street and the Alan J. O’Brien Bridge, the grass strip is used by parked vehicles
(Figure 10.2b, Photo 2) and is eliminated completely under the bridge. West of the
Route 1 south ramp to Revere Beach Parkway west, the sidewalk is non-extant, and a
narrow, overgrown path behind the metal guardrail is being used as an ad hoc
sidewalk, posing a safety concern (Figure 10.2b, Photo 8). The sidewalk picks up
again at Clyde Street, where a metal guardrail provides separation from the roadway
for a short distance (Figure 10.2b, Photos 9-11). The precise dates of the cobra head
lights, which are atop metal poles, are unknown; however, many heads have been
either replaced or retrofitted for LED fixtures.

10.2.1.2

Proposed Work
The proposed roadway improvement design for Location 1 that has been developed
in connection with the Project is shown on Figure 10.3 and includes the following:

› Reconfiguration of the Route 1 south ramp to Revere Beach Parkway west;
› Construction of a new traffic signal system on Revere Beach Parkway (southwest
of Route 1) to allow Route 1 southbound traffic to travel to Revere Beach
Parkway east (something that is now permitted only by executing a U-turn at
Webster Avenue in Chelsea);
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› Construction of a new traffic signal system (northeast of Route 1) to allow Revere
Beach Parkway westbound traffic to travel to Route 1 north;

› Construction of a new ramp connection from Revere Beach Parkway to the
Route 1 north ramp, a traffic movement that is not currently possible; and

› Construction of a new ramp from Route 1 north providing access to Revere
Beach Parkway west, a traffic movement that is not currently possible.
Improvements at the Route 1/Revere Beach Parkway intersection are proposed to
improve access and travel between these two heavily traveled roads and complete
the interchange by providing three missing turning movements. The proposed
improvements at the Route 1 interchange will require two discrete curbs cuts and
median cuts to accommodate the new Route 1 south off-ramp and new Route 1
north on-ramp and turning movements. The existing Revere Beach Parkway median
will be removed in limited areas (approximately 45 to 60 feet) at both new traffic
signal locations to accommodate the new turning maneuvers.
The travel lanes on Revere Beach Parkway west will be revised from two to three
lanes within the existing pavement by reducing the width of the existing paved left
shoulder (Figure 10.2b, Photos 1-3). The reconfiguration includes returning paved
areas to landscaped areas.
As described above, both the median and the sidewalks in this area have been
previously altered, and the Project-related proposed changes have been designed to
minimally impact character-defining elements of the Revere Beach Parkway while
improving safety. In addition, the proposed roadway improvements incorporate new
landscaped areas north of the parkway at the reconfigured Route 1 south and
Revere Beach Parkway west ramps, reintroducing some of the vegetation features
that once lined the sidewalks as a pedestrian amenity.

10.2.2

Location 2: Revere Beach Parkway (Route 145)/Winthrop Avenue/
Route 16/Harris Street

10.2.2.1

Existing Conditions
As noted in the DEIR, Revere Beach Parkway in its current condition has been
previously altered in the vicinity of the intersection. Extant elements identified in the
Revere Beach Parkway National Register nomination include the roadway alignment
and curvilinear layout; paved sidewalks with planted grass strips; a planted grass
median; cobra head lights; and MBTA Bridge No. 4.
Figure 10.4a provides a key for photograph locations and Figure 10.4b shows
photographs of existing conditions of Location 2. While there is no median along
Revere Beach Parkway east of the intersection and on MBTA Bridge No. 4 (Figure
10.4b, Photos 13-14), a grass median picks up west of the intersection (Figure 10.4b,
Photos 15-16). The median tapers in width from the intersection, and has low,
angled granite curbing. No additional vegetation is planted on the median (Figure
10.4b, Photos 16, 18-22). Both sides of the Revere Beach Parkway west of the
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intersection have sidewalks, which are largely separated from the roadway by grass
strips lined by vertical granite curbing (Figure 10.4b, Photos 17-18, 21-22). The
layout of the sidewalk with a grass strip is associated with the Revere Beach Parkway;
development of the adjacent properties occurred between the late 1970s and early
2000s, which is likely when the present materials were placed. As with Location 1,
most of the cobra head lights are mounted on metal poles, and house LED fixtures
(Figure 10.4b, Photos 17, 21). MBTA Bridge No. 4 was largely reconstructed in 2015,
incorporating Pony trusses into the design (Figure 10.4b, Photo 13).
10.2.2.2

Proposed Work
The proposed roadway improvement design for Location 2 that has been developed
in connection with the Project is shown on Figure 10.5 and includes the following:

› Widening the Route 16 northbound approach, including construction of one
additional lane – maintaining two through lanes accessing Route 16 east and
adding a second right-turn lane accessing Revere Beach Parkway east;

› Adding pedestrian safety improvements throughout the intersection. The
proposed traffic signal system will include pedestrian signals and eliminate
conflicts with other vehicles passing through the intersection;

› Improving conditions by adding two left-turn lanes to the Route 16 west
approach (MassDOT control), allowing direct movement to Revere Beach Parkway
east; and

› The Harris Street approach (currently under signal control) will be made one-way
northbound, eliminating access from Harris Street (City of Revere jurisdiction)
directly to Revere Beach Parkway.
Improvements at the Revere Beach Parkway (Route 145)/Winthrop Avenue/
Route 16/Harris Street intersection are proposed to improve pedestrian safety and
to improve access between these heavily traveled roads. The proposed
improvements have been designed to minimally impact Revere Beach Parkway and
will have no impacts to the road alignment, sidewalks and planted grass strips, the
median east of the intersection, cobra head lights, and the MBTA railroad bridge.
The development of a second Revere Beach Parkway east right-turn lane will require
shifting the lanes to Route 16 east into and the narrowing of the existing median
(Figure 10.4b, Photos 21-22). The median will be narrowed by variable widths,
ranging between 1 and 11 feet, then to eventually 4 feet at Winthrop Avenue,
extending a length of 450 feet southwest along Revere Beach Parkway from the
intersection. The widening required to create the new lanes will maximize the
utilization of existing paved areas within the narrow breakdown lanes and minimize
the reduction in the width of the median in the immediate vicinity west of the
intersection. The outside curb line will be maintained, and the median will be
landscaped, with granite curb provided.
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10.2.3

Location 3: Revere Beach Parkway (Route 145)/Tomasello Drive/
North Shore Road)

10.2.3.1

Existing Conditions
Revere Beach Parkway at Tomasello Drive and North Shore Road has been
previously altered since the parkway was originally constructed. Aerial photos
(located through the interactive interface at www.historicaerials.com) indicate that
during the 1950s and 1960s the median in this area was previously modified to
reduce its width and breaks added to allow additional vehicular maneuvers. Most
recently, the ongoing development near the intersection where Winthrop Avenue
branches off from the Revere Beach Parkway has resulted in the creation of new
islands, new granite curbing, and the modification of a median. However, extant
elements in this area that were identified in the National Register nomination
include a grass median (generally located east of Tomasello Drive); a narrow
concrete median east of North Shore Drive; cobra head lights; vertical granite
curbing; and sidewalks lined with grass strips.
Figure 10.6a provides a key for photograph locations, and Figures 10.6b and 10.6c
show photographs of existing conditions at Location 3. In its current condition, the
median throughout this location varies considerably in width and materials, partially
reflecting changes made through the present day. East of Tomasello Drive, the
median is planted with grass and features vertical granite curbing (Figure 10.6b,
Photos 23-29). It is a discontinuous barrier of up to approximately 25 feet in width,
with breaks for turning and islands that delineate dedicated travel lanes and
pedestrian crosswalk breaks. Where Winthrop Avenue splits from Revere Beach
Parkway at the east end of this location, the median has recently been modified to
allow a dedicated left turning lane into the redeveloped property at 205 Revere
Beach Parkway (Figure 10.6b, Photo 26), as part of work unrelated to the Project. The
median was subsequently replanted, and the vertical granite curbing throughout this
area varies in age (Figure 10.6b, Photos 24-26). A short section of grass median
continues west of the Tomasello Drive intersection, interrupted by a crosswalk
(Figures 10.6b and 10.6c, Photos 31, 33-34). Further west, the median narrows and is
entirely paved with concrete, lined with vertical granite curbing (Figure 10.6c,
Photos 36-37, 40). At the Revere Fire Department (360 Revere Beach Parkway)
driveway onto Revere Beach Parkway east, the median begins to widen again, with
planted grass and small trees (Figure 10.6c, Photo 39).
The use of grass strips to separate sidewalks from the roadway is fairly consistent
through this location, on both sides of Revere Beach Parkway. Even in areas of
recent development, around 205 Revere Beach Parkway and the Revere Fire
Department (opened 2016), efforts have been made to retain the sidewalk and grass
strip relationship when new sidewalks are installed (Figures 10.6b and 10.6c,
Photos 29, 39). The primary exception to this is on the south side of Revere Beach
Parkway around Tomasello Drive, where the sidewalks are lined with modern
guardrails or lack a separating element from the roadway (Figures 10.6b and 10.6c,
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Photos 27, 35, 40). The sidewalks have vertical granite curbing, and similar to the
median, it appears to reflect various dates of installation. Cobra head lights along
the sidewalks are variously mounted on purpose-built metal poles and on existing
wood utility poles (Figure 10.6b, Photo 32), and while many of the lights have LED
fixtures, there are a few examples of faceted lamps.
10.2.3.2

Proposed Work
The proposed roadway improvement design for Location 3 that has been developed
in connection with the Project is shown on Figures 10.7a and 10.7b and includes the
following):

› Removal of a small portion of the median (approximately 25 to 30 feet) north of
the Revere Fire Department facility (Figure 10.6c, Photo 39) has been requested
by the Revere Fire Department to facilitate safer access for fire equipment to
Revere Beach Parkway to the west (something that is now permitted only by
executing a U-turn at North Shore Road);

› Widening pavement width of Revere Beach Parkway by up to 6 feet between
Campbell Avenue and North Shore Road within the existing ROW (Figure 10.6c,
Photos 37, 40), to accommodate an extended left-turn lane from eastbound
Revere Beach Parkway/Winthrop Avenue to North Shore Road;

› Removal of a delta island at the northwest corner of North Shore Road and
Revere Beach Parkway (Figure 10.6c, Photo 36) to increase sidewalk area and
provide a greater buffer between Sales Creek and Revere Beach Parkway;

› Relocation of intersection with Tomasello Drive approximately 185 feet to the
east (Figure 10.6b, Photo 28);

› Closing the curb and median at the current Tomasello Drive intersection and
construction of a new median and curbing that matches adjacent medians and
curbing (Figure 10.6b, Photo 31);

› Removal of a smaller portion of the curb and median to provide access from the
relocated Tomasello Drive to Revere Beach Parkway west;

› Modification of the intersection of Revere Beach Parkway and Winthrop Avenue,
including Winthrop Avenue curb line, increased size of the traffic island
modification, and traffic signal improvements (Figure 10.6b, Photos 23-26); and

› Removal of an existing pedestrian crosswalk and closing the median break near
the intersection of Revere Beach Parkway and Winthrop Avenue (Figure 10.6b,
Photo 24); the new median will match the adjacent media.
Improvements at the Tomasello Drive and North Shore Road intersection location
are proposed to improve pedestrian safety, provide safe access to the Project Site,
and improve Revere Beach Parkway access for the Revere Fire Department. The
proposed improvements have been designed to minimally impact Revere Beach
Parkway’s character-defining elements at this intersection, including the road
alignment, sidewalks and planted grass strips, cobra head lights, and granite
curbing. Minimal modifications to the medians and sidewalks will be necessitated by
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the proposed work to improve safety and accessibility issues at the intersection that
were not addressed in recent improvements associated with adjacent development
by others.

10.2.4

Measures to Avoid, Mitigate, and Minimize Adverse Impacts to
Historic Resources at Revere Beach Parkway
Through the development of conceptual drawings with the input of MassDOT and
DCR, it was possible to limit adverse effects to historic resources at Revere Beach
Parkway while achieving the necessary safety and traffic improvements. After MEPA
approval, more detailed drawings will be advanced and the Proponent will continue
to work with MassDOT and DCR on efforts to avoid, mitigate, and minimize adverse
impacts to the historic resources included at Revere Beach Parkway.

10.2.4.1

Location 1
The Route 1/Revere Beach Parkway (Route 16) intersection (Location 1) has been
previously altered with the completion of the Route 1 interchange, and the median
was also previously altered in the late 20th century with the installation of a
guardrail and likely the introduction of the current paved median sections. Proposed
work related to the Master Plan Project includes median cuts and limited removal of
portions of the median, to accommodate new turning movements and signals.
However, the improvements for this intersection include the partial use of a currently
paved but underutilized shoulder to add landscaping along the sidewalk on the side
of the Parkway, reintroducing a historic element of the corridor intended to make
the Revere Beach Parkway inviting to pedestrians and automobiles alike.

10.2.4.2

Location 2
The proposed improvements to the Revere Beach Parkway (Route 145)/Winthrop
Avenue/Route 16/Harris Street intersection (Location 2) have been designed to
avoid historic features of the Parkway such as the road alignment, sidewalks, planted
grass strips, cobra head lights, and the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
(MBTA) bridge. West of the intersection, the introduction of a right-turn lane will
require use of an approximately 450-foot-long strip of the existing median. The
resulting shifting of lanes has been designed to utilize existing paved areas within
the breakdown lanes, minimizing the need to adapt the existing median. Any
impacted sections of the median will be landscaped and lined with granite curbing.

10.2.4.3

Location 3
At the Revere Beach Parkway (Route 145)/Tomasello Drive/North Shore Road
intersection (Location 3), improvements have been made at various times in the late
20th century and up to the present day, resulting in more isolated extant segments
of historic features among later alterations that make the area difficult to safely
navigate. Minimal modifications to the median, sidewalks, road alignment, and
potentially the cobra head lights are anticipated.
Historic Resources
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Conclusion
Proposed improvements to Revere Beach Parkway are outlined above. Further
refinements to the design of the improvements will occur as design development
continues. As designs are further refined, consultation with the MHC will continue. In
addition, it is expected that the Proponent will enter into a stipulation in a
Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) with the MHC to address and document the
Proponent’s efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts to historic
resources at Revere Beach Parkway. Such a stipulation is likely to provide a process
for additional consultation with the MHC as design and construction plans for the
Revere Beach Parkway improvements are further developed.

10.3 Suffolk Downs Proposed Mitigation
As noted above, MHC has determined the Master Plan Project would have an
“adverse effect” (950 CMR 71.05(a) and 950 CMR 71.05(c)) on the Suffolk Downs
Complex as identified in the state historic inventory listing for the Project Site,
through the demolition of all or a part of the property and the introduction of visual
elements that are out of character with and will alter the setting of the property. The
development of a plan to inventory, salvage, and reuse certain racetrack elements
within the on-site open space system and/or potential donation to local museums,
to honor the history of the Project Site, are proposed as mitigation for the Project’s
adverse effects. On March 8, 2018, the Proponent submitted a letter to MHC, which
included some preliminary information regarding potential mitigation for the
removal of resources associated with the Project Site. Retention of the horse-hoof
shaped Horseshoe Pond, photographic documentation of Suffolk Downs resources,
interpretive signage and displays, and the salvage and reuse of historically
characteristic elements in the site plan were identified as potential mitigation
measures. In the DEIR, Section 12.1 of Chapter 12, Mitigation, also discussed these
proposed measures to mitigate adverse effects to historic resources at Suffolk
Downs.
In spring 2018, the Proponent and representatives of the project team identified
elements of the historic Suffolk Downs Complex to be considered for potential reuse
as part of the site planning, which were included as part of the May 10, 2019
submission. Extant elements identified during the site visit include:

›
›
›
›
›

Commemorative Plaques (2) – Clubhouse entrance, Paddock area
Flagpoles (3) – Clubhouse entrance, Racetrack infield
Flags (~21) – Grandstand
Historic landscape, including Horseshoe Pond and Flagpole – Racetrack infield
Jockey Bollards (4) – Clubhouse entrance (exterior), Clubhouse and Grandstand
interiors

› Photographs (framed) (13) – Clubhouse and Grandstand
› Pole Markers (~50) – Racetrack and Harness Racing Track
Historic Resources
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› Scoreboard (1) – Racetrack infield
› Billboard
As stated above, the Horseshoe Pond, as a significant landscape historic feature, is
being incorporated into the 40-acre open space system (refer to Section 2.1 of
Chapter 2, Land Alteration/Open Space, for further details). An interpretive display
will be installed near the pond to increase public enjoyment and interaction with
both features. In addition, the East Boston Museum has requested items related to
Suffolk Downs and the Proponent will continue to coordinate with the organization
to provide elements for display and develop ways to incorporate these historic
elements into the open space program to educate future visitors to the Master Plan
Project.
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Revere Beach Parkway Improvement Areas
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1. Location 1 – Revere Beach Parkway (RBP) at residential properties east of
the Route 1 interchange

2. Location 1 – RBP at residential properties; note used of sidewalk grass
strip for parking

1. Location 1 – Revere Beach Parkway (RBP) at residential properties east of
the Route 1 interchange

2. Location 1 – RBP at residential properties; note used of sidewalk grass
strip for parking

3. Location 1 – RBP near Borden Street
5. Location 1 – RBP near Borden Street; Alan J. O’Brien Bridge in background

4. Location 1 – View south across RBP, toward site of proposed Route 1 north
6. Location 1 – RBP at Route 1 interchange, west of the bridge
ramps

3. Location 1 – RBP near Borden Street
5. Location 1 – RBP near Borden Street; Alan J. O’Brien Bridge in background

4. Location 1 – View south across RBP, toward site of proposed Route 1 north
6.
Location 1 – RBP at Route 1 interchange, west of the bridge
ramps

7. Location 1 – RBP at Route 1 interchange, facing northeast toward the bridge
9. Location 1 – RBP at Wesley Street

8. Location 1 – RBP at Clyde Street, showing path utilized by pedestrians as a
10. Location 1 – RBP near Adams Street
sidewalk

7. Location 1 – RBP at Route 1 interchange, facing northeast toward the bridge
9. Location 1 – RBP at Wesley Street

8. Location 1 – RBP at Clyde Street, showing path utilized by pedestrians as a
10.
Location 1 – RBP near Adams Street
sidewalk

11. Location 1 – RBP near Garfield Avenue; note transition of median to fullypaved

12. Location 1 – Representative cobra head light, located east of Borden Street

Figure 10.2b
Location 1: Route 1/Revere Beach Parking
(Route 16)
Photos
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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Reconfiguration of Route 1 south
ramp to RBP west (small portion of
grassy sidewalk removal for
crosswalk)

New signals (requires
limited median removal)
New ramps

Figure 10.3
Location 1: Route 1/Revere Beach Parking
(Route 16)
Conceptual Plan
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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Figure 10.4a
Location 2: Revere Beach Parkway (Route
145)/Winthrop Avenue/Route16/Harris Street
Photo Locations
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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13. Location 2 – MBTA Bridge No. 4, carrying the RBP immediately east of
the intersection

14. Location 2 – View into the intersection from MBTA No. 4, along the RBP

15. Location 2 – View across intersection, showing modern improvements; Route 16
17.
Location
2 –right,
RBPWinthrop
west of Street
intersection,
showing
sidewalk,
grass strip with
continues
to the
continues
into background
center

16. Location 2 – RBP west of intersection
18. Location 2 – View of median along RBP

19. Location 2 – RBP west of intersection, facing the intersection; Route 16
21.
Location
2 –background
RBP west of
intersection, south side of roadway, where
continues
into
center
additional direct turning lane onto RBP east is proposed

20. Location 2 – RBP west of intersection, north side of roadway
22. Location 2 – RBP west of intersection, south side of roadway, where
additional direct turning lane onto RBP east is proposed

guardrail, and typical cobra head light

13. Location 2 – MBTA Bridge No. 4, carrying the RBP immediately east of
the intersection

14. Location 2 – View into the intersection from MBTA No. 4, along the RBP

15. Location 2 – View across intersection, showing modern improvements; Route 16
17.
Location
2 –right,
RBPWinthrop
west of Street
intersection,
showing
sidewalk,
grass strip with
continues
to the
continues
into background
center

16. Location 2 – RBP west of intersection
18. Location 2 – View of median along RBP

19. Location 2 – RBP west of intersection, facing the intersection; Route 16
continues into background center

20. Location 2 – RBP west of intersection, north side of roadway

guardrail, and typical cobra head light

Figure 10.4b
Location 2: Revere Beach Parkway (Route
145)/Winthrop Avenue/Route16/Harris Street
Photos
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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Traffic signal system and
pedestrian safety
improvements

Make one-way
Construction of additional lane, to allow
two right turn lanes onto RBP east
(reduce width of existing RBP median)

Add two left turn lanes

Figure 10.5
Location 2: Revere Beach Parkway (Route
145)/Winthrop Avenue/Route16/Harris Street
Conceptual Plan
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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Figure 10.6a
Location 3: Revere Beach Parkway (Route
145)/Tomasello Drive/North Shore Road
Photo Locations
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts

21. Location 2 – RBP west of intersection, south side of roadway, where
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additional direct turning lane onto RBP east is proposed

22. Location 2 – RBP west of intersection, south side of roadway, where
additional direct turning lane onto RBP east is proposed

23.
View southeast
along
RBP from intersection
of Winthropwith
25. Location
Location 3
3–
– Closeup
of island
in RBP/Winthrop
Avenue intersection,
Avenue
existing and modern curbing

24.
– Reconstructed
RBP and Winthrop
26. Location
Location 3
3–
RBPAvenue
medianintersection
west of intersection with
Winthrop Avenue

25. Location 3 – Closeup of island in RBP/Winthrop Avenue intersection, with
existing and modern curbing

26. Location 3 – Reconstructed RBP median west of intersection with
Winthrop Avenue

27. Location 3 – South side of RBP, between intersections with Winthrop
29.
Location
3 – North side
of RBP east of intersection with Tomasello Drive
Avenue
and Tomasello
Drive

28. Location 3 – View of south side of RBP at site of proposed relocated
30.
Location
3 – Intersection of RBP and Tomasello Drive, at location of
Tomasello
Drive
proposed right turn lane onto relocated Tomasello Drive

27. Location 3 – South side of RBP, between intersections with Winthrop
29. Location 3 – North side of RBP east of intersection with Tomasello Drive
Avenue and Tomasello Drive

28. Location 3 – View of south side of RBP at site of proposed relocated
30. Location 3 – Intersection of RBP and Tomasello Drive, at location of
Tomasello Drive
proposed right turn lane onto relocated Tomasello Drive

31. Location 3 – Intersection of RBP and Tomasello Drive, where median is proposed for
continuation across closed Tomasello Drive (relocated east), and crosswalk removed

32. Location 3 – View of cobra head light mounted on existing utility pole

31. Location 3 – Intersection of RBP and Tomasello Drive, where median is proposed for
continuation across closed Tomasello Drive (relocated east), and crosswalk removed

32. Location 3 – View of cobra head light mounted on existing utility pole

Figure 10.6b
Location 3: Revere Beach Parkway (Route
145)/Tomasello Drive/North Shore Road
Photos
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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33. Location 3 – RBP west of intersection with Tomasello Drive

34. Location 3 – North side of RBP, between Tomasello Drive and North Shore
Road

33. Location 3 – RBP west of intersection with Tomasello Drive

34. Location 3 – North side of RBP, between Tomasello Drive and North Shore
Road

35.
North side
side of
of RBP
RBP west
west of
of North
Tomasello
Drive;
new
37. Location
Location 3
3–
– North
Shore
Road;
fire station on left
construction in progress at left

36.
– North
North side
side of
of RBP
RBP east
at intersection
of North
Road
38. Location
Location 3
3–
of intersection
withShore
Winthrop
Avenue

35.
– North
Tomasello
Drive;
new
37. Location
Location 3
3–
North side
side of
of RBP
RBP west
west of
of North
Shore
Road;
fire station on left
construction in progress at left

36. Location
Location 3
3–
intersection
of North
Road
38.
– North
North side
side of
of RBP
RBP at
east
of intersection
withShore
Winthrop
Avenue

39. Location 3 – South side of RBP in front of Revere Fire Department, at
proposed new entrance

40. Location 3 – South side of RBP between Revere Fire Department and
North Shore Road

39. Location 3 – South side of RBP in front of Revere Fire Department, at
proposed new entrance

40. Location 3 – South side of RBP between Revere Fire Department and
North Shore Road

Figure 10.6c
Location 3: Revere Beach Parkway (Route
145)/Tomasello Drive/North Shore Road
Photos
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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P)

Removal of
island

Narrow median ~6 feet to accommodate
extended left turn lane
Close median and
curb at existing
Tomasello Drive,
remove crosswalk
Removal of 25-30 feet of existing median
for fire equipment access to Revere
Beach west

Figure 10.7a
Location 3: Revere Beach Parkway (Route
145)/Tomasello Drive/North Shore Road
Segment A Conceptual Plan
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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P)
r

Removal of crosswalk
and close existing
median break

Relocation of
Tomasello Drive,
removal of portion of
median and curb

Narrow modified
median for additional
turning lane

Figure 10.7b
Location 3: Revere Beach Parkway (Route
145)/Tomasello Drive/North Shore Road
Segment B Conceptual Plan
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts
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Water and Wastewater
This chapter provides additional information related to water and wastewater, as
requested in the EEA Secretary’s Certificate on the DEIR. Specifically, this chapter
includes the following information (with FEIR section references in bold):

› Updated water and wastewater flows for the Project at full-build, based on the
current development program, (i.e., Program B). (Section 11.1.1 and 11.1.2)

› Confirmation of the period of time that interim connections will meet the water

and wastewater needs of the Project and clarification of why interim connections
are proposed in lieu of frontloading construction of the bypass line.
(Section 11.2.1 and 11.2.2)

› Quantification of the volume of I/I that must be removed from the BWSC and
Revere wastewater infrastructure (the total volume and volumes by phase for
each municipality) in compliance with MassDEP and municipal I/I removal
requirements. (Section 11.3)

› A description of how I/I mitigation will occur (i.e. prior to any new wastewater
flow or phased over the life of the Master Plan Project). (Section 11.3)

› A summary of consultation with BWSC, MWRA, and the cities of Boston and

Revere to identify potential I/I removal projects and identification of potential
projects and associated volumes. (Section 11.4)

› A detailed summary of the capacity analysis to demonstrate that wastewater
systems have sufficient capacity to accommodate the Master Plan Project.
(Section 11.4.1)

› Quantification of the anticipated irrigation water need and describe the

mitigation commitments which will be implemented to achieve the 50 percent
reduction. (Section 11.5.1)

› Quantification of the potential potable water offset achievable through the
implementation of each identified conservation measure. (Section 11.5.2)

› An updated evaluation on utilizing Horseshoe Pond for irrigation, including a

description of associated infrastructure and potential impacts. (Section 11.5.3)

› An evaluation of the potential for overwash from storm events and assess

whether it would impact the viability of Horseshoe Pond as an irrigation source.
(Section 11.5.3)
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11.1 Wastewater Flows and Water Demand
11.1.1

Updated Estimated Wastewater Flow
The projected wastewater flow for the Master Plan Project (updated based on
Program B) is summarized in Table 11-1 below. The wastewater flow rates were
developed by applying the estimated average daily wastewater flow design rates
from Title 5, The State Environmental Code Regulating Septic Systems (310 CMR
15.00) to the Master Plan Project program.

Table 11-1

Updated Master Plan Project Estimated Wastewater Flow
Proposed
Size/Quantity

Use

Residential2
Office
Retail

Restaurant
Hotel

4

13,765 Beds

110 GPD/Bedroom

520,000 SF

95 GPD/1000 SF

4,680,000 SF

3

Research & Development

Wastewater
Flow Rate1

3

75 GPD/1000 SF

300,000 SF

6,440 Seats

1,514,150
352,120
49,230

0.765 GPD/SF

227,030

110 GPD/Room

88,110

35 GPD/Seat

801 Rooms

Estimated
Wastewater Flow
(GPD)

225,260

Total Proposed

2,455,900

Net New Total

+2,278,900

Total Existing

177,000 8

GPD = Gallons per day
SF = Square Feet
1
Based on DEP 310 CMR 15.203 flow calculation factors.
2
Based on the following assumptions regarding bedroom breakdown for the estimated 7,171 units in Boston: 3% Micro units,
16% Studio, 50% 1-Bedroom, 25% 2-Bedroom and 6% 3-Bedroom for the preferred program. Also based on the following
assumptions regarding bedroom breakdown for the estimated 3,114 units in Revere: 20% Studio, 52% 1-Bedroom, and 28%
2-Bedroom for the preferred program. The number of units and bedroom mix are each subject to change.
3
Commercial space (other than space for retail/restaurant/hotel use) assumed to be made up of 90% Office space and 10%
Research & Development space.
4
Assumes an average of 500 sf per hotel room.
5
The projected retail wastewater flow is based on the average retail multiplier of the DEIR wastewater program. This was
calculated by dividing the total estimated retail wastewater flow (of the DEIR’s program) by the total estimated retail square
foot (of the DEIR’s program) which equals 0.765 gpd/SF.
6
Projected research and development wastewater flow of 95 gpd/1,000 sf is based upon Cambridge Sewer Connection
Extension Permit W039205 for R&D-Laboratory sewer flow generation rate.
7
Each restaurant seat was assumed to occupy 25 SF. Projected restaurant wastewater flow was calculated based upon a
wastewater flow rate of 35 gpd/seat.
8
Existing wastewater flow Includes 27,000 GPD domestic and 150,000 associated with the existing on-site Concentrated
Animal Feeding Operation (“CAFO”). Domestic flow was calculated based upon 10 percent reduction in metered flow from
BWSC. CAFO flow from MWRA Discharge Permit No. 4940368.
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As illustrated in Table 11-1, the net new anticipated wastewater flow associated with
the full development of the Master Plan Project is approximately 2.3 million gallons
per day (MGD). This is consistent with the higher end of the range provided in
Section 10.4.2 of Chapter 10, Infrastructure, of the DEIR, which assumed a
development program along the lines of Program B, with a higher amount of
residential uses than was proposed for Program A.

11.1.2

Updated Estimated Water Demand
The Master Plan Project’s estimated average day water demand of 2.7 MGD has
been determined by increasing the projected wastewater demand by a factor of
10 percent to account for consumptive losses. This is consistent with the higher end
of the range provided in the DEIR (Section 10.4.2), which assumed a development
program along the lines of Program B, with a higher amount of residential uses than
was proposed for Program A.

11.1.2.1

Peak Water Demand
The maximum daily water demand was calculated by applying a peaking factor of
1.9 to the average daily water demand, which equates to 5.1 MGD. The maximum
peak daily water demand was calculated by applying a peaking factor of 3.2 to the
average daily water demand, which equates to 8.6 MGD. The maximum peak daily
water demand accounts for the increased summer usage including cooling water
makeup and irrigation. The peaking factors were developed from the “Ratio of
Extreme Flow to Average Daily Flow” graph found in Chapter 2 of TR-16.

11.2 Interim Wastewater and Water Connections
11.2.1

Interim Wastewater Connections
The Proponent is proposing to construct two interim sewer connections to address
requirements for the Phase 1 development of the Master Plan Project. The interim
sewer connections will reduce the scope of on-site work for the first phase of
construction, largely by eliminating the need to surcharge the existing soil substrata
within significant portions of Main Street to facilitate a sewage conveyance
connection from Revere to Boston. In turn, this increases the volume of available
flood storage in Phase 1 and reduces certain costs associated with the initial phase
of the Master Plan Project.
The wastewater generated from Phase 1 Boston will be directed into the existing
BWSC municipal system East Boston Low Level Sewer (EBLLS). The wastewater
generated from Phase 1 Revere will be directed into the existing City of Revere
municipal sewer system.
An assessment of the capacity of the EBLLS has been conducted. A model of the
existing sewage collection system was created based upon model and flow data
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provided by BWSC. The analysis confirmed that the EBLLS has capacity to
accommodate Phase 1 Boston. Based upon the meter data provided by BWSC,
recently completed I/I mitigation projects have significantly reduced flows to the
EBLLS providing additional capacity. The analysis did not account for the I/I (4:1)
removal associated with Phase 1 Boston.
The wastewater generated from Phase 1 Revere will be directed to the existing
Revere municipal sewer that is ultimately tributary to Caruso Pump Station. This will
be achieved by either connecting to the municipal sewer in Winthrop Avenue or by
connecting to the Revere municipal sewer located on the parcel north of the site
which houses the Revere Police and Fire Headquarters. The two alternative
connection points are being discussed with, and will be agreed upon by, the City of
Revere. CDM Smith was hired by the City of Revere to develop a sewer distribution
model of the City’s existing sewer distribution system. CDM Smith conducted an
analysis to determine if the existing sewer system could support the flows associated
with the portion of the Project located in Revere. The results showed that the
existing sewer system has the capacity to support the flows from Phase 1 Revere
under dry weather conditions. This analysis did not account for the required 10:1 I/I
mitigation associated with Phase 1 Revere. The Proponent will provide the City of
Revere with the appropriate I/I fees to fund projects that will remove I/I from the
sewer line to the pipe to which the sewer flow would connect. Removing I/I flow
from the contributing sewer at the Revere mitigation rate will provide sufficient wet
weather capacity for the Phase 1 Revere portion of the Master Plan Project. The I/I
removal projects will be completed before the sewer flow from Phase 1 Revere
discharges to the City of Revere system. The analysis conducted by CDM Smith
showed that the existing sewer system does not have the capacity for additional
development phases beyond Revere Phase 1. Therefore, the sewer line (Main Street
sewer line) that will direct flow to the sewer pump station, located on the Boston
side of the site, will be constructed as part of Phase 2 Revere.
To avoid over-taxing the EBLLS and the City of Revere sewer, a Direct Sewer
Connection to the MWRA North Metropolitan Trunk Sewer (NMTS) will be
constructed during Phase 2. Both interim sewer connections will be discontinued
once the MWRA Direct Connection is constructed and the connection to the NMTS
is established.
The projected wastewater generation for Phase 1 Boston is summarized in
Table 11-2 below and the projected wastewater generation for Phase 1 Revere is
summarized in Table 11-3 below. Wastewater generation rates were developed by
applying the estimated average daily wastewater flow design rates from Title 5, The
State Environmental Code Regulating Septic Systems (310 CMR 15.00) to the Master
Plan Project program.
See Figure 11.1 for the interim wastewater connections for the Master Plan Project.
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Phase 1 Boston Estimated Wastewater Flow
Projected
Wastewater
Flow Rate1

Proposed
Size/Quantity

Use

Residential2
Office3

Research & Development3,5
Retail4

Restaurant6

1,004 Beds

110 GPD/Bedroom

52,318 SF

95 GPD/1000 SF

470,861 SF

75 GPD/1000 SF

44,930 SF

1,015 Seats

Estimated
Wastewater Flow
(GPD)
110,440
35,316
4,971

0.765 GPD/SF

34,375

Total Proposed

220,627

35 GPD/Seat

35,525

GPD = Gallons per day
SF = Square Feet
1
Based on DEP 310 CMR 15.203 flow calculation factors.
2
Based on the following assumptions regarding bedroom breakdown for the estimated 7,171 units in Boston: 3% Micro units, 16%
Studio, 50% 1-Bedroom, 25% 2-Bedroom and 6% 3-Bedroom for the preferred program. The number of units and bedroom mix are
each subject to change.
3
Commercial space (other than space for retail/restaurant/hotel use) assumed to be made up of 90% Office space and 10% Research
& Development space.
4
The projected retail wastewater flow is based on the average retail multiplier of the DEIR wastewater program. This was calculated
by dividing the total estimated retail wastewater flow (of the DEIR’s program) by the total estimated retail square foot (of the DEIR’s
program) which equals 0.765 gpd/SF.
5
Projected research and development wastewater flow of 95 gpd/1,000 sf is based upon Cambridge Sewer Connection Extension
Permit W039205 for R&D-Laboratory sewer flow generation rate.
6
Each restaurant seat was assumed to occupy 25 SF. Projected restaurant wastewater flow was calculated based upon a wastewater
flow rate of 35 gpd/seat.

Table 11-3

Use

Phase 1 Revere Estimated Wastewater Flow

Residential 2
Office3
Research & Development3,6
Retail5
Restaurant7
Hotel4

Proposed
Size/Quantity

Projected Wastewater
Flow Rate1

1,685 Beds
33,442 SF
0 SF
76,062 SF
1,458 Seats
260 Rooms

110 GPD/Bedroom
75 GPD/1000 SF
95 GPD/1000 SF
0.765 GPD/SF
35 GPD/Seat
110 GPD/Room

Total Proposed

Estimated
Wastewater Flow
(GPD)
185,350
2,509
0
58,190
51,030
28,600

325,679

GPD = Gallons per day
SF = Square Feet
1
Based on DEP 310 CMR 15.203 flow calculation factors.
2
Based on the following assumptions regarding bedroom breakdown for the estimated 3,114 units in Revere: 20% Studio, 52%
1-Bedroom, and 28% 2-Bedroom. The number of units and bedroom mix are each subject to change.
3
Commercial space (other than space for retail/restaurant/hotel use) assumed to be made up of 90% Office space and 10% Research
& Development space.
4
Assumes an average of 500 sf per hotel room.
5
The projected retail wastewater flow is based on the average retail multiplier of the DEIR wastewater program. This was calculated
by dividing the total estimated retail square foot (of the DEIR’s program) by the total estimated retail wastewater flow (of the DEIR’s
program) which equals 0.765 gpd/SF.
6
Projected research and development wastewater flow of 95 gpd/1,000 sf is based upon Cambridge Sewer Connection Extension
Permit W039205 for R&D-Laboratory sewer flow generation rate.
7
Each restaurant seat was assumed to occupy 25 SF. Projected restaurant wastewater flow was calculated based upon a
wastewater flow rate of 35 gpd/seat.
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Interim Water Connections
The Proponent is proposing to construct one interim water connection to address
the Phase 1 Boston development of the Master Plan Project. The interim water
connection will reduce the scope of on-site work for the first phase of construction,
largely by eliminating the need to surcharge the existing soil substrata within Main
Street to facilitate a water line conveyance connection from Revere to Boston. In
turn this increases the volume of available flood storage in Phase 1 and reduces the
costs associated in this early stage of the Master Plan Project.
The water for Phase 1 Boston will be supplied by connections to the existing water
lines in Waldemar Avenue and Wally Street. The water line to connect the Boston
water system with the dedicated BWSC meter pit off of the 30-inch MWRA main in
Winthrop Avenue (Main Street water line) will be constructed as part of Phase 2
Boston. After the Main Street water line is constructed, the water line connecting
Phase 1 Boston with Walley Street will be closed.
Phase 1 Boston has an estimated average day water demand of approximately
240,000 GPD. The average day water demand was determined by increasing the
projected wastewater demand for the phase by a factor of 10 percent to account for
consumptive losses. The maximum daily water demand (for Phase 1 Boston) was
calculated by applying a peaking factor of 2.6 to the average daily water demand,
which equates to approximately 630,000 GPD. The peak daily water demand on the
maximum day (for Phase 1 Boston) was calculated by applying a peaking factor of
4.6 to the average daily water demand, which equates to approximately 1.1 MGD.
Phase 1 Revere has an estimated average water demand of approximately
360,000 GPD. The average daily water demand was determined by increasing the
projected wastewater demand for the phase by a factor of 10 percent to account for
consumptive losses. The maximum daily water demand (for Phase 1 Revere) was
calculated by applying a peaking factor of 2.5 to the average daily water demand,
which equates to approximately 900,000 GPD. The peak water demand on the
maximum day (for Phase 1 Revere) was calculated by applying a peaking factor of
4.4 to the average daily water demand, which equates to approximately 1.6 MGD.
Similar to the Master Plan Project’s anticipated water demand calculations, peaking
factors used to calculate anticipated demand for Phase 1 Boston and Phase 1 Revere
were developed from the “Ratio of Extreme Flow to Average Daily Flow” graph
found in Chapter 2 of TR-16: Guides for the Design of Wastewater Treatment Works.
See Figure 11.2 for the interim water connections for the Master Plan Project.

11.3 Updated I/I Mitigation
To ensure that the sanitary wastewater flow generated by the Master Plan Project
does not adversely impact the regional wastewater systems, Inflow and Infiltration
(I/I) mitigation will be addressed. An I/I mitigation ratio of 4:1 gallons removed for
every gallon of new wastewater generated in Boston will be implemented. This will
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be achieved through payments to BWSC of $2.41 per gallon of I/I of required
mitigation, which works out to $9.64 per every new gallon of wastewater added to
the municipal system. BWSC has established an I/I fee program and each building
will pay its associated fees as it is developed.
An I/I mitigation ratio of 10:1 will be applied in Revere and will be fulfilled through a
payment to the City of Revere of approximately $1.30 per gallon at ten times the
proposed wastewater flow generated, which works out to $13.00 per every new
gallon of wastewater added to the municipal system. Similar to BWSC, each building
that is developed in Revere will pay its I/I fee as it is developed.
Buildings located in Boston will contribute their applicable I/I fee to BWSC and those
buildings located in Revere will contribute their applicable I/I fees to the City of
Revere. The Proponent will pay I/I removal fees to the City of Revere and BWSC to
fund appropriate I/I mitigation projects to be completed as each phase/building is
developed. All proposed buildings will pay their I/I fees prior to the building
discharging to any sewer in the BWSC or City of Revere System. The projected I/I
mitigation fee for each phase of development is summarized in Table 11-4 below.
The fees collected from the I/I mitigation requirement will be held in a dedicated
account to be used for the purposes of funding I/I removal projects that have been
identified by the municipalities.
This approach was reviewed at the multi-agency meeting held on June 18, 2019 with
the MWRA, BWSC, City of Revere and the Proponent.
Table 11-4 Anticipated I/I Mitigation Fees

Phase

City to
Receive
I/I Fee1

I/I
Mitigation
Ratio

Wastewater
Volume
(gpd)

Phase 1 Revere

Revere

10:1

330,000±

Revere

10:1

Revere

10:1

Revere

10:1

Phase 1 Boston

Boston

Phase 2 Boston

Boston

Phase 3 Boston

Boston

Phase 4 Boston

Boston

Phase 5 Boston

Boston

Phase 2 Revere
Phase 3 Revere
Phase 4 Revere
Total
1

4:1
4:1
4:1
4:1
4:1

Rate

Estimated
I/I Fee

220,000±

$2.41

$2,100,000±

300,000±

$2.41

$2,900,000±

230,000±
430,000±
200,000±
390,000±
150,000±

210,000±

2,460,000±

$1.30
$1.30
$2.41
$1.30
$2.41
$1.30
$2.41

$4,200,000±

$3,000,000±
$4,100,000±
$2,600,000±

$3,800,000±
$1,900,000±

$2,100,000±

$26,700,000±

Boston I/I fees will be paid to BWSC. Revere I/I fees will be paid to the City of Revere.
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11.4 Agency Coordination
The Proponent and members of its project team have been working closely with
MWRA, BWSC and the City of Revere respecting water and wastewater issues related
to the Master Plan Project. The Proponent and project team have meet on several
occasions with each agency to discuss the proposed sewer and water layout as well
as ensure that the Master Plan Project’s (and each phase’s) sewer and water systems
are designed in accordance with the applicable standards. The Proponent and
project team have also been coordinating with these agencies to confirm that the
receiving utilities are able to accommodate the proposed demand.
The Proponent has also met with the following agencies to discuss the proposed
sewer and water system designs:

› BWSC on March 28, 2018, April 27, 2018, June 12, 2018, December 10, 2018, April 17,
2019, May 29, 2019, June 19, 2019, September 4, 2019, and October 1, 2019.

› MWRA on November 27, 2018, May 24, 2018, and June 19, 2019.
› City of Revere on November 15, 2017, May 30, 2018, February 14, 2019, June 18,
2019, and October 4, 2019.

11.4.1

Wastewater
The majority of the wastewater generated from the Master Plan Project will flow to a
new sewer lift station located in the southeast corner of the Project Site. The sewer lift
station will elevate the wastewater flow to allow a gravity sewer connection to the
MWRA North Metropolitan Trunk Sewer. This connection requires approximately 3,000
linear feet of bypass line to be installed from the Project Site to the intersection of
Saratoga and Bennington Streets, to connect into the MWRA North Metropolitan Trunk
Sewer, downstream of the Caruso Pump Station. The North Metropolitan Sewer Trunk
line will convey the wastewater by gravity to the Winthrop Terminal Headworks facility
where it will then be pumped to the Deer Island Treatment Plant.
The proposed sewage route will bypass the Caruso Pump Station and, therefore, will not
decrease its available capacity. This will enable the Caruso pump station to better serve
future developments in Boston, Chelsea, Revere, Everett, and the MWRA system.
Future operation and ownership of the to-be-constructed wastewater system for the
Master Plan Project has been determined to be the following: The MWRA will
operate and maintain the sewage pump station, force main and gravity connection
to the NMTS, with the Proponent funding the construction of the station, force main,
and gravity sewer and ongoing operation and maintenance costs; BWSC will own,
operate and maintain the sewer collection system in Boston; and the City of Revere
will own, operate and maintain the sewer collection system in Revere. BWSC has
agreed to the current sewer layout, which directs sewage flow from Revere through
the BWSC sewer collection system to reach the sewage pump station.
In addition to the new bypass sewer that directly connects to the MWRA system,
which will serve the entire Master Plan Project, the City of Revere and MWRA may
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also explore the potential of conveying additional sanitary flows through the
proposed bypass sewer. Sending additional flows through the Project Site’s sanitary
sewer system to the bypass sewer would assist in alleviating existing capacity issues
within the City of Revere system and to preserve capacity of the Caruso Pump
Station. The Proponent has agreed to work with the MWRA and City of Revere to
further explore this opportunity as more detailed plans for the on-site sanitary
system and the bypass sewer are advanced.
The Cities of Boston and Revere and the MWRA have agreed to the overall sewer
system design, and interim connections for Phase 1 Boston and Phase 1 Revere,
which were reviewed during meetings within the respective municipalities, along
with the results of the capacity analysis.
See Figure 11.3 for the proposed wastewater infrastructure for the Master Plan Project.

11.4.2

Water
The Cities of Boston and Revere and the MWRA have agreed to the overall water
system design approach. On-going coordination is occurring with BWSC for the
development of the water distribution system model for the Project. BWSC is in the
process of re-calibrating its existing water distribution system model. The Proponent
and project team intend to utilize this model to further verify that the existing water
distribution system can support the proposed water flow under interim and full
building connections.
See Figure 11.4 for the proposed water infrastructure for the Proposed Project.

11.5 Irrigation
11.5.1

Estimated Irrigation Demand
The irrigated landscape areas are illustrated in Figure 11.5. On the basis of
anticipated site plantings, irrigation equipment, and controls, calculations have been
made for the irrigation design case using the EPA Watersense Water Budget Tool
(see Appendix F for water budget results). Per LEEDv4, the average reference ET rate,
and the average monthly precipitation for the peak irrigation month were acquired
from the International Water Management Institute data finder.
The Master Plan Project’s anticipated mix of shrubs and trees have been selected to
require a “medium” amount of water, and the Master Plan Project’s anticipated
groundcovers have been selected to require a “low” amount of water. Turf grass
typically requires, a “medium” amount of water for the typical area and climate. The
EPA Water Budget tool has been used to itemize landscaped areas and estimate
their expected water consumption (Landscape Water Requirement). The total
anticipated area of irrigation landscaping proposed on the Project Site is
approximately 1,869,616 square feet with a ratio of approximately 25% turf, 35%
groundcovers, 20% shrubs, and 20% trees.
Water and Wastewater
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While the baseline case in the Water Budget Tool assumes that a conventional lawn
only irrigation system will be inefficient, the design case is a more efficient design
that utilizes drip irrigation with pressure regulation for 75% of the Project Site (90%
irrigation efficiency), and fixed-arc pressure regulating sprinklers for all lawn on the
project (EPA prescribes a 65% efficiency (in reality the efficiency of such sprinklers
can achieve up to 70%).
The anticipated irrigation demand based on the average peak irrigation month of July is
approximately 3,158,049 gallons per month, as summarized in Table 11-5 below.
Table 11-5

Zone

Estimated Landscape Water Requirements
Hydrozone
(sq. ft.)

Plant Type

Landscape
Coefficient
(KL)

Irrigation Type

Distribution
Uniformity
(DULQ)

Anticipated
LWRH
(gal/month)

1

71,308

Groundcover - Low
water requirement

0.2

Drip - Standard

70%

37,019

2

333,593

Shrubs - Medium
water requirement

0.5

Drip - Standard

70%

724,818

3

299,915

Turfgrass - Medium
water requirement

0.7

Fixed Spray

65%

1,057,833

4

14,000

Trees - Medium water
requirement

0.5

Drip - Standard

70%

30,419

5

27,981

Shrubs - Medium
water requirement

0.5

Drip - Standard

70%

60,796

6

320,250

Trees - Medium water
requirement

0.5

Drip - Standard

70%

695,827

7

15,750

Groundcover - Low
water requirement

0.2

Drip - Standard

70%

8,177

8

22,750

Trees - Medium water
requirement

0.5

Drip - Standard

70%

49,430

9

24,575

Turfgrass - Medium
water requirement

0.7

Fixed Spray

65%

86,679

10

4,025

Trees - Medium water
requirement

0.5

Drip - Standard

70%

8,745

11

111,093

Turfgrass - Medium
water requirement

0.7

Fixed Spray

65%

391,837

12

17500

Trees - Medium water
requirement

0.5

Drip - Standard

70%

38,023

13

27,267

Turfgrass - Medium
water requirement

0.7

Fixed Spray

65%

96,174

14

4,375

Trees - Medium water
requirement

0.5

Drip - Standard

70%

9,506

15

575,234

Groundcover - Low
water requirement

0.2

Drip - Standard

70%

298,631

Total Area =

1,869,616

Landscape Water Requirement for the Site (gal/month)
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Proposed Irrigation Conservation Measures
The designed landscape water requirement is estimated to achieve a 56% reduction
from the baseline scenario (approximately 7,213,789 gallons/month). Planting
selection contributes to water use reduction through selection of primarily native
and drought-tolerant perennial groundcovers, shrubs, and trees with a low to
medium water demand.
Irrigation controls for this proposed landscape intend to utilize real-time soil
moisture data from in-ground sensors that notify the irrigation controller when and
how long to irrigate. Unlike conventional controllers, which are set to turn the
irrigation system on at the same time every day for the same duration, to meet peak
summer demands (regardless of the season), soil moisture based controllers can
adjust irrigation times based on soil water content. Rain sensors enhance water
savings further by responding quicker to precipitation (versus the soil moisture
sensors alone) and suspending the daily irrigation cycle depending on how intense
rainstorms are. By only replacing what is lost to plants and the environment with a
daily monitoring system, water can be dispersed as needed. The 56% reduction from
the baseline scenario does not include any efficiency that is further achieved by
using such a smart controller. Accordingly, using the soil moisture based controller
can additionally reduce irrigation water consumption by 15% to 40%.

11.5.3

Evaluation of Use of Horseshoe Pond for Irrigation
Based upon available data, the Horseshoe Pond appears to be fed from a
groundwater source. The Pond’s water level has remained relatively constant over
several years and could serve as a potential source for irrigation water for the
Central Common. As the design of on-site landscaped areas evolves, the Proponent
will perform a detailed evaluation of the Pond, including its hydrology and water
quality to determine the potential for utilizing it as an irrigation source. Salinity
measures will be taken to understand if the pond is brackish.
To utilize the pond for irrigation a suction line would have to be installed into the
pond, which would drain into an irrigation pump vault sited nearby. From there the
water would be directed into the central irrigation system. Withdrawal limits would
be well below the 100,000 gpd that would trigger a Water Management Act
Withdrawal Permit. Impacts to Land under Waterbodies and Waterways and Bank
would be reviewed and approved through a Notice of Intent from the Boston
Conservation Commission.
Overwash from the Atlantic Ocean into the Pond is anticipated to occur during low
probability major storm surge events under future sea level rise scenarios. The
resiliency model shows that under present day conditions the Pond will not be
inundated with sea water during a 1% chance storm surge event. As SLR progresses
the pond may be inundated more frequently than a 1% chance event. In case of
potential saltwater intrusion through groundwater or tidal surge, a conductivity
sensor could be placed within the irrigation water supply storage as a safeguard.

Water and Wastewater
11-11

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

FEIR

Dissolved solids, such as salts that contain sodium and chloride, increase the
electrical conductivity of the water, indicating a direct correlation between electrical
conductivity and total dissolved solids in the water. If the conductivity sensor were
to record a reading determined to be detrimental to the plants or soils, it would
disable the irrigation pump system. As an additional provisional safeguard and in
direct response to the local ecology, planting, including trees, shrubs, and
groundcovers will be selected for salt tolerance.
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Solid/Hazardous Waste and
Construction Period Impacts
This chapter provides additional information related to solid and hazardous waste,
and construction period impacts, as requested in the EEA Secretary’s Certificate on
the DEIR. Specifically, this chapter includes the following information (with FEIR
section references in bold):

› A summary of any additional soil and groundwater testing that is performed

following the DEIR and identify whether results of these investigations will impact
the project design and/or proposed land uses. (Section 12.1.1)

› A discussion of whether a vapor intrusion system may be required and

description of how it will be incorporated into design, if required. (Section 12.1.2)

› A graphic that identifies areas where the one- to three-foot thick "clean cap" of
soil is proposed and description of the proposed phasing of this mitigation
measure. (Figure 12.1)

› Additional detail to support the inclusion of additional fill in the floodplain.
(Section 12.1.3)

› Information on construction sequencing and phasing. (Section 12.2.1)
› A description of potential construction period dewatering requirements, how

dewatering will be conducted in a manner consistent with MWRA, MassDEP
and/or BWSC regulations/guidelines, and any necessary permits, if applicable.
(Section 12.2.2)

12.1 Solid/Hazardous Waste
12.1.1

Summary of Additional Testing
No additional testing of soil or groundwater has been performed following the
submittal of the DEIR. As described in the conceptual Construction Management
Plan (CMP) provided in Appendix G of the DEIR, additional testing will be conducted,
as needed, to support construction activities, such as dewatering, to characterize soil
for potential off-site disposal or reuse, removal of Underground Storage Tanks
(USTs), if encountered and to determine demolition debris that may require special
disposal conditions.
Releases of oil or hazardous material to the environment are managed under the
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) (M.G.L. Chapter 21E and 310 CMR 40.0000)
under the supervision of a Licensed Site Professional (LSP). An LSP will be engaged
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by the Proponent to provide environmental consulting services during the design
and construction of each building or development phase. If contamination is
identified in pre-construction sampling or during construction, the LSP will provide
services consistent with the MCP as required for regulatory compliance and closeout. The LSP will ensure that the Project conforms to MCP regulatory requirements
for construction of buildings in contaminated areas, and that all required submittals
will be provided to DEP, as required.

12.1.2

Vapor Intrusion System
Based on the results of multiple environmental investigations, no oil or hazardous
materials release conditions have been identified at the Project Site that would
warrant the installation of indoor-air vapor intrusion mitigation systems. The need to
mitigate potential natural vapor conditions, such as methane or radon will be
evaluated on a parcel by parcel basis depending on the conditions identified at the
specific parcels during pre-development assessment, and during the design stage of
each proposed building.
Vapor intrusion mitigation systems, if needed, will be designed to operate passively
without any moving parts or power demands, but with the ability to make the
systems “active” if post-construction testing indicates a lower subslab pressure is
warranted to reduce the potential for indoor vapor intrusion. Passive mitigation
measures typically include a subslab venting system that creates a pathway for vapor
discharge to exterior air, and a subslab vapor barrier that prevents vapor intrusion
into indoor air. Passive systems can be made “active” by adding a fan to draw vapors
from the under the building. Venting systems, if needed, would discharge from small
diameter stacks extending approximately three-feet above the roof line and away
from building windows and locations of air intake to minimize the potential for
discharge into indoor air.
Open air structures and structures built upon vented ground-level parking do not
require vapor mitigation systems because subsurface vapors do not accumulate in
these spaces.

12.1.3

Proposed Clean Cap
Figure 12.1 identifies areas where one- or three-foot thick "clean cap" of soil is
proposed and areas where no clean cap is proposed within the floodplain by
development phase. The “clean cap” of soil is proposed to isolate the existing soils in
which historical anthropogenic urban fill materials, such as ash were identified,
including areas within the floodplain. On-site urban fill materials date from the
original filling of the land and exist throughout the Project Site, as well as
surrounding areas. Elevated concentrations of certain metals and chemicals, typical
of historical urban fill, have been detected at the Project Site based on past testing
(described previously in Chapter 6, Environmental Protection, of the EENF). As
previously described in EENF Section 6.2.5, a Response Action Outcome Statement
(RAO) submitted to the MassDEP in February 1998 concluded the metals and
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chemicals associated with the historical urban fill were a background condition and,
as such, did not pose a significant risk to human health and the environment.
Nevertheless, isolation of the urban fill is prudent to reduce the potential for future
stormwater entrainment of the urban fill and reduce the potential for direct human
contact with the urban fill within the proposed public open space areas.
Areas that will not be built upon or paved, where passive activities, such as
pedestrian use, dog walking, bicycling riding, bird watching, and other activities that
do not involve direct intensive contact with soil may occur, will be underlain by a
one-foot layer of clean cap soil over a synthetic, non-biodegradable, high visibility,
permeable marker layer to demark the interface between the clean cap soils and
existing soils. Areas where active recreation may occur, such as sports fields that
could involve incidental direct intensive contact with soil, will be underlain by a
three-foot layer of clean cap soil over a synthetic, non-biodegradable, high visibility,
permeable marker layer.
Wetlands and limited areas located immediately adjacent to wetlands and surface
water bodies, that are not conducive to activities that may result in direct contact
with subsurface soils will not be covered with clean cap soil, to provide a stable and
resilient cap edge along embankments and/or to preserve wetland and native flora.
Subsurface utilities will be installed within clean corridors, i.e. surrounded by clean
soil and a marker layer to facilitate soil management if utility repair or replacement is
needed in the future. Clean corridors will be used for subsurface utilities in
vegetated and paved areas.
12.1.3.1

Phasing of the “Clean Cap”
The “clean cap” of soil will be installed in stages as construction progresses
(Figure 12.1) and prior to public occupancy of each development parcel. Public
access to areas yet to be capped will be restricted with fencing.

12.2 Temporary Construction Impacts
12.2.1

Construction Sequencing and Phasing
It is expected that the Master Plan Project will accommodate a variety of build-out
scenarios and will be developed in stages over a range of approximately 15 to
20 years depending on market conditions. Each of the proposed buildings can be
developed together with or independently of, and in differing sequences with, the
others and the mix of uses presented in Table 1-3 allows the Master Plan Project to
remain responsive to evolving market conditions. Flexibility of sequencing is critical
to the success of the build out of the Project Site. Refer to Figure 1.7 for the
conceptual phasing plan for the Master Plan Project. Section 1.4 (Tables 1-2 and 1-3,
specifically) provides details of the proposed development program by phase.
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Phase 1
The initial phases of development are proposed in both Revere and Boston
(“Phase 1-R” and “Phase 1-B”, respectively) totaling approximately 2.71 MSF. This
early development is proposed adjacent to the two MBTA Blue Line stations, which
are “front doors” of the Project Site.
Phase 1-R consists of a total of approximately 1.38 MSF in the form of three
residential buildings with 1,143 housing units, a hotel, and an innovation building, as
well as the Beachmont Square public plaza with ground floor retail providing a new
connection to the MBTA Beachmont Blue Line Station. Development of Phase 1-R
will require the demolition of a portion of the horse barns in the northern portion of
the Project Site. Phase 1-B does not require demolition of any buildings, but will
result in the removal of a portion of the existing horse racing track. Street
occupancies for construction fencing/gates/signage may be required during this
phase of work, but will be limited to the on-site roadway, Tomasello Drive, and,
possibly, Winthrop Avenue and Washburn Avenue.
Phase 1-B includes approximately 1.34 MSF of mixed-use development consisting of
the Phase 1 Project and three residential buildings and a portion of the townhomes
proposed along Waldemar Avenue totaling approximately 730 housing units, and
construction of the Horseshoe Pond landscaped wetland enhancements and Belle
Isle Square public plaza with over 70,000 square feet of ground floor retail.
Deliveries of large construction equipment (e.g., cranes, excavation equipment) will
be scheduled to avoid and/or minimize adverse impacts to vehicular and pedestrian
traffic. Truck idling, construction activity, staging, excavation, pile driving, etc.
outside the construction site fencing will be restricted during hours identified by
each city. The project team will have ongoing meetings with the cities of Revere and
Boston to provide updates on upcoming construction activities.
Appendix G of the DEIR provided a conceptual Construction Management Plan
(CMP). The Proponent has since advanced a CMP specific to the initial phase of
development in Revere, which includes a construction schedule and work and
delivery hours, describes site preparation and demolition activities, describes public
safety measures, construction staging, truck vehicles, dust management, noise and
odor controls, etc.

12.2.1.2

Phase 2
The Phase 2 development in both cities consists of approximately 3.26 MSF of
mixed-use development and aims to connect the initial phases with significant
build-out of the Central Common (Figure 1.7). Demolition of majority of the
remaining horse barns, the clubhouse structure and partial demolition of the
grandstand structure would be required for Phase 2. The southern portion of
Phase 2 in Boston (“Phase 2-B-South”) also includes a development west of
Phase 1-B, including the new neighborhood park along the Waldemar Avenue edge
of the Project Site.

Solid/Hazardous Waste and Construction Period Impacts
12-4

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

12.2.1.3

FEIR

Phase 3
Phase 3 consists of a total of approximately 4.42 MSF of mixed-use development
within the western portion of the Project Site (Phases 1-R, 2-R, and 2-B-North, as
shown on Figure 1.7). This phase also includes major portions of the street network
connecting to the Central Common. Phase 3 will require demolition of the remaining
portion of the grandstand structure and remaining administrative buildings.

12.2.1.4

Phase 4
Phase 4 generally consists of the build out of parcels along Tomasello Drive within both
Revere and Boston totaling approximately 4.44 MSF of mixed-use development.
Enhancements to the wetland buffer along Tomasello Drive is also proposed for Phase 4.

12.2.1.5

Phase 5
The final phase, Phase 5, is located within the Boston portion of the Project site, near
the primary vehicular entrance to the Project Site from Route 1A. This phase consists
of approximately 1.36 MSF of residential and hotel uses.

12.2.2

Construction Dewatering
Dewatering may be required during demolition, for installation of utilities, and/or for
construction of building foundations. In Massachusetts, dewatering is regulated
through either the EPA NPDES Dewatering Permit, Construction General Permit, or
the Remediation General Permit, all of which are general permits issued by the U.S.
EPA. On-site construction dewatering discharges will be appropriately controlled
and discharged, in accordance with the EPA’s NPDES program.
BWSC (local) regulations apply only if the Project would discharge to their
infrastructure, such as a nearby catch basin and MWRA (state) approval is required
only when there is discharge into a combined sewer. Since all effluent, associated
with on-site dewatering, will be treated and discharged on-site and not into
municipally-owned catch basins or combined sewer systems permits from BWSC and
MWRA are not anticipated. If off-site construction dewatering discharge is required,
such as with the construction of the bypass sewer to the MWRA NMTS, it will be
appropriately controlled and discharged in accordance with the EPA’s NPDES
program (federal), BWSC Dewatering Discharge Permit requirements (local), and, as
needed, by the MWA Temporary Construction Site Dewatering Permit requirements
(state). The Proponent will obtain, as needed, permits that may be required to
manage dewatering effluent.

12.2.2.1

Construction Dewatering Mitigation
Dewatering BMPs shall be designed to provide treatment prior to discharging
effluent. Appropriate BMPs will be implemented to prevent pollution of downstream
receptors. Intermittent pumping will be used, as needed, to allow for construction
in-the-dry during excavation. An evaluation and implementation of appropriate
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measures to manage groundwater associated with construction activities that
adheres to the requirements of the EPA’s NPDES program will be enacted as
required. If offsite dewatering operations are required for the construction of the
bypass sewer they will also be appropriately coordinated with BWSC and, as needed,
with the MWRA.
For on-site dewatering activities, any effluent generated during temporary
construction dewatering will be infiltrated into the ground where possible. Where
effluent cannot be infiltrated it will be directed to discharge on-site outside of
wetland resource areas (with the exception of LSCS flowage) and will not directly
discharge to surface waters.
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Clean Cap
Active linear corridor (80% is anticipated to
be paved/hardscape, with the remaining
20% as planting beds requiring clean cap.)
Surface Water, Wetland and Surface
Water Edge Areas - Zero Cap
Civic - Paved
Phase 1
Phase 2
Phase 3
Phase 4
Phase 5

Source: Stoss Landscape Urbanism

Figure 12.1

Proposed Clean Cap Locations

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
Boston & Revere, Massachusetts

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

13

FEIR

Mitigation/Draft Section 61 Findings
As required by the DEIR Certificate, the following provides a separate chapter
summarizing proposed mitigation measures (presented in Table 13-1). Section 13.5
includes draft Section 61 Findings for each Permit or Land Transfer to be issued or
granted by State Agencies. Specifically, this chapter includes the following
information as requested in the EEA Secretary’s Certificate on the DEIR (with FEIR
section references in bold):

› Clear commitments to implement mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs
of each proposed measure, identify the parties responsible for implementation
(either funding design and construction or performing actual construction), and
contain a schedule for implementation. (Section 13.1, Table 13-1)

› A mitigation implementation schedule that identifies mitigation by phase with

appropriate thresholds (i.e., project square footage or environmental impacts) for
provision of phased mitigation to ensure that measures are in place to mitigate
the anticipated impacts associated with each development phase. (Section 13.1,
Table 13-1 and Section 13.2)

› An approach to evaluate the effectiveness and relevancy of mitigation

commitments to changing conditions, updated data, and improvements in
technology, and opportunities for public review and reconsideration of project
design and mitigation commitments, as necessary. (Section 13.3)

› A GHG Self-Certification that addresses how self-certifications will be provided in
the context of this long-term development (e.g., by project phasing, building by
building basis, etc.) and how progress towards achieving project-wide mitigation
commitments will be monitored. (Section 13.5)

13.1 Mitigation Implementation Plan/Matrix
Table 13-1 below identifies the commitments of the Proponent to implement
mitigation measures, including individual costs estimates of proposed measures, the
parties responsible for implementation, and timing for which each measure is
proposed to be implemented. The mitigation implementation timing identifies the
appropriate thresholds (i.e., project square footage or environmental impacts) to
ensure that measures are in place to mitigate the anticipated impacts associated
with each development phase.
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Table 13-1 Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase
Phase

Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

Proponent

WPA OOC; DCR Coordination
WPA OOC

$50,000 (annually)

TBD

Construction

Construct a Stormwater Management System that will improve overall quality of stormwater
runoff.

Proponent

$2,333,333

Construction

Mitigate for impervious area by installing green roof systems on building rooftops

Proponent

WPA OOC; BWSC; Revere DPW; 401
WQC TBD; USACE GP TBD; DCR
Access;
None

$60/sf

Design
Predevelopment - existing conditions assessment
completed January 2019; future conditions completed
November 2019

PHASE 1
Wetlands and Waterways

Implement Invasive Species Management (wetland benefit, not required mitigation)

Mitigate potential temporary on and off-site impacts to resource areas (Bank, RFA, LSCSF)
due to interim sewer connection (partially on-site) by restoring them immediately following
completion of the installation
Drainage/Stormwater Management

Transportation – Transit

Proponent

Construction

Conduct Engineering & Architectural Assessment of Suffolk Downs Station and Beachmont
Station

Proponent

MBTA License for Entry

$50,000

Funding for Blue Line Operational Enhancements

Proponent

MassDOT MOU

$500,000/year for 5 years

Funding for Beachmont MBTA Station and Better Bus Improvements

Proponent

MassDOT MOU

$2,500,000

Prior to First Phase 1R Building Permit

Construct new Route #119 Bus Stop @ Stop & Shop and Turnaround on Tomasello Drive

Proponent

$175,000

Predevelopment - Completed in September 2018

Construct additional Route #119 Bus Stops on the Project Site

Proponent

MBTA and City of Revere
Coordination

Construct Winthrop Avenue bus stop improvements

Proponent

Consider Transit Signal Priority at signalized locations along the Winthrop Avenue corridor
where traffic mitigation is proposed as part of the Master Plan Project

MBTA, City of Boston, City
of Revere (as applicable)

Funding for Suffolk Downs Station Reconstruction

Implement transportation trip monitoring program
Transportation – Traffic

Proponent

Proponent

Winthrop Ave. (Route 145) at MBTA/Site Drive

Proponent

Bennington Street at State Road/Winthrop Avenue and Bennington Street at Crescent Avenue

Proponent

MassDOT MOU

$7,500,000

30 days after the date that the appeal period ends
(without appeals having been filed) for MEPA approval;
then annually for 5 years
Prior to Initial Phase 1B Building Permit

MBTA & City of Revere
Coordination

$80,000/stop

As Warranted by Demand

MBTA & City of Revere
Coordination

$80,000/stop

In conjunction with traffic improvements listed below

MBTA & City of Boston, City of
Revere, and DCR Coordination

In conjunction with traffic improvements listed below

None

Included in traffic improvement
costs listed below
Included in traffic costs listed
below

Post-Occupancy

Design Review; MBTA Land
Easement/Transfer (if applicable)

$960,000

Prior to completion of Phase 1 (Revere)

$1,200,000

Prior to completion of Phase 1 (Revere)

MassDOT Category 3 Access
Permit
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Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

Winthrop Avenue at Fire Station (Median break and traffic signal)

Proponent

DCR Access Permit

$300,000

Prior to completion of Phase 1 (Revere)

Route 1A at Tomasello Drive

Proponent

Category 2 Access Permit

$200,000

Prior to completion of Phase 1 (Revere)

PHASE 1 (Continued)
Route 1A at Furlong Drive/Railroad Avenue

Route 60 at Sigourney Street and Route 60 at Charger Street

Winthrop Avenue (Route 145) at Revere Beach Parkway (Route 16)/Harris Street

Winthrop Ave. (Route 145) at North Shore Road and Winthrop Ave. (Route 145) at
Tomasello Drive

Proponent
Proponent
Proponent
Proponent

MassDOT Category 3 Access Permit
MassDOT Category 2 Access Permit

MassDOT Category 3 & DCR Access Permit

MassDOT Category 3 & DCR Access Permit

$1,000,000
$10,000

$660,000

$3,750,000

Prior to completion of Phase 1 (Revere)
Prior to completion of Phase 1 (Revere)
Prior to completion of Phase 1 (Revere)
At 2,000,000 sf 2

Route 1A at Tomasello Drive (Temporary Southbound Left Turn Signal)

Proponent

MassDOT Category 3 Access Permit

$130,000

At 2,000,000 sf2

Implement transportation trip monitoring program

Proponent

MassDOT review

$30,000 - $50,000 annually

Post-Occupancy

Construct the Washburn Avenue Flood Protection Berm.

Proponent

$1,000,000

Construction

All buildings will target at-grade first floor elevations of 1-foot above the existing FEMA
100-year floodplain. Where feasible first floor elevations will be raised to target an at-grade
first floor elevations of 20.5 feet BCB for non-critical buildings and 21.5 feet BCB for critical
buildings, infrastructure and ground floor residential space, per BPDA guidance, to provide
1 to 2 feet of freeboard above the projected 2070 BFE. If elevations are not meet, target at
grade first floor elevation or floodproofing to a minimum 1-foot above the effective FEMA
100-year Base Flood Elevation.

Proponent

Revere DPW coordination; City of Revere
easement (if required); WPA OOC; MBTA
Coordination and Easement/Land Transfer (if
required) TBD; DCR Coordination TBD
None

N/A

Design

Comprehensive TDM program to reduce dependency on single-occupancy vehicles and
promote alternative modes of transportation
Climate Change Resiliency

Proponent

MassDOT Review

$50,000 first year and $150k annually

Post-Occupancy

Select paving materials with less heat absorbing capacity and a high Solar Reflective Index
to offset the effects of increasingly hot summers.

Proponent

None

$50/sf

Design

Specify operable windows for residential buildings and considering them for hotel and
office buildings.

Proponent

None

TBD

Design

Use a 95°F peak day for sizing of building mechanical systems.

Plant robust tree canopy within Central Common, other open space areas and within rightsof-way to mitigate heat island effect and capture/slow stormwater.

Proponent
Proponent

None

TBD
TBD

Design

Construction

Prepare schematic designs and cost estimates of a 200,000 square foot multi-residential
building for both a preferred/planned design and a Passive House design

Proponent

None

$100,000

Design

Construct one (1) Passive House (or equivalent) Demonstration Project of a minimum
50,000 square foot multi-family residential building

Proponent

None

6% Premium or $900,000 on a building of
50,000 sf.

Construction

14 townhouses will be constructed as Carbon Neutral and/or E+ (Energy Positive)-equivalent

Proponent

None

$7,000,000

Construction

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

None
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Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

Construct buildings to achieve energy usage savings as compared to current energy code
requirements (9th Edition)

Proponent

None

$300/sf construction costs with associated
cost premiums to be determined as phase
is advanced

Construction

Construct all buildings to be Solar Ready

Proponent

None

$150,000

Construction

Proponent or Building
Owner

None

$300/sf construction costs with premiums
on Gold and Platinum levels

Construction

Develop a historic mitigation plan to be implemented as part of the Master Plan Project

Proponent

MHC MOA

$7,500-$10,000

Design

Inventory and gather photographs, documents, paintings, and other collected horse racing
memorabilia for potential inclusion on site and/or donated to local museums

Proponent

MHC MOA

$4,000

Planning – completed in August 2018

Payment by Proponent

None

$6.4 Million

Design (Permitting)

Proponent

MWRA; Revere DPW; BWSC

$500,000

Construction

Install "clean cap" of soil within areas for active and passive activities that will not be built
upon or paved

Proponent

None

$2,125,000

Construction

Install indoor air vapor intrusion mitigation systems (if and as required)
Decommission on-site electrical transformer

Proponent

$5 per square foot (building footprint)

Design

Pre-demolition abatement of asbestos-containing building materials

Proponent

None

Proponent

DEP Notification and Work Plan Approval

$450,000

Prior to Demolition

PHASE 1 (Continued)

Install approximately 250 kW of solar PV on building rooftops providing approximately 280
MWh of carbon-free electricity annually.
1

Design all buildings to meet LEED certifiable standards

Proponent or 3 -party
provider
rd

None

$875,000

Construction

Refer to the Transportation mitigation measures for mobile source GHG emissions mitigation
measures
Air Quality
Refer to Transportation Measures for Mobile Source Air Quality Mitigation.
Historic Resources

Undertake inventory to identify race track elements for salvage and reuse within the on-site
open space system and/or donated to local museums

Water and Wastewater

Fund sewer inflow and infiltration mitigation (4:1 in Boston, 10:1 in Revere) 2

Construct two new water connections to the MWRA water transmission lines.
Hazardous Materials

1
2

Proponent

MHC MOA

(Work to be performed by
BWSC, Revere, MWRA)

None

$6,000

$80,000

Planning – completed in August 2018

Prior to Demolition

Rooftop solar PV is only assumed to be in Phases 1 through 4. The large commercial buildings with the largest roof areas were preliminarily identified for rooftop solar PV to make the installations the most cost effective. Refer to Section 9.2.5.1 of Chapter 9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment, for
further details on which building rooftops where identified as most appropriate for solar PV.

Based on current rates of $9.64/new gallon sewage for BWSC and $13/new gallon sewage for Revere.
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Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

Contractor

None

N/A

Prior to Construction

Sales Creek Daylighting

Proponent

TBD

Construction

Implement Invasive Species Management (wetland benefit, not required mitigation)

Proponent

WPA OOC; 401 WQC; USACE; DCR
Coordination
WPA OOC; 401 WQC; USACE; DCR
Coordination

$50,000 (annually)

Construction

WPA OOC; BWSC; Revere DPW; 401 WQC
TBD; USACE GP TBD; DCR Access;

$2,083,333

Construction

None

$60/sf

Design
The earlier of a) First Building Permit in
Phase 3B, or b) Commencement of
Construction on the Suffolk Downs MBTA
Blue Line Station

PHASE 1 (Continued)
Construction Period

Prepare CMPs for each phase to address temporary construction-related impacts detailing
overall construction schedule, work hours, number of construction workers, worker
transportation and parking, and number of construction vehicles and routes
PHASE 2
Wetlands and Waterways

Drainage/Stormwater Management

Construct a Stormwater Management System that will improve overall quality of stormwater
runoff.
Mitigate for impervious area by installing green roof systems on building rooftops.
Transportation – Transit

Proponent
Proponent

Funding for Suffolk Downs Station Reconstruction

Proponent

MassDOT MOU

$7,500,000

Construct new Route #119 MBTA Bus Stops on the Project Site.

Proponent

MBTA & City of Revere Coordination

$80,000/stop

Provide new privately-operated shuttle services providing direct transit connections
between the Project Site and North Station and South Station/Seaport.

Proponent

Provide new privately-operated shuttle service providing a direct transit connection
between the Project Site and Chelsea Station.

Proponent

None

$190,000 annually3

Provide privately operated on-site shuttle circulator service

Proponent

None

$600,000 annually3

Implement transportation trip monitoring program

Proponent

None

Included in traffic costs listed below

Route 1A from Boardman Street to Furlong Drive

Proponent

MassDOT Category 3 Access Permit

$16,500,000

At 3,000,000 sf2

Route 1A at Curtis Street

Proponent

MassDOT Category 2 Access Permit

$1,000,000

At 3,000,000 sf2

Transportation – Traffic

Route 60 at Bell Circle (6 Intersections)
Brown Circle

Route 60 at Revere Street and Breed Street
Bennington Street at Saratoga Street
3

Proponent
Proponent
Proponent
Proponent

None

MassDOT Category 3 Access Permit
MassDOT Category 2 Access Permit
MassDOT Category 3 Access Permit
BTD Design Review

Estimated costs are subject to change based upon service provided as warranted by demand.
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As Warranted by Demand

$6,950,000
$750,000

$1,000,000
$930,000

3

Initiation at Completion of Phase 2;
Continuing Service as Warranted by
Demand
As Warranted by Demand

Initiated at Completion of Phase 2; As
Warranted by Demand
Post-Occupancy
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Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

Day Square (Five Intersections)

Proponent

BTD Design Review

$1,000,000

At 5,500,000 sf2

Comprehensive TDM program to reduce dependency on single occupancy vehicles and
promote alternative modes of transportation.

Proponent

None

$450,000 first year and $150,000 annually

Post-Occupancy

PHASE 2 (Continued)
Route 1A at Revere Street

Proponent

MassDOT Category 3 Access Permit

$660,000

At 5,500,000 sf2

Implement transportation trip monitoring program

Proponent

None

$30,000 - $50,000 annually
TBD

Construction

Design and construct a community path connecting the Project Site to Bennington Street
down Wally Street

Proponent

TBD

TBD

Construction

Provide on-site interim flood storage of 15.5 acre-feet at future buildings locations R-12
and R-14.

Proponent

None

$2,000,000

Prior to Construction

Facilitate a feasibility study for regional flood protection (Bennington Street Flood
Protection Berm), including 10% conceptual design

Proponent

None

+$325,000

Prior to Construction Completion

All buildings will target at-grade first floor elevations of 1-foot above the existing FEMA
100-year floodplain. Where feasible first floor elevations will be raised to target an at-grade
first floor elevations of 20.5 feet BCB for non-critical buildings and 21.5 feet BCB for critical
buildings, infrastructure and ground floor residential space, per BPDA guidance, to provide
1 to 2 feet of freeboard above the projected 2070 BFE. If elevations are not meet, target at
grade first floor elevation or floodproofing to a minimum 1-foot above the effective FEMA
100-year Base Flood Elevation.

Proponent

None

N/A

Design

Select paving materials with less heat absorbing capacity and a high Solar Reflective Index
to offset the effects of increasingly hot summers.

Proponent

None

$50/sf

Design

Specify operable windows for residential buildings and considering them for hotel and
office buildings.

Proponent

None

TBD

Design

Use a 95°F peak day for sizing of building mechanical systems.

Plant robust tree canopy within Central Common, other open space areas and within rightsof-way to mitigate heat island effect and capture/slow stormwater.

Proponent
Proponent

None

TBD
TBD

Design

Construction

Proponent

None

$4,000,000

Construction

Design and construct an extension of the East Boston Greenway from Constitution Beach to
Wally Street with a new at grade crossing of Bennington Street

Climate Change Resiliency

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

8 townhouses will be constructed as Passive House- and/or E+ (Energy Positive)-equivalent
Design buildings to achieve energy usage savings as compared to current energy code
requirements (9th Edition)

Proponent

Proponent

TBD

None

None
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Table 13-1
Phase

FEIR

Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

Proponent

None

$150,000

Construction

Proponent or Building
Owner

None

$300/sf construction costs with premiums
on Platinum and Gold levels

Design

Proponent

MHC MOA

$170,000 - $250,000

Construction

Install and furnish new pump station and dedicated wastewater bypass line connecting directly
to MWRA system downstream of Caruso Pump Station to allow Boston and Revere to maintain
existing capacities in their local systems and MWRA to maintain existing pumping capacity in
the Caruso Pump Station.

Proponent

MWRA; BWSC;
Revere DPW

$11,425,000

Proponent

BWSC

$250,000

Construction

Fund sewer inflow and infiltration mitigation (4:1 in Boston, 10:1 in Revere) 5

Payment by Proponent

None

$5.9 Million

Design (Permitting)

Proponent

MWRA; BWSC

$300,000

Construction

Pre-demolition hazardous materials abatement (non-asbestos materials such as oils, turf
maintenance chemicals, fluorescent light ballast, and mercury-containing equipment)

Proponent

None

$75,000

Prior to demolition

Arsenic-impacted soil remediation

Proponent

$70,000

Post-demolition of Test Barn and
Administration Office

Install "clean cap" of soil within areas for active and passive activities that will not be built
upon or paved

Proponent

LSP-approved MCP Release Abatement
Measure Plan and Permanent Solution
Statement
None

$3,400,000

Construction

Decommission on-site electrical transformer

Proponent

None

$5 per square foot (building footprint)

Design

PHASE 2 (Continued)
Construct all buildings to be Solar Ready

Install a minimum of 400 kW of solar PV on building rooftops providing approximately 435
MWh of carbon-free electricity annually
4

Design all buildings to meet LEED certifiable standards

Proponent or 3 -party
provider
rd

None

$1,400,000

Construction

Refer to the Transportation mitigation measures for mobile source GHG emissions mitigation
measures
Air Quality
See Transportation Measures for Mobile Source Air Quality Mitigation.
Historic Resources

Develop and install an Interpretive Exhibit to be incorporated in a select area of the open
space system
Water and Wastewater

Redirect discharge from four off-site catch basins that currently discharge to the sewer
within Waldemar Ave to the Master Plan Project dedicated storm drain system

Extend MWRA water transmission main to the City of Boston and install new MWRA meter
to connect to the Boston portion of the Project.
Hazardous Materials

Install indoor air vapor intrusion mitigation systems (if and as required)

4
5

(Work to be performed by
BWSC, Revere, MWRA)

Proponent

None

$10,000

Construction

Prior to demolition

Rooftop solar PV is only assumed to be in Phases 1 through 4. The large commercial buildings with the largest roof areas were preliminarily identified for rooftop solar PV to make the installations the most cost effective. Refer to Section 9.2.5.1 of Chapter 9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment, for
further details on which building rooftops where identified as most appropriate for solar PV.

Based on current rates of $9.64/new gallon sewage for BWSC and $13/new gallon sewage for Revere.
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Table 13-1
Phase

FEIR

Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

Pre-demolition abatement of asbestos-containing building materials

Proponent

DEP Notification and Work Plan Approval

$1,300,000

Prior to demolition

Prepare CMPs for each phase to address temporary construction-related impacts detailing
overall construction schedule, work hours, number of construction workers, worker
transportation and parking, and number of construction vehicles and routes.

Contractor

None

N/A

Prior to Construction

Proponent

WPA OOC; 401 WQC; USACE; DCR
Coordination

$50,000 (annually)

Construction

Proponent

WPA OOC; BWSC; Revere DPW; 401 WQC
TBD; USACE GP TBD; DCR Access;

$2,333,333

Construction

None

$60/sf

Design

MBTA & City of Revere Coordination

$80,000/stop

PHASE 2 (Continued)
Construction Period

PHASE 3
Wetlands and Waterways

Implement Invasive Species Management (wetland benefit, not required mitigation)
Drainage/Stormwater Management

Construct a Stormwater Management System that will improve overall quality of stormwater
runoff.
Mitigate for impervious area by installing green roof systems on building rooftops
Transportation – Transit

Construct new Route #119 MBTA Bus Stops on the Project Site

Continue provision of privately-operated shuttle services providing direct transit
connections between the Project Site and North Station and South Station/Seaport

Proponent
Proponent
Proponent

None

$750,000 annually

As Warranted by Demand
6

As Warranted by Demand

Initiate or continue provision of privately-operated shuttle service providing a direct transit
connection between the Project Site and Chelsea Station

Proponent

None

$190,000 annually6

As Warranted by Demand

Implement transportation trip monitoring program

Proponent
Proponent

None
None

$600,000 annually6

Included in traffic costs listed below

As Warranted by Demand

Route 1/Route 16 Interchange & Route 16 at Garfield Ave./Webster Ave.

Proponent

MassDOT Category 3 Access Permit

$4,000,000

$450,00 first year and $150,000 annually

At 7,000,000 sf2

Post-Occupancy

Implement transportation trip monitoring program

Proponent

MassDOT review

$30,000 - $50,000 annually

Post-Occupancy

Proponent

None

None (already constructed)

Prior to Construction

Continue provision of privately operated on-site shuttle circulator service
Transportation – Traffic

Comprehensive TDM program to reduce dependency on single occupancy vehicles and
promote alternative modes of transportation.
Climate Change Resiliency

Maintain on-site interim flood storage of 15.5 acre-feet at future buildings locations R-12
and R-14.

6

Proponent

MassDOT Review

Estimated costs are subject to change based upon service provided as warranted by demand.
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Table 13-1
Phase

FEIR

Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

All buildings will target at-grade first floor elevations of 1-foot above the existing FEMA
100-year floodplain. Where feasible first floor elevations will be raised to target an at-grade
first floor elevations of 20.5 feet BCB for non-critical buildings and 21.5 feet BCB for critical
buildings, infrastructure and ground floor residential space, per BPDA guidance, to provide
1 to 2 feet of freeboard above the projected 2070 BFE. If elevations are not meet, target at
grade first floor elevation or floodproofing to a minimum 1-foot above the effective FEMA
100-year Base Flood Elevation.

Proponent

None

N/A

Design

Select paving materials with less heat absorbing capacity and a high Solar Reflective Index
to offset the effects of increasingly hot summers.

Proponent

None

$50/sf

Design

Specify operable windows for residential buildings and considering them for hotel and
office buildings.

Proponent

None

TBD

Design

Use a 95°F peak day for sizing of building mechanical systems.

Plant robust tree canopy within Central Common, other open space areas and within rightsof-way to mitigate heat island effect and capture/slow stormwater.

Proponent
Proponent

None

TBD

Design

Construct development to provide no loss in flood storage for the modeled current day 1%
annual exceedance floodplain.

Proponent

None

N/A

Construction

PHASE 3 (Continued)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Design buildings to achieve energy usage savings as compared to current energy code
requirements (9th Edition)

Proponent

Construct all buildings to be Solar Ready

Proponent

Install a minimum of 560 kW of solar PV on building rooftops providing approximately 610
MWh of carbon-free electricity annually.
7

Design all buildings to meet LEED certifiable standards

None

Proponent or 3 -party
provider
rd

Proponent or Building
Owner

None
None
None

TBD

$300/sf construction costs with associated
cost premiums to be determined as phase
is advanced

Construction

$150,000

Construction

$300/sf construction costs with premiums
for Platinum and Gold levels

Design

$1,960,000

Construction

Refer to the Transportation mitigation measures for mobile source GHG emissions mitigation
measures
Air Quality
See Transportation Measures for Mobile Source Air Quality Mitigation.
Historic Resources
N/A

7

Rooftop solar PV is only assumed to be in Phases 1 through 4. The large commercial buildings with the largest roof areas were preliminarily identified for rooftop solar PV to make the installations the most cost effective. Refer to Section 9.2.5.1 of Chapter 9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment, for
further details on which building rooftops where identified as most appropriate for solar PV.
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Table 13-1
Phase

FEIR

Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

Payment by Proponent
(Work to be performed by
BWSC, Revere, MWRA)

None

$6.7 Million

Design (Permitting)

Proponent

None

TBD

Construction

Pre-demolition hazardous materials abatement (non-asbestos materials such as oils, turf
maintenance chemicals, fluorescent light ballast, and mercury-containing equipment)

Proponent

None

$75,000

Prior to demolition

Underground storage tank removal

Install "clean cap" of soil within areas for active and passive activities that will not be built
upon or paved

Proponent
Proponent

DEP, City of Revere

$25,000

$1,275,000

Construction

Construction

Install an indoor air vapor intrusion mitigation system (if required)

Proponent

None

$5 per square foot (building footprint)

Design

Pre-demolition abatement of asbestos-containing building materials

Proponent

DEP Notification and Work Plan Approval

TBD

Prior to demolition

PHASE 3 (Continued)
Water and Wastewater

Fund sewer inflow and infiltration mitigation (4:1 in Boston, 10:1 in Revere) 8

Reuse stormwater for irrigation
Hazardous Materials

Decommission on-site electrical transformer
Construction Period

Prepare CMPs for each phase to address temporary construction-related impacts detailing
overall construction schedule, work hours, number of construction workers, worker
transportation and parking, and number of construction vehicles and routes.

Proponent

None

None

$80,000

Prior to demolition

Contractor

None

N/A

Prior to Construction

Proponent

WPA OOC; 401 WQC; USACE; DCR
Coordination

$50,000 (annually)

Construction

Construct a Stormwater Management System that will improve overall quality of stormwater
runoff.

Proponent

$2,333,333

Construction

Mitigate for impervious area by installing green roof systems on building rooftops

Proponent

WPA OOC; BWSC; Revere DPW; 401 WQC
(TBD); USACE GP (TBD); DCR and Permits, as
needed
None

$60/sf

Design

MBTA & City of Revere Coordination

$80,000/stop

PHASE 4
Wetlands and Waterways

Implement Invasive Species Management (wetland benefit, not required mitigation)
Drainage/Stormwater Management

Transportation - Transit

Construct new Route 119 MBTA Bus Stops on the Project Site

Continue provision of privately-operated shuttle services providing direct transit
connections between the Project Site and North Station and South Station/Seaport

8

9

Proponent
Proponent

None

Based on current rates of $9.64/new gallon sewage for BWSC and $13/new gallon sewage for Revere.

Estimated costs are subject to change based upon service provided as warranted by demand.
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Table 13-1
Phase

FEIR

Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

Initiate or continue provision of privately-operated shuttle service providing a direct transit
connection between the Project Site and Chelsea Station

Proponent

None

$190,000 annually9

As Warranted by Demand

Implement transportation trip monitoring program

Proponent
Proponent

None
None

$600,000 annually9

Included in traffic costs listed below

As Warranted by Demand

Proponent

MassDOT Review

$450,000 first year and $150,000 annually

Post-Occupancy

Proponent

MassDOT review

$30,000 - $50,000 annually

Post-Occupancy

Resiliency Mitigation (Phase 4R) – TBD; could include additional/new tide gate and
upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station, or a regional flood protection, such as an offsite berm(s).

Cost Sharing:

MOU

Planning

Facilitate installation of tide gate on-site at the upper track culvert.

Proponent; DCR/

WPA OOC; DCR Access; WQC; ACOE

Refer to cost estimates below. 50% of the
cost of upgrades to the pump station with
DCR, up to an amount of $2.875 million
(2018 dollars)
$400,000

Prior to Construction

Design Alfred H. Long (Bennington Street) Pump Station Upgrades. (Proponent to
participate in cost sharing)

DCR

None

$650,000

Design

Cost Sharing: 50% DCR
and 50% Proponent (up to
$2.625M)

DCR Access; WPA; Chapter 91

±$5.25M

Prior to Construction

Proponent

None

TBD

Prior to Construction

All buildings will target at-grade first floor elevations of 1-foot above the existing FEMA
100-year floodplain. Where feasible first floor elevations will be raised to target an at-grade
first floor elevations of 20.5 feet BCB for non-critical buildings and 21.5 feet BCB for critical
buildings, infrastructure and ground floor residential space, per BPDA guidance, to provide
1 to 2 feet of freeboard above the projected 2070 BFE. If elevations are not meet, target at
grade first floor elevation or floodproofing to a minimum 1-foot above the effective FEMA
100-year Base Flood Elevation.

Proponent

None

N/A

Design

Specify operable windows for residential buildings and considering them for hotel and
office buildings.

Proponent

None

TBD

Design

Plant robust tree canopy within Central Common, other open space areas and within rightsof-way to mitigate heat island effect and capture/slow stormwater.

Proponent
Proponent

None

TBD

Design

PHASE 4 (Continued)

Continue provision of privately operated on-site shuttle circulator service
Transportation – Traffic

Comprehensive TDM program to reduce dependency on single occupancy vehicles and
promote alternative modes of transportation.
Implement transportation trip monitoring program
Climate Change Resiliency

Facilitate upgrade of Alfred H. Long (Bennington Street) Pump Station from 300 cubic feet per
second (cfs) to 600 cfs.
Maintain on-site flood storage of 15.5 acre-feet at future buildings locations R-12 and R-14
during construction of Phase 4B and 5B (only if the Project has not returned to MEPA for
Phase 4R).

Select paving materials with less heat absorbing capacity and a high Solar Reflective Index
to offset the effects of increasingly hot summers.

Use a 95°F peak day for sizing of building mechanical systems.

Proponent and DCR

Commonwealth

Proponent

None

None
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Table 13-1
Phase

FEIR

Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

8 single-family homes along Waldemar Avenue will be Passive House- and/or E+ equivalent

Proponent

None

$4,000,000

Construction

Construct all buildings to be Solar Ready

Proponent

None

$150,000

Construction

PHASE 4 (Continued)
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Design buildings to achieve energy usage savings as compared to current energy code
requirements (9th Edition)

Install a minimum of 790 kW of solar PV on building rooftops providing approximately 865
MWh of carbon-free electricity annually.
1

Design all buildings to meet LEED certifiable standards

Proponent

None

Proponent or 3 -party
provider
rd

None

$300/sf construction costs with associated
cost premiums to be determined as phase
is advanced
$2,765,000

Design

Construction

Proponent or Building
Owner

None

$300/sf construction costs with premiums
for Platinum and Gold levels

Design

Payment by Proponent

None

$5.7 Million

Design (Permitting)

Proponent

None

$1,275,000

Construction

Proponent

None

$5 per square foot (building footprint)

Design

Contractor

None

N/A

Prior to Construction

Proponent

WPA OOC; 401 WQC; USACE; DCR
Coordination

$50,000 (annually)

Construction

Refer to the Transportation mitigation measures for mobile source GHG emissions mitigation
measures
Air Quality
See Transportation Measures for Mobile Source Air Quality Mitigation.
Historic Resources
N/A

Water and Wastewater

Fund sewer inflow and infiltration mitigation (4:1 in Boston, 10:1 in Revere) 10

Hazardous Materials

Install "clean cap" of soil within areas for active and passive activities that will not be built
upon or paved
Install an indoor air vapor intrusion mitigation system (if required)
Construction Period

Prepare CMPs for each phase to address temporary construction-related impacts detailing
overall construction schedule, work hours, number of construction workers, worker
transportation and parking, and number of construction vehicles and routes.

(Work to be performed by
BWSC, Revere, MWRA)

PHASE 5
Wetlands and Waterways

On-going (from prior phases) Invasive Species Management (wetland benefit, not required
mitigation)

10 Based on current rates of $9.64/new gallon sewage for BWSC and $13/new gallon sewage for Revere.
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Table 13-1
Phase

FEIR

Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

Proponent

WPA OOC; BWSC; MassDOT Access;

$1,166,667

Construction

Proponent

None

$60/sf

Design

Continue provision of privately-operated shuttle services providing direct transit
connections between the Project Site and North Station and South Station/Seaport

Proponent

None

$750,000 annually 11

As Warranted by Demand

Initiate or continue provision of privately-operated shuttle service providing a direct transit
connection between the Project Site and Chelsea Station

Proponent

None

$190,000 annually11

As Warranted by Demand

Continue provision of privately operated on-site shuttle circulator service
Implement transportation trip monitoring program

Proponent
Proponent

None
None

$600,000 annually11

Included in traffic costs listed below

As Warranted by Demand

Proponent

MassDOT Review

$450,00 first year and $150,000 annually

Post-Occupancy

Proponent

MassDOT review

$30,000 - $50,000 annually

Post-Occupancy

Maintain on-site flood storage of 15.5 acre-feet at future buildings locations R-12 and R-14
during construction of Phase 4B and 5B (only if the Project has not returned to MEPA for
Phase 4R).

Proponent

None

TBD

Prior to Construction

All buildings will target at-grade first floor elevations of 1-foot above the existing FEMA
100-year floodplain. Where feasible first floor elevations will be raised to target an at-grade
first floor elevations of 20.5 feet BCB for non-critical buildings and 21.5 feet BCB for critical
buildings, infrastructure and ground floor residential space, per BPDA guidance, to provide
1 to 2 feet of freeboard above the projected 2070 BFE. If elevations are not meet, target at
grade first floor elevation or floodproofing to a minimum 1-foot above the effective FEMA
100-year Base Flood Elevation.

Proponent

None

N/A

Design

Select paving materials with less heat absorbing capacity and a high Solar Reflective Index
to offset the effects of increasingly hot summers.

Proponent

None

$50/sf

Design

Specify operable windows for residential buildings and considering them for hotel and
office buildings.

Proponent

None

TBD

Design

Use a 95°F peak day for sizing of building mechanical systems.

Plant robust tree canopy within Central Common, other open space areas and within rightsof-way to mitigate heat island effect and capture/slow stormwater.

Proponent
Proponent

None

TBD
TBD

Design

Construction

Construct development to provide no loss in flood storage for the modeled current day 1%
annual exceedance floodplain.

Proponent

None

N/A

Construction

PHASE 5 (Continued)
Drainage/Stormwater Management

Construct a Stormwater Management System that will improve overall quality of stormwater
runoff.
Mitigate for impervious area by installing green roof systems on building rooftops
Transportation - Transit

Transportation – Traffic

Comprehensive TDM program to reduce dependency on single occupancy vehicles and
promote alternative modes of transportation
Implement transportation trip monitoring program
Climate Change Resiliency

11

None

Estimated costs are subject to change based upon service provided as warranted by demand.
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Table 13-1
Phase

FEIR

Summary of Proposed Mitigation by Development Phase (Continued)
Mitigation Measure

Responsible Party

Permitting Requirement

Estimated Cost

Implementation Stage/ Threshold

4 single-family homes along Waldemar Avenue will be Passive House- and/or E+ equivalent

Proponent

None

$2,000,000

Design

Construct all buildings to be Solar Ready

Proponent

None

$150,000

Construction

Payment by Proponent

None

$2.1 Million

Design (Permitting)

Proponent

None

$425,000

Construction

Proponent

None

$5 per square foot (building footprint)

Design

Contractor

None

N/A

Construction

PHASE 5 (Continued)
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Design buildings to achieve energy usage savings as compared to current energy code
requirements (9th Edition)

Design all buildings to meet LEED certifiable standards

Proponent

None

Proponent

None

$300/sf construction costs with associated
cost premiums to be determined as phase
is advanced
$300/sf construction costs with premiums
on Platinum and Gold levels

Design

Design

Refer to the Transportation mitigation measures for mobile source GHG emissions mitigation
measures
Air Quality
See Transportation Measures for Mobile Source Air Quality Mitigation.
Historic Resources
N/A

Water and Wastewater

Fund sewer inflow and infiltration mitigation (4:1 in Boston)12

Hazardous Materials

Install "clean cap" of soil within areas for active and passive activities that will not be built
upon or paved
Install an indoor air vapor intrusion mitigation system (if required)
Construction Period

Prepare CMPs for each phase to address temporary construction-related impacts detailing
overall construction schedule, work hours, number of construction workers, worker
transportation and parking, and number of construction vehicles and routes.

N/A
4

(Work to be performed by
BWSC, Revere, MWRA)

Not Applicable
For all traffic improvements scheduled at a specific square footage, improvements must be completed prior to first Certificate of Occupancy after indicated square footage threshold.

12 Based on current rates of $9.64/new gallon sewage for BWSC.
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13.2 Thresholds for Phased Mitigation
Table 13-1 above presents the appropriate thresholds for mitigation (i.e., project
square footage or environmental impacts) by phase to ensure that measures are in
place to mitigate the anticipated impacts associated with each development phase.

13.3 Approach to Effectiveness/Relevancy of Mitigation
Given the scale and long-range build out of the Master Plan Project and the
understanding that conditions will change over time, the Proponent is committed to
provide opportunities for future public review and reconsideration of project design
and mitigation commitments, specifically related to transportation (i.e., traffic,
transit, and parking monitoring), climate change resiliency (i.e., updated flood
modeling), and GHG emissions (i.e., energy usage tracking).

13.3.1

Transportation Monitoring Program
As stated in the Certificate, “Given the extended build-out, the FEIR should describe
the proposed transportation monitoring program to ensure that the TDM measures
and the infrastructure improvements are successful in reducing traffic volumes and
reducing congestion along a number of key corridors within the study area. The FEIR
should identify the data that will be collected, the frequency of data collection, and
identify who will receive the data and analysis.” To be responsive to the Certificate, as
well as comments from MassDOT, MAPC, and Massport, the Proponent is proposing
a multi-faceted Transportation Monitoring Program (TMP) with the goal of
monitoring the vehicle trip activity generated by the Project and informing
implementation of programs that minimize and mitigate vehicular traffic. The
primary components of the Transportation Monitoring Program include:

› Employee and Resident Survey
› Site-generated traffic volumes
› Parking use
The Proponent will institute a TMP that will produce an annual technical
memorandum beginning two years after the first building opens and will continue
for a period of five (5) years after occupancy of the full build-out of the Project. The
annual TMP report will be provided to the MassDOT Planning division, the MBTA
Service Planning department, the City of Boston Transportation Department, and the
City of Revere Office of Strategic Planning & Economic Development. The TMP will
include the following three key monitoring efforts:
1.

Employee and Resident Survey: A survey will be distributed to determine
commuting modes to/from the site, vehicle use, transit ridership, bicycle parking
utilization, occupancy of car-sharing parking spaces, occupancy of alternative
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fueled vehicle parking spaces, electric vehicle charging station demand and
usage, and overall parking demands.
The survey results will help determine the effectiveness of TDM measures
implemented by the Project in meeting mode share goals, which will be
documented in the annual transportation monitoring report. Should vehicle trips
exceed projections, the annual TMP will recommend additional TDM measures to
encourage alternative mode share choices to affect increased use of transit, walk,
and bicycle mode shares as appropriate.
2.

Site-generated traffic volumes: Manual turning movement counts (TMCs) will be
collected during the weekday morning peak period (6:30 to 9:30 AM) and
weekday evening peak period (3:30 to 6:30 PM) at the following site access
locations to monitor site related traffic:
• Winthrop Avenue at Tomasello Drive
• Winthrop Avenue at Right-in/Right-out Site Driveway
• Winthrop Avenue at Site Driveway/MBTA Parking Lot
• Route 1A at Furlong Drive
• Route 1A at Tomasello Drive
• Furlong Drive at Tomasello Drive
Concurrent with the TMCs, automatic traffic recorder counts (ATRs) will be
conducted for a period of seven days at the following locations:
• Tomasello Drive east of Route 1A
• Tomasello Drive south of Winthrop Avenue
• Right-in/Right-out Driveway south of Winthrop Avenue
• Site Driveway (“Main Street”) south of Winthrop Avenue
Because a portion of the traffic traveling through the site can be attributed to
general cut-through traffic as well as traffic from the existing establishments at
the Suffolk Downs retail/shopping plaza, it will be important to include vehicle
tracking as part of the monitoring counts. By tracking movements on Tomasello
to/from Winthrop Avenue, Furlong Drive, and Route 1A, it will be possible to
identify the non-site generated traffic to get a better understanding of project
impacts.
The annual TMP report will also provide an updated summary of the build
program for the Project and an updated comparison of vehicle trip projections.
Further discussions will be held with MassDOT if there appears to be a need for
additional signal timing and phasing optimization at on-site and/or adjacent
intersections, or adjustments to the TDM program to reduce site-generated
vehicle trips.

3.

Parking Use: Parking occupancy will be monitored by compiling data from the
parking equipment (revenue control systems) installed in the garages and data
available from building owners. Parking occupancy will be reported on an annual
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basis as part of the TMP report with the overall goal of finding opportunities to
reduce the parking supply on site as parking demand changes in the future.

13.3.2

Resiliency Study
Section 8.6 of Chapter 8, Climate Change Resiliency and Adaptation, presents an
approach to re-evaluate resiliency mitigation at a later development phase based on
actual flooding conditions and updated climate change projections.

13.3.3

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Section 9.2.8 of Chapter 9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment, describes the
Proponent’s commitment to report back to MEPA/DOER every five years on the
status of the stationary source GHG emissions mitigation as part of the SelfCertification requirement under the MEPA GHG Policy.

13.4 Transit Mitigation Agreement
The Proponent has committed to make a total investment of $61 million in off-site
transportation mitigation consisting of $41 million in traffic improvements and $20
million in transit improvements. This contribution towards transit mitigation projects
and initiatives, with expenditures, was determined in cooperation and consultation
with MassDOT, the MBTA, the City of Boston and the City of Revere. Potential transit
improvements include Blue Line enhancements, Beachmont Station upgrades,
Suffolk Downs Station reconstruction and Better Bus improvements; and a
commitment to work with MassDOT to support operational improvements to the
MBTA Blue Line. The Proponent’s transit contribution will be made on a phased
basis, and the funds are anticipated to be utilized by MassDOT, together with
additional funds from State and municipal sources, for the mitigation projects and
initiates. For the benefit of both the Project and the surrounding neighborhoods, the
Proponent shall fund the contribution over the first two phases of the Project, as set
forth in Table 13-1 above.
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13.5 Draft Section 61 Findings
13.5.1

MassDOT Access Permit

DRAFT ONLY
Findings Pursuant to
MGL Chapter 30, Section 61

PROJECT NAME:

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

PROJECT LOCATION:

Boston and Revere

PROJECT PROPONENT:

The McClellan Highway Development Company, LLC
c/o The HYM Investment Group, LLC

EEA NUMBER:

15783

Each agency of the Commonwealth that is taking an Agency Action (e.g., issuing a
permit) must make a finding, pursuant to MGL Chapter 30, Section 61, that all
feasible measures have been taken by the Proponent to avoid damage to the
environment or, to the extent damage to the environment cannot be avoided, to
minimize and mitigate damage to the environment to the maximum extent
practicable. These Section 61 Findings specify the entity responsible for funding and
implementing any such mitigation measures, and the anticipated mitigation
implementation schedule.
The proposed mitigation measures for the Suffolk Downs Redevelopment Master
Plan Project are described in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), which
was filed on December 2, 2019. The following sections provide a summary of
possible impacts to intersections and roadway under MassDOT jurisdiction. The
proposed impact avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures are the basis
upon which Section 61 Findings may be made by the Massachusetts Department of
Transportation (MassDOT). All impact minimization measures and mitigation
measures outlined herein will be funded or implemented by the McClellan Highway
Development Company, LLC (the Proponent), its Agents, Representatives and/or
Contractors.
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Project Description
The Project consists of the redevelopment of the 161-acre Suffolk Downs site in
Boston and Revere from a vacant and underutilized horse racing facility into
approximately 16.2 million square feet (sf) of a mix of uses as described in the DEIR
(including retail, residential, commercial/office, lab, and hotel), connected and
supported by new publicly-accessible open space, neighborhood retail, and civic
spaces. The redevelopment of Suffolk Downs provides a unique opportunity to
create an engaging open space system, create additional housing, spur economic
development, and improve connections between several adjoining neighborhoods
as well as the surrounding waterfront, open space and other natural amenities.
History of MEPA Review
The Proponent prepared and submitted, pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, § 61 and 62A-H of
MEPA and its implementing regulations (301 CMR 11.00), an Expanded
Environmental Notification Form and Phase 1 Waiver Request (the Expanded ENF)
on November 30, 2017. On January 26, 2018, the Secretary of Energy and
Environmental Affairs (the “Secretary”) issued a Certificate on the Expanded ENF and
a Draft Record of Decision (“DROD”) concerning the Phase 1 Waiver Request for
Phase 1 of the Project. A Final Record of Decision (“FROD”) for Phase 1 was issued
on February 28, 2018.
The joint DEIR/DPIR filing submitted to both the MEPA Office and BPDA on October
1, 2018 addressed the scopes outlined in the Secretary’s Certificate on the EENF and
in the BPDA’s Scoping Determination on the EPNF. On January 25, 2019, following
an extended public comment period and distribution of additional information on
November 30, 2018 (the “Response to Request for Additional Information, or “RRAI”)
the EEA Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR to which the December 2, 2019
FEIR was filed in response.
Permit Requirements
A Permit to Access State Highway will be required by MassDOT. This permit will be a
Category III Complex Vehicular Permit.
Project Impacts
Based on the CTPS Model, the Project is anticipated to generate approximately
68,948 (34,474 entering and 34,474 exiting) average daily new vehicle trips, with
4,128 (2,333 entering and 1,795 exiting) new vehicle trips during the weekday
morning peak hour and 4,794 (2,208 entering and 2,586 exiting) during the weekday
evening peak hour. Refer to the table below for a summary of adjusted Project trips.
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Daily

AM

PM

FEIR

Master Plan Adjusted Project Trips
2040 Build with Improvements
Vehicle
Transit
Walk/Bike

In

Out

Total
In

Out

Total
In

Out

Total

34,474

14,764

9,912

68,948

29,528

19,824

1,355

325

34,474
2,333
1,795
4,128
2,208
2,586
4,794

14,764
2,203

9,912
724

3,558

1,049

1,657

951

1,056
2,713

734

1,685

Mitigation Measures
The following recommendations summarize the roadway improvements within the
study area necessary to provide safe and efficient access. Detailed traffic analyses
indicate that some of the locations under MassDOT jurisdiction currently experience
delays during the peak periods. Without the implementation of any improvement
measures at these locations, delays and congestion would worsen with or without
the proposed development in place. Improvements are proposed as part of this
Project to mitigate the Project’s traffic impacts, as well as to accommodate future
background growth, and alleviate existing deficiencies. The mitigation measures
described herein will be built in phases to address impacts associated with the
phased build out of the Project. The Proponent will work with MassDOT
regarding specific timing for each improvement. The Proponent will design and
construct the following improvements as described below:
13.5.1.1

Winthrop Avenue at Revere Beach Parkway/Harris Street
This intersection was reconstructed by MassDOT in 2015-2016, which included
replacement of the bridge over the MBTA tracks and several other improvements that
had been previously proposed as part of the other projects under consideration at the
time. As part of the Master Plan Project mitigation, the Proponent is proposing
additional measures that will provide a benefit for local and regional traffic in this area:

› Install two southbound left-turn lanes on the Route 16 connector from Route 1A.
This will allow the currently prohibited left turn to Winthrop Avenue eastbound.

› Install a second exclusive right turn lane on Route 16 on the northbound approach.
› Change two-way Harris Street to one-way away from Winthrop Avenue to Sewall

Street. This is intended to protect the neighborhood area from cut-through traffic
now bypassing Bell Circle that will be served by the above left turn addition.

› Optimize traffic signal timing and phasing plan.
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The provision of a southbound left-turn lanes on Route 16 will allow traffic from the
north to exit Bell Circle sooner and access Winthrop Avenue/Revere Beach Parkway
without having to travel through the neighborhoods. Providing this alternate route
should reduce congestion at several locations in this area.
13.5.1.2

Revere Beach Parkway/Winthrop Avenue Corridor from Campbell Avenue to
Northeast of the Winthrop Avenue Split.
This corridor work extends from the Revere Fire Station through North Shore Road,
Tomasello Drive and the Winthrop Avenue Split at 205 Revere Beach Parkway.
Beginning at the westerly end of the corridor, a short distance of the existing median
in front of the Revere Fire Station will be removed at the request of the City. The
break and associated traffic signal control (considering options for hybrid control of
the eastbound movement only versus a full fire pre-empt signal in order to protect
the Campbell Avenue approach to westbound Revere Beach Parkway) will allow
direct access from the Station to Revere Beach Parkway westbound. The current
access to Revere Beach Parkway westbound is via a right turn from the Station and a
U-turn at North Shore Road.
The eastbound left-turn lane from Revere Beach Parkway to North Shore Road will also
be lengthened given observed and calculated left turn storage issues that impact
capacity and operation of the left most through lane resulting in a lane imbalance on the
approach to North Shore Road. Note that the widening to accommodate the
lengthening will be completed on the westbound side of the Parkway between North
Shore Road and Campbell Avenue within the existing right-of-way.
At North Shore Road, in addition to the eastbound left turn lane, proposed
improvements include the relocation of the existing North Shore Road median and
elimination of a delta island in the northeast quadrant to provide a second left-turn lane
from North Shore Road to Revere Beach Parkway eastbound. The right-turn lane will
continue to operate under yield sign control, and the pedestrian crossing on the west
side of the intersection will be maintained. With the elimination of the Northeast
quadrant delta island a proposed reduction in the corner radius is also proposed.
Tomasello Drive will be relocated easterly approximately 185 feet and serve as the
primary exit point from the site to Revere Beach Parkway. The relocation is seen as
critical to operation of the corridor given vehicle storage requirements and
intersection spacing. Tomasello Drive will continue as a five-lane corridor with two
entering (southbound) lanes and three exiting lanes (a left, a left/right, and a right).
The existing median break serving Tomasello Drive will be closed and replaced by a
reduced width median break at the new location. Note that the driveway opposite
Tomasello Drive serving 205 Revere Beach Parkway will be modified to a rightin/right-out only alignment. With the relocation of the corridor closer to the Winthrop
Avenue intersection, comes the need for replacement of vehicle storage in the left turn
lane. Two left turn lanes will be provided westbound on Revere Beach Parkway from
the Winthrop Avenue Split to Tomasello Drive. This results in a five-lane westbound
cross section in the current design (three through lanes and the double left) that are
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not necessarily needed for capacity but for lane balance. We will work with the DCR to
look at opportunities to reduce this section to four lanes and provide a wider median
as the design progresses. Eastbound the corridor is maintained at the existing three
lane width with two through lanes and an exclusive right turn lane to Tomasello. As
site volumes increase with development, we have also identified the potential need for
a second right turn lane to the Tomasello Drive. This turn lane would begin at the
current curb cut for Tomasello Drive and extend to the new corridor. The pedestrian
crossing of Revere Beach Parkway would be on the east side of the intersection and
operate concurrently with the Tomasello left turn exit.
Modifications are proposed to the recently completed construction at Revere Beach
Parkway and Winthrop Avenue. Modifications will include changes in the proposed
pedestrian crossing points (move from west side of the 205 RBP driveway to the east
side) and extend the left turn storage lane to the 205 RBP driveway to allow
maximization of the westbound storage to Tomasello Drive. The plan also includes
median modifications but maintains the curb bump-out on the eastbound approach
to an exclusive right turn lane to Winthrop Avenue. (two through lanes will be
maintained continuing on Revere Beach Parkway eastbound to northeastbound. The
two left turn lanes from Winthrop Avenue westbound will be maintained as will the
three westbound lanes on Revere Beach Parkway. In addition, as discussed in
Chapter 3, included within the SDOD zoning are building setback areas on Winthrop
Avenue (20-foot building setback/zero height). Winthrop Avenue utilizes this space
to provide a planting strip, two-way cycle track and a sidewalk from Washburn
Avenue to North Shore Road.
13.5.1.3

Winthrop Avenue Corridor - Revere Beach Parkway to Bennington Street
including a Site Driveway and MBTA Beachmont Parking Lot
As mentioned previously, the proposed site access plan includes a restriping of the
Winthrop Avenue corridor to three lanes (generally one through lane per direction
with dedicated left and right turn lanes at various points). The three-lane section is
dictated by conditions at the easterly end of the corridor - the MBTA Blue Line
overpass at Beachmont Station and at the westerly end at the intersection of
Winthrop Avenue at Revere Beach Parkway. A new signalized intersection is
proposed at a site driveway approximately 400 feet west of Washburn Avenue. As
part of this plan, the existing MBTA Parking Lot Driveway would be relocated
approximately 150 feet to the west to form the southbound leg of the new
intersection. Winthrop Avenue would be restriped within the existing pavement
width to provide an exclusive left-turn lane and a through/right-turn lane on the
eastbound and westbound approaches. The northbound and southbound
approaches would also provide an exclusive left-turn lane and a shared
through/right-turn lane. Pedestrian crossings will also be provided.
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Donnelly Square (Bennington Street/State Road at Winthrop Avenue and
Bennington Street at Crescent Avenue)
This signal-controlled intersection is adjacent to the MBTA Beachmont Station. The
base improvement assumed for this site includes a signal upgrade using concurrent
or overlapping pedestrian crossings where possible, extension of the Bennington
Street median to the south to better control the prohibited left turn movement to a
retail parking lot, and realignment of the Crescent Street approach to better manage
the Bennington Street approach to Winthrop Avenue. Currently movement out of
Crescent Street approaches the Bennington Street left turn lane to Winthrop Avenue
in a manner that restricts movement in the through lane and has a tendency to
focus more on traffic coming from the left (Bennington Street northbound) rather
than potential pedestrian movement along the sidewalk to the right. The design of
the northbound corridor recognizes the potential for the Constitution Beach to
Revere Beach connection as a community path with approximately 20 feet reserved
for the sidewalk and path area. Specific components include the following:

› Design and implementation of an optimal traffic signal timing and phasing plan,

including split phasing, for the weekday morning, weekday evening, and Saturday
midday peak periods.

› Redesign of the intersection to channelize traffic flow on the intersection approaches.
› At Winthrop Avenue, eastbound approach to Bennington Street provide a twolane approach (exclusive right and through/left. Also, provide a new bus turn-out
just west of Washburn Avenue.

› Provide a bus turnout westbound just east of the relocated the MBTA parking lot
driveway.

› Construction of permanent pedestrian crosswalks with new ADA accessible ramps
at all crosswalks within the Donnelly Square area.

› Installation new pavement markings within the Donnelly Square area.
› Installation of an emergency vehicle preemption system.
13.5.1.5

Route 1A Corridor
The mitigation plan for the Route 1A corridor has undergone changes from the
design proposed in the DEIR. In their comments, MassDOT asked that several
corridor cross sections be analyzed and developed based on a reduced width “Super
Street” or displaced left turn concept. The alternatives discussed in Chapter 6 of the
FEIR were analyzed and presented to the Transportation Working Group. Analysis of
each alternative was summarized in a technical memorandum to MassDOT
submitted in June 2019, which is included in Appendix B of the FEIR.
The accepted concept for the Route 1A corridor has been based on retention of the
existing Route 1A/Boardman Street intersection configuration. The accepted Route
1A design (Preferred Alternative), which eliminates the third southbound lane that
had been proposed as part of prior proposals, minimizes the potential impacts of
additional traffic into the tunnel and the potential of additional diversions into the
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East Boston neighborhood, while maintaining and extending the existing left-hand
turn lane from Route 1A southbound to Boardman Street. This is expected to
improve access to the existing Orients Heights and East Boston neighborhoods.
The Preferred Alternative includes two southbound through lanes with an exclusive
left turn lane and 8’ to 10’ shoulders approaching Boardman Street. Northbound,
there are three through lanes and an exclusive left-turn lane. Both the northbound
and southbound left-turn lanes have been extended. The northbound right turn lane
has been replaced with the third shared through and right-turn lane, which has been
added for a distance of approximately 1,200 feet approaching Boardman Street. The
Boardman Street approaches and departures have remained unchanged. A twelvefoot shared use path corridor (two-foot roadway buffer and ten-foot path) has been
added within the Route 1A northbound work area and extended to the Tomasello
Drive corridor. At that point it will be continued to the Revere Beach
Parkway/Winthrop Avenue corridor in Revere through the site along Tomasello
Drive. The intention of this design is to contain all roadway work and bicycle
accommodations within the exiting 100-foot State Highway Layout. It may be
necessary to modify an existing slope and drainage easement area along the eastern
side of the Layout to include provision for a sidewalk easement within a limited
portion of the existing easement.
At Tomasello Drive, traffic signal control will be provided. The southbound roadway,
which will be based on the existing two through lane condition, will be widened to four
lanes to allow for a continuation of two through lanes and the addition of two left-turn
lanes to the Site. The four-lane section will generally extend from the “Jughandle”
intersection near the Boston/Revere City Line to Tomasello Drive. Within this area the
southbound shoulder will be eliminated and replaced with a limited-width curb offset.
Northbound, the three through lanes from the Boardman Street intersection will be
maintained with an exclusive right-turn lane added to access the site.
In addition, based on MassDOT direction, the proposed median break and traffic
signal at Furlong Drive that were associated with the Super Street concept have been
eliminated primarily due to concerns over the addition of another traffic signal on
Route 1A. In addition, the primary movement that the signal accommodated was the
left turn onto Route 1A southbound, which is currently provided by the nearby U-turn
under Winthrop Avenue. Route 1A will generally carry two through lanes in each
direction. Northbound, the three-lane section leaving Tomasello Drive will be
transitioned to two lanes several hundred feet north of the Jughandle and then added
as a turn lane to Furlong Drive and an exit to the Revere Beach Parkway/Winthrop
Avenue corridor. This change is based on MassDOT’s concern of overloading the
northbound Route 1A approach to Bell Circle and further impacts in then Route 1A
and Route 60 corridors north of Bell Circle. However, based on a City of Revere
request, the two-lane section, shoulder, and median offset will be made wide enough
to accommodate the future restriping of Route 1A allowing a third through lane if
necessary. Southbound, the proposed merge lane from the Revere Beach Parkway will
be maintained as well as access changes to Railroad Avenue.
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Bell Circle (a.k.a Mahoney Circle)
Significant improvements are proposed for Bell Circle. These include widening
approaches and departures, realignment of the State Road movement from the
Route 16 corridor, recognition of operational improvements that have proven
effective, recognition of pedestrian crossing needs, input from City of Revere officials
and capacity needs associated with the project. The intent is to minimize use of the
“outer circle roadways” to serve turning traffic that is completing what would be a
left turn maneuver or entering from lower volume roadways such as Beach Street.
The overall plan, includes:

› Providing a three-lane approach on the northbound Route 1A to the Circle.
› Realigning the connecting corridor between Route 16 EB and WB to the Circle to

allow direct access to Route 60 NB, eliminating the current movement through the
Circle and the associated right turn to Route 60 NB at VFW Highway (Route 1A NB
and SB).

› Provide direct access from the connecting corridor from Route 16 EB and WB to

Route 1A NB (currently posted as the right turn on red after stop movement and
Route 1A NB approach movement. This movement will be physically separated
from other movements through the Circle with pedestrian crossing control
indicated with a hybrid signal or rectangular flashing beacon.

› Introduction of a direct left turn from Route 1A SB, (VFW Parkway) to the three
lane Route 60/Route 1A SB movement, eliminating the need for that traffic to
circulate around the Circle.

› Widen Route 60 to a three-lane cross section between Harris Street (north of the
Circle) through the Circle to the ramps to Route 16 and 145. The third lane will
become an exit only to at the ramp with two southbound through lanes
continuing on Route 1A.

› Add signal control to the Beach Street (eastbound approach) to the Circle.
› Control/channelize the movement from Everett Street to the Circle. While

allowing full access in to Everett Street, all movement from Everett Street will
leave the corridor in a channelized lane forcing a right turn to Route 60 NB only.
Vehicles will be permitted to complete a NB to SB U-turn at a new signalcontrolled U-turn lane at Harris Street.

› Provide a new signalized pedestrian crossing at the Harris Street U-turn signal.

The crossing location is consistent with the northerly boundary of the Rumney
Marsh Academy, affording the opportunity to cross Route 60 without travelling
directly to Bell Circle.

› Address signal coordination in the Route 1A corridor to the VFW Parkway
intersection at Beach Street.

› Modify pedestrian crossing routes throughout the area, including elimination of
the crossing within the Circle.

› Consider incorporation of Transit Signal Priority for the Route 1A corridor

movements in coordination with MassDOT, MBTA, and the City of Revere.
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Route 1A Southbound at Curtis Street
Improvements at this location include realigning Route 1A southbound to formalize
an exit to the Bennington Street and Curtis Street areas. Improvements consist of
providing two continuous lanes for the southbound through movement, creating an
island within the current paved area and providing stop control at the ramp/Curtis
Street intersection. Movement from Curtis Street to Route 1A south will continue to
be in an add-lane condition.

13.5.1.8

Route 1/Route 16 Interchange and Route 16 at Garfield/Webster Street
The proposed improvements at the Route 1/Route 16 interchange are intended to
provide key missing movements to an important regional highway access point.
Under existing conditions, access from Route 1 southbound to Route 16 eastbound,
from Route 16 westbound to Route 1 northbound, and from Route 1 NB to Route 16
EB are not provided. A redundant ramp access from Route 16 westbound to Route 1
southbound is provided less than 1,500 feet from the existing interchange, or
approximately 600 feet west of Webster Avenue, (a braided ramp system) from a left
lane exit from Route 16WB.
We view the most critical ramp addition to be the Route 1A SB to Route 16 EB
movement. Currently the movement is completed via the right exit from Route 1
South to a U-turn at Garfield/Webster. The left turn lane is short and represents a
capacity issue not only manifested in green time issues but also through material
lane blockages on Route 16EB.
The proposed improvements maintain the existing Route 16 WB to Route 1 SB loop
ramp. The existing median between the ramps would be replaced with a concrete
barrier and the loop ramp slightly narrowed to allow the development of a two-lane
off-ramp extending approximately 600 feet from the intersection without relocating
the outside curb lines and resulting in no slope of wetland impacts. No additional
through traffic is added to the Garfield/Webster intersection. Left turn access from
the ramp is signal controlled at Route 16 where a short median break will be
provided. The total lane storage provided for the left turn movement is
approximately 750 feet including the two-lane left turn movement at the
intersection. This storage is more than sufficient for the projected turn volume that is
not expected to exceed 500 vehicles per hour. The right turn movement is not signal
controlled and is treated as the existing add-lane (but realigned) at its intersection
with Route 16WB.
The on-ramp from Route 16 westbound to Route 1 northbound would be developed
with a second Route 16 median break on the easterly side of Route 1 supported by a
300- to 400-foot left turn lane. The left turn movement to Route 1 northbound
would be signal-controlled and would tie into the existing eastbound to northbound
loop ramp through an open infield area.
The interchange work would also include optimization of the Route 16/Webster
Avenue/Garfield Avenue intersection signal timing, and pavement area reduction
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where acceleration lanes are no longer required. The plan would provide an
important safety improvement by virtue of the significant reduction in the existing
dangerous weave and U-turn movements at this location. All work would be
confined to the current right of way limits.
13.5.1.9

Day Square
Day Square includes the following five intersections:

›
›
›
›
›

Neptune Road at Saratoga Street
Neptune Road at Bremen Street
Bennington Street at Neptune Road
Bennington Street at Vienna Street
Neptune Road at Route 1A NB off-ramp

Conceptual improvements were outlined for Day Square in the DEIR/DPIR. However,
through discussions with the Transportation Working Group and with the
acknowledgement that multiple stakeholders have interest in future improvements
in this area, the concepts provided in the DEIR/DPIR are not being advanced at this
time. Rather, the Proponent will participate in a working group to conduct further
study of Day Square and develop design alternatives that address the various
stakeholders’ concerns. When a preferred alternative is established, the Proponent
will commit to design and construct the improvements to Day Square.
13.5.1.10

Revere Street at Route 60
Improvements at this location include restriping the eastbound and westbound
approaches on Revere Street to provide an exclusive left-turn lane and a shared
through/right-turn lane. Given the proximity of Tuttle Street to the traffic signal, “Do
Not Block Intersection” signage and striping is proposed on this approach.
Improvements also include designing and implementing and optimal traffic signal
timing and phasing plan, corner radius reductions where possible, and constructing
pedestrian improvements including new crosswalks and ADA accessible ramps.
The existing EB bicycle lane will be modified to a “share lane” with the stripping area
that will extend approximately 150 feet per direction on Revere Street. Parking will
also be prohibited within this zone.
The major improvement to intersection operations is associated with what is
expected to be a 90% reduction in the left turn demand from Route 60 SB to Revere
Street. Part of this intersection improvement includes the restoration of a closed
median break at the Breed Street intersection and introduction of a signal controlled
left turn movement to Breed Street. Note that movement from Breed Street will be
limited to the current right turn only. The primary benefits are anticipated during the
evening peak period. (See following.)
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Breed Street at Route 60
In conjunction with the improvements at Revere Street at Route 60, a break in the
median is proposed and a new traffic signal would be installed to accommodate
southbound left turns onto Breed Street. The Route 60 southbound approach would
provide two through lanes and an exclusive left-turn lane. The Route 60 northbound
approach would provide two through lanes. The Breed Street westbound approach
would provide a channelized right-turn lane and left turns would be restricted. This
new traffic signal and left-turn lane would result in a substantial reduction in
southbound left turns at the intersection of Route 60 and Revere Street which will
improve operations.

13.5.1.12

Brown Circle
Improvements at this location include designing and implementing a comprehensive
upgrade of the signs and pavement markings approaching and within Brown Circle,
designing and implementing channelization and signalization improvements
including new pavement and directional markings and channelization islands at the
Route 107 northbound approach, extending islands and installing new islands to
facilitate safer traffic flow, and installing ADA accessible ramps and associated
sidewalk and median improvements. Plans for sign and markings will be developed
in a manner consistent with the soon to be released MassDOT guidance document
for roundabouts and traffic circles.

13.5.1.13

Route 1A (North Shore Road) at Revere Street
Improvements at this location include designing and implementing and optimal
traffic signal timing and phasing plan, constructing pedestrian improvements
including new crosswalks and ADA accessible ramps, and installing an emergency
vehicle preemption system. In addition, the exclusive southbound left-turn lane
lengthened through a combination of shoulder width reduction, replacement of the
existing guardrail median with a concrete barrier median and minor widening (one
to two feet per side). The lengthening will limit blockage of the existing left most
through lane, improving lane balance on the southbound approach.

13.5.1.14

Bennington Street at Saratoga Street
Improvements at this location include installing a traffic island in the southwest
quadrant, redirecting crosswalks for the Bennington Street and Saratoga Street
crossings, providing a compliant curb ramp for the Bennington Street cross in the
southeast quadrant, changing lane uses on the northbound Bennington Street
approach (one right only and one through left), removing/relocating the median on
the northerly leg of Bennington Street to allow a three lane southbound approach
(two through and one left) and one through lane northbound, and modifying signal
phasing.
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Route 60 at Sigourney Street and Charger Street
At the request of MassDOT District 4, the Proponent will review/restore the timebased coordination system with GPS time clock backup and update the signal
coordination plans for the two-intersection system.
13.5.1.15

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
In addition to the extensive offsite traffic mitigation program, the Master Plan
Project also includes substantial enhancements for bicycles and pedestrians both
onsite and offsite to improve local and regional connections.

› Development of an extensive on-site bicycle network that includes over 17,000

linear feet of on-street bike accommodations and over 13,000 linear feet of cycle
tracks.

› Extensive pedestrian network that includes several community paths which
extend through the 40-acre open space system.

› Development of a two-way cycle track along Winthrop Avenue from Washburn
Avenue to North Shore Road.

› Design and construct, or at Proponent’s option fund design and construction of,

extension of the East Boston Greenway from Constitution Beach to the southeast
corner of the Project Site following along Bennington Street and Walley Street,
including a designated pedestrian/bicycle crossing at Bennington Street.

› Prepare a feasibility study of extending the East Boston Greenway from Walley
Street to Revere Beach

› New at-grade community path crossing of Route 1A at Tomasello Drive to
Chelsea Creek side.

› Addition of 12 new Bluebikes Stations (increased from five in the DEIR) at the

Project Site and MBTA stations and the Proponent will work with dockless bike
companies to allow access to the Project Site.

In addition, Go Boston 2030 is planning for a bikeshare network expansion to
increase the number of bikes and stations to reach more Bostonians. According to
Go Boston 2030, “by the end of 2022, Boston aims to grow its part of the system by
137 new stations, for a total of 268 stations in the city. The growth includes
additional stations within the busiest areas of the system and broader access in all
densely-populated neighborhoods.” The Proponent will continue to work with the
City of Boston, City of Revere, MassDOT and DCR to refine infrastructure plans and
plans for external pedestrian and bicycle connections.
13.5.1.16

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program
The Master Plan Project will benefit from excellent access to MBTA subway (Blue
Line) and bus service as well as strong pedestrian and bicycle networks. This will
provide a firm foundation for the implementation of TDM strategies to maximize use
of non-auto modes and reduce single occupant vehicle (SOV) travel. The TDM Plan
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for the Master Plan Project will be fully explored and documented in the next
DEIR/DPIR filing.
It is anticipated that the TDM Plan for the Master Plan Project will be administered
through the formation of a new on-site TMA. The new TMA will be modeled after
the Charles River TMA, which successfully facilitates proactive and comprehensive
TDM initiatives in the area.
Consistent with the City of Boston’s goals to reduce auto-dependency, the
Proponent will proactively incorporate TDM measures to encourage alternative
modes of transportation. TDM measures are most often directed at commuter travel,
which is the purpose of the majority of the trips destined to the Project Site. The
following discusses an array of TDM measures that will be implemented as part of
the Master Plan Project.

› Provide secure bicycle storage for building tenants and their employees and
visitors in accordance with the City of Boston Bicycle Guidelines.

› Bike racks will be provided at select, highly-visible locations within the Project

Site. The racks will be securely mounted and feature current designs to properly
secure bikes of all kinds.

› Addition of Bluebikes Stations on site. Demand for Bluebikes will be monitored
over time and the number of stations/bikes will be adjusted accordingly;

› Multiple parking spaces for a car-sharing service will be provided, such as
ZipCar®, within the new garages.

› Parking spaces on-site will be equipped to support EV charging stations and will
be provided within the new garage.

› Preferential parking for alternative-fueled vehicles will be provided.
› Office and retail tenants will be encouraged to provide employer subsidies to
employees who purchase monthly or multiple trip transit passes.

› Office and retail tenants will be encouraged to provide a guaranteed ride home

program, in conjunction with a new TMA, to eliminate an often-cited deterrent to
carpool and vanpool participation.

› Potential office and retail tenants will be encouraged to offer direct deposit
payment for monthly transit passes to employees.

› An on-site Transportation Coordinator will be designated to oversee parking and
loading operations as well as to promote alternative transportation measures.
The person assigned to this role will coordinate with office and retail tenants to
help promote a reduced reliance on single-occupant motor-vehicle travel to the
Project Site. To that end, the TDM measures identified in the following sections
will be implemented under the direction and supervision of this person. The
duties of the transportation coordinator may include, but not be limited to:

• Acting as a liaison with office and retail employers and the future TMA.
• Assisting office and retail employees and residents with ride matching and
transportation planning.
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• Disseminating information on alternate modes of transportation and
developing transportation related marketing and education materials,
including a website. This includes posting relevant public transit information
potentially at an outdoor kiosk. This would include, but is not limited to,
providing transit information such as maps and schedules to new residents
and tenants in an orientation package.
• Developing and maintaining information pertaining to pedestrian and cycling
access to and from the Project Site.
• Encouraging tenants to provide on-site transit pass sales to employees.
Commitment to Transit Improvements
The Proponent has committed to make a total investment of $61 million in off-site
transportation mitigation consisting of $41 million in traffic improvements and $20
million in transit improvements. The $20 million contribution towards transit
mitigation projects and initiatives, with expenditures, was determined in cooperation
and consultation with MassDOT, the MBTA, the City of Boston and the City of
Revere. Potential transit improvements include Blue Line enhancements, Beachmont
Station upgrades, Suffolk Downs Station reconstruction and Better Bus
improvements; and, a commitment to work with MassDOT to support operational
improvements to the MBTA Blue Line. The Proponent’s transit contribution will be
made on a phased basis, and the funds are anticipated to be utilized by MassDOT,
together with additional funds from State and municipal sources, for the mitigation
projects and initiates. For the benefit of both the Project and the surrounding
neighborhoods, the Proponent shall fund the contribution over the first two phases
of the Project, as set forth in Table 13-1 above.
Section 61 Findings
MassDOT Highway Division finds that with the implementation of the mitigation
measures described herein, all feasible means and measures will have been taken to
avoid or minimize adverse impacts to the environment relating to construction and
operation of the proposed transportation improvement project. Appropriate
conditions will be included in the permits issued for the project to ensure
implementation of the mitigation measures.
Agency:

Commissioner:

Date:
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DRAFT ONLY
Findings Pursuant to
MGL Chapter 30, Section 61
PROJECT NAME:

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

PROJECT LOCATION:

Boston and Revere

PROJECT PROPONENT:

The McClellan Highway Development Company, LLC
c/o The HYM Investment Group, LLC

EEA NUMBER:

15783

Each agency of the Commonwealth that is taking an Agency Action (e.g., issuing a
permit) must make a finding, pursuant to MGL Chapter 30, Section 61, that all
feasible measures have been taken by the Proponent to avoid damage to the
environment or, to the extent damage to the environment cannot be avoided, to
minimize and mitigate damage to the environment to the maximum extent
practicable. These Section 61 Findings specify the entity responsible for funding and
implementing any such mitigation measures, and the anticipated mitigation
implementation schedule.
The proposed mitigation measures for the Suffolk Downs Redevelopment Project are
described in the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”), which was filed December 2,
2019. The following sections provide a summary of possible impacts to intersections and
roadways under DCR jurisdiction as part of the Project. The proposed impact avoidance,
minimization and mitigation measures are the basis upon which Section 61 Findings
may be made by the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (“MassDOT”). All
impact minimization measures and mitigation measures outlined herein will be funded
or implemented by the McClellan Highway Development Company, LLC (the
“Proponent”), its Agents, Representatives and/or Contractors.
Project Description
The Project consists of the redevelopment of the 161-acre Suffolk Downs site in
Boston and Revere from a vacant and underutilized horse racing facility into
approximately 16.2 million square feet (sf) of a mix of uses as described in the DEIR
(including retail, residential, commercial/office, lab, and hotel), connected and
supported by new publicly-accessible open space, neighborhood retail, and civic
spaces. The redevelopment of Suffolk Downs provides a unique opportunity to
create an engaging open space system, create additional housing, spur economic
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development, and improve connections between several adjoining neighborhoods
as well as the surrounding waterfront, open space and other natural amenities.
History of MEPA Review
The Proponent prepared and submitted, pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, § 61 and 62A-H of
MEPA and its implementing regulations (301 CMR 11.00), an Expanded Environmental
Notification Form and Phase 1 Waiver Request (the Expanded ENF) on November 30,
2017. On January 26, 2018, the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs (the
“Secretary”) issued a Certificate on the Expanded ENF and a Draft Record of Decision
(“DROD”) concerning the Phase 1 Waiver Request for Phase 1 of the Project. A Final
Record of Decision (“FROD”) for Phase 1 was issued on February 28, 2018.
The joint DEIR/DPIR filing submitted to both the MEPA Office and BPDA on October
1, 2018 addressed the scopes outlined in the Secretary’s Certificate on the EENF and
in the BPDA’s Scoping Determination on the EPNF. On January 25, 2019, following
an extended public comment period and distribution of additional information on
November 30, 2018 (the “Response to Request for Additional Information, or “RRAI”)
the EEA Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR to which the December 2, 2019
FEIR was filed in response.
Permit Requirements
Permit for construction and/or associated access to DCR park lands and roadways.
Project Impacts
Based on the CTPS Model, the Project is anticipated to generate approximately
68,948 (34,474 entering and 34,474 exiting) average daily new vehicle trips, with
4,128 (2,333 entering and 1,795 exiting) new vehicle trips during the weekday
morning peak hour and 4,794 (2,208 entering and 2,586 exiting) during the weekday
evening peak hour. Refer to the table below for a summary of adjusted Project trips.
Table 2

Daily

AM

PM

Master Plan Adjusted Project Trips
2040 Build with Improvements
Vehicle
Transit
Walk/Bike

In

Out

Total
In

Out

Total
In

Out

Total

34,474

14,764

9,912

68,948

29,528

19,824

1,355

325

34,474
2,333
1,795
4,128
2,208
2,586
4,794

14,764
2,203

724

3,558

1,049

1,657

951

1,056
2,713
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Mitigation Measures
The following recommendations summarize the roadway improvements within the
study area necessary to provide safe and efficient access. Detailed traffic analyses
indicate that some of the locations under DCR jurisdiction currently experience
delays during the peak periods. Without the implementation of any improvement
measures at these locations, delays and congestion would worsen with or without
the proposed development in place. Improvements are proposed as part of this
Project to mitigate the Project’s traffic impacts, as well as to accommodate future
background growth, and alleviate existing deficiencies. The mitigation measures
described herein will be built in phases to address impacts associated with the
phased build out of the Master Plan. The Proponent will work with DCR regarding
specific timing for each improvement. The Proponent will design and construct the
following improvements as described below:
13.5.2.1

Revere Beach Parkway/Winthrop Avenue Corridor from Campbell Avenue to
Northeast of the Winthrop Avenue Split.
This corridor work extends from the Revere Fire Station through North Shore Road,
Tomasello Drive and the Winthrop Avenue Split at 205 Revere Beach Parkway.
Beginning at the westerly end of the corridor, a short distance of the existing median
in front of the Revere Fire Station will be removed at the request of the City. The
break and associated traffic signal control (considering options for hybrid control of
the eastbound movement only versus a full fire pre-empt signal in order to protect
the Campbell Avenue approach to westbound Revere Beach Parkway) will allow
direct access from the Station to Revere Beach Parkway westbound. The current
access to Revere Beach Parkway westbound is via a right turn from the Station and a
U-turn at North Shore Road.
The eastbound left-turn lane from Revere Beach Parkway to North Shore Road will
also be lengthened given observed and calculated left turn storage issues that impact
capacity and operation of the left most through lane resulting in a lane imbalance on
the approach to North Shore Road. Note that the widening to accommodate the
lengthening will be completed on the westbound side of the Parkway between North
Shore Road and Campbell Avenue within the existing right-of-way.
At North Shore Road, in addition to the eastbound left turn lane, proposed
improvements include the relocation of the existing North Shore Road median and
elimination of a delta island in the northeast quadrant to provide a second left-turn
lane from North Shore Road to Revere Beach Parkway eastbound. The right-turn lane
will continue to operate under yield sign control, and the pedestrian crossing on the
west side of the intersection will be maintained. With the elimination of the Northeast
quadrant delta island a proposed reduction in the corner radius is also proposed.
Tomasello Drive will be relocated easterly approximately 185 feet and serve as the
primary exit point from the site to Revere Beach Parkway. The relocation is seen as
critical to operation of the corridor given vehicle storage requirements and
intersection spacing. Tomasello Drive will continue as a five-lane corridor with two
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entering (southbound) lanes and three exiting lanes (a left, a left/right, and a right).
The existing median break serving Tomasello Drive will be closed and replaced by a
reduced width median break at the new location. Note that the driveway opposite
Tomasello Drive serving 205 Revere Beach Parkway will be modified to a rightin/right-out only alignment. With the relocation of the corridor closer to the Winthrop
Avenue intersection, comes the need for replacement of vehicle storage in the left turn
lane. Two left turn lanes will be provided westbound on Revere Beach Parkway from
the Winthrop Avenue Split to Tomasello Drive. This results in a five-lane westbound
cross section in the current design (three through lanes and the double left) that are
not necessarily needed for capacity but for lane balance. We will work with the DCR to
look at opportunities to reduce this section to four lanes and provide a wider median
as the design progresses. Eastbound the corridor is maintained at the existing three
lane width with two through lanes and an exclusive right turn lane to Tomasello. As
site volumes increase with development, we have also identified the potential need for
a second right turn lane to the Tomasello Drive. This turn lane would begin at the
current curb cut for Tomasello Drive and extend to the new corridor. The pedestrian
crossing of Revere Beach Parkway would be on the east side of the intersection and
operate concurrently with the Tomasello left turn exit.
Modifications are proposed to the recently completed construction at Revere Beach
Parkway and Winthrop Avenue. Modifications will include changes in the proposed
pedestrian crossing points (move from west side of the 205 RBP driveway to the east
side) and extend the left turn storage lane to the 205 RBP driveway to allow
maximization of the westbound storage to Tomasello Drive. The plan also includes
median modifications but maintains the curb bump-out on the eastbound approach
to an exclusive right turn lane to Winthrop Avenue. (two through lanes will be
maintained continuing on Revere Beach Parkway eastbound to northeastbound. The
two left turn lanes from Winthrop Avenue westbound will be maintained as will the
three westbound lanes on Revere Beach Parkway. In addition, as discussed in
Chapter 3, included within the SDOD zoning are building setback areas on Winthrop
Avenue (20-foot building setback/zero height). Winthrop Avenue utilizes this space
to provide a planting strip, two-way cycle track and a sidewalk from Washburn
Avenue to North Shore Road.
13.5.2.2

Winthrop Avenue Corridor - Revere Beach Parkway to Bennington Street
including a Site Driveway and MBTA Beachmont Parking Lot
As mentioned previously, the proposed site access plan includes a restriping of the
Winthrop Avenue corridor to three lanes (generally one through lane per direction
with dedicated left and right turn lanes at various points). The three-lane section is
dictated by conditions at the easterly end of the corridor - the MBTA Blue Line
overpass at Beachmont Station and at the westerly end at the intersection of
Winthrop Avenue at Revere Beach Parkway. A new signalized intersection is
proposed at a site driveway approximately 400 feet west of Washburn Avenue. As
part of this plan, the existing MBTA Parking Lot Driveway would be relocated
approximately 150 feet to the west to form the southbound leg of the new
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intersection. Winthrop Avenue would be restriped within the existing pavement
width to provide an exclusive left-turn lane and a through/right-turn lane on the
eastbound and westbound approaches. The northbound and southbound
approaches would also provide an exclusive left-turn lane and a shared
through/right-turn lane. Pedestrian crossings will also be provided.
13.5.2.3

Donnelly Square (Bennington Street/State Road at Winthrop Avenue and
Bennington Street at Crescent Avenue)
This signal-controlled intersection is adjacent to the MBTA Beachmont Station. The
base improvement assumed for this site includes a signal upgrade using concurrent
or overlapping pedestrian crossings where possible, extension of the Bennington
Street median to the south to better control the prohibited left turn movement to a
retail parking lot, and realignment of the Crescent Street approach to better manage
the Bennington Street approach to Winthrop Avenue. Currently movement out of
Crescent Street approaches the Bennington Street left turn lane to Winthrop Avenue
in a manner that restricts movement in the through lane and has a tendency to
focus more on traffic coming from the left (Bennington Street northbound) rather
than potential pedestrian movement along the sidewalk to the right. The design of
the northbound corridor recognizes the potential for the Constitution Beach to
Revere Beach connection as a community path with approximately 20 feet reserved
for the sidewalk and path area. Specific components include the following:

› Design and implementation of an optimal traffic signal timing and phasing plan,

including split phasing, for the weekday morning, weekday evening, and Saturday
midday peak periods.

› Redesign of the intersection to channelize traffic flow on the intersection
approaches.

› At Winthrop Avenue, eastbound approach to Bennington Street provide a two-

lane approach (exclusive right and through/left. Also, provide a new bus turn-out
just west of Washburn Avenue.

› Provide a bus turnout westbound just east of the relocated the MBTA parking lot
driveway.

› Construction of permanent pedestrian crosswalks with new ADA accessible ramps
at all crosswalks within the Donnelly Square area.

› Installation new pavement markings within the Donnelly Square area.
› Installation of an emergency vehicle preemption system.
13.5.2.4

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program
The Master Plan Project will benefit from excellent access to MBTA subway (Blue
Line) and bus service as well as strong pedestrian and bicycle networks. This will
provide a firm foundation for the implementation of TDM strategies to maximize use
of non-auto modes and reduce single occupant vehicle (SOV) travel. The TDM Plan
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for the Master Plan Project will be fully explored and documented in the next
DEIR/DPIR filing.
It is anticipated that the TDM Plan for the Master Plan Project will be administered
through the formation of a new on-site TMA. The new TMA will be modeled after
the Charles River TMA, which successfully facilitates proactive and comprehensive
TDM initiatives in the area.
Consistent with goals to reduce auto-dependency, the Proponent will proactively
incorporate TDM measures to encourage alternative modes of transportation. TDM
measures are most often directed at commuter travel, which is the purpose of the
majority of the trips destined to the Project Site. The following discusses an array of
TDM measures that will be implemented as part of the Master Plan Project.

› Provide secure bicycle storage for building tenants and their employees and
visitors in accordance with the City of Boston Bicycle Guidelines.

› Bike racks will be provided at select, highly-visible locations within the Project

Site. The racks will be securely mounted and feature current designs to properly
secure bikes of all kinds.

› Addition of Bluebikes Stations on site. Demand for Bluebikes will be monitored
over time and the number of stations/bikes will be adjusted accordingly;

› Multiple parking spaces for a car-sharing service will be provided, such as
ZipCar®, within the new garages.

› Parking spaces on-site will be equipped to support EV charging stations and will
be provided within the new garage.

› Preferential parking for alternative-fueled vehicles will be provided.
› Office and retail tenants will be encouraged to provide employer subsidies to
employees who purchase monthly or multiple trip transit passes.

› Office and retail tenants will be encouraged to provide a guaranteed ride home

program, in conjunction with a new TMA, to eliminate an often-cited deterrent to
carpool and vanpool participation.

› Potential office and retail tenants will be encouraged to offer direct deposit
payment for monthly transit passes to employees.

› An on-site Transportation Coordinator will be designated to oversee parking and
loading operations as well as to promote alternative transportation measures.
The person assigned to this role will coordinate with office and retail tenants to
help promote a reduced reliance on single-occupant motor-vehicle travel to the
Project Site. To that end, the TDM measures identified in the following sections
will be implemented under the direction and supervision of this person. The
duties of the transportation coordinator may include, but not be limited to:

• Acting as a liaison with office and retail employers and the future TMA.
• Assisting office and retail employees and residents with ride matching and
transportation planning.
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• Disseminating information on alternate modes of transportation and
developing transportation related marketing and education materials,
including a website. This includes posting relevant public transit information
potentially at an outdoor kiosk. This would include, but is not limited to,
providing transit information such as maps and schedules to new residents
and tenants in an orientation package.
• Developing and maintaining information pertaining to pedestrian and cycling
access to and from the Project Site.
• Encouraging tenants to provide on-site transit pass sales to employees.
Section 61 Findings
DCR finds that with the implementation of the mitigation measures described
herein, all feasible means and measures will have been taken to avoid or minimize
adverse impacts to the environment relating to construction and operation of the
proposed transportation improvement project. Appropriate conditions will be
included in the permits issued for the Project to ensure implementation of the
mitigation measures.

Agency:

Commissioner:

Date:
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DRAFT ONLY
Findings Pursuant to
MGL Chapter 30, Section 61
PROJECT NAME:

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

PROJECT LOCATION:

Boston and Revere

PROJECT PROPONENT:

The McClellan Highway Development Company, LLC
c/o The HYM Investment Group, LLC

EEA NUMBER:

15783

Each agency of the Commonwealth that is taking an Agency Action (e.g., issuing a
permit) must make a finding, pursuant to MGL Chapter 30, Section 61, that all
feasible measures have been taken by the Proponent to avoid damage to the
environment or, to the extent damage to the environment cannot be avoided, to
minimize and mitigate damage to the environment to the maximum extent
practicable. These Section 61 Findings specify the entity responsible for funding and
implementing any such mitigation measures, and the anticipated mitigation
implementation schedule.
The proposed mitigation measures for the Suffolk Downs Redevelopment Project
are described in the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR“), which was filed in
December 2019. The following sections provide a summary of possible impacts to
the MWRA water and sewer systems resulting from construction of the Project and
supporting infrastructure. The proposed impact avoidance, minimization and
mitigation measures are the basis upon which Section 61 Findings may be made by
the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (“MWRA“). All impact minimization
measures and mitigation measures outlined herein will be funded or implemented
by the McClellan Highway Development Company, LLC (the “Proponent“), its Agents,
Representatives and/or Contractors.
Project Description
The Project consists of the redevelopment of the 161-acre Suffolk Downs site in
Boston and Revere from a vacant and underutilized horse racing facility into
approximately 16.2 million square feet (sf) of a mix of uses as described in the FEIR
(including retail, residential, commercial/office, lab, and hotel), connected and
supported by new publicly-accessible open space, neighborhood retail, and civic
spaces. The redevelopment of Suffolk Downs provides a unique opportunity to
create an engaging open space system, create additional housing, spur economic
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development, and improve connections between several adjoining neighborhoods
as well as the surrounding waterfront, open space and other natural amenities.
History of MEPA Review
The Proponent prepared and submitted, pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, § 61 and 62A-H of
MEPA and its implementing regulations (301 CMR 11.00), an Expanded
Environmental Notification Form and Phase 1 Waiver Request (the Expanded ENF)
on November 30, 2017. On January 26, 2018, the Secretary of Energy and
Environmental Affairs (the “Secretary”) issued a Certificate on the Expanded ENF and
a Draft Record of Decision (“DROD”) concerning the Phase 1 Waiver Request for
Phase 1 of the Project. A Final Record of Decision (“FROD”) for Phase 1 was issued
on February 28, 2018. The joint DEIR/DPIR filing submitted to both the MEPA Office
and BPDA on October 1, 2018 addressed the scopes outlined in the Secretary’s
Certificate on the EENF and in the BPDA’s Scoping Determination on the EPNF. On
January 25, 2019, following an extended public comment period and distribution of
additional information on November 30, 2018 (the “Response to Request for
Additional Information, or “RRAI”) the EEA Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR
to which the December 2, 2019 FEIR was filed in response.
Permit Requirements
It is anticipated that an 8M permit(s) will be required from MWRA pursuant to
Section 8(m) of chapter 372 of the Acts of 1984. Specifically, off-site improvements
including water and sewer as well as other utilities are proposed in the vicinity of the
MWRA sewer and water systems.
Project Impacts
During the design phase of the Project, consideration was given to avoiding and
minimizing impacts from the Project to the extent practicable. The following
components of the Project may take place in sufficient proximity to the MWRA
systems so as to require an 8M permit:

› A sewer line is anticipated to be installed off-site in the vicinity of and connecting
to the MWRA’s North Metropolitan Trunk sewer line, near the intersection of
Bennington Street and Saratoga Street.

› Water and sewer lines are anticipated to be installed proximate to the MWRA
water transmission lines within Winthrop Avenue adjacent to the Project Site,
with two water connections within Winthrop Avenue.

Mitigation Measures
Proposed work will comply with MWRA standard and special permit terms and
conditions, including:

› Coordination with the Agency to ensure no interference with the MWRA’s
activities or operations on the applicable land.

› Opportunity for MWRA review and approval of proposed work as MWRA deems
necessary.
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› Written approval by MWRA for changes in work scope.
› No blasting, drilling or other activity that could affect the integrity or operability
of MWRA’s property without prior written approval.

› Removal at Proponent’s expense, of conduits and/or appurtenances installed
pursuant to the 8M permit, if necessary for the operation, maintenance or
replacement of MWRA infrastructure.

› Conducting of design, construction and excavation in accordance with all federal,
state and local safety regulations including but not limited to federal OSHA
regulations (29 CFR 1926) and Massachusetts Department of Public Safety
regulations (520 CMR 14.00).

› Incorporation of appropriate sheeting and shoring measures during construction

to protect the integrity of MWRA’s water and sewer mains, with the associated
design, stamped by a Massachusetts licensed Professional Engineer, submitted to
MWRA prior to the start of construction.

› Adjust MWRA frames and covers to grade within limits of work.
It is anticipated that construction of the Project will commence in 2020 and extend
for 15 – 20 years. The development, including off-site infrastructure components, is
anticipated to be executed in phases. 8M permit(s) will be submitted as applicable
phases advance.
Section 61 Findings
The potential environmental impacts of the Project and associated off-site
improvements of the Suffolk Downs Redevelopment quantified in the FEIR are
incorporated by reference into this Section 61 Finding. Throughout the planning and
environmental review processes, which have included coordination with MWRA, the
Proponent has developed measures to mitigate impacts of the Project. With the
mitigation proposed and carried out in cooperation with state agencies, MWRA finds
that there are no significant unmitigated impacts.
For the reasons stated above, MWRA hereby finds that pursuant to MGL c. 30, § 61,
the construction of the Project as described above, and with the implementation by
the Proponent of the noted mitigation measures, all practicable means and
measures will be taken to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts related
to the Project.
Agency:

Commissioner:

Date:
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PROJECT NAME:

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

PROJECT LOCATION:

Boston and Revere

PROJECT PROPONENT:

The McClellan Highway Development Company, LLC
c/o The HYM Investment Group, LLC

EEA NUMBER:

15783

Each agency of the Commonwealth that is taking an Agency Action (e.g., issuing a permit)
must make a finding, pursuant to MGL Chapter 30, Section 61, that all feasible measures
have been taken by the Proponent to avoid damage to the environment or, to the extent
damage to the environment cannot be avoided, to minimize and mitigate damage to the
environment to the maximum extent practicable. These Section 61 Findings specify the
entity responsible for funding and implementing any such mitigation measures, and the
anticipated mitigation implementation schedule.
The proposed mitigation measures for the Suffolk Downs Redevelopment Project are
described in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), which was filed in December
2019. The following sections provide a summary of possible impacts to the MWRA water
and sewer systems resulting from sewer and water connections proposed as part of the
Project. The proposed impact avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures are the
basis upon which Section 61 Findings may be made by the Massachusetts Water Resources
Authority (“MWRA“). All impact minimization measures and mitigation measures outlined
herein will be funded or implemented by the McClellan Highway Development Company,
LLC (the “Proponent“), its Agents, Representatives and/or Contractors.
Project Description
The Project consists of the redevelopment of the 161-acre Suffolk Downs site in
Boston and Revere from a vacant and underutilized horse racing facility into
approximately 16.2 million square feet (sf) of a mix of uses as described in the FEIR
(including retail, residential, commercial/office, lab, and hotel), connected and
supported by new publicly-accessible open space, neighborhood retail, and civic
spaces. The redevelopment of Suffolk Downs provides a unique opportunity to
create an engaging open space system, create additional housing, spur economic
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development, and improve connections between several adjoining neighborhoods
as well as the surrounding waterfront, open space and other natural amenities.
History of MEPA Review
The Proponent prepared and submitted, pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, § 61 and 62A-H of
MEPA and its implementing regulations (301 CMR 11.00), an Expanded
Environmental Notification Form and Phase 1 Waiver Request (the Expanded ENF)
on November 30, 2017. On January 26, 2018, the Secretary of Energy and
Environmental Affairs (the “Secretary”) issued a Certificate on the Expanded ENF and
a Draft Record of Decision (“DROD”) concerning the Phase 1 Waiver Request for
Phase 1 of the Project. A Final Record of Decision (“FROD”) for Phase 1 was issued
on February 28, 2018. The joint DEIR/DPIR filing submitted to both the MEPA Office
and BPDA on October 1, 2018 addressed the scopes outlined in the Secretary’s
Certificate on the EENF and in the BPDA’s Scoping Determination on the EPNF. On
January 25, 2019, following an extended public comment period and distribution of
additional information on November 30, 2018 (the “Response to Request for
Additional Information, or “RRAI”) the EEA Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR
to which the December 2, 2019 FEIR was filed in response.
Permit Requirements
It is anticipated that a Direct Connect Permit(s) will be required from MWRA.
Specifically, water and sewer connections to the MWRA systems are proposed.
Project Impacts
During the design phase of the Project, consideration was given to avoiding and
minimizing impacts from the Project to the extent practicable.
As described in the FEIR, the full buildout is estimated to generate approximately 2.3
million gallons per day (“MGPD”) of wastewater and use approximately 2.5 MGPD of
water, excluding consideration of existing generation and use and depending on the
development program mix of uses.
The following direct connections are anticipated as part of the Project:

› A new 48-inch sewer main is anticipated to connect to the existing 102-inch x
110.5-inch MWRA North Metropolitan Trunk Sewer at the intersection of
Bennington Street and Saratoga Street, in the City of Boston.

› A new 16-inch water main is anticipated to connect to the existing 36-inch

MWRA water transmission main in Winthrop Avenue, in the City of Revere.

› A new 16-inch water line is anticipated to connect to the existing 24-inch MWRA
water transmission main in Winthrop Avenue, in the City of Revere.

Mitigation Measures
The Proponent will coordinate with MWRA to install all water and sewer direct
connections in accordance with MWRA construction standards and standard
engineering practice.

Mitigation/Draft Section 61 Findings
13-45

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

FEIR

› For sewer connections:
• Monitoring devices will be installed to measure sewer flow.
• Inflow and infiltration mitigation will be provided for upstream contributing areas.

› For water connections: MWRA meter pits will be installed at each connection
point to monitor water flow rates.

In addition, to reduce water use and associated wastewater generation, the
following water conservation techniques will be evaluated and integrated as feasible:

›
›
›
›
›

Stormwater reuse for irrigation or other purposes;
Use of low flow plumbing fixtures;
Recycling and/or reuse of water;
Native, drought tolerant planting species in landscaping design; and
Rain gauges to determine the volume of natural water provided to landscape areas.

It is anticipated that construction of the Project will commence in 2020 and extend
for 15 – 20 years. The development, including off-site infrastructure components, is
anticipated to be executed in phases. Applications for a Direct Connect permit will
be submitted as applicable phases advance.
Section 61 Findings
The potential environmental impacts of the Project and associated off-site
improvements of the Suffolk Downs Redevelopment quantified in the FEIR are
incorporated by reference into this Section 61 Finding. Throughout the planning and
environmental review processes, which have included coordination/consultation with
MWRA, the Proponent has developed measures to mitigate impacts of the Project.
With the mitigation proposed and carried out in cooperation with state agencies,
MWRA finds that there are no significant unmitigated impacts.
For the reasons stated above, MWRA hereby finds that pursuant to MGL c. 30, § 61,
the construction of the Project as described above, and with the implementation by
the Proponent of the noted mitigation measures, all practicable means and
measures will be taken to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts related
to the Project.
Agency:

Commissioner:

Date:
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DEP Water Quality Certification

DRAFT ONLY
Findings Pursuant to
MGL Chapter 30, Section 61

PROJECT NAME:

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

PROJECT LOCATION:

Boston and Revere

PROJECT PROPONENT:

The McClellan Highway Development Company, LLC
c/o The HYM Investment Group, LLC

EEA NUMBER:

15783

Each agency of the Commonwealth that is taking an Agency Action (e.g., issuing a
permit) must make a finding, pursuant to MGL Chapter 30, Section 61, that all feasible
measures have been taken by the Proponent to avoid damage to the environment or, to
the extent damage to the environment cannot be avoided, to minimize and mitigate
damage to the environment to the maximum extent practicable. These Section 61
Findings specify the entity responsible for funding and implementing any such
mitigation measures, and the anticipated mitigation implementation schedule.
The proposed mitigation measures for the Suffolk Downs Redevelopment Project
are described in the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR“), which was filed in
November 2019. The following sections provide a summary of impacts to Waters of
the United States within the Commonwealth resulting from construction of the
Project and supporting infrastructure. The proposed impact avoidance, minimization
and mitigation measures are the basis upon which Section 61 Findings may be made
by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (“MassDEP“). All
impact minimization measures and mitigation measures outlined herein will be
funded or implemented by the McClellan Highway Development Company, LLC (the
Proponent), its Agents, Representatives and/or Contractors.
Project Description
The Project consists of the redevelopment of the 161-acre Suffolk Downs site in
Boston and Revere from a vacant and underutilized horse racing facility into
approximately 16.2 million square feet (sf) of a mix of uses as described in the DEIR
(including retail, residential, commercial/office, lab, and hotel), connected and
supported by new publicly-accessible open space, neighborhood retail, and civic
spaces. The redevelopment of Suffolk Downs provides a unique opportunity to
create an engaging open space system, create additional housing, spur economic
development, and improve connections between several adjoining neighborhoods
as well as the surrounding waterfront, open space and other natural amenities.
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History of MEPA Review
The Proponent prepared and submitted, pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, § 61 and 62A-H of
MEPA and its implementing regulations (301 CMR 11.00), an Expanded
Environmental Notification Form and Phase 1 Waiver Request (the Expanded ENF)
on November 30, 2017. On January 26, 2018, the Secretary of Energy and
Environmental Affairs (the “Secretary”) issued a Certificate on the Expanded ENF and
a Draft Record of Decision (“DROD”) concerning the Phase 1 Waiver Request for
Phase 1 of the Project. A Final Record of Decision (“FROD”) for Phase 1 was issued
on February 28, 2018. The joint DEIR/DPIR filing submitted to both the MEPA Office
and BPDA on October 1, 2018 addressed the scopes outlined in the Secretary’s
Certificate on the EENF and in the BPDA’s Scoping Determination on the EPNF. On
January 25, 2019, following an extended public comment period and distribution of
additional information on November 30, 2018 (the “Response to Request for
Additional Information, or “RRAI”) the EEA Secretary issued a Certificate on the DEIR
to which the December 2, 2019 FEIR was filed in response.
Permit Requirements
It is anticipated that a 401 Water Quality Certification will be required from MassDEP
pursuant to 314 CMR 9.00. The portions of the Project that may be subject to a 401
Water Quality Certification will be more specifically established as the nature of work
subject to jurisdiction is finalized. A preliminary identification of portions of the
Project that may be subject to a 401 Water Quality Certification is included in the
Project Impacts discussion below. Should these or other proposed Project elements
be subject to a 401 Water Quality Certification, the Proponent will address Projectspecific performance standards in the associated application(s).
Project Impacts
During the design phase of the Project, consideration was given to conserving
environmentally sensitive features. Impacts related to Waters of the United States within
the Commonwealth resulting from the Project have been avoided and minimized to the
extent practicable. The following components of the Project may take place within Land
Under Water (LUW) or Bordering Vegetated Wetland (“BVW“), and may result in impacts
to these areas such that a 401 Water Quality Certification would be required:

› The Proponent proposes an improved stormwater management system, which

includes stormwater outfall work consisting of upgrades to four existing outfalls to
Sales Creek, three with associated work in BVW and Bank and one with work on Bank
only. Additionally, an existing outfall discharging to the H-series stream will be
upgraded, with associated impacts to Bank and LUW. The following impacts are
anticipated in association with the stormwater outfall work: ±140 lf Bank, ±140 sf
LUW, and ±1,060 sf BVW. An additional ±10 lf of Bank impact is anticipated in
association with proposed improvements to the Horseshoe Pond inlet.

› The Proponent proposes to eliminate a portion of the existing culvert that

crosses the northwest side of the race track in order to daylight a section of Sales
Creek. The design of this Project component is currently being advanced; specific
information regarding the scope of impacts will be provided in related permit

Mitigation/Draft Section 61 Findings
13-48

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

FEIR

applications, however it is currently anticipated that the following approximate
impacts will occur: 50 sf of BVW and 3,000 sf of LUW.

› The Proponent proposes to provide emergent plantings along the shoreline of
the Horseshoe Pond. The design of this Project component is currently being
advanced; specific information regarding the scope of impacts, if any, will be
provided in related permit applications.

› The Proponent proposes to place a deck to provide recreational access to the
Horseshoe Pond. The design of this Project component is currently being
advanced; specific information regarding the scope of impacts, if any, will be
provided in related permit applications.

› The Proponent is evaluating installation of a tide gate at Sales Creek on-site, to

provide additional on-site and up-gradient off-site resiliency. Specific information
regarding the scope of impacts, if any, will be provided in related permit applications.

› The Proponent proposes on and off-site utility infrastructure improvements,

including an interim condition sewer connection extending from Tomasello Drive onsite to an existing off-site sewer behind the Revere Fire Station. The interim sewer
connection will be installed under Sales Creek via jacking or directional drilling
methods and is therefore not anticipated to result in impacts to BVW or LUW.

Note that portions of the work described above represent restoration/improvement
of existing conditions of the on-site Waters of the United States within the
Commonwealth.
Mitigation Measures
The emergent plantings within the Horseshoe Pond, as well as the daylighting of a
portion of Sales Creek, are proposed to improve the resource areas in which they are
located. The extent of associated work will be quantified and documented in the
applicable permit applications as the design of these improvements is advanced.
More specifically, the daylighting of a portion of Sales Creek is intended to improve the
Creek’s ecological and flood storage functions. Additional Riverfront Area, Bank, and
associated buffer zone, as well as possible Bordering Vegetated Wetland, will be created
along the daylighted portion of Sales Creek. Furthermore, because the Rumney Marshes
Area of Critical Environmental Concern (“ACEC“) is contiguous with buffer zone in this
portion of the ACEC, additional ACEC would also be created on-site.
The ecological function of the Horseshoe Pond will be improved as a result of select
removal of stones surrounding the Bank and replacement with native vegetation, as well
as planting of aquatic emergent vegetation, which will provide additional wildlife habitat.
This work is anticipated to be conducted in a minimally intrusive manner.
The proposed stormwater management system will bring the property into
compliance with local and state stormwater management standards and will
significantly improve the quality of stormwater runoff as compared to existing
conditions, while also addressing overall site resiliency to climate change and sea
level rise. In addition, the Project will ultimately terminate the existing Concentrated
Animal Feeding Operation, which represents a potential pollutant source in the
watershed.
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Furthermore, the following measures will be implemented to reduce impervious
area:

›
›
›
›
›
›
›

Thoughtful site planning;

Incorporation of pervious areas throughout the extensive open space network;
Limiting impervious hardscape within the Central Common to 25%;
Limiting impervious hardscape within the Green Fingers to 30%;
Limiting impervious areas within service driveways by 50%;

Incorporation of green roof areas for a minimum of 20 percent of the roof area; and

Coordination with the City of Boston to adjust parking ratios, and with the City of
Revere to incorporate a shared parking concept and parking demand tracking

It is anticipated that construction of the Project will commence in 2020 and extend
for 15 – 20 years. The development will be executed in phases. It is likely that
multiple detailed applications for permits will be submitted to address Project
phases as they advance.
Additional ecological enhancement measures associated with the Project include:

› Invasive species management; and
› Native landscape plantings in the Riverfront Area and adjacent to BVW.
Section 61 Findings
The potential environmental impacts of the Project and associated off-site
improvements of the Suffolk Downs Redevelopment quantified in the FEIR are
incorporated by reference into this Section 61 Finding. Throughout the planning and
environmental review processes, which have included coordination/consultation with
MassDEP, the Proponent has developed measures to avoid and minimize impacts of
the Project. With the restoration and enhancement measures proposed and carried
out in cooperation with state agencies, MassDEP finds that there are no significant
unmitigated impacts, and acknowledges that the “wetland benefit” projects
described in the FEIR will be undertaken as Ecological Restoration Projects.
For the reasons stated above, MassDEP hereby finds that pursuant to MGL c. 30, §
61, the construction of the Project as described above, and with the implementation
by the Proponent of the noted restoration and enhancement measures, all
practicable means and measures will be taken to avoid or minimize adverse
environmental impacts related to the Project.
Agency:

Commissioner:

Date:
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13.6 MEPA GHG Self-Certification Letter
DRAFT ONLY
December 2, 2019
Secretary Kathleen A. Theoharides
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
ATTN:

Deirdre Buckley, Director, MEPA Office

Re:

Letter of Commitment for Stationary Source Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Self-Certification
Suffolk Downs Redevelopment, Boston and Revere, MA
(EEA No. 15783)

Dear Secretary Theoharides and Director Buckley:
On behalf of The McClellan Highway Development Company, LLC (“MHDC”, or the
“Proponent”), an affiliate of The HYM Investment Group, LLC (“HYM”), VHB has
prepared a summary of the estimated reduction in overall energy use and stationary
source Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) emissions for the construction of a new transitoriented mixed-use community at the former Suffolk Downs horse racing facility (the
“Master Plan Project”) set within the neighborhood of East Boston and the City of
Revere, Massachusetts (the "Project Site").
In accordance with the current MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and Protocol
(the “GHG Policy”) dated May 2010, the stationary source GHG assessment was
provided to the MEPA Office as part of the Final Environmental Impact Report (the
“FEIR) filed on December 2, 2019. The design case assumed building design and
system improvements that would result in energy reductions, in accordance with the
GHG Policy.
The following outlines the commitments of the Project in order to meet the MEPA
GHG Policy:
1.

Passive House, Carbon Neutral and Energy Positive (E+), or equivalent,
buildings13:
• The Proponent will take the design of a multi-family residential building
(approximately 200K square feet in size) in the early stages of the initial
development phase within Revere to 100 percent schematic design for both
the preferred/planned design and a design that complies with Passive House

13

Passive House- and E+-equivalent means utilizing the design standards and criteria associated with each towards the goal of
achieving a high-level of energy efficiency without necessarily obtaining 3rd party certification.
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standards and criteria. This study will include a cost estimate of both options,
including available incentives. Importantly, the Proponent is also committed to
sharing this information with MEPA/DOER and BPDA staff as a
learning/education opportunity and meeting with those agencies to review
and discuss the estimates.
• All proposed single-family houses (approximately 10-12) along Waldemar
Avenue will be designed to Carbon Neutral and/or Energy Positive (E+)
building standards, or equivalent, during Phases 4 and 5 (within Boston).
• All proposed townhomes (approximately 22) within the Project Site will be
designed to Carbon Neutral and/or E+ building standards, or equivalent,
during Phases 1 and 2 (within Boston).
• The Proponent will construct a Passive House, or equivalent, demonstration
project (Multi-Family Residential) of at least 50,000 SF by the end of the initial
development phase in Boston. In addition, the Passive House or equivalent
multi-family residential building will be all-electric, meaning it will be carbon
neutral-ready from initial completion.
2.

Energy Efficiency Profiles/Targets14,15:

• 5% of Buildings will achieve greater than 50% energy usage savings.
• 35% of Buildings will achieve 30% to 50% energy usage savings.
• 55% of Buildings will achieve 18% to 30% energy usage savings.
• 5% of Buildings will achieve 10% to 18% energy usage savings.
• The energy reduction for the Master Plan Project using the above Energy
Efficiency Targets demonstrates an aggregate energy reduction of
approximately 19.4 percent (without structured parking areas included)
resulting in an approximately 17.5 percent overall reduction in stationary
source CO2 emissions. (With structured parking included, the percent energy
usage savings increases to 20.9 percent and GHG emissions savings to 19.6
percent.)
• The building energy model results/energy savings and estimated stationarysource GHG emissions reductions are preliminary, as none of the proposed
buildings have progressed past a conceptual level of design. Following
completion of construction of each development phase, the Proponent will
submit a self-certification to the MEPA Office, signed by an appropriate
professional, which identifies the as-built energy conservation measures and
documents the stationary source GHG emissions reductions from the baseline
case.

14

15

Percent reductions are based on current Energy Code requirements (9th Edition that incorporates the building energy
provisions of the International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) 2015, which references the American Society of Heating,
Refrigeration, and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) 90.1-2013 standards).
Excludes the proposed single-family home and townhome building typologies.
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Total Energy Consumption
Electricity

Natural Gas

(MMBtu/yr)
Base Case

Design Case

Percent Savings

Design Case

Percent Savings

Design Case

Percent Savings

1
2

Total

(tons/ yr)

33,167

85,758

62,696

145,006

207,702

6,521

8,490

15,011

421,462

864,382
19.4%

46,070

24,677

70,747
17.5%

11,940

0

11,940

1,242

0

1,242

3,711

0

3,711

386

0

386

0

8,229

31.1%

856

0

856

31.1%

548,606

566,468

1,115,073

57,063

33,167

90,230

70,200

145,006

233,314

9,185

8,490

17,675

460,298

End-Use Savings

(tons/ yr)

52,592

Master Plan Project with Parking
Base Case

Natural Gas

1,072,084

8,229

End-Use Savings

Electricity

(tons/ yr)1

566,468

Master Plan Project Parking only
Base Case

(MMBtu/yr)

505,616
442,920

End-Use Savings

Total

(MMBtu/yr)

Master Plan Project without Parking

CO2 Emissions

421,462

869,474
20.9%

47,878

24,677

72,554

tons/yr = short tons per year
The Base Case represents current Base Energy Code ASHRAE 90.1-2013 standards.
3.

19.6%

LEED certifiable buildings:
• Minimum of 5% LEED Platinum Buildings
• Minimum of 75% LEED Gold Buildings
• Maximum of 20% LEED Silver Buildings

4.

On-site Renewable/Alternative Energy

• All proposed buildings will be designed and constructed to be solar ready,
including: (1) the roof structure will be capable of supporting such a system;
(2) a pathway for conduit routing is identified; and (3) space in the main
switchgear will be provided for a future PV breaker.
• The Proponent is providing solar PV throughout the Project Site building
rooftops and is expected to be fully installed by the end of Phase 4 generating
(excluding single-family home and townhome building typologies) totaling a
minimum of 2 MW.
• To be consistent with the City of Boston and Revere and the Commonwealth’s
commitment to emissions reductions, the project will not pursue CHP, which
are energy efficient, but rely on natural gas to generate electricity. Additional
all-electric energy efficiency strategies for individual commercial buildings
over 100,000 SF with an anchor lab tenant or other entity with simultaneous
heating and cooling demand will be evaluated for their feasibility such as heat
recovery chillers.
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• Within each building over 100,000 SF, provide space allowance for additional
breaker for future microgrid integration or integration of behind the meter
distributed generation.
The entire Project Site will be subject to a recorded set of covenants that will run
with the land and obligate each property owner to comply with applicable legal
requirements, including MEPA-related mitigation commitments. In addition, every
five years the Proponent will provide to MEPA and DOER energy usage reports for
each of the five years as outlined in the FEIR. This reporting of the energy usage will
continue until the final building of the Master Plan Project has been constructed.
If you have any questions, please contact me at (617) 607-0091 or via e mail at
ldevoe@vhb.com.
Very truly yours,
Lauren DeVoe
Senior Environmental Planner, VHB
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Response to Comments
This chapter provides direct responses to the MEPA Certificate on the DEIR, as well
as agency and public comments. Copies of each comment letter received during the
DEIR public review period are included in Appendix H. Each letter is assigned a
number, as listed in Table 14-1 below. Each individual comment is delineated with a
code that corresponds to the response code. All comments and responses are
provided in Table 14-2. The delineated MEPA Certificate is included after Table 14-2.

Table 14-1 DEIR Comment Letters
Letter
No.
C
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Commenter

Affiliation

MEPA

Certificate on the DEIR

David Mohler

MassDOT

Ed Reiner

EPA

John Viola
Chrissy Hopps

MassDEP NERO
MassDEP Waterways

Lisa Engler
Leo Roy
Paul Ormond

CZM
DCR
DOER

Joel Barrera

Massport

Brona Simon

MHC

David E. Pierce

MA DMF

Marc D. Draisen
Bethany Card

MAPC
MWRA

Brian M. Arrigo
Lydia Edwards
John Sullivan

Jill Valdes Horwood
Patrick Herron & Gretchen Rabinkin
Robert O'Brien
Jim Kearney

Deanna Moran
Wendy Landman
Alex DeFronzo
Tony Lechuga

Karen Maddelena

1/25/2019

11/21/2018

1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/15/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/17/2019
1/18/2019
1/17/2019
11/9/2018
1/18/2019
1/18/2019

City of Revere Mayor

12/14/2018

City of Boston Parks Dept

12/17/2018

Boston City Council

Carrie Marsh

Date

BWSC

BHN
MyRWA & BSLA
Revere Economic Development

1/18/2019

12/14/2018

1/18/2019
1/14/2019
1/16/2019

East Boston Chamber of Commerce

12/14/2018

Piers Park Sailing Center
Livable Streets

12/14/2018
12/13/2018

Conservation Law Foundation
Walk Boston

Friends of the East Boston Greenway
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1/18/2019
12/14/2018

1/15/2019
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Letter
No.
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

FEIR

Commenter

Affiliation

John Walkey
Mirna Monterrosa Orellana

GreenRoots
NE Salvadoran Foundation

12/17/2018
12/14/2018

Gail Miller
Louis Grossman

Friends of the Belle Isle Marsh
The Grossman Companies

1/26/2019
12/14/2018

440 McClellan LLC

12/14/2018

Gail Miller

Jacob Citrin
Jacob Citrin

John J. DaMore Jr
Veronica Robles
Derek I. Brodin

John Vitagliano

Matthew K. Barison, Esq
Pat Todisco
Debra Cave

Frederick Salvucci

Stephen Kaiser (#1)
Stephen Kaiser (#2)
Stephen Kaiser (#3)
Stephen Kaiser (#4)

AIR, Inc.

480 McClellan LLC

East Boston Business Owner

Veronica Robles Cultural Center
East Boston Resident

East Boston Resident
East Boston Resident
Resident
Resident

Brighton Resident

Date

1/15/2019

12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/13/2018
12/15/2018
12/13/2018
12/14/2018
12/12/2018
12/19/2018

1/23/2019

Cambridge Resident

12/14/2018

Cambridge Resident

12/14/2018

Cambridge Resident
Cambridge Resident
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Table 14-2

Comment

FEIR

Response

C.001 The FEIR must include a translated Executive Summary
and identify public meetings where translations services
were provided.
C.002 The Proponent should review comments regarding
challenges associated with the translation and consider
how translation and communication can be improved.

Appendix A includes a translated Executive Summary. Chapter 1,
Section 1.3.1 identifies public meetings where translation services were
provided.
Section 1.3.1 describes efforts to address translation and
communication challenges to ensure engagement with non-English
speaking community members.

C.003 The FEIR must provide a more robust phasing plan that
identifies building program, infrastructure, environmental
impacts, and mitigation and public benefits for each
phase. The plan should include information regarding
phasing in the narrative and in tabular format and should
be supported with site plan configurations.

Refer to Table 1-2 for a master summary of the Project phasing plan,
including the building program, transit and traffic improvements,
resiliency improvements and GHG reduction measures, infrastructure
improvements, and open space and other public benefits. Both the
accompanying narrative and table include the requested information in
narrative format. Site plan configurations are provided in Figures 1.8a 1.8e

C.004 It will be particularly important to demonstrate that
access to the Blue Line stations will not be impeded at
intermediate stages of development, and that
transportation/transit mitigation, GHG commitments,
stormwater improvements, public open space, and other
public benefits are phased proportionally to
development.

Details on proposed mitigation measures during stages of
development, including measures to ensure access to the Blue Line
stations and proportional phasing of various other public benefits, are
provided in Chapter 13, Mitigation/Draft Section 61 Findings.

C.005 The FEIR should address appropriate thresholds for
provision of phased mitigation.
C.006 Due to the long-term nature of the project's build-out,
the FEIR should outline an approach to assess the
effectiveness and relevancy of mitigation commitments
to changing conditions, updated data, and improvements
in technology. This approach should also include a
process for public review and reconsideration of
mitigation commitments as necessary.

See Chapter 13, Section 13.2 for details on phased mitigation
thresholds.
Details on the effectiveness and relevancy of proposed mitigation
measures are provided in Chapter 13, Section 13.3.

C.007 The FEIR should describe the project and identify any
changes to the project since the filing of the DEIR.

Refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.2.1 for a description of Project changes
between the preparation of the DEIR and FEIR.

C.008 The FEIR should identify the total build-out associated
with the building program and build-out associated with
each phase. It should clarify whether construction of the
roadway network and other infrastructure will be phased
with the structures or constructed across the site prior to
build-out of each phase.

Refer to Chapter 1, Table 1-3 for a summary of the building program by
phase. Refer to Figures 1.10a -1.10e for the phasing plans, which
identify the roadway network and infrastructure planned for each
phase.

C.009 The FEIR should identify, describe, and assess the
Refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.2.1 for a description of Project changes
environmental impacts of any changes in the project that between the preparation of the DEIR and FEIR.
have occurred between the preparation of the DEIR and
FEIR.
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Table 14-2

Comment

FEIR

Response

C.010 The FEIR should include site plans (updated as warranted) Refer to Chapter 1, Figures 1.1-1.11 for the requested site plans for
for existing and post-development conditions clearly
existing and post-development conditions.
identifying access roads and internal driveways, transit
connections, pedestrian and bicycle accommodations,
wetland resource areas, surface and structured parking,
and stormwater, wastewater, and water supply
infrastructure.
C.011 The FEIR should also include updated conceptual plans at Refer to Chapter 6, Figures 6.11-6.23 for updated conceptual plans of
proposed off-site transportation improvements.
a legible scale for the proposed off-site transportation
improvements that clearly identify lane widths, expanded
areas of pavement or removal of medians/open space,
traffic signals, pedestrian and bicycle accommodations,
wetland resource areas and c. 91 jurisdiction (including
DPAs), stormwater management infrastructure, historic
resources and proposed easements or right-of-way
acquisitions.

C.012 The FEIR should provide a detailed description of all open
space areas, a quantification of the area of each open
space that will be provided with each phase, including the
area of publicly-accessible open space on tidelands, and
proposed structures, use and programming.

Chapter 2, Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 provide a detailed description of all
open spaces areas, as well as phasing by acres. Development of the
publicly accessible open space will be coordinated with development of
buildings within each phase, with open space to make up at least 25%
of the total land area that has been redeveloped upon completion of
each phase.

C.013 The FEIR should identify and describe State, federal and
local permitting and review requirements associated with
the project and for each phase, including Land Transfers.
It should include a description and analysis of applicable
statutory and regulatory standards and requirements,
and a discussion of the project's consistency with those
standards. It should provide an update on the status of
permitting and review.

Refer to Chapter 1, Table 1-10 for a description and status of all State,
federal, and local permitting and review requirements associated with
the Project, by phase, including land transfers. Section 1.5, Permitting,
provides narrative discussing the Project's consistency with all
applicable statutory and regulatory standards and requirements.

C.014 The FEIR should include a summary table and narrative
identifying the potential environmental impacts
associated with the Preferred Alternative and any off-site
infrastructure or improvements. The table should identify
cumulative impacts and impacts associated with each
phase.

Chapter 1, Table 1-6 summarizes the potential environmental impacts
(cumulative impacts and impacts associated with each phase)
associated with the Master Plan Project. Narrative descriptions of these
impacts follow the table.

C.015 The FEIR should clearly identify the amount, type and
programming of open space that will be provided as part
of each development phase. This should be provided in
graphic format with supporting tables for each phase.
The graphic should identify whether the open space
consists of hardscape (i.e. sidewalks, plazas, etc.) or
pervious area.

The breakdown of hardscape and pervious area in the public realm is
clarified in Chapter 2, Figure 2.3. Portions of the open space that are
intended to serve as civic open spaces are predominately hardscaped
zones. Active play areas will have an intermediate permeability. Areas
for passive recreation close to wetlands will have the most permeability
with minimal walking paths.

C.016 The FEIR should address how the open space will be
managed to ensure it remains available to the public in
perpetuity.

Chapter 2, Section 2.1.3 discusses the plan for management of the
proposed open space network.
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C.017 The FEIR should describe and provide supporting graphics Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2 describes the locations and quantifies the area
that identify and quantify (sf) the locations where green of proposed green roofs. Supporting graphics are provided in Figure
roofs are proposed to reduce impervious area.
2.4.
C.018 The DEIR noted that a maximum of 25% and 30% of the
Central Common and green fingers will be comprised of
impervious hardscape. The FEIR should describe and
provide supporting graphics that identify and quantify
these areas.

The breakdown of hardscape and pervious area in the public realm is
clarified in Chapter 2, Figure 2.3.

C.019 The FEIR should clearly identify the mitigation measures
the Proponent is committing to implement to reduce
impervious area and should incorporate these measures
in the draft Section 61 Findings.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2 describes mitigation measures to reduce
impervious surface, including redesign of the Project's open space
network and green roofs. Chapter 13, Section 13.1, includes a list of all
mitigation commitments.

C.020 The DEIR dismissed the Reduced Floodplain Development
Alternative based on the assertion that elimination of the
floodable garages would provide less floodplain storage
than the Preferred Alternative and result in
disproportionate impacts on the programming and tax
revenue for the City of Revere. The FEIR should provide a
more detailed comparison or cost/benefit analysis of the
Reduced Floodplain Development Alternative and the
Preferred Alternative.

In response to the scope on the DEIR, a revised FEIR Reduced
Development Alternative was developed. A comparison of
environmental impacts is provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.2, and
detailed evaluation of alternatives is provided in Section 3.5, with a
discussion specifically on balancing flood-related costs and benefits
provided in Section 3.5.8.

C.021 The FEIR should also evaluate an alternative that reduced
development in the floodplain and incorporates
alternative approaches for providing flood storage onsite
(such as more floodable parks/open space, playgrounds,
and tanks).

In response to the scope on the DEIR, a revised FEIR Reduced
Development Alternative was developed for analysis. As described in
Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4, this alternative is based on a site plan that
increases on-site flood storage by maintaining a 25- to 50-foot buffer
from existing wetland resources and provides more floodable open
space.

C.022 As previously requested in the Scope for the DEIR, the
FEIR should evaluate alternative designs to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate impacts to the beneficial
functions of the floodplain on site. It should consider
avoided capital and operating costs associated with
nature based solutions such as increased buffer to Sales
Creek and avoidance of improvements and maintenance
of culverts and tide gates.

As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4.2 the FEIR Reduced
Development Alternative includes increased daylighting of Sales Creek,
setting buildings back further from the creek, and minimizing new
culverts and tide gates. In this alternative, existing culverts remain. The
cost of the proposed flood mitigation measures is factored into the
analysis provided in Section 3.5.8, which examines the FEIR Reduced
Development Alternatives impact on flood-related costs and benefits.

C.023 The FEIR should evaluate an alternative that utilizes piling Chapter 3, Sections 3.3.4.1 and 3.5.2 analyze the impact of using pier
or pier foundations to raise buildings (in lieu of fill).
foundations to raise buildings while maintaining streets at-grade.
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C.024 A primary reason for rejecting the Reduced Floodplain
Chapter 3, Sections 3.3.4.3 and 3.5 explain the impact a Reduced
Development Alternative and wider buffers to Sales
Development Alternative would have on maintaining a positive
Creek is the elimination of buildings and loss of economic economic impact.
development. Changes to the site and building design
should be analyzed which would support additional
economic development in conjunction with these
alternatives ( e.g., increased building height, density,
massing of open space, reduction in parking structures,
elimination or relocation of roadways).

C.025 The FEIR should evaluate a single reduced development
alternative that consists of a reduced
building/infrastructure footprint, reduced impervious
area, and increased flood storage and stormwater
management. This should be a single alternative rather
than separate, discrete changes to the Preferred
Alternative independent of one another. I refer the
Proponent to comments from MassDEP, CZM, and DCR
for additional guidance.

Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4 describes this single FEIR Reduced
Development Alternative that was developed in response to the DEIR
scope.

C.026 The Resiliency Analysis indicates that, during certain
Chapter 3, Sections 3.3.6 discusses how the FEIR Preferred Alternative
climate change scenarios, the project would contribute to has been designed to eliminate off-site flooding.
off-site flooding in (Phase 4), after the additional tide
gate is installed. The depth of flooding would be
increased at 20 to 30 properties, including the MBTA Blue
Line stations. The FEIR should evaluate an alternative that
would avoid an increase in flooding extent or depth on
any adjacent properties or infrastructure.
C.027 The DEIR included a brief analysis that addressed
Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4.2 includes a discussion of the impact of the
potential alternatives for improving the ecological
FEIR Reduced Development Alternative's increased buffers, additional
functions of Sales Creek. As requested by MassDEP and daylighting, and improved banks would have on the Project.
others, the FEIR should continue to evaluate and expand
upon alternatives for Sales Creek which will increase
buffers, provide additional daylighting, and improve
banks. The Proponent has demonstrated that the culverts
within Sales Creek have sufficient capacity under all
scenarios; however, it does not fully analyze the
additional flood storage, environmental and open space
benefits that could be provided through elimination of
culverts and preservation of natural buffers.

C.028 The FEIR should also provide an update on the
Chapter 8, Section 8.9 provides an update on the consultation with DCR
consultation with DCR and the City of Revere concerning and the City of Revere concerning possible improvements to tidal
possible improvements to tidal restriction of Sales Creek, restriction of Sales Creek, including self-regulating tide gates.
such as self-regulating tide gates.
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C.029 The Traffic and Transportation Section of the Scope
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and the accompanying figures provide the
identifies additional alternatives that should be evaluated information requested for the Route 1 corridor.
for the Route 1 corridor. The FEIR should provide
conceptual plans and describe and quantify each
alternative's impacts on land alteration, creation of
impervious area, impacts to wetland resource areas,
ACEC, traffic generation, GHG emissions, parking, water
use, and wastewater. This comparison should be
provided in a tabular format with supporting narrative
and conceptual site plans.
C.030 Additional recommendations provided in this Certificate
may result in a modified design that would further avoid,
minimize, or mitigate Damage to the Environment. The
FEIR should address how the project has been revised to
further reduce impacts and, if certain measures identified
herein ·are infeasible, the FEIR should support that
determination.

The Alternatives Analysis presented in Chapter 3 provided inspiration
for additional mitigation measures and a design that further avoids,
minimizes, and mitigates damage to the environment. The resulting key
changes to the Project since the DEIR/DPIR filing are summarized in
Chapter 1, Section 1.2.1.

C.031 The FEIR should provide an updated description and
Section 4.2.3 provides description of impacts to wetland resource
summary table of on- and off-site impacts to wetland
areas, including those associated with the interim wastewater
resource areas. This should include impacts associated
connection. Table 4-1 summarizes these impacts.
with the interim wastewater connection and other offsite
utility work.
C.032 The phasing plan must identify when the "wetland
benefit" projects will occur.

Section 4.2.4 identifies the phases of the Project in which the four
wetland benefit projects will occur. The phasing of these wetland
benefit projects is illustrated in Figure 1.11.

C.033 In addition, it should analyze how improvements to Sales Impacts of improvements to Sales Creek on the Project's flood storage
Creek - daylighting, removal of culverts, and preservation under the requested scenarios are detailed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.5
of buffers - could preserve and improve the project's
and Table 4-2.
flood storage capacity while providing a unique
recreational opportunity. It should identify the flood
storage potential of Sales Creek under different scenarios
including a 50-ft buffer on both sides, a 50-foot buffer on
one side, or other widths between 25 and 50 feet in
combination with daylighting and replacement of culverts
with bridges.

C.034 The FEIR should describe how the extent of the
Horseshoe Pond bank improvements was identified and
provide additional information on proposed restoration.
It should provide details about the location of the
Horseshoe Pond deck and associated mitigation
measures.

Chapter 4, Section 4.2.4.1 discusses the justification of the extent and
nature of the Horseshoe Pond Bank improvements (to maintain the
character of the pond and add ecological value); the proposed planting
areas; and plant species, including native, freshwater, flood-resistant
species.
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C.035 The FEIR should provide a more extensive regulatory
analysis for off-site invasive species removal and
sediment removal associated with maintenance of the
tide gate and culvert under Route 1. I refer the Proponent
to MassDEP comments for additional guidance on this
issue.

Off-site invasive species removal is not proposed. Additionally,
sediment removal associated with maintenance of the tide gate (on
adjacent Massport property) and culvert under Route 1A has been
eliminated. Specifically, the prior stormwater design intent was to
move stormwater flows off-site (increasing peak rates of runoff to
Chelsea Creek) as quickly as possible in order to accommodate desired
resiliency outcomes. Instead, due to modifications to the stormwater
design as described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.1 and 5.1.2, allowing
detention of additional stormwater on-site and adding a proposed
berm or wall near the end of Washburn Avenue, the Project has been
able to achieve the desired resiliency without increasing peak rates of
runoff to Chelsea and Sales Creeks

C.036 The project will impact approximately 82.6 acres of onsite LSCSF. The FEIR should identify the design features
incorporated into the project site to maximize the
function of the LSCSF and minimize flood damage on the
site and adjacent properties.

Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3.1 discusses the matter of the site's
functionality as an LSCSF, referring to the detailed resiliency study
performed as part of the FEIR. The details of this study are provided in
Chapter 8, Sections 8.1-8.3.

C.037 Supplemental information provided an analysis of the
anticipated flood pathways during each phase of
development that clarified how and where flow will be
redirected due to fill. The FEIR should identify the
flooding impacts on the built environment and impacts to
resource areas as a result of the redirected flow, and
describe how proposed changes maintain the
effectiveness of the floodplain for each phase. It should
also assess how topography and flow restrictions may
limit the redirection of a large volume of coastal
floodwater. I refer the Proponent to CZM's comment
letter which identifies additional information that should
be provided in this analysis.

Chapter 8, Section 8.2 identifies the flooding impacts on the built
environment and impacts to resource areas as a result of the redirected
flow and describes how proposed changes maintain the effectiveness
of the floodplain for each phase.

C.038 The FEIR should evaluate further reductions in impervious Refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2 for a discussion on evaluation of the
area, including those measures identified in CZMs
possibility of increasing green roof areas to the podium level roof areas
comment letter.
as a measure to further reduce impervious surface area across the
Master Plan Project.
C.039 The DEIR included a meaningful commitment to provide Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2 describes the anticipated locations and
"green roofs" on 20% of the total rooftop area. The FEIR quantifies the area of proposed green roofs. Supporting graphics are
should elaborate on the design and benefits of the green provided in Figure 2.4.
roof. It should provide a conceptual figure that identifies
and quantifies (sf) the locations where green roofs could
be provided to achieve 20% coverage.
C.040 It should address how sites for solar PV and green roofs Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2.2 discusses how the areas anticipated to
were identified, how green roofs and solar can be
accommodate green roofs and solar PV were identified and details the
integrated (e.g., use of solar canopies) and trade-offs that trade offs of integration of the two interventions.
may exist between the two.

Response to Comments
14-6a

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
#

Table 14-2

Comment

FEIR

Response

C.041 The supplemental information indicated the Proponent
evaluated and incorporated several additional design
measures to reduce peak flow into Chelsea Creek after
the DEIR was filed. The FEIR should include a detailed
analysis to support the selection of these measures,
including other measures that were considered and
rejected, and why.

Peak runoff rates to both Sales Creek and Chelsea Creek are maintained
without flooding impacts to off-site properties for up to 4.2 feet of sea
level rise, as outlined in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.

C.042 The FEIR should provide further details on the proposed The underground stormwater detention facility in the Chelsea Creek
underground stormwater detention facility in the Chelsea watershed is no longer required and has been eliminated, as described
in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.
Creek watershed, including where it is located, how it
was sized, when it will be constructed, and how
construction will occur given known soil and groundwater
conditions.
C.043 The FEIR should also include graphics that clearly
Chapter 4, Figures 4.7 and 4.8 depict the pre- and post- watersheds
delineate the shifting Chelsea Creek and Sales Creek
tributary to Chelsea Creek and Sales Creek.
stormwater watershed boundaries with existing and
proposed conditions and with interim locations depicted
based upon construction and stormwater system
phasing.
C.044 The DEIR indicated the Proponent is committed to
working with Massport to ensure the culvert and
drainage channel under Route 1 have adequate capacity
to convey the increased flow to Chelsea Creek. The FEIR
should include an evaluation; identify when potential
upgrades and/or sediment removal are necessary in the
development program; identify responsibility for design,
funding, and construction of upgrades and/or sediment
removal; and address how these responsibilities between
the Proponent and Massport will be memorialized (e.g.,
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)).

The stormwater management design has been advanced further and
increased flows to Chelsea Creek are no longer proposed, as described
in responses to other comments herein, and Chapter 4, Section 4.1 and
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2. The culvert under Route 1A and the existing
drainage channel on the adjacent Massport property will not require
upgrades or sediment removal to accommodate the Project.

C.045 The Scope requested that the DEIR discuss the timing and
drainage impacts associated with abandonment of the
CAFO. The DEIR stated the prior owner is responsible for
closure of the CAFO and noted it will occur prior to
construction. The FEIR should clarify when the CAFO will
be closed, describe work and activities necessary to close
and remove the CAFO, and identify applicable regulatory
criteria (including Wetlands Protection Act and Water
Quality Standards). The Proponent should consult with
the prior owner to provide this information.

Chapter 4, Section 4.3.4 discusses the CAFO NPDES permit, including
the timeframe and impacts of the closure of the CAFO following
completion of horse racing operations and removal of all horses. This
section also specifies the activities necessary to close the CAFO,
including removal of all waste material; and identifies all applicable
regulatory criteria associated with the CAFO closure.
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C.046 The FEIR should describe the potential impact of off-site
transportation improvements on existing stormwater
infrastructure and describe how these improvements can
be designed to meet applicable stormwater management
regulations or improve existing drainage problems.

As specified in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.5, the potential impact of off-site
transportation improvements on existing stormwater infrastructure
includes an increase in peak runoff rates of stormwater to existing
drainage systems as a result of new impervious area, as well as
alterations to flow direction resulting from grading changes. To
improve drainage problems, a detailed stormwater evaluation will be
conducted for each of the improvement areas upon commencement of
the design phase. We note that revisions to the 2008 MassDEP
Stormwater Handbook are anticipated to be proposed in the near
future, such that an evaluation of how these improvements can be
designed to meet current applicable stormwater management
regulations may not be applicable at the time that these projects will
proceed to construction.

C.047 Prior to preparing and filing the FEIR, the Proponent
Chapter 5, Section 5.1 details the outcome of the Proponent's meeting
should consult with MassDEP Waterways staff to confirm with MassDEP Waterways staff.
the delineation of areas subject to jurisdiction under 310
CMR 9 .04. The FEIR should provide an update on this
consultation and additional information to support a
jurisdictional determination of the tidelands on the
project site.
C.048 The FEIR should identify potential work and activities (on- Chapter 5, Section 5.2 describes the potential work and activities within
and off-site) which may occur within areas subject to
waterways and the DPA. It also addresses compliance with applicable
jurisdiction under 310 CMR 9.04. The FEIR should
regulatory criteria.
describe the nature of the work within jurisdictional areas
and address compliance with applicable regulatory
criteria. This should also address work within the DPA.
C.049 The DEIR included discussion of project-related public
benefits to assist in the Public Benefits Review process.
Though requested in the Scope, the discussion did not
include a discussion or identify measures that may
support the PBD such as contributions to water
transportation and improvements to Belle Isle Marsh. As
applicable, the FEIR should reconsider these measures
and revise the discussion of project-related benefits to
assist in the Pubic Benefits Review process accordingly.

Chapter 5, Section 5.3 revises the discussion of public benefits to
include measures that may support the Public Benefits Determination,
including contributions to water transportation and improvements to
Belle Isle Marsh related to water quality.

C.050 The FEIR should review and respond to comments
Chapter 6 addresses outstanding concerns regarding traffic and
submitted by MassDOT to address outstanding concerns transportation impacts. Direct responses to MassDOT's comment letter
regarding project-related traffic and transportation
are provided in Chapter 14.
impacts. I hereby incorporate by reference the comment
letter from MassDOT, dated January 18, 2019, into the
Scope for the FEIR.
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C.051 The transit analysis should be consistent with the service
objectives identified in the MBTA's Service Delivery Policy
(approved January 23, 2017). These objectives (Service
Availability, Accessibility, Reliability, and Comfort) are
tied to quantifiable standards to evaluate the
performance of MBTA services and corresponding
impacts of proposed development that will rely on the
transit system. The MBTA is developing procedures and
methodologies to quantify those standards. The
Proponent will continue to consult with MassDOT and the
MBTA regarding the appropriate methodology to conduct
the transit analysis and performance metrics for each
objective.

The Proponent coordinated with MassDOT OPMI and MBTA and used
OPMI/MBTA's requested procedures for analyzing both MBTA bus and
Blue Line service standards and performance metrics. MassDOT
provided these procedures and performance metrics in January 2019,
which were developed in response to the MBTA's Service Delivery
Policy (2017). The transit analysis is presented in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.

C.052 As requested by MassDOT, the Proponent should
continue consultation with the Cities of Boson and
Revere, Massport, DCR, and appropriate MassDOT
Divisions, including the Office of Transportation Planning,
the Highway Division, and the MBT A prior to preparing
the FEIR.

Beginning on 2/15/19, biweekly meetings were held to discuss all
transportation-related components of the Project. Attendees of these
meetings included representatives from MassDOT, MBTA, BPDA, BTD,
MEPA, City of Revere, Massport, and DCR. This group is referred to as
the Transportation Working Group in the FEIR.

C.053 Prior to submission of the FEIR, the Proponent and/or
MassDOT/MBTA should provide the methodology and
performance metrics to the MEPA Office.

The methodology and performance metrics used for the FEIR transit
analysis as requested by MassDOT OPMI and MBTA will be provided to
MEPA prior to the submission of the FEIR.

C.054 The project proposes an excess of 456 parking spaces
over the peak demand. Provision of excessive parking will
needlessly increase impervious area and erode the ability
of the project to maximize transit use. As directed in the
Certificate on the EENF, the FEIR should provide a parking
study. It should evaluate additional measures to reduce
the parking supply, including: metering any on-street
parking, fees for structured parking, unbundling parking
for residents, and providing cash-out incentives for
employees. Based on this analysis, the FEIR should
propose the minimum parking supply necessary to meet
demand.

Refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.10 for a complete response to this
comment. The Proponent re-evaluated the overall parking supply since
the DEIR filing to reflect adjustments to the proposed development
program, while using proposed zoning parking ratios consistent with
recommendations from the City of Boston (Planned Development Area
(PDA), September 2019) and the City of Revere (Suffolk Downs Overlay
District (SDOD), March 2018). These changes have resulted in a planned
supply of structured parking of about 13,190 spaces, plus
approximately 630 on-street spaces, for a total of 13,820 spaces, a
reduction of 1,430 spaces as compared to the DEIR Build Alternative.

C.055 The FEIR should clearly identify the number of parking
spaces in each phase, land use type, location, and
whether they will be structured or surface parking
spaces. This should include any existing surface lots that
may be used for interim parking during initial phases of
the project.

Refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.10.1 for a description of parking supply by
phase, and refer to Figure 1.9 for a parking phasing plan.

C.056 The FEIR should also consider adaptive designs of
structured parking that could respond to changes in
parking demand ( e.g., ability for productive reuse of
parking structures, ability to add parking levels).

Refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.10.2 for a description of adaptive parking
design.
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C.057 The FEIR should include a comprehensive alternatives
analysis for the Route 1 corridor that evaluates the
scenarios identified in comments from MassDOT and
MAPC. The Proponent should consult with MassDOT and
Massport regarding the need for additional VISSIM
analysis to evaluate potential spillback issues.

Since the DEIR, several alternatives were evaluated in more detail as
part of the Transportation Working Group meetings. These analyses are
summarized in Chapter 6, Section 6.6. Ultimately, VISSIM was not
required as per the Transportation Working Group.

C.058 The FEIR should evaluate additional opportunities to
Chapter 6, Section 6.9.3 discusses the Project's commitments to
facilitate access to transit and provide safe and accessible providing pedestrian and bicycle improvements as well as access to
crossings and facilities for pedestrians and cyclists along transit.
Route 1 as identified by WalkBoston. The FEIR should
analyze the opportunities to provide better bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity between the site and abutting
identified in comments from MAPC, Livable Streets, and
Friends of the East Boston Greenway.

C.059 The FEIR should provide additional information on the
Land Transfers from the MBTA. It should describe the
need for the Land Transfer, timeframe, work proposed
within MBTA land, mechanism for the Land Transfer
(permanent and/or temporary easement or license
agreement, etc.), and include graphics that identify the
area of the Land Transfer.

Possible Land Transfers from the MBTA (expected to be easements, if
applicable) are detailed in Chapter 1, Table 1-10.

C.060 The FEIR should not be filed until the [transit station]
architectural and engineering assessment has been
completed.
C.061 Any proposed modifications to the Beachmont and/or
Suffolk Downs Station or railroad tracks should be
implemented in a manner to promote flood storage,
drainage and climate change resiliency. The Proponent
should work with the MBTA to review existing
vulnerabilities and to identify improvements that could
be undertaken in conjunction with the project. As
directed in Scope on the DEIR, the FEIR must include this
analysis and identify the types of design improvements
that can or will be made to prevent or reduce impacts
from extreme storms, sea level rise, and potential
flooding.

The Proponent completed the architectural and engineering
assessment for Suffolk Downs Station and Beachmont Station prior to
the filing of the FEIR.
Chapter 8, Section 8.3.4 discusses potential impacts to MBTA facilities
and design improvements that would reduce climate impacts.
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C.062 The FEIR should include a comprehensive TDM program
to reduce SOV trips and encourage alternative modes of
travel to and from the site. The FEIR should clearly state
mode share goals and discuss how the TDM program is
designed to meet these goals. The Proponent should
consider the additional TDM measures identified in
comments from MAPC. The FEIR should identify and
distinguish the roles and responsibilities of the Proponent
and future tenants/residents in implementing IDM
measures. The FEIR should discuss how green tenancy
lease agreements or a Tenant Manual will be used as a
mechanism to ensure implementation, maintenance, and
success of TDM measures. Given the phased nature of
the project, TDM measures should be implemented as
different uses become active rather than at full
occupancy of the site. As noted by MassDOT, the phasing
program should be clearly defined as part of the TDM
program and the monitoring program.

Mode share goals are discussed in the Trip Generation section of
Chapter 6, Section 6.5.2.5. As proposed, the TDM program incorporates
suggestions from MAPC as well as other comment letters to the extent
feasible. The details of the comprehensive TDM program is summarized
in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3. Regarding project phasing, the TDM
program will be implemented on an ongoing basis for each building as
the Site is built out rather than being tied to the completion of a phase
or full build out.

C.063 The FEIR should include a clear description of proposed
mitigation measures, with particular emphasis on when
each measure will be completed based upon project
development (i.e., project phasing or generation of new
transit/bus ridership or traffic trips). The summary should
identify all mitigation measures intended to address
impacts of project-generated vehicular trips and bus and
transit ridership, and measures to encourage walking and
cycling.

The comprehensive mitigation program, which includes traffic
improvements, transit improvements, and TDM measures is
summarized in Chapter 6, Sections 6.6.3 and 6.7.4. The timing for
implementation of the mitigation measures is summarized in Table 1-8
in Section 1.4.5 of Chapter 1. Chapter 13, Section 13.1, also summarizes
all Project mitigation commitments.

C.064 Given the extended build-out, the FEIR should describe
the proposed transportation monitoring program to
ensure that the TDM measures and the infrastructure
improvements are successful in reducing traffic volumes
and reducing congestion along a number of key corridors
within the study area. The FEIR should identify the data
that will be collected, the frequency of data collection,
and identify who. will receive the data and analysis.

As required, the Proponent will implement a comprehensive
transportation monitoring program, which will include traffic counts,
transit ridership, and TDM program participation. The details of the
monitoring program are summarized in Chapter 13.

C.065 The FEIR should include a revised and updated mesoscale The mesoscale analysis has been updated in Chapter 7, Section 7.2 to
analysis conducted in accordance with MassDEP
reflect the latest transportation analysis.
modeling policies and Federal modeling guidelines to
confirm the Preferred Alternative's consistency with the
SIP.
C.066 The FEIR should provide additional detail on measures to Additional detail describing measures to reduce vehicle idling within the
be implemented by the Proponent to comply with the
Project are discussed in Chapter 7, Section 7.3.
Massachusetts Idling Regulation (310 CMR 7 .11 ).
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C.067 The Proponent should address the project's consistency The Project is being designed to be consistent with multiple state plans
with state plans and initiatives in the FEIR [State Hazard and initiatives. The consistency with these items is described in Chapter
9, Section 9.1 and Chapter 8, Section 8.11.
Mitigation and Climate Adaptation Plan(September 17,
2018), Massachusetts Comprehensive Energy Plan
(December 12, 2018), Commission on the Future of
Transportation's Choices for Stewardship (December 14,
2018), and regional low-carbon transportation policy
proposal].
C.068 The FEIR should address how the project can avoid,
minimize and mitigate its energy use and GHG emissions;
how it can reduce the vulnerability of the project and site
to the effects of climate change; and how it can improve
its resiliency to these effects and ability to adapt to
changes over time.

Chapter 9, specifically Section 9.2, provides a thorough evaluation of
the estimated energy use and GHG emissions associated with the
Project. In addition, Chapter 8, Section 8.7 provides responses to
specific comments regarding resiliency measures.

C.069 All buildings should have high performing building
envelope construction which exceed code standards;

High-quality building envelopes are proposed throughout the Project.
The Proponent has estimated the Project's anticipated stationary
source GHG emissions with these proposed envelopes in Chapter 9.

C.070 Large scale adoption of electricity for space heat and hot As indicated in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.4, the Proponent has considered
water to support decreasing emission rates over time;
wide-scale electrification of the Project and the current challenges to
implementing this strategy.
C.071 Maximize solar installation and rooftop solar PV
The Proponent is committed to providing solar PV throughout the
readiness for buildings and vehicles.
Project Site building rooftops totaling a minimum of 2 MW, which
would generate approximately 2,300 MWh of carbon-free electricity
per year once fully installed. This clean renewable energy source would
result in an offset of approximately 817 tons per year of stationary
source CO2 emissions. Solar PV is discussed in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.5.
C.072 Massport comments highlight the project's location
under a Logan Airport flight corridor and indicate that any
extensive exterior lighting, glass facades, significant solar
panel arrays or other architectural features have the
potential to be hazards to safe air navigation.

Chapter 9, Section 9.2.5 acknowledges that close coordination with and
approval by Massport will be required as each solar PV system is
considered and developed. As noted in Massport's comment letter, the
Project has committed to additional Massport and FAA coordination on
these matters as the Project design advances.

C.073 The Proponent, Massport, and DOER should consult
regarding opportunities to synergize shared
environmental and safety goals around efficiency,
resiliency, soundproofing and renewable energy.

Chapter 8, Section 8.2 describes coordination meetings conducted with
the Proponent and several agency representatives to discuss resiliency
issues. Chapter 9, Section 9.2 describes the Proponent's proposed GHG
emissions mitigation commitments, which include energy efficiency
and renewable energy measures considered in conjunction with agency
representatives. High-quality building envelopes, described in Chapter 9
and Appendix E, are proposed throughout the Project that would
provide significant transmission loss and reduce interior noise.
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C.074 In addition to providing increased flood storage on-site,
the project's mitigation strategy relies on Massport's
infrastructure beneath Route 1A accommodating
increased stormwater flows, upgrades to DCR' s
Bennington Street pump station, and installation of an
additional tide in coordination with DCR. The FEIR should
clarify the Proponent's commitments to design,
construct, and operate/maintain these measures.

Chapter 8, Section 8.4.4 describes upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump
station as well as the Proponent's anticipated role in implementing and
maintaining them. The stormwater management design has been
advanced further and increased flows to Chelsea Creek are no longer
proposed, as described in Chapter 4, Section 4.1 and Chapter 5, Section
5.1.2.

C.075 It should more fully demonstrate that these proposed
Chapter 8, Section 8.4.4 describes upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump
mitigation strategies, which rely on other agencies or are station as well as the Proponent's anticipated role in implementing and
not within the control of the Proponent, are supported by maintaining them.
the responsible parties. If not fully supported, the FEIR
should evaluate and incorporate alternative measures to
mitigate project impacts.
C.076 As requested by DCR, the FEIR should identify the specific
structural modifications necessary for the pump station
upgrade.
C.077 The FEIR also should identify where the new tide gate will
be located (particularly in relation to DCR's flood control
easements), include conceptual design plans, and
describe how it will operate. I refer to CZM' s comment
letter for additional guidance on this.

Chapter 8, Section 8.4.4 identifies the specific structural modifications
necessary for the pump station upgrade.

C.078 The FEIR should identify potential permits and approvals
that may be required for construction of the tide gate
and a brief discussion of how it will be constructed
consistent with applicable regulatory standards.

Chapter 8, Section 8.4.5 discusses the proposed new tide gate,
including its location. The design of the proposed tide gate will be
revisited as part of the agreement to return to MEPA to complete an
updated review of potential resiliency and climate change adaptation
measures after the completion of Phase 3 development and prior to
Phase 4 of development. Applicable regulatory standards will be
discussed at that time.

C.079 I refer the Proponent to comments from DMF and EPA
which note the potential for tide gates to cause adverse
impacts to salt marsh.

The proposed tide gate at Sales Creek is being installed to address
resiliency and comments from CZM regarding avoiding any off-site
flooding impacts, including from future large storm events with
consideration of sea level rise. As described in Chapter 8, Section 8.9,
DCR, which controls this section of Sales Creek, has indicated that a selfregulating tide gate is not preferred due to associated maintenance
requirements. The new tide gate is located on-site, upstream of the offsite Bennington Street tide gate and pump station, which currently
restricts tidal flows to the site and upgradient wetlands.

Chapter 8, Section 8.4.5 discusses the proposed new tide gate,
including its location. The design of the proposed tide gate will be
revisited as part of the agreement to return to MEPA to complete an
updated review of potential resiliency and climate change adaptation
measures prior to development Phase 4R.

C.080 As requested by DCR, the FEIR should also describe how Chapter 8, Sections 8.4.3 and 8.4.5 include information about
the project can be modified should a new tide gate not be evaluating the additional tide gate.
permitted, with the goal of avoiding increased impacts to
DCR' s infrastructure.
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C.081 As noted above, the Phase 4 is projected to increase
flood depths at 20 to 30 properties near Washburn
Avenue, including Beachmont and Suffolk Downs
Stations. The FEIR should evaluate alternatives to avoid
and minimize this impact. Additional mitigation measures
could include increase in on-site flood storage, a berm,
floodproofing, or other measures necessary to avoid
impacts to these properties once the tide gate is
operational. Measures determined to be feasible should
be adopted as mitigation commitments.

As described throughout Chapter 8, there is no longer displacement of
floodwaters as a result of the Project for all major phases and modeled
storm events. This is due to multiple factors including a reduction in the
peak rate of runoff from the site, low impact development site design,
on-site storage areas, and proposed flood mitigation.

C.082 The FEIR should elaborate on how the site will function
for "shelter in place" in the event of a large storm,
including triggers to implement a storm strategy,
procedures, and responsibilities for plan elements.

Chapter 8, Section 8.7.3 describes the Project's approach to sheltering
in place.

C.083 It should evaluate the benefits of Passivehouse design
and PV in terms of resiliency.

Chapter 8, Section 8.7.5 discusses the role of Passivehouse Design and
PV in resiliency.

C.084 The FEIR should describe the design of and provide more
information regarding floodable garages, including the
volume of each, when and where they will be
constructed, and how flood water will enter and leave
the structure.
C.085 The FEIR should describe how vehicles will be relocated,
how residents/tenants will be notified, and demonstrate
there is adequate space to move vehicles out of flood
prone locations before a storm event.

Chapter 8, Section 8.7.1 notes that floodable garages have been
eliminated from the Project.

C.086 It should clarify why parking on lower levels is necessary
if capacity exists for elevated parking during storm
events.
C.087 The FEIR should provide the additional information
regarding temporary flood barriers identified in CZM's
comment letter.

Chapter 8, Section 8.7.1 notes that floodable garages have been
eliminated from the Project.

Chapter 8, Section 8.7.1 notes that floodable garages have been
eliminated from the Project.

As explained in more detail in Chapter 8, Section 8.7.2, at this stage in
design, operational procedures for deploying temporary flood barriers
have not yet been determined.

C.088 The FEIR should identify buildings which will not achieve Chapter 8, Section 8.7.4 describes additional floodproofing measures
consistency with BPDA design recommendations for FFE's that will be utilized within buildings that will not achieve consistency
and propose additional mitigation measures to
with BPDA design recommendations for FFEs.
sufficiently dry floodproof these structures. I refer to
MassDEP's comment letter for additional guidance.
C.089 Comments from DCR note that the U.S. ACOE's Roughans Chapter 8, Section 8.8 explains that changes to the Project Site and/or
Point Coastal Flood Damage Reduction Project, located in operation of the pump station do not impact flood protections
an upstream sub drainage area of Sales Creek, was
provided by Roughans Point project.
designed with specific expectations regarding capacity
and flow of Sales Creek. The FEIR should address whether
changes to the project site (site grading, additional tide
gate, etc.) and/or operation of the pump station will
impact the flood protections provided by the project. The
Proponent should consult with the US ACOE prior to
submitting the FEIR.

Response to Comments
14-14a

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
#

Table 14-2

Comment

FEIR

Response

C.090 The FEIR should include a revised GHG analysis, in
accordance with the GHG Policy, guidance provided in
the comment letter submitted by the DOER, and this
Scope. The analysis should be updated as appropriate for
Program B).

The Proponent has estimated the Projects anticipated stationary source
GHG emissions using detailed building energy modeling. A revised
analysis detailing anticipated stationary source GHG emissions is
provided in Chapter 9.

C.091 The Proponent should include commitments to build one The Proponent commits to construct a Passive house for one (1)
or more large, multi-family buildings to Passivehouse
demonstration multifamily residential project of a minimum 50,000
standards in the first project phase.
square feet and a cost estimate for a 200,000 square foot project.
These commitments will achieve ultra-low energy design in an allelectric building and provide local analysis for the cost effectiveness of
Passive House. The Passive House Design Evaluation is provided in
Chapter 9, Section 9.2.3.
C.092 In addition, the Passivehouse cost evaluation should be
developed to reflect the economies of scale that can be
achieved by the project.

The Proponent commits to construct a Passive house for one (1)
demonstration multifamily residential project of a minimum 50,000
square feet and a cost estimate for a 200,000 square foot project.
These commitments will achieve ultra-low energy design in an allelectric building and provide local analysis for the cost effectiveness of
Passive House. In addition, all single family homes and townhomes will
be designed to Carbon Neutral and/or E+ building standards, or
equivalent. Because the project is being built out over a long period of
time, the economy of scale would likely not be applicable to any of the
buildings. Refer to the Passive House Design Evaluation in Chapter 9,
Section 9.2.3.

C.093 As recommended by DOER, the Proponent should
evaluate additional scenarios associated with an
aggressive electrification approach based on projected
long-term declining emission rates of the
Commonwealth's electrical grid.

The Proponent has considered wide-scale electrification of the Project
and the current challenges to implementing this strategy. This is
discussed in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.4 and 9.2.3 for all-electric Passive
House design evaluation

C.094 I encourage the Proponent to consider increasing the
commitment to PV installation to maximize useable
rooftop area given the significant GHG reductions that
could be achieved and improved resiliency during power
outages. As noted previously, the FEIR should address the
potential integration of PV and green roofs and identify
how rooftop space is allocated to each.

Since the DEIR, the Proponent is committed to providing solar PV on
the Project Site's rooftops totaling a minimum of 2 MW, which would
generate approximately 2,300 MWh of carbon-free electricity per year
once fully installed. This clean renewable energy source would result in
an offset of approximately 817 tons per year of stationary source CO2
emissions. Solar PV is discussed in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.5.

C.095 The FEIR should clarify, which buildings (or building
Chapter 9, Section 9.2.6 describes the Proponent's plan for providing
typologies) will be constructed and fitted-out by the
tenant design and construction guidelines. The proposed building fitProponent and which buildings will only include core and out responsibilities are described in Appendix E.
shell construction with fit-out performed by future
tenants.
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C.096 It should clarify which building-related mitigation
measures will be mandated by the Proponent to future
occupants (and describe the mechanism for doing so) and
those measures merely encouraged for adoption and
implementation.

The Proponent has drafted a potential Tenant Manual (refer to Chapter
9, Section 9.2.6) that describes means and methods to reduce energy
usage and carbon footprint during interior fit-out by building tenants.
The document will be used to convey energy conservation measures
included in the base building and those which are recommended to be
implemented by the tenants. These measures will be determined
throughout the process of designing the individual buildings.

C.097 For those components that will be encouraged by the
Proponent, the FEIR should expand on the draft tenant
manual to identify the specific strategies which will be
implemented to encourage their adoption ( e.g. design
assistance, financial incentives, providing a list of
approved fit-out material performance standards, etc.).
The draft tenant manual should also contain measures
specific to the proposed office, residential, hotel, and
retail uses.

The Proponent has drafted a potential Tenant Manual (refer to Chapter
9, Section 9.2.6) that describes means and methods to reduce energy
usage and carbon footprint during interior fit-out. These methods and
means will be determined throughout the design process of the
individual buildings. This high level draft document is described in
Section 9.2.6 and presented in Appendix E and will be updated as the
individual building design are progressed.

C.098 If the Proponent intends to sell or lease portions of the
site, the FEIR should clearly identify how the
commitments made by the Proponent will transfer to the
new responsible parties.

The entire Project Site will be subject to a recorded set of covenants
that will run with the land and obligate each property owner to comply
with applicable legal requirements, including MEPA-related mitigation
commitments.

C.099 The FEIR should include a revised mobile source GHG
analysis to reflect any changes to traffic mitigation
(roadway improvements, signal timing, public
transportation, etc.) since the DEIR.

The mobile source GHG analysis has been updated in Chapter 9, Section
9.3 to reflect the latest transportation analysis.

C.100 The Proponent should identify aggressive and specific
mode share targets; prioritize improvements and
mitigation to maximize the capacity and availability of
transit, walking and cycling; and revise mitigation
commitments, including the TDM program, to achieve
the identified vehicle trip reductions.

A description of the aggressive mode-share targets and the proposed
methods to meet them are provided in Chapter 6, Section 6.5.2.

C.101 I refer the Proponent to comments from MHC which
request that the FEIR include a description and
assessment of potential impacts to the Revere Beach
Parkway (REV .H). The FEIR should provide this
information and identify any measures that have been
incorporated into the design to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate adverse impacts to historic resources.

Chapter 10, Section 10.2 provides a description and assessment of
potential impacts to Revere Beach Parkway associated with proposed
off-site transportation improvements for the Master Plan Project.
Section 10.2.4 describes measures to avoid, mitigate, and/or minimize
impacts to historic resources at Revere Beach Parkway while achieving
the necessary safety and traffic improvements.

C.102 The FEIR should confirm or update the water and
wastewater flows for full-build and for the period of time
that interim connections will meet water and wastewater
needs of the project.

Updated estimated wastewater flows are provided in Chapter 11,
Section 11.1.1 and updated estimated water demand is provided in
Section 11.1.2. Refer to Section 11.2 for a summary of interim
wastewater and water connections.

C.103 It should clarify why interim connections are proposed in Refer to Chapter 11, Section 11.2. for information on interim
lieu of frontloading construction of the bypass line.
wastewater and water connections.
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C.104 The FEIR should quantify the volume of I/I that must be Chapter 11, Table 11-4 provides a summary of anticipated I/I removal
removed from the BWSC and Revere wastewater
volumes by City and phase.
infrastructure to comply with MassDEP and municipal I/I
removal requirements. It should identify the total volume
and provide volumes by City and by phase.
C.105 To determine the feasibility of attaining the mitigation
level, the Proponent should initiate consultation with
BWSC, MWRA, and the cities of Boston and Revere to
identify potential I/I removal projects. The consultation
should particularly focus on projects that will remove
flow from the sewers that associated with the initial
phases of development (i.e. the interim connections), or
hydraulically related tributary systems. The FEIR should
include a summary of this consultation and identify
potential projects and associated volumes.

Chapter 11, Section 11.3 summarizes the results of the Proponent's
coordination with BWSC, MWRA, and the cities of Boston and Revere
with regard to I/I removal projects.

C.106 The FEIR should address how I/I mitigation will occur (i.e. Chapter 11, Section 11.3 summarizes how I/I mitigation will occur,
prior to any new wastewater flow or phased over the life accounting for the request that I/I mitigation be achieved prior to
of the project). I note comments from MWRA request
MWRA system connection.
that the total amount of I/I mitigation should be achieved
prior to connecting the project to the MWRA system via
the dedicated bypass sewer.
C.107 The FEIR should include a detailed summary of the
capacity analysis to demonstrate that wastewater
systems have sufficient capacity to accommodate the
project. I refer the Proponent to MassDEP's comment
letter for additional guidance on this.

Refer to Chapter 11, Sections 11.2.1 and 11.4.1 for a demonstration of
sufficient wastewater system capacity to accommodate the project.

C.108 The DEIR indicated the project will reduce outdoor water
use for landscape requirements by over 50% through the
use of non-potable water for irrigation, use of drought
tolerant plants, and efficient irrigation systems (if
provided). The FEIR should quantify the anticipated
irrigation water need and describe the mitigation
commitments which will be implemented to achieve the
50% reduction. The FEIR should also calculate the
potential potable water offset achievable through the
implementation of each identified measure.

Chapter 11, Section 11.5.1 describes the estimated irrigation demand.
Section 11.5.2 describes proposed irrigation conservation measures,
including planting selection and irrigation controls, which will lead to a
56% reduction in water use from the baseline scenario.

C.109 The FEIR should provide an updated evaluation to use
Horseshoe Pond for irrigation, describe associated
infrastructure and identify potential impacts. The
evaluation should evaluate the potential for overwash
from storm events and assess whether it would impact
the viability of Horseshoe Pond as an irrigation source.

Chapter 11, Section 11.5.3 and Chapter 4, Table 4-1, provide an
updated evaluation of the potential use of Horseshoe Pond for
irrigation. Associated infrastructure would include a suction line and
irrigation pump as well as central irrigation system. While currently the
Pond would not be inundated with sea water during a 1% chance storm
event, with increased sea level rise, overwash from storm events could
occur. In that case, a conductivity sensor could be placed within the
irrigation water supply storage as a safeguard.
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C.110 The FEIR should include a summary of any additional soil Chapter 12, Section 12.1.1 provides a summary of additional testing
and groundwater testing that is performed following the and steps that would be taken pending the results of the investigations.
DEIR. It should identify whether results of these
investigations will impact the project design and/or
proposed land uses.
C.111 The FEIR should discuss whether a vapor intrusion system Chapter 12, Section 12.1.2 discusses whether and how any necessary
may be required and, if so, identify the affected buildings, vapor intrusion mitigation systems would be incorporated into building
and describe how it will be incorporated into design.
design.
C.112 The FEIR should include a graphic that identifies areas
Refer to Chapter 12, Figure 12.1, Proposed Clean Cap Locations, for a
where the one- to three-ft thick "clean cap" of soil is
graphic depiction of areas where the clean cap of soil is proposed.
proposed, address phasing of the cap, and provide more
detail to support the inclusion of additional fill in the
floodplain.
C.113 The FEIR should elaborate on construction sequencing
and phasing.
C.114 The FEIR should describe potential construction period
dewatering requirements, discuss how dewatering will be
conducted in a manner consistent with MWRA, MassDEP
and/or BWSC regulations/guidelines, and identify any
necessary permits, if applicable.

Chapter 12, Section 12.2.1 describes construction sequencing and
phasing.
Chapter 12, Section 12.2.2 describes potential construction dewatering
requirements and their consistency with relevant
regulations/guidelines and permits.

C.115 The FEIR should include a separate chapter summarizing Details on proposed mitigation measures and Section 61 findings,
proposed mitigation measures. This chapter should also organized by the requisite agency permits, are provided in Chapter 13,
include draft Section 61 Findings for each Permit or Land Mitigation/Draft Section 61 Findings.
Transfer to be issued or granted by State Agencies
C.116 The FEIR should contain clear commitments to
Details on proposed mitigation measures, including estimated costs,
implement mitigation measures, estimate the individual responsible parties, and implementation schedule, are provided in
costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties
Chapter 13, Mitigation/Draft Section 61 Findings.
responsible for implementation ( either funding design
and construction or performing actual construction), and
contain a schedule for implementation. The mitigation
implementation schedule should clearly note how
mitigation will be provided in relation to project phasing;
either tying commitments to overall project square
footage/phase or environmental impact thresholds, to
ensure that measure are in place to mitigate the
anticipated impact associated with each development
phase.

C.117 Because the Master Plan will be implemented over 20
Details on the effectiveness and relevancy of proposed mitigation
years, the FEIR should outline an approach to evaluate
measures are provided in Chapter 13, Section 13.3.
the effectiveness and relevancy of mitigation
commitments to changing conditions, updated data, and
improvements in technology. This approach should
address opportunities for public review and
reconsideration of project design and mitigation
commitments as necessary.
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C.118 To ensure that all GHG emissions reduction measures
A GHG self-certification is provided in Chapter 13, Section 13.5.
adopted by the Proponent in the Preferred Alternative
are actually constructed or performed by the Proponent,
I require Proponents to provide a self-certification to the
MEPA Office indicating that all of the required mitigation
measures, or their equivalent, have been completed. The
commitment to provide this self-certification in the
manner outlined above should be incorporated into the
draft Section 61 Findings. It should address how selfcertifications will be provided in the context of this longterm development (e.g., by project phasing, building by
building basis, etc.) and how progress towards achieving
project-wide mitigation commitments (such as the Energy
Efficiency Profiles/Targets, LEED Certifiable Buildings,
minimum of 2 MW rooftop solar PV ) will be monitored.

C.119 The FEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a
copy of each comment letter received.

Chapter 14 includes a copy of the MEPA Certificate and a copy of each
comment letter received.

C.120 In order to ensure that the issues raised by commenters
are addressed, the FEIR should include direct responses
to comments to the extent that they are within MEP A
jurisdiction. Responses must specifically address each
comment letter on the DEIR; references to a chapter or
extensive section of the FEIR are not adequate.

Chapter 14 includes direct responses to comments, including specific
responses to each comment letter on the DEIR.

C.121 The Proponent should circulate the FEIR to those parties Appendix G contains the list of recipients to whom the FEIR was
who commented on the EENF and/or DEIR, to any State circulated.
Agencies from which the Proponent will seek permits or
approvals, and to any parties specified in section 11.16 of
the MEPA regulations.
C.122 The Proponent should send correspondence
Correspondence containing the relevant information was distributed
accompanying the CD-ROM or website address indicating along with the digital version of the FEIR.
that hard copies are available upon request, noting
relevant comment deadlines, and appropriate addresses
for submission of comments.
C.123 The FEIR submitted to the MEPA office should include a
digital copy of the complete document.

A digital copy of the FEIR was submitted to the MEPA office.

C.124 In addition, the FEIR should be made available for review The FEIR has been made available for review at BPL, the BPL East
at the Boston Public Library (BPL), the East Boston Branch Boston branch, and the Revere Public Library, as indicated in Appendix
of the BPL, and the Revere Public Library.
G.
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C.125 The MEPA regulations limit the review period of an FEIR The Proponent has complied with this directive.
to 37 days, including a 30-day public comment period,
which cannot be extended even at the request of the
Proponent. The MEPA regulations at 301 CMR 11.08 (5)
allow a Proponent to withdraw an FEIR prior to issuance
of a Certificate to provide further opportunity for public
review. After the withdrawal, the Proponent may refile
the FEIR. Based on the significant analysis that will be
included in the FEIR, and the scope, scale and timeframe
of the project, this Certificate is conditioned upon the
Proponent's agreement to do so.
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1.01 EPA

In my review of the Draft EIR for this
redevelopment project, I did not notice any
mention of salt marsh, or brackish marsh
conditions in the site wetlands. EPA suggests,
as part of the additional information being
provided, that further information be
provided concerning the current wetlands
including an assessment of tidal leakage from
both the Bennington Street Tide Gate as well
as the crossing at Route 1A to verify if tidal
leakage is occurring at these locations.

There are no existing marsh conditions on the Project Site. Initial
evaluations identify the Sales Creek wetlands as non-tidal due to
the presence of the Bennington Street tide gate and pump station.
Further analysis is anticipated to be completed when the design
and permitting for the proposed tide gate is advanced.

1.02 EPA

Further biological assessment is needed at
both sides Sales Creek.

Initial evaluations identify the Sales Creek wetlands as non-tidal
due to the presence of the Bennington Street tide gate and pump
station. Further analysis is anticipated to be completed when the
design and permitting for the proposed tide gate is advanced.

1.03 EPA

Installation of any new tide gates can have
adverse impacts to upstream salt marsh
unless they are designed to accommodate
controlled tidal flow by use of Self-Regulating
Tide gates or other means which provides
controlled tidal flow.

The proposed tide gate at Sales Creek is being installed to address
resiliency and comments from CZM regarding avoiding any off-site
flooding impacts, including from future large storm events with
consideration of sea level rise. As described in Chapter 8, Section
8.9, DCR, which controls this section of Sales Creek, has indicated
that a self-regulating tide gate is not preferred due to associated
maintenance requirements. The new tide gate is located on-site,
upstream of the off-site Bennington Street tide gate and pump
station, which currently restricts tidal flows to the site and
upgradient wetlands.

1.04 EPA

If innovative Self-Regulating Tide Gates or
alternative type bi-directional controllable
tide gates can be installed at both the
Bennington Street tide gate, and the Route
1A crossing, salt water management would
be the best method for natural control of the
Phragmites wetland vegetation which exists.
Since the site will be subject to overwash in
storms and tidal leakage is difficult to control
100%, any intended use of the on site
wetlands such as horseshoe pond, would be
potentially salty or brackish and not suitable
for irrigation of landscape areas.

Replacement of the existing Bennington Street tide gate with
alternative technologies that would allow tidal inputs is not
contemplated. The Bennington Street tide gate lies off-site and is
controlled by DCR. Specifically, the City of Revere, as well as DCR,
have both indicated that tide gates that allow tidal influx are not
preferred to be implemented for due to required maintenance.
Refer Section 11.5.3 for information regarding use of the
Horseshoe Pond for irrigation.
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1.05 EPA

Past permits required dredging of Sales
Creek, however, the presence of
contaminated soils, prevented the DCR from
completing the intended dredging project
which dates back to the original pump station
construction in the early 1980’s. EPA believes
that the creek sediment is likely still
contaminated. Any disturbance will mobilize
contaminants which could enter Belle Isle
Creek and Marsh. The need for dredging to
accommodate expected flow and runoff,
needs to be evaluated. The intended
installation of larger outfall pipes, even with
improved riprap aprons, is likely to disturb
the sediments and lead to turbidity and
sedimentation in Belle Isle Creek. The need to
assess sediment contamination, and
potentially dredge within the creek should be
explored further.

The daylighting of Sales Creek will temporarily disturb sediments
within the waterway during construction. Analysis of groundwater
samples has not detected dissolved contamination of concern;
however, potential contaminants of concern common to urban fill
in the area and to urban waterways, such as polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) and metals, generally have low solubility and
may be bound to sediment. An erosion and sedimentation control
plan, the details of which will be established during the design of
the proposed culvert removal and will be dependent upon the
amount of flow anticipated during construction, will be
implemented with a focus on precluding downstream mobilization
of suspended sediments, thereby reducing the potential for
transport of potential contaminants. Chapter 8 describes detailed
resiliency modeling that incorporates the proposed culvert
daylighting. Based on this modeling, additional dredging is not
anticipated to be necesssary to accommodate Project flow and
runoff. Maintenance dredging of Sales Creek, to the extent
necessary, is the responsibility of DCR and is not anticipated to be
undertaken by the Proponent. Stormwater discharge pipes will be
designed with appropriate outfall protection, such as rip rap
aprons and/or settling basins. This, combined with the heavily
vegetated character of the Sales Creek banks, will protect against
sedimentation entering the Creek and ultimately Belle Isle Marsh.
Work within wetland resource areas will be subject to Notice of
Intent filings with the Revere and Boston Conservation
Commissions, at which time detailed designs will be established.

1.06 EPA

Further information on the operation of the
[Alfred H. Long] pump station should also be
provided, to understand if the frequency of
pumping operations and water level control
within the Sales and Green Creek.

Detailed information on standard operating procedures for the
Alfred H. Long pumping station, pump rating curves, and tide gate
elevation data were included in DEIR Appendix F. Conceptual
upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station are included in FEIR
Chapter 8, Section 8.4.3.1.

2.01 MassDOT

The trip generation used for the Program A
does not fully reflect the assumptions
resulting from the CTPS Modeling effort, nor
does it reflect the current plans for the site
(Program B). MassDOT has met with the
Proponent to address their concerns
regarding the CTPS modeling results not
aligning with their mode share and internal
capture expectations for a transit-oriented
development site. The analysis in the FEIR
should be consistent with the results of the
CTPS model for the most-likely build scenario
for the project.

As agreed to and coordinated with MassDOT and CTPS, the
transportation impact analysis uses the latest CTPS regional travel
demand model outputs for the most-likely build scenario (FEIR
Preferred Alternative, which was developed based on the earlier
"Program B"). Details on the Project's trip generation are detailed
in Chapter 6, Section 6.5.2.5, and updated transportation analyses
are provided in Chapter 6 Section 6.6. and Section 6.7 for the
traffic and transit analyses, respectively.
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2.02 MassDOT

The trip distribution percentages for
vehicular traffic used in the DEIR analysis
estimates approximately 21 % of site traffic
coming from the south. According to the
CTPS model, the site would attract a
significantly higher percentage of trips
to/from the south and west, adding demand
to the harbor tunnels. The tunnels and their
roadways connections are currently over
capacity and additional traffic to and from
the site could exacerbate existing problems
and further worsen conditions for
commuters, including existing and proposed
bus transit through the tunnels.

As discussed on Chapter 6, all future conditions traffic volumes and
analyses were based on the CTPS Model. The details of the
methodology and the results are provided in Chapter 6, Section
6.5.

2.03 MassDOT

The project is anticipating a significantly high
transit usage; however, the overall site
design and associated mitigation program
seem to skew towards SOV usage; the vast
majority of the proposed mitigation is
focused on roadway improvements. The
mitigation program needs to focus more on
the transit issues to justify any increase in
mode share.

The Proponent is committing to various mitigation projects,
services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel,
with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use. In addition, the
Proponent has agreed to provide a Transit mitigation payment as
part of its mitigation program. The mitigation program is detailed
in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.

2.04 MassDOT

The RSAs include a discussion of causality,
The final mitigation program, summarized in Chapter 6, Section
suggestions for mitigation, and commitment 6.6.3, was developed in conjunction with the Transportation
to implementing this mitigation. The
Working Group.
Proponent should work closely with
MassDOT to finalize the list of safety
improvements to incorporate in their
mitigation program.

2.05 MassDOT

MassDOT will work with the Proponent to
better understand the phasing scheme for
the project. The Proponent should provide
more detailed information on how they
would tie mitigation implementation to the
development program's phases.

The phasing of the transportation improvements is summarized in
Chapter 1, Section 1.4.3, and provided in detail throughout
Chapter 6.
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2.06 MassDOT

The TIA did not provide sufficient details to
adequately identify the project's impacts on
transit considering the Proponent's mode
share expectations. In particular, the analysis
did not include the following: the use of the
most updated methodology for evaluating
impacts of the additional ridership on the
Blue Line and the MBTA bus lines; a Code
Assessment and Evaluation of the Suffolk
Downs and Beachmont MBTA stations and
associated infrastructure; the feasibility of
rerouting a number of bus routes currently
serving the North Shore at either the
Beachmont or the Suffolk Downs MBT A
stations.

A comprehensive transit impact analysis is provided in Chapter 6,
Section 6.7. The Proponent coordinated with MassDOT and MBTA
to confirm use of the most updated methodology for evaluating
impacts of additional ridership on the MBTA Blue Line and bus
routes. The Proponent conducted and provided the MBTA with the
results of the detailed code assessment and evaluation of Suffolk
Downs Station and Beachmont Station. The Proponent also
coordinated the feasibility of rerouting MBTA bus routes in the
Project vicinity with the MBTA; please refer to Appendix B for
details of the bus rerouting evaluation.

2.07 MassDOT

Route 1A Corridor: We request the
Since the DEIR, these alternatives were evaluated in more detail as
Proponent evaluate alternatives that include part of the Transportation Working Group meetings. These
the 'superstreet' treatments with no added analyses are summarized in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1.
lanes; with only an added northbound lane,
while retaining only two lanes southbound;
or with added capacity dedicated to transit.

2.08 MassDOT

Route 1/Route 16 Interchange: The FEIR
should ensure that the trip distribution
appropriately assigns the project's traffic to
the new proposed ramps. For example, it
would seem that accessing Route 1
northbound from Route 16 westbound would
remove some trips heading to Route 1
northbound via Copeland Circle. The same
would seem to be true for the reverse
movement. The shift in traffic away from the
Route 16 WB U-turn at Garfield Street to the
new left turn lanes on the Route 1 SB offramp needs to be modeled and analyzed.

As discussed on Chapter 6, all future conditions traffic volumes and
analyses were based on the CTPS Model. The details of the
methodology and the results are provided in Chapter 6, Section
6.5.2.3.
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2.09 MassDOT

Route 1A/Furlong Drive Intersection: The
Based on discussions with the Transportation Working Group, the
proposed signalized median break at Furlong proposed mitigation plan no longer includes a break in the median
Drive needs to be considered in the context at Furlong Drive.
of the private ownership of the roadway, the
nature of access easements, and
connectivity. The Proponent should provide
further justification for the break given the
access restrictions within the overall site. In
addition, the TIA should determine whether
the installation of a new signal would
introduce any safety concerns for this
location, and whether this connection
benefits the general public.

2.10 MassDOT

The Proponent should provide revised and
A summary of the Harbor Tunnel evaluation is provided in Chapter
more detailed roadway segment analyses for 6, Section 6.8.
the three harbor tunnel locations based on
the latest methodology of the Highway
Capacity Manual or contained in the
appropriate traffic analysis software
approved by MassDOT.

2.11 MassDOT

More specifically, the Proponent has actively
engaged with MassDOT and the MBTA to
improve transit access in and around the site
and to address the revised analysis that
would be needed for Program B with the
recent announcement that the Amazon
second headquarters will be located
elsewhere. Program B would result in an
overall lessening of site traffic, but the
change in land use would result in different
internal capture rates, mode shares, travel
characteristics, and trip distribution patterns.
MassDOT believes that these issues can be
addressed in a Final EIR and looks forward to
this continuing coordination effort, which
should assist the Proponent in identifying
revised project impacts and finalizing a
comprehensive transportation improvement
program to mitigate those impacts.

The Project's updated transportation analysis, conducted in
coordination with MassDOT and MBTA, is detailed in Chapter 6.
The Proponent is committing to various mitigation projects,
services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel,
with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use. The mitigation
program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.
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2.12 MassDOT

MassDOT emphasizes the need to focus more
on improving the Suffolk Downs and
Beachmont MBTA stations, the two key
transportation access points to the project,
as well as further improvements to
pedestrian access and on-site transit service.

The Proponent is committing to various mitigation projects,
services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel,
with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use. The
comprehensive mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13,
Section 13.1. As part of the mitigation package, the Proponent is
committing to capital contributions that will go to the MBTA to
fund transit improvements, including improvements to Suffolk
Downs Station and Beachmont Station, as described in Chapter 13,
Section 13.1.

2.13 MassDOT

The FEIR should include an updated
transportation study prepared in
conformance with the current
MassDOT/EOEEA Guidelines for
Transportation Impact Assessments (2014).
The study should include a comprehensive
assessment of the transportation impacts
based on Program B.

Chapter 6 provides the updated transportation study based on
Program B.

2.14 MassDOT

The Proponent should discuss with MassDOT
the feasibility of having CTPS update the
previous modeling effort to reflect Program
B, or define an alternative methodology to
estimate the trip generation for the project.
Based on the reduction of the office
component and an increase on the
residential component, MassDOT anticipates
Program B development would overall
generate less vehicle and transit trips,
although the residential component may
generate more transit trips than the previous
development program.

As described in Chapter 6, Section 6.5.1, the Proponent worked
closely with MassDOT and CTPS to generate an updated Model
based on Program B. The results of the updated Model are the
basis for the transportation analysis provided in Chapter 6.

2.15 MassDOT

The new development program is expected Chapter 6 provides the updated transportation study based on
to reduce traffic volume on the roadway
Program B.
system; however, trip distribution, traffic
volumes, and peak direction commutes may
change and result in additional impacts at
some locations. The FEIR should therefore
provide updated analyses for all intersections
within the study area and the mitigation
program should be revised accordingly.

Response to Comments
14-26a

Suffolk Downs
#

Commenter

Table 14-2

FEIR

Comment

Response

2.16 MassDOT

Route l/N Waldemar Ave intersection-The
Proponent should perform an evaluation of,
and prepare a concept plan for, realigning the
Waldemar Ave right turn approach to Route
1A on the easterly side of the car
lot/billboard site. This realignment may
require tying into the proposed Jughandle at
the site access roadway, which we
understand will be conveyed to MassDOT.

VHB evaluated the potential of a right hand turn of Waldemar
Avenue on the easterly side of the car lot/billboard. This
evaluation was reviewed with MassDOT. However, given grade
changes, proximity to the Route 1A intersection and material
impacts to proposed buildings this concept plan is not being
pursued further. Separately, a new rotary has been placed on
Tomasello Drive that will facilitate Waldemar Avenue access to
Route 1A Southbound.

2.17 MassDOT

Boardman Street - This signalized intersection
currently functions as a sort of "meter" for
the Route 1A corridor during the AM peak
period. The proponent should perform a
microsimulation analysis to determine the
extent to which tunnel approach queues
would be lengthened, and operations at local
intersections in East Boston would be
degraded.

The Super Street concept is no longer the preferred alternative for
mitigation along Route 1A. Through extensive discussions with the
Transportation Working Group, the current preferred alternative
relies on a conventional design at the intersection of Route 1A and
Boardman Street that does not add significant through capacity to
Route 1A southbound. Without adding significant capacity on this
approach, the proposed improvements are not expected to result
in substantial additional queuing in the tunnels. Microsimulation
was not required as part of the discussions with the Transportation
Working Group. Details can be found in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1.

2.18 MassDOT

The Proponent should consider providing a
protected side path for bicyclists and
pedestrian traffic along the easterly side of
Route 1A. This would be most feasible if the
third lane SB is not constructed and if the
MBT A removes the remaining bus service
along the corridor.

A community path on the east side of Route 1A has been
incorporated into the Preferred Alternative. Details are provided in
Chapter 6, Sections 6.6.3 and 6.8.2.

2.19 MassDOT

To maximize efficiency, the Proponent should
consider a displaced-left (XDL) intersection at
the Route 16/Route 145 intersection. Also
consider bus priority treatments, assuming
MBTA Route 1A bus service is rerouted
through this intersection.

VHB evaluated the XDL concept and discussed it with the
Transportation Working Group. Several concerns were raised,
including the lack of operational improvement, an increase in the
length of the intersection by approximately 100 feet and the lack
of room to put in a guardrail approaching the historic railroad
bridge. Based on these discussions, this concept is not proposed in
the FEIR.

2.20 MassDOT

The TIA should evaluate bus prioritization
Transit signal priority will be provided at several locations as part
treatments (e.g. bus lanes, enhanced bus
of the proposed mitigation program, which is summarized in
stops, queue jump lanes and phasing, and
Chapter 6, Section 6.7.5.1.
transit signal priority) on all study roadways
and locations that are currently served by
MBTA, Massport, or other public bus services
(e.g. Route 60 between Brown and Bell
Circles, Route 1A between Butler and Bell
Circles, Route 145 between Route 16 and
Beachmont Station, etc.), along with
potential MBTA rerouting of existing bus
services.
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2.21 MassDOT

The TIA should provide more details and
An evaluation of the Harbor Tunnels is provided in Chapter 6,
analysis for treatments at the Sumner Tunnel Section 6.8.
WB and Ted Williams Tunnel WB exit portals.
At the TWT, the TIA should perform analysis
of adding a third lane both for general traffic
and as an exclusive bus lane.

2.22 MassDOT

Route IA/Railroad Avenue intersection -The The suggested design is reflected in the Preferred Alternative.
proposed design is generally better than the Conceptual Roadway Improvements are illustrated in Figures 6.12existing condition, but we are still concerned 6.24.
about the potential for conflict. The TIA
should evaluate a condition where access is
only provided from the on-ramp, and traffic
from Bell Circle must use Route 16 to Route
145 to enter Railroad Avenue.

2.23 MassDOT

The additional traffic associated with the
project would cause the intersections and
roadway segments along Route 16 to the
west of Route l to experience an increase in
peak hour traffic volumes and delays. Route
16 between Route 1 and 1-93 would benefit
from signal upgrades. The TIA should
evaluate signal retiming to optimize
operations.

2.24 MassDOT

The FEIR should include sufficiently detailed Conceptual Roadway Improvements are illustrated in Figures 6.12conceptual plans (preferably 80-scale) for any 6.24.
proposed roadway improvements in order to
verify the feasibility of constructing such
improvements. The conceptual plans should
clearly show proposed lane widths and
offsets, layout lines and jurisdictions, and the
land uses (including access drives) adjacent to
areas where improvements are proposed.

The study area for the Project only extends to Garfield
Avenue/Webster Street on Route 16 west of Route 1. It should also
be noted that the proposed improvements to the Route 1/Route
16 interchange are expected to affect regional travel patterns and
could affect travel patterns on Route 16 as well. As such, we would
recommend deferring review of signal retiming until after the
completion of the interchange improvements. Further study could
be conducted as part of future development projects by others.
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2.25 MassDOT

Any proposed mitigation within the state
highway layout must be consistent with a
Complete Streets design approach that
provides adequate and safe accommodation
for all roadway users, including pedestrians,
bicyclists, and public transit riders. Guidance
on Complete Streets design guidelines is
included in the MassDOT project
Development and Design Guide. Where these
criteria cannot be met, the proponent should
provide the justification as to the reasons
why and should work with the MassDOT
Highway Division to obtain a design waiver.

As discussed throughout Chapter 6, all conceptual mitigation plans
proposed on state highway have been reviewed with MassDOT as
part of the Transportation Working Group process. The proposed
plans will be consistent with the guidelines where possible. If the
criteria cannot be met, the Proponent will work closely with
MassDOT during the design phase.

2.26 MassDOT

The revised land use mix associated of
Program B will significantly increase the
residential component of the project. This in
turn would result in additional pedestrian
trips between the residential community and
on-site retail amenities, as well pedestrian
trips to access the nearby MBTA stations. The
FEIR should document the extent of this
increase and update the site design to ensure
that pedestrian accommodations on site
connect seamlessly to the off-site pedestrian
network in the area. The Proponent should
develop the site plan to ensure that the
project is as open to pedestrians (and to the
neighborhood) as much as possible along all
edges of the development.

Updated trip generation calculations and mode splits were
conducted for Program B based on the CTPS Model, which are
summarized in Chapter 6. The Site provides an extensive
pedestrian and bicycle network with sidewalk and bike path
connections to all buildings (see Figures 6.53-6.54)
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2.27 MassDOT

Similarly, the FEIR should reevaluate the
bicycle plan for the site to take into account
the increase in residential units. The
Proponent has committed to provide Blue
Bike stations at the MBT A stations and
committed to provide on-site amenities at
the residential and office buildings to
encourage bicycle use. These amenities may
include covered bicycle storage, bicycle racks,
shower facilities, etc. The TIA should analyze
the additional needs for bicycle stations,
amenities, and accommodations to meet the
needs of additional residents.

Bicycle facilities are discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.9. The
amount of bicycle parking included with the development program
has increased significantly from the DEIR/DPIR proposal. For
Boston, 2,226 short-term and 8,130 long-term bicycle parking
spaces are anticipated. In addition, 23 shower/changing facilities
are anticipated. These amenities have been calculated using
Boston Transportation Department (BTD) Off-Street Bicycle
Parking Guidelines and reflect the increase in residential units as
proposed with the FEIR Master Plan. The site will have a robust
internal network of shared use paths, cycle tracks and bike lanes
(see the Figure 3.27: Access and Circulation - Bike Network of the
DEIR). The Proponent has committed since the DEIR to the full
design and implementation of an East Boston Greenway extension
from Constitution Beach to the Project Site via Bennington and
Walley Streets in East Boston. In addition, the Proponent will fund
a feasibility study for an extension of the East Boston Greenway
from Walley Street to Revere Beach. The Proponent agrees to
situate fourteen bicycle stations are proposed throughout the site,
two of which are at the Beachmont and Suffolk Downs MBTA Blue
Line Stations (see Figure 1.14a of the BPDA SID).The details of the
precise number and location of short- and long-term bicycle
parking spaces, shower and changing facilities, and bike share
stations will be confirmed during development review for each
phase of the Project in both Revere and Boston.

2.28 MassDOT

The Proponent should provide an updated
transit impact study so the MBT A can
understand how the new development
program would impact the operations of the
Blue Line infrastructure. The current "proresidential" program of approximately 10,000
units would result in a greater impact on the
traditional inbound focused rapid transit
commute during peak service hours.
Therefore, the TIA should include a revised
analysis of existing and future conditions of
transit services to account for the potential
increase of ridership for both the Beachmont
and Suffolk Downs stations.

The Proponent updated the Project's transportation analysis,
conducted in coordination with MassDOT and MBTA, detailed in
Chapter 6. Section 6.7 includes a revised analysis that details
existing and projected future conditions on the MBTA's Blue Line
and project area bus routes, as well as conditions at Beachmont
Station and Suffolk Downs Station.
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2.29 MassDOT

The TIA should identify a comprehensive
mitigation plan and commit to key
investments that will attract both employees
and patrons to public transportation. With
the increase in residential development, it
becomes more imperative to ensure that
public transit serving the site has robust
connections to the Master Plan project, and
that transit access is visible, fully integrated
with the proposed buildings on site, and
outfitted with ample accommodation for
transit vehicles and with attractive amenities
for passengers.

The Proponent is proposing a comprehensive mitigation plan that
addresses all users and integrates all transportation modes with
efficient connections throughout the site. The details of the
mitigation plan are provided in Chapter 6, Sections 6.6.3, 6.7.4,
and 6.9.3.

2.30 MassDOT

The FEIR should contain an assessment of
how riders, particularly in the MBT A peak
period, are expected to board and alight at
Suffolk Downs Station. The DEIR should
estimate what additional new ridership on
the Blue Line can be anticipated and what
time of day those impacts will occur. The
Proponent should work with MassDOT to
estimate future transit demand using the
CTPS model or use an alternate methodology
following consultation with MassDOT and the
MBTA.

The Project's updated transit analysis, conducted in coordination
with MassDOT and MBTA, is detailed in Chapter 6, Section 6.7. The
analysis is based on existing (Spring 2018) boarding and alighting
counts for MBTA Blue Line stations and ridership projections from
the CTPS regional travel demand model. The updated analysis
estimates future boardings and alightings at Suffolk Downs Station
for each 30-minute period of a typical weekday.

2.31 MassDOT

The Proponent should finalize the NFPA 130
Condition Assessments currently underway
and identify to the necessary improvements
to the neighboring MBTA Blue Line Stations
and associated infrastructure.

The Proponent completed the NFPA 130 Assessments for Suffolk
Downs Station and Beachmont Station. The Proponent has
provided the detailed findings of the station assessments to the
MBTA. Based on coordination with the MBTA and MassDOT, the
Proponent is committing to capital contributions that will go to the
MBTA to fund transit improvements, including improvements at
Suffolk Downs Station and Beachmont Station, as described in
Chapter 13, Section 13.1.
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2.32 MassDOT

Based on the findings along with
recommendations of the MBTA Capital
Delivery Department, the Proponent should
commit to the construction or the necessary
improvements and/or repair to the stations,
infrastructure, and property resulting in
facilities that can support the proposed
development. Improvements and repairs
should take into consideration MBTA Systemwide Accessibility Guidelines, Focus 40, and
Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment for
the Blue Line, and the City of Boston Climate
Resilient Design Standards & Guidelines.

The Proponent has provided the findings of detailed station
assessments to the MBTA. Based on coordination with the MBTA
and MassDOT, the Proponent is committing to capital
contributions that will go to the MBTA to fund transit
improvements, including improvements at Suffolk Downs Station
and Beachmont Station, as described in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.

2.33 MassDOT

Improvement to existing pedestrian access
and connections for ADA compliance to the
stations and MBTA property including
signaled crosswalks and sidewalks should be
considered at the following locations: Suffolk
Downs Station & Parking - Bennington Street
and Waldemar/Walley Street entrances, East
Boston; Beachmont Station - Bennington
Street, Washburn Avenue and Winthrop
Avenue, Revere; and Beachmont Station
Parking Facility - 630 Winthrop A venue,
Revere.

The Proponent has agreed to design and construct a community
path bicycle and pedestrian connection from the southeast corner
of the Site along Walley Street, a pedestrian crossing of
Bennington Street, and then continuation of the path to
Constitution Beach via Bennington Street. Design and construction
of a bicycle facility along Walley Street must take into account the
Suffolk Downs Station Area and potential future reconstruction of
the station, as well as other aspects of this Walley Street side of
the station - including possible bus or shuttle access, and the siting
of a mobility micro hub and long-term bicycle parking. Future plans
for Suffolk Downs Station are yet to be determined.
Although no plans are in place to improve access to Suffolk Downs
Station on the eastern (Bennington Street) side at present,
improvements would be certain to take place with the potential
future reconstruction of Suffolk Downs Station. The Proponent has
committed to funding a feasibility study for the extension of the
East Boston Greenway from Walley Street to Revere Beach along
Bennington Street. Pedestrian improvements contributing to
improved access between this potential future shared use path
and Suffolk Downs Station will be considered. More immediate
improvements adjacent to the Suffolk Downs Station Parking
Facility and eastern transition plaza would need to be considered
alongside potential future plans for station reconstruction.
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2.34 MassDOT

The FEIR should address what the impacts to
MBTA bus service would be due to traffic
generated by the project....The added trip
generation associated with this project is
expected to worsen future conditions and
make bus travel less desirable for
commuters. To address this concern, the
Proponent should evaluate... the following:
Evaluate two bus transit priority
improvement with routing scenarios needed
to make access to Beachmont Station and to
Suffolk Downs Station comparable to
potential access to Wonderland Station on
Routes 424, 426, 428, 429, 434, 450, 455,
and 459. A Suffolk Downs alternative should
be evaluated that has a routing through the
development to provide central transit access
to commercial and residential buildings,
resulting in Blue Line connections and North
Shore transit connections to the
development; The analysis should take into
account the Better Bus Project, which may
result in changes to resources or routes.
These changes will be initially presented to
the public in early 2019. These routes are
provided for analysis; MBTA is not
committing to any specific service changes as
part of the mitigation discussion.

A detailed transportation analysis is provided in Chapter 6, Section
6.7, including projected impacts to MBTA bus service from traffic
generated by the project. The Proponent coordinated the
feasibility of rerouting MBTA bus routes in the Project vicinity with
the MBTA; please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7.5.1 for details of
the bus rerouting evaluation.

2.35 MassDOT

The analysis should also include an
evaluation of the bus transfer facility based
on the following criteria: Direct access from
bus to rail via direct, unobstructed pedestrian
connections. This includes making bus and
rail connections directly adjacent to each
other, or providing pedestrian connections
such as direct access pedestrian
bridge/pathways that prioritize pedestrians
above other conflicting traffic movements;
Capacity for at least 8 revenue and layover
spaces to accommodate the service
identified above, in accordance with MBTA
specifications for busways and passenger
facilities.

The Proponent evaluated potential bus transfer facility
alternatives, in coordination with the MBTA and MBTA's design
standards. Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7.5.1 for
information about the concept design and evaluation.
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2.36 MassDOT

The FEIR should provide a Comprehensive
Conditions Assessment and Evaluation of the
Belle Isle Marsh Inlet/Sales Creek
infrastructure which convey tidal and storm
water from the development to Belle Isle
Inlet. The conveyance runs beneath and
adjacent to the Blue Line right of way. The
conditions assessment and evaluation shall
include the infrastructure located on the
development parcel and the MBTA Belle Isle
Inlet Undergrade Bridge/Culvert. If condition
assessment deems it prudent, the Proponent
may be required to replace the inlet
infrastructure connecting the Belle Isle Inlet
to the development site in its entirety
including the culverts within the
development and under the Blue Line tracks.

Peak rates of discharge to Sales Creek are being maintained.
Therefore, it is not anticipated that the requested assessment will
be necessary. Should such an assessment become necessary, it will
be undertaken at the appropriate time by a specialized structural
engineer, and the necessary access agreements from MassDOT
and MBTA will be coordinated.

2.37 MassDOT

Section 8-4 of the DEIR/DPIR (Oct 1, 2018)
states that the development will increase the
water surface elevations in the vicinity of
Blue Line infrastructure by approximately 0.4
feet/5 inches which is significant to
structures that reside at a height of
approximately nine feet (9'). The current "onsite" mitigation states that a new tide gate
for upstream protection and upgrades to the
DCR Pump Station will be incorporated,
without provision for the culverts connecting
the property to these interventions.

As described throughout Chapter 8, there is no longer
displacement of floodwaters as a result of the Project for all major
phases and modeled storm events. This is due to multiple factors
including a reduction in the peak rate of runoff from the site, low
impact development site design, on-site storage areas, and
proposed flood mitigation.

2.38 MassDOT

The FEIR should further define how the
project will implement the shared parking
concept given the project site layout and
delineate the allocation of parking spaces by
project phase, land use type, location, and
number of structured parking spaces. While
the DEIR adequately evaluates how the
parking supply for the project was derived,
much detail is missing on how the parking
program will be implemented in a way which
achieves the Proponent's goals of reducing
the parking supply as allowed through
monitoring of parking utilization and car
ownership trends.

Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.10. The Proponent has a goal
of further reducing parking supply, by re-evaluating the
appropriate number of spaces for each phase based on the final
proposed uses and input via the monitoring of observed parking
use.
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2.39 MassDOT

We encourage the Proponent to aggressively
curtail the project's parking supply should
observed utilization during build-out and
broader changes in automobile ownership
trends demonstrate demand for fewer
spaces. Proactive measures, such as
incentivizing multimodal travel to the project
site through transit pass subsidies,
convenient bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
and cash-out policies, is encouraged. The
Proponent is encouraged to consult with
MassDOT, the Metropolitan Area Planning
Council (MAPC), and the cities of Boston and
Revere as it considers these measures.

Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.10. As each development
phase advances, the Proponent will look for opportunities to
reduce the parking supply at the Project Site through an ongoing
analysis of tenant needs, the successful implementation of TDM
measures, and future dynamic changes to car ownership and use
that are anticipated in light of new technologies that could further
reduce and limit private automobile ownership (i.e. car sharing
services and autonomous vehicle uses), and, in turn, parking
needs.

2.40 MassDOT

With respect to the internal shuttle circulator
proposals, the Proponent notes that
refinements and modifications to the
proposed routes and anticipated timing of
route implementation will be further
developed in the FEIR as the project's
development phasing is refined. We note
that the costs associated with procuring,
maintaining, and providing labor for a shuttle
vehicle, along with the proposed 30 and 45minute headways for the two proposed
routes, may prove prohibitive to the longterm feasibility of the services. With the
exception of the residential uses along
Tomasello Way near the site driveway off
Route IA, the majority of office uses fall
within one quarter-mile and residential uses
within one half-mile of the Suffolk Downs and
Beachmont Blue Line Stations, a commonlyused benchmark for gauging willingness to
walk to transit services. We encourage the
Proponent to consider other means to
improve internal site access as different
technologies, such as those provided and
under development by Transportation
Network Companies, evolve in time with
build-out of the project's development
program.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, including the detailed transit analysis
provided in Section 6.7, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation projects,
services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel,
with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use. The mitigation
program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.
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2.41 MassDOT

We note that the Proponent should work
with the MassDOT, the MBTA, the City of
Boston, the City of Chelsea, and other
relevant parties to determine whether
permits to unload and load shuttle buses at
proposed access points are obtainable.

The Proponent will coordinate with relevant parties, including
MassDOT, the MBTA, the City of Boston, the City of Revere, and
the City of Chelsea, for permitting and implementation of the
shuttle bus services committed to as part of the Project's
mitigation program, detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.

2.42 MassDOT

In general, where shuttle services are
duplicative of or offer a marginal
improvement in travel time over existing
transit services we encourage the Proponent
to refrain from offering shuttle services
unless it these services will be highly-utilized
by riders, in order to reduce vehicle
congestion. Rather, we encourage the
Proponent to identify measures to improve
existing transit services and promote transit
usage to residents, employees, and visitors of
the project site.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and MBTA,
the Proponent is committing to various mitigation projects,
services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel,
with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use. The mitigation
program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1. As part of the
mitigation program, the Proponent is committing to provision of
supplemental shuttle services as warranted by demand and annual
transit use monitoring, which will inform the shuttle program
needs.

2.43 MassDOT

Given the phased nature of the development,
TDM measures will be expected to be
implemented as different uses become active
rather than at full occupancy of the site. The
phasing program should be clearly defined as
part of the TDM program

The details of the comprehensive TDM program aresummarized in
Chapter 13. Regarding project phasing, the TDM program will be
implemented on and ongoing basis for each building as the Site is
built out rather than being tied to the completion of a phase or full
build out.

2.44 MassDOT

The TDM program for the Master Plan
project will be fully explored and
documented in the next MEPA filing. The
Proponent should consult with MassRIDES,
the Commonwealth's Travel Options
provider, to help implement the TDM
program. We encourage the Proponent to
more strongly consider measures such as
provision of subsidized transit passes or
subsidies to visitors accessing the site by
walking or bicycling, promotion of real-time
transit information to on-site employees, and
exploration of cash-out policies for residents
and employees on-site who will not be
travelling via private vehicle.

The Proponent met with the Executive Director of the Charles
River Transportation Management Association on 11/19/19 to
discuss the proposed TDM program, which includes the promotion
of real-time transit information. Subsidies are very common in
today's market and will be strongly encouraged for all tenants on
the Site.

2.45 MassDOT

The project proponent shall discuss with
MassDOT an appropriate timeframe for the
monitoring program or commit to initiating
the monitoring program upon MassDOT's
request.

The transportation monitoring program is detailed in Chapter 13.
Any modifications to the scope or schedule will be coordinated
with MassDOT prior to the issuance of the final Section 61 Finding.
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Due to the size of the project, MassDOT
anticipates the need to monitor and update
the TDM program as necessary before the
project reaches full occupancy. If the traffic
monitoring program indicates that the
proposed mitigation is not effective in
accommodating the future traffic volumes at
key area intersections impacting the state
highway system, the project proponent will
be responsible for identifying and
implementing operational improvements at
these constrained locations. These
improvements could entail traffic signal
timing and phasing modifications,
optimization of the
coordinated/interconnected signal system,
and/or further refinement of the TDM
program to reduce site trip generation.
MassDOT will require a tailored
transportation monitoring program to ensure
that the TDM measures and the
infrastructure improvements are successful in
reducing traffic volumes and reducing
congestion along a number of key corridors
within the study area.

Participation in the TDM program will be part of the transportation
monitoring program. Based on the results of this monitoring,
adjustments could be made throughout the site to better promote
the available amenities to increase participation. In addition, key
intersections surrounding the site will be included in the
monitoring program. Traffic analysis will be conducted to
determine if any traffic signal timing/phasing modifications will be
required. The Proponent will include the results of the analysis as
part of the regular summary reports for the monitoring program.

3.01 MassDEP NERO So long as [I/I] fees are held in a dedicated
funding account for I/I work, and the work is
done timely with the phasing of the build out,
this mitigation plan conforms to MassDEP
requirements for I/I removal for communities
with CSO discharge permits or tributary to
such systems, which includes both BWSC and
the City of Revere. As the expectation is that
this will be a multiphase project, the I/I
mitigation make likewise be phased. The final
I/I mitigation plan should be developed in
cooperation with the two sewer authorities.

The Proponent acknowledges the extent of the I/I mitigation that
is required. The final I/I mitigation plan will be developed by the
City of Revere and the City of Boston. Mitigation will be phased
with the development. The Proponent has and will continue to
coordinate with the Cities of Boston and Revere to ensure that
there are adequate mitigation projects to mitigate the sewer flow.
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3.02 MassDEP NERO MassDEP also notes that MWRA has cited
Chapter 11, Sections 11.2.1 and 11.4.1 discuss the results of the
capacity concerns in the East Boston Low
capacity analysis, and describes the infrastructure improvements
Level Sewer, and BWSC has cited the need
needed to accommodate anticipated Project flows.
for a detailed capacity analysis for the
project, Given the extensive work done as
part of the MWRA combined sewer
abatement plan, and the ongoing work in
Revere to address sanitary sewer overflows
(SSO), both the capacity analysis and the I/I
mitigation work noted above will be critical
to maintain the environmental benefits of
these major infrastructure projects.
Accordingly, the FEIR should include a
detailed summary of the capacity analysis,
and identify any related infrastructure
improvements needed to accommodate the
flows from the proposed project.

3.03 MassDEP NERO Lastly, should MassDEP have any concerns
about either the I/I or sewer capacity
analysis, MassDEP regulations authorize
MassDEP to require a MassDEP Sewer
Connection Permit for all or a portion of the
project.

The Proponent acknowledges MassDEP's right to require a sewer
connection permit if warranted. The Proponent anticipates that
the design of the sewer collection system will be a collaborative
process with the City of Revere, the City of Boston and the MWRA.

3.04 MassDEP NERO In its analysis, the Proponent has proposed
identified several environmental
improvements that can be made to the
Preferred Alternative, but ultimately
concludes that the Reduced Floodplain
Development Alternative would provide less
floodplain storage than the Preferred
Alternative and would have
“disproportionate impacts on the
programming and resulting tax revenue for
the City of Revere…” MassDEP disagrees with
the Proponent’s conclusion that additional
flood storage is not feasible under the
Reduced Alternative. The FEIR should include
a more detailed comparison or cost/benefit
analysis of the Reduced and the Preferred
Alternatives.

In response to the scope on the DEIR, a revised FEIR Reduced
Development Alternative was developed. A detailed impact
comparison and cost/benefit analysis of this alternative is the FEIR
Preferred Alternative is provided in Chapter 3, Sections 3.4.2 and
3.5.8.

Response to Comments
14-38a

Suffolk Downs
#

Commenter

Table 14-2
Comment

FEIR

Response

3.05 MassDEP NERO Another potential daylighting opportunity
identified by the Proponent is at the
southerly end of Sales Creek in the existing
outfield, where approximately 100 feet of
culvert could be daylighted. However, the
DEIR states that daylighting in this location is
not feasible, although the reasons are not
entirely clear. In the FEIR, the Proponent
should examine whether daylighting this
section of culvert is possible, and if it is not,
provide additional details to explain that
conclusion.

The potential additional daylighting opportunity at the southern
extent of Sales Creek on-site is not contemplated due to the area's
proximity to a proposed stormwater basin. Additionally
maintaining this section of culvert creates space to soften the
slopes from the roadway down to the park for access and
aesthetics.

3.06 MassDEP NERO Improvements to Horseshoe Pond are
Horseshoe Pond bank improvements are discussed in Chapter 4,
described as another project that would
Section 4.2.4.1.
provide ecological benefits on the site.
Approximately 30 percent of rocks along 600
linear feet of the bank of the Pond would be
removed and the bank would be restored.
The FEIR should describe how the 30 percent
figure was arrived at, and what that
represents in terms of improvements to the
entire bank of the Pond, as well as providing
additional details about how the pond bank
will be restored.
3.07 MassDEP NERO The project also proposes the alteration of
The Horseshoe Pond deck is discussed in Chapter 4, Section
approximately 130 l.f. of bank for the
4.2.3.3.
construction of a Pond Deck on Horseshoe
Pond. Details about the location of the Deck
and proposed mitigation should be provided
in the FEIR.
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3.08 MassDEP NERO Off-site projects, such as restoration of
The previously contemplated maintenance of the tide gate and
coastal wetlands through the removal of
culvert under Route 1A is no longer proposed. Refer to Chapter 4,
invasive species and sediment associated
Section 4.1 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 for additional information.
with maintenance of the tide gate and culvert
under Rt 1A, propose extensive impacts to
Coastal Bank and Salt Marsh, and lesser
impacts to BVW on site. The supplemental
submittal contains a brief discussion of the
performance standards for these resource
areas and appears to conclude that the work
would be permittable. MassDEP questions
the conclusions of the analysis, particularly in
the case of Coastal Bank and Salt Marsh. A
more extensive regulatory analysis, including
but not limited to the possibility that some of
the proposed activities might qualify as
Ecological Restoration Projects, should be
undertaken in the FEIR if the Proponent
intends to include off-site work as part of the
project.

3.09 MassDEP NERO It is anticipated that compliance with
applicable stormwater management and
water quality regulations will be
demonstrated for each development phase
and subject to review by the appropriate
permitting authority.

Compliance with applicable stormwater management and water
quality regulations will be demonstrated for each development
phase and reviewed by the appropriate permitting authority. All
development phases will require review and approval by the local
permitting authority(ies), at a minimum.

3.10 MassDEP NERO To ensure that the increase of peak runoff
rates to Chelsea Creek can be adequately
conveyed and will not impact nearby
properties, the DEIR indicates that the
Proponent intends to conduct an evaluation
of both the capacity and integrity of the
culvert beneath Route 1A, and in
coordination with Massport, evaluate the
drainage channel to Chelsea Creek.
Additional information is necessary in the
FEIR to address when these potential
upgrades are necessary in the development
program, responsibility for design, funding
and construction of the upgrades, and
establishment of a Memorandum of
Agreement or similar document to
memorialize these responsibilities between
the Proponent and Massport.

The stormwater management design has been advanced further
and increased flows to Chelsea Creek are no longer proposed, as
described in Chapter 4, Section 4.1 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.
The culvert under Route 1A and the existing drainage channel on
the adjacent Massport property will not require upgrades or
sediment removal to accommodate the Project as the peak rates
of runoff will be maintained.
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3.11 MassDEP NERO The supplemental DEIR information includes
additional measures to further reduce peak
flows to Chelsea Creek. These include a
52,000 cubic-foot (cf) underground
stormwater detention facility within the
Chelsea Creek watershed, requiring all
buildings within the Chelsea Creek watershed
to store, reuse, or infiltrate the first inch of
rainfall, and a reduction in impervious area
throughout the site by at least 10 percent
over the DEIR Preferred Alternative (via
reducing impervious area in open space and
increasing green roof area to 20 percent). To
support these changes, the FEIR should
provide additional information about the
52,000-cf detention basin, including its
proposed location, determination of its
sizing, timing of its construction, and how the
facility will be constructed given known soil
and groundwater conditions.

As previously discussed in responses to other comments herein
and in Chapter 4.1, the subsurface detention basin has been
eliminated because the stormwater management design has been
revised to maintain peak rates of runoff to Chelsea and Sales
Creeks.

3.12 MassDEP NERO The FEIR should also include graphics that
clearly delineate the shifting Chelsea Creek
and Sales Creek stormwater watershed
boundaries between existing and full-build
conditions, with interim locations depicted
based upon project stormwater system
phasing.

Graphics that clearly delineate the shifting Chelsea Creek and Sales
Creek stormwater watershed boundaries with existing and
proposed conditions and with interim locations depicted based
upon construction and stormwater system phasing are described
in Chapter 4, Section 4.3, and included as Figure 4.8.

3.13 MassDEP NERO The supplemental DEIR information states
that “during these low probability events the
vast majority of the 20-30 impacted
properties are calculated to already
experience several feet of flooding in the NoBuild Condition.” While the vast majority of
these 20-30 properties are anticipated to
experience 2- to 3 feet of flooding without
the installation of the tide gate, the proposed
condition is projected to result in a
worsening flood depth condition at these
locations. The FEIR must address whether
additional mitigation measures, such as a
berm, floodproofing, or other measures are
feasible to achieve a future condition that
will not result in an increase in flood depth at
these specific properties once the tide gate is
operational.

As described throughout Chapter 8, there is no longer
displacement of floodwaters as a result of the Project for all major
phases and modeled storm events. This is due to multiple factors
including a reduction in the peak rate of runoff from the site, low
impact development site design, on-site storage areas, and
proposed flood mitigation.
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3.14 MassDEP NERO However, the DEIR notes that there may be Chapter 8, Section 8.7.4 describes additional floodproofing
locations where setting FFEs to these precise measures that will be utilized within buildings that will not achieve
elevations is not possible due to Site grading consistency with BPDA design recommendations for FFEs.
constraints. In these cases, alternative flood
protection measures will be implemented as
necessary, including using dry floodproofing
materials in areas susceptible to flooding,
and designing with the ability to add
temporary flood barriers to building
openings. In addition, first floor uses would
be limited to lobbies, retail and other nonresidential uses for these buildings. The FEIR
should identify the location of these potential
buildings and provide additional mitigation
measures, including those related to utility
connections, mechanicals, bulkheads, etc., to
sufficiently dry floodproof these structures.

3.15 MassDEP NERO Therefore, MassDEP encourages the
Proponent to make a significant commitment
to construction and demolition (C&D) waste
recycling activities as a sustainable measure
for the project and to assist in complying with
waste ban requirements.

4.01 MassDEP
Waterways

As indicated in DEIR Chapter 7, Section 7.3.5, recycling and reuse
programs will be developed and implemented by all construction
contractors to reduce the amount of waste that is sent to landfills
throughout construction. Prior to the start of construction, the
construction management team will prepare and submit a
Construction Waste Management Plan (“CWMP”) which will be
implemented on Project Site. The Master Plan Project will target a
minimum diversion rate of 75 percent of construction and
demolition waste.

Work associated with waterways at or
Chapter 91 jurisdiction and the approach to licensing are discussed
adjacent to the project site, including but not in Chapter 5, Section 5.1.
limited to, the Belle Isle Inlet and the Chelsea
River, may require a c.91 license. Once the
complete scope of work for the proposed
project has been finalized and the specific
project locations and impact areas for work
in waterways are identified, the WRP can
provide project-specific information
regarding c.91 jurisdiction. The WRP
recommends close coordination with c.91
staff as the proposed project is further
developed.
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5.01 CZM

For the reduced-development alternative,
the proponent appears to have considered
suggested alternatives individually, as
opposed to considering them in various
combinations to provide the most optimal
alternative. The FEIR should provide a
reduced-development alternative that
incorporates reduced building/infrastructure
footprint, reduced impervious areas, and
improved stormwater management as part
of one alternative, rather than as separate,
discrete changes to the existing preferred
alternative independent of one another.

Chapter 3, Sections 3.3.4, 3.4 and 3.5 include an evaluation of a
single, rather than separate, reduced development alternative that
consists of a reduced building/infrastructure footprint, reduced
impervious area, and increased flood storage and stormwater
management.

5.02 CZM

Further, the reduced-development analysis
concludes that flood storage would be
reduced if the parking garages that are
designed to flood are not constructed.
However, the analysis does not assess how
the project site could accommodate
additional flood water without these
structures (e.g. more floodable parks,
playgrounds, tanks, etc.). CZM recommends
that the proponent include an analysis of
these alternative approaches to flood storage
to better determine the feasibility of the
reduced-build approach.

In response to the scope on the DEIR, a revised FEIR Reduced
Development Alternative was developed. Chapter 3, Sections
3.3.4, 3.4 and 3.5 include an evaluation of an alternative that
reduces development in the floodplain and incorporates
alternative approaches for providing flood storage on-site.

5.03 CZM

The DEIR and supplemental information
Chapter 3, Sections 3.3.4.3 and 3.5.8 analyzes impacts to off-site
submitted to MEPA on November 30, 2018 flooding from several Project alternatives.
state that twenty to thirty properties
adjacent to the site are anticipated to
experience an approximately 0.4-foot
increase in flooding depth during low
probability events under certain climate
scenarios if the proposed additional tide gate
is installed as described in the DEIR. CZM
recommends that the FEIR include analysis of
an alternative that does not result in an
increase in flooding extent or depth as a
result of project construction to any adjacent
properties or infrastructure.
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5.04 CZM

The resiliency section of the supplemental
Chapter 8, Table 8-2 includes a summary of proposed mitigation
information concludes that a reduced
and other beneficial measures that includes cost estimates as
development program would reduce the
available.
amount of funding available for off-site
mitigation, however the DEIR includes little
information regarding the conceptual designs
for the off-site mitigation, cost estimates, or
funding proposed for the preferred
alternative. The FEIR should provide more
detail regarding the extent of the mitigation
funding proposed under the preferred
alternative.

5.05 CZM

The DEIR and the supplemental information
cite Boston Planning and Development
Agency (BDPA) requirements as the basis for
the need to extensively fill the floodplain to
achieve appropriate First Floor Elevations
(FFE). CZM notes that these FFE’s can be
achieved with piling or pier foundations, and
recommends that the FEIR include an
alternative that incorporates and analyzes
this approach as compared to the fill
alternative for floodplain function.

Chapter 3, Sections 3.3.4.1 and 3.5.2 provide an evaluation of an
alternative that utilizes piling or pier foundations to raise buildings
in lieu of fill and compares it to the FEIR Preferred Alternative,
which uses fill to elevate buildings.

5.06 CZM

The supplemental information notes that the
proponent is committed to maintaining the
flood storage capacity for phases two and
three up to the modeled current day 100year event. CZM notes that, until FEMA
formally approves changes to the Flood
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), the current day
100-year event is that shown on the effective
FIRM.

The FEIR utilizes the current FEMA 100-year floodplain elevations
to identify Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage. As described in
Chapter 8, Section 8.1.2, the hydrologic and hydraulic model uses a
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) approved
modeling software with FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FIS) inputs.

5.07 CZM

The DEIR and supplemental information state Chapter 12, Section 12.1.3 and Figure 12.1 provide additional
the need for a one to three-foot clean cap on detail to support the inclusion of clean cap fill in the floodplain.
soils on the site. The FEIR should provide
Please refer to Section 12.1.3, and Figure 12.1.
more detail to support the need for this
additional fill in the floodplain.
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5.08 CZM

The supplemental information provides an
analysis of the anticipated flood pathways
during each phase of development that
clarifies how and where that flow will be
redirected due to fill but does not identify the
potential impacts to developed areas and
resource areas as a result of this redirected
flow. The FEIR should identify the flooding
impacts on the built environment (including
buildings and infrastructure) and impacts to
resource areas as a result of the redirected
flow, and describe how the proposed
changes maintain the effectiveness of the
floodplain.

Potential impacts to resource areas and developed areas due to
flooding are discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3.1 and Chapter 8,
Section 8.3.3. Appendix D includes modeling videos that depict
how floodwaters are anticipated to flow from Belle Isle Inlet,
Chelsea creek, and Sales Creek onto and off of the Project site and
abutting properties during the six modeled storm events.

5.09 CZM

The passive ponding of floodwater is an
Section 8.2.1 includes direct responses to CZM's follow-on
important function of Land Subject to Coastal comments (dated October 28, 2019), which addresses the topic of
Storm Flowage (LSCSF), particularly in
flood storage in responses to comments 3, 4 and 5.
hydraulically restricted areas. The FEIR should
explain where the water that currently ponds
on the site will be redirected to if that
location is filled, and identify what the
impacts of the redirected flood water will be
to buildings, infrastructure and resource
areas. If the water will be redirected to flood
storage onsite, calculations should be
provided to demonstrate that sufficient flood
storage capacity exists to compensate for
filled areas.

5.10 CZM

In addition, the analysis should assess how
topography and flow restrictions may limit
the redirection of a large volume of coastal
floodwater coming over Bennington Street in
a short period of time to planned flood
storage areas. These calculations should be
based on the base flood elevation on the
effective FIRM plus sea level rise.

As describe in Chapter 8, Section 8.1.2, the model uses a Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) approved hydraulic and
hydrologic modeling software with FEMA Flood Insurance Study
(FIS) inputs. Section 8.3.3 and the accompanying flow diagrams
address how coastal floodwaters will interact with the Site.

5.11 CZM

The supplemental information included two
graphic depictions of the proposed cut and
fill locations on the site (Figures 2.2a. and
2.2b.). The FEIR should include an associated
narrative to explain how the cut and filled
areas may affect or impact adjacent resource
areas, and where applicable, adjacent
properties and infrastructure.

Potential impacts to resource areas and developed areas due to
flooding are discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3.1 and Chapter 8,
Section 8.3.3. Appendix D includes modeling videos that depict
how floodwaters are anticipated to flow from Belle Isle Inlet,
Chelsea creek, and Sales Creek onto and off of the Project site and
abutting properties during the six modeled storm events.
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5.12 CZM

The supplemental information clarified that
Table 2 in Appendix F of the DEIR contains
the sea level rise projections used for the
analysis presented in the DEIR, and that these
are the same projections as those cited in the
MA Climate Change Projections document.
However, the title and footnote for Table 2
appear to be incorrect, as the title references
feet above MSL 2018 and the footnote states
a conversion process from NECASC
projections (referenced to MSL 2000), but
the values in the table are exactly the same
as those in the MA Climate Change
Projections document, which have not been
converted to MSL 2018. Based on this, it
appears that no transformation/conversion
from 2000 to 2018 occurred for the numbers
in this table. As these numbers were used for
the calculations for the analyses presented in
the DEIR, this error needs to be corrected in
the table and calculations and analyses
should be updated in the FEIR based on the
corrected numbers.

The NECASC projections indicate mean sea levels above the
NAVD88 datum for future years. In contrast, the Project analysis
used the amount of projected sea level rise (SLR) in its calculations.
The reason these two numbers are different is because mean sea
level (MSL) in Boston is NOT located at 0.0’ NAVD88: MSL in the
year 2000 was estimated at -0.2 feet NAVD88. To convert the
information provided in the NECASC report from mean sea level to
amount of SLR, the latter had to be made independent from the
NAVD88 datum. Therefore, the MSL elevation was subtracted. For
example: 2070 SLR=4.2-(-0.2)= 4.4 feet of sea level rise starting in
2000. Because the tidal observations used for the Project analysis
were made in 2018 (Winter Storm Grayson), for the purposes of
the H&H analysis, SLR numbers needed to be expressed above that
baseline, rather than above the 2000 baseline. To estimate sea
level rise from the year 2000 to for the year 2018, the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)’s published rate
of sea level rise for the years 1921-2017 (2.83 mm/year) was
multiplied by the number of years between 2000 and 2018 (18).
The product is 51 mm, or approximately 0.2 feet. To account for
the amount of SLR that had already occurred between 2000 and
2018, 0.2-feet was then subtracted from the projections, i.e.: 4.4 –
0.2 = 4.2. Therefore, between 2018 and 2070, and additional 4.2
feet of sea level rise in anticipated. It is coincidental that the
elevation of mean sea level in relation to the NAVD88 datum in the
year 2000 at the Boston Harbor tide gage and the amount of SLR
estimated to have occurred at this location between the years
2000 and 2018 are both approximately 0.2 feet.

5.13 CZM

The probabilities calculated for the future
storm events and sea level rise scenarios in
the DEIR appear to be unrealistically low. It is
not clear from the information provided in
the DEIR how the proponent determined the
probabilities for these events, or how these
were used in the analysis. The FEIR should
clarify how the probabilities were calculated
for all of the scenarios presented, including
how the exceedance probabilities from the
MA Climate Change Projections document
were incorporated.

As indicated in Section 4.4 of the Resiliency Adaptation Study
appended to the DEIR, the probabilities shown in Table 6 are based
the on the joint probability of the sea level for the years listed, the
10yr or 100yr precipitation event, and a tide event (normal, king,
or 100-year) all
occurring at the same time. The probability associated with each
variable is shown in
the table in parentheses. The annual (joint) probability is the
product of each variable’s probability for that event. As included in
the table notes, In the year 2100, 4.2 feet of SLR would have a 17%
chance of occurrence. The joint probability of this event and a 10year precipitation event and a normal tide, a King tide, and a 100year flood event would be 1.7%, 0.056%, and 0.017% respectively;
a 100- year precipitation event and a normal tide, a King tide, and
a 100-year flood event would be 0.17%, 0.0056%, and 0.0017%
respectively; a multi-day 2-year event would be 0.085%; and a 100year flood event with the Broad Sound gate closed would be
1.70%.
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5.14 CZM

The FEIR should include a concept level
design for the proposed new tide gate and a
description of how it will provide the
proposed mitigation without causing
additional off-site impacts. The description
should include how the tide gate will alleviate
flooding during rain and coastal storm events
with future sea level rise, including a 1%
chance coastal storm where the tide
elevations do not recede fully for multiple
tide cycles.

The additional tide gate is addressed in Chapter 8, Section 8.4.3.2.
As noted there, it has only been designed at a conceptual level
thus far. However, it is expected to be a top-hinged tide gate to
match the tide gate located directly downstream along Bennington
Street.

5.15 CZM

The proponent should more clearly describe Chapter 8, Section 8.7.3 describes the Project's approach to
how the site will function for shelter in place sheltering in place.
in the event of a large storm event, including
what triggers will be employed to implement
a storm strategy, procedures, and
responsibilities for plan elements.

5.16 CZM

Resiliency strategies described in the DEIR
Chapter 8, Section 8.7.1 notes that floodable garages have been
and supplemental information include
eliminated from the Project.
proposed flood storage in the garages; the
design for these should be more clearly
explained in the FEIR to assure that the
design is consistent with current building
code requirements. Additional details
provided should include the volume of each,
when and where they will be constructed,
and how flood waters would enter and leave
the structures. The proponent should also
demonstrate that there is a plan and
adequate capacity to move vehicles out of
flood-prone locations before a storm event,
and clarify why the parking on the lower
levels is necessary if capacity exists for
elevated parking during storm events.

5.17 CZM

Additional information on the proposed
As explained in more detail in Chapter 8, Section 8.7.2, at this stage
temporary flood barriers for certain locations in design, operational procedures for deploying temporary flood
within the project should also be provided.
barriers have not yet been determined.
The FEIR should include a more detailed plan
for what strategies would be used, and
where, when and how they would be utilized,
including who would be responsible for
deploying them.

Response to Comments
14-47a

Suffolk Downs
#

Commenter

Table 14-2

FEIR

Comment

Response

5.18 CZM

In the FEIR, the proponent should more fully
demonstrate that proposed mitigation
strategies that rely on other agencies or are
not within the control of the proponent are
fully supported by the responsible parties.

As described in Chapter 8, Section 8.2, a working group with
several state agencies including CZM, DCR, DEP and the MEPA
office helped guide the Project's resiliency analysis and mitigation
commitments.

5.19 CZM

According to the supplemental information Chapter 4, Section 4.1 includes an update to the Chelsea Creek
provided, the proponent has evaluated and drainage approach that includes the requested information.
committed to incorporating several
additional measures into the project in an
effort to reduce peak flow into Chelsea Creek
since the filing of the DEIR. These include
installing a 52,000 cubic foot capacity
underground stormwater detention facility
within the Chelsea Creek watershed;
requiring all buildings within the Chelsea
Creek watershed to store, reuse, or infiltrate
the first one inch of rainfall, and reducing the
impervious area throughout the site by
greater than 10% over that proposed in the
DEIR by reducing impervious area within
open spaces and increasing green roof areas
by 5-20%. The FEIR should include details of
the analysis that lead to these measures,
including what other measures were
considered and rejected, and why.

5.20 CZM

The FEIR should also include further details of Chapter 4, Section 4.1 includes an update to the Chelsea Creek
the proposed underground stormwater
drainage approach that includes the requested information.
detention facility in the Chelsea Creek
watershed, including where it is proposed,
how it will function given water table and soil
conditions on site, and a description of the
analysis that was used in determining the
appropriate size of the structure. The
reduced peak flow described in the
supplemental information submitted will still
require a waiver from the stormwater
standard for peak flow to Chelsea Creek.
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The DEIR states that decreases to the
impervious area proposed for the project site
are limited by rules imposed by the City of
Boston for accessibility. CZM recommends
that the FEIR explore additional possibilities
to further reduce impervious areas that are
acceptable to the City of Boston, such as
permeable asphalt, which was used
successfully in the Boston Architectural
College’s Green Alley project and the Boston
Porous Alley project. Wood planks, as used in
the Harborwalk could also work for
accessibility, if properly spaced. The
proponent may also consider incorporating
permeable pavers and other similarly porous
surface applications, which may not be
considered accessible, in “furnishing zones”
along pathways, where benches, lights and
other installations are placed. These areas
may also be used for infiltration of
stormwater, as has been done in other
projects approved by the City of Boston.

The refined conceptual master plan site plan presented herein
results in approximately 109 acres of new impervious area
representing a 15 percent increase over existing conditions (which
consists of approximately 95 acres of impervious area) – a notable
minimal increase given the size and scope of the proposed
redevelopment.

5.22 CZM

CZM recommends that the FEIR detail any
changes in construction phasing since the
submittal of the DEIR.

Construction phasing is addressed in Chapter 12, Section 12.2.1.

6.01 DCR

DCR believes much stronger consideration
should be given to an alternative that
reduces the amount of development within
floodplain in future MEPA filings. DCR
believes such an alternative, compared to the
Preferred Alternative, would reduce adverse
impacts to DCR's flood control infrastructure
and recreational assets and the surrounding
area. Given projected climate change
impacts, and the high likelihood of flooding
during extreme precipitation events, DCR
questions the advisability of building a
project of this scale in the floodplain.

Chapter 3, Section 3.5.8 provides an analysis of the flood-related
costs and benefits of the FEIR Reduced Development Alternative
and the FEIR Preferred Alternative. As noted in Chapter 1, Section
1.4.1 of the Response to Request for Additional Information, the
Boston portion of Project Site was identified as an “Expanded
Neighborhood” in the Imagine Boston 2030 city-wide plan. As the
newest and largest areas for significant growth, expanded
neighborhoods are envisioned as centers for innovation in city
planning and investment that aspire to encourage job growth. The
Boston portion of the Project Site is also located within the Suffolk
Downs Economic Development Area (“EDA”) of the East Boston
Neighborhood District (Article 53 of the Boston Code), the
purposes of which is “to encourage sound development and
growth that will expand the City's economic base and afford broad
employment opportunities.” In March 2018 the City of Revere
adopted a new Suffolk Downs Overlay Zoning District to facilitate
the development of the Project in Revere as a mixed-use
community with a substantial amount of commercial
development, and on November 26, 2018 the Revere City Council
issued a Special Permit for the development of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the DEIR.

5.21 CZM

Through continued thoughtful site planning, and with the
refinement of the design of the extensive open space network (i.e.,
increased pervious areas throughout the network) and the
incorporation of green roof areas for a minimum of 20 percent of
the overall roof area, the Project has reduced the total on-site
impervious area by approximately 14 acres compared to the initial
conceptual master plan presented and analyzed in the EENF/EPNF
filing (which resulted in a total of approximately 123 acres of
impervious area, or a 30 percent increase from existing
conditions).
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6.02 DCR

DCR notes that it has not made any
commitments to providing funding toward a
new Sales Creek tide gate, and asserts that
the Proponent should commit to fully fund
the design, construction and long-term
maintenance of a new tide gate. As part of its
flood control responsibilities, DCR should
own and operate this new tide gate. DCR
Flood Control Operations is available for
consultation on this issue. DCR requests that
future MEPA filings clarify where exactly this
new tide-gate would be constructed, in
relation to the existing slope and drainages
easements held by the Department for flood
control.

As noted in Chapter 8, Section 8.4.3.1, the Proponent has agreed
to share the cost with DCR for the upgrades described. DCR will
continue to own, operate, and maintain the Alfred H. Long Pump
Station. The upgrades to the pump station will help protect
Beachmont, Shirley Avenue, and other surrounding neighborhoods
with or without the Suffolk Downs Development. Prior to Phase
4R, the Proponent will revisit the flood analysis, at which time a
determination will be made as to whether the pump station
upgrades are needed in light of any progress that will have been
made on regional flood protection measures.

6.03 DCR

Because this new tide gate appears to be
crucial in protecting the Project Site during
extreme storm events, DCR requests the
Proponent articulate what permits (whether
local, state, or federal) would be necessary to
construct the new tide gate, and clarify in a
future MEPA filing if/how the development
proposal would be modified should the new
tide gate not be permitted, with the goal of
avoiding increased burdens on DCR Sales
Creek flood control system.

As noted in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.1, various wetlands and
waterways-related permits will be required for the Master Plan
Project, such as Order(s) of Conditions from the Boston and Revere
Conservation Commissions, 401 Water Quality Certification(s)
from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(MassDEP), and approval(s) under the Army Corps of Engineers
General Permit. At this stage in design, the permits required for
the new tide gate have not been confirmed.

6.04 DCR

The feasibility of such an upgrade
[Bennington Street Pump Station] should be
closely coordinated with DCR, as there may
be technical barriers to such an upgrade and
a complete replacement might be more
effective. During the MEPA process, DCR
requests that the Proponent articulate the
specific structural modifications that would
need to be made for such an upgrade. DCR
notes that it has not provided any
commitment in cost sharing. Similar to the
new tide gate, DCR asserts that the
Proponent should fully fund the design and
construction of the improvement, and
complete the upgrade or replacement prior
to the commencement of any Project
construction.

Upgrades to the Alfred H. Long Pump Station are addressed in
Chapter 8, Section 8.4.3.1. At this stage of design, the proposed
pump station upgrades are conceptual and will be revisited once
the Proponent returns to MEPA prior to Phase 4R.
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6.05 DCR

DCR notes that the Roughans Point Coastal
Flood Damage Reduction Project
("RPCFDRP"), a project [constructed by US
Army Corps of Engineers, was designed with
specific expectations of how Sales Creek
would operate. In a future MEPA filing for the
Project, OCR requests the Proponent
specifically evaluate] and describe how the
proposed Project will affect the flood control
system for the area, and how the Project
might affect flood protections offered by the
RPCFDRP, and if applicable, how these
impacts could be avoided, minimized, or
mitigated. constructed by US Army Corps of
Engineers, was designed with speci fie
expectations of how Sales Creek would
operate. In a future MEPA filing for the
Project, OCR requests the Proponent
specifically evaluate and describe how the
proposed Project will affect the flood control
system for the area, and how the Project
might affect flood protections offered by the
RPCFDRP, and if applicable, how these
impacts could be avoided, minimized, or
mitigated.

The Roughans Point Coastal Flood Damage Reduction Project is
evaluated in Chapter 8, Section 8.8. The resiliency model has been
expanded and the pump station has been added to account for the
Roughans Point pump station within the resiliency model. The FEIR
modeling and results are inclusive of the Roughans Point pump
station is maintained throughout all six modeling scenarios
described therein.

6.06 DCR

Because full Project buildout will take place As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, the Proponent will return to
across such an extended period of time (20 MEPA to evaluate off-site mitigation prior to construction of Phase
years) and could differ from the approved
4R to evaluate Resiliency mitigation options.
Project, DCR requests consideration of a
procedure to require the submission of
Project updates to MEPA prior to
commencement of remaining development
phases, so impacts to DCR's flood control
infrastructure and natural and recreational
resources can be adequately anticipated and
mitigated, if necessary. Such updates should
include full construction plans, elevation
data, and stated flood impacts.

6.07 DCR

DCR notes that one of the intersections
Comment noted.
identified in the EENF under DCR jurisdiction
has been transferred to MassDOT (Route 16
at Garfield Avenue/Webster Avenue).
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6.08 DCR

In the EENF, the Proponent suggested it
Chapter 6 provides the updated transportation study based on
would select Option B should Amazon not
Program B.
select the Site for its HQ2 program. However,
the Proponent is proceeding with Option A
and uses those assumptions for trip
generation in its traffic study. The Proponent
states that Option A is the more impactful
alternative, and asserts will therefore
adequately evaluate the Project's
transportation impacts. While DCR
understands this argument, it notes that
commercial and residential trip generation
patterns differ to a large degree during
weekday and weekend peak hours. A
development of this size should use accurate
traffic information to evaluate impacts and
develop an accompanying mitigation
package. If the Proponent seeks to
dramatically change the development
program, DCR suggests that the Proponent
be required to submit an updated traffic
study in a future MEPA filing.

6.09 DCR

As part of future MEPA filings, DCR requests The requested details have been added to Figure 6.2 and all LOS
the Proponent show all intersections on a
tables throughout Chapter 6.
map similar to Figure 6.2, but in addition
identify each intersection by a distinct
number on the map and a corresponding key,
and include the identification number in
subsequent tables. The information should
also clearly identify the agency that has
jurisdiction over the intersection.

6.10 DCR

Although open space is being provided on the
Property, DCR applauds the Proponent's
commitment to provide a pedestrian crossing
across Bennington Street to Belle Isle
Reservation. To ensure the Reservation can
adequately provide exceptional visitor
experiences for Project residents and the
general public, DCR requests that the
Proponent commit to providing recreational
improvements such as new park benches,
interpretive signage, and/or accessibility
improvements on trails. DCR is available for
consultation on this request.

The Proponent has met with both Friends of the Belle Isle Marsh as
well as DCR on several occasions. As part of those discussions the
Proponent has agreed to conduct a third party visitor impact and
opportunities study based upon potential higher number of
visitors/users due to growth in the East Boston and Revere areas.
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7.01 DOER

The project should be committed to
achieving total project emissions of 16,000
tpy or less in 2050 using a staged approach
and using electricity for both heat and hot
water from “day 1”. Prior to the FEIR, the
proponent should develop a staging plan and
perform estimates to demonstrate that the
approach will yield 16,000 tpy, or
less,emissions in 2050.

HYM has worked with MEPA and DOER to develop a strategy for
reporting the energy use of the Project buildings every five years.
HYM has also coordinated with MEPA and DOER to significantly
reduce energy usage of the project through additional ECM's
(including Passive House) and a commitment to renewable energy.
A discussion of emissions projected out to 2050 is provided in
Chapter 9, Section 9.2.7.

7.02 DOER

Project should commit to project updates
every 3 years that report on the following:
a.Progress and projection toward 16,000 tpy
by 2050 and progress on stage
b.MassSave® updates and incentives
c.Building code updates and incentives
d.Passivehouse cost and economic updates
by building type

HYM has worked with MEPA and DOER to develop a strategy for
reporting the energy use of the Project buildings every five years. A
discussion of emissions projected out to 2050 is provided in
Section 9.2.7.

7.03 DOER

All buildings should have envelope
performance (using the UA method) that
exceeds
Code. Tradeoffs should be eliminated.

The Proponent has worked hard to balance the need for
marketability and flexibility in the Project while still committing to
a high level of energy efficiency. High-quality building envelopes
are proposed throughout the Project. Chapter 9, Section 9.2.1
includes two potential scenarios for achieving energy use and
stationary source GHG emissions reductions.

7.04 DOER

Prior to the FEIR, the project should meet
with MassSave® in person and submit
estimates of level of support for:
a. Buildings as proposed, but with electric
heat pump space11 and water heating and
code-level envelope;
b. Passivehouse mid-rise, high-rise, and office
(also with electric heat pump space heating
and water heating)

The Proponent has met with MassSave three times in August and
September 2019 prior to the submission of this FEIR. These
meetings reviewed incentives on Parcel R1 and R9 in addition to
potential incentives for the entire site. The requested information
was submitted to DOER prior to the filing of this FEIR and is
provided the memorandum from ARUP to Paul Ormond (DOER)
dated October 1, 2019 and is provided in Appendix E.

7.05 DOER

Prior to the FEIR, the project should submit a
detailed estimate of Alternative Energy Credit
value, including scenarios for:
a. AEC estimate of buildings as proposed, but
with electric heat pump space heating
b. AEC estimate of Passivehouse with electric
heating and hot water

The requested information was submitted to DOER prior to the
filing of this FEIR and is provided the memorandum from ARUP to
Paul Ormond (DOER) dated October 1, 2019 and is provided in
Appendix E.
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7.06 DOER

Planned Passivehouse cost evaluation should
be based on assumption of building 7.2M
square feet of residential and 8.2M square
feet of office to Passivehouse, as described
above. Passivehouse cost evaluations should
be expanded to office and high rise
residential building types. Evaluations should
be repeated every three years.

The Proponent commits to construct a Passive house for one (1)
demonstration multifamily residential project of a minimum
50,000 square feet in Phase 1 Boston, and to provide a cost
estimate for a 200,000 square foot project in Phase 1 Revere.
These commitments will achieve ultra-low energy design in an allelectric building and provide local analysis for the cost
effectiveness of Passive House which will inform subsequent
phases of the Project, as well as projects beyond the Proponent’s
site. In addition, all single family homes and townhomes will be
designed to Carbon Neutral and/or E+ building standards, or
equivalent.

7.07 DOER

Proposed Passivehouse building should be
accelerated to the first 50,000+ sf multifamily
to be built. (Currently, the commitment is
this will be completed by end of Phase 2,
which is potentially 10 years out.)

The Proponent commits to construct a Passive house for one (1)
demonstration multifamily residential project of a minimum
50,000 square feet in Phase 1 Boston and to provide a cost
estimate for a 200,000 square foot project in Phase 1 Revere.
These commitments will achieve ultra-low energy design in an allelectric building and provide local analysis for the cost
effectiveness of Passive House which will inform subsequent
phases of the Project, as well as projects beyond the Proponent’s
site.

7.08 DOER

Prior to the FEIR, the project should submit The requested information was submitted to DOER prior to the
an estimate of the value of elimination of all filing of this FEIR and is provided the memorandum from ARUP to
gas utility service from the project.
Paul Ormond (DOER) dated October 1, 2019 and is provided in
Appendix E.
The Draft EIR analysis of the pro-residential Chapter 6 provides the updated transportation study based on
program alternative should be further
Program B. All proposed mitigation has been discussed with the
analyzed in the Final EIR for the full and
Transportation Working Group and is presented in Chapter 6,
informed public review of transportation
Sections 6.6.3 and 6.7.4, and 6.9.3
demand, impacts, and mitigation that a
project of this scale requires. More analysis is
needed in order to comply with the
requirements of MEPA and to ensure that all
feasible measures have been taken to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate the project's nearand long-term impacts. Massport requests
that more information on the "proresidential" project alternative, in terms of its
full traffic and transit impacts and mitigation
measures, be developed and shared for
public review in the Final EIR.

8.01 Massport
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8.02 Massport

Boardman St/Route lA Intersection: This
intersection is a key node for travelers from
north shore communities and for many years
a state police detail has been needed to help
manage traffic at thisintersection during peak
traffic times. Prior filings for the previous
Suffolk Downs site proposals included a new
partial flyover concept at this location which
resulted in improved roadway operations and
reduced traffic at this intersection. The
current design does not provide the same
level of improvement to the intersection and
is currently designed in such a way that traffic
queues would impact Logan traffic, possibly
backing up on to the Logan roadway system,
as well as limiting access to 480 McClellan
Highway - where many airport related
businesses are located. HYM's recommended
roadway improvements enhance project site
access/egress at the expense of existing
businesses on the west side of Route lA.
These businesses, including several that
provide time-sensitive services to Logan
Airport, would have an estimated one-half
mile additional travel time and associated
time based on the proposed improvements.

This intersection was the subject of much discussion with the
Transportation Working Group. As part of that process, the Super
Street design proposed in the DEIR was eliminated and a more
conventional intersection design was brought forward. The details
of the current proposal as well as the updated capacity analyses
are summarized in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.4.

8.03 Massport

Neptune Road at Bennington Street: The
Through discussions with the Transportation Working Group, and
proposed change to make Neptune Road one- with the acknowledgement that multiple stakeholders have
way westbound other truck movements. This interest in future improvements in this area, the concepts provided
change should be evaluated in greater detail in the DEIR/DPIR are not being advanced at this time. Rather, the
with regard to the turning lane and the
Proponent will participate in a working group to conduct further
intersection spacing. The proposed mitigation study of Day Square and develop design alternatives that address
appears to help the ramp congestion but
the various stakeholders’ concerns. When a preferred alternative is
would have significant adverse repercussions established, the Proponent will commit to design and construct
the improvements to Day Square.
on Bennington Street. adds significantly to
the southbound left-turn on Bennington
Street which could impact airport and other
truck movements. This change should be
evaluated in greater detail with regard to the
turning lane and the intersection spacing. The
proposed mitigation appears to help the
ramp congestion but would have significant
adverse repercussions on Bennington Street.
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8.04 Massport

Massport believes that the proposed project
underestimates Blue Line ridership growth
trends by modeling 0.1 percent growth per
year when Blue Line ridership has grown 18
percent in the last four years. Additionally,
the background projections do not account
for Logan and other area ridership growth.
Further analysis and mitigation solutions
about how to increase Blue Line capacity are
essential for transit to the airport to remain a
vital and sustainable travel mode for Logan
passengers.

The Proponent has worked with Massport, MassDOT, MBTA, and
CTPS to incorporate Massport's expected future growth in Blue
Line passenger demand into the CTPS travel demand model. As
agreed to and coordinated with MassDOT and CTPS, the transit
impact analysis uses the latest CTPS regional travel demand model
outputs for the most-likely build scenario. Details on the updated
transportation analyses and associated mitigation solutions are
provided in Chapter 6 and Chapter 13, respectively.

8.05 Massport

The proposed development includes 15,250
parking spaces {12,225 net new} to support
the over 10,000 residential units and a
parking ratio of 0.94 spaces/1,000 square
feet. This high parking ratio will contribute to
congestion on Route 1A and is inconsistent
with the Draft EIR assumption that 39
percent of project trips will be by public
transit. The Secretary's Scope for the Draft
EIR directed the proponent to include
planning analyses that "place equal emphasis
on roadway improvements and TDM
measures and pursue creative solutions to
encourage both patrons and employees to
use alternative, less-polluting
transportation." In order to reduce roadway
impacts and in response to the Secretary's
Scope, Massport recommends the parking
ratio be revised significantly to encourage
HOV use and reduce traffic congestion. This is
also consistent with the Boston
Transportation Department guidelines for
East Boston development locations near
transit lines.

Chapter 6, Section 6.10, describes the parking program, including
the revisions to the parking supply numbers, which are reduced
from those proposed in the DEIR. Since the DEIR the proposed
total number of parking spaces has decreased from 15,250 to
13,820

8.06 Massport

Due to the long-term nature of the project's
phased buildout, we suggest that the Suffolk
Downs operators be required to implement a
robust program of ground access/transit
monitoring/reporting, with the possibility to
review and reconsider the initial mitigation
commitments.

A comprehensive transportation monitoring program will be
conducted for the project including traffic counts and transit
usage. The program is discussed in detail in Chapter 13. As part of
this process, the results of the monitoring program will be
reported to MassDOT as required.
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8.07 Massport

At its closest point, Suffolk Downs is located
approximately 1 mile from the end of
Runway 22R at Logan proximity to the
Airport, the resident/occupant will be subject
to Airport related activity including noise
from aircraft. Airport and along the runway
centerline. Future site residents will be
subject to aviation noise from overflights of
arriving and departing aircraft and site
planning, design and construction should
incorporate residential sound insulation
technologies to ensure that each unit meets
or exceeds FAA interior noise specifications
of 45 dBA day-night average interior sound
level. We have recently shared some sound
insulation recommendations with the HYM
team. Prior to occupying a unit, all future
residents/occupants should be provided with
notice, and required to acknowledge in
writing that due to the units close proximity
to the Airport, the resident/occupant will be
subject to Airport related activity including
noise from aircraft.

High-quality building envelopes are proposed throughout the
Project that would provide significant transmission loss and reduce
interior noise. These envelopes are described in Chapter 9 and
Appendix E. Additionally, the Proponent is committed to building a
portion of Project Buildings to Passivehouse standards which
would provide significant transmission loss due to the superinsulated building envelope.

8.08 Massport

Given that the Program A trip generation is a
preliminary estimate, Massport is interested
in gaining a more detailed understanding of
the trip generation from a revised analysis of
Program B. (See comment letter for details).

Chapter 6 provides the updated transportation study based on
Program B. The updated study was conducted based on the CTPS
Model, which includes programmed growth provided by Massport.
As part of the Transportation Working Group, it was decided that
growth rates from the CTPS Model would be applied to specific
corridors within the study area to obtain No Build traffic volumes.

8.09 Massport

To evaluate the impacts of both roadway
improvements and TDM measures related to
the project, it is important that the future
mode share goals are attainable and
supported by the mitigation package
developed. We request that the proponent
work with MassDOT and the City of Boston to
ensure that all parties agree that mode
shares are achievable with the mitigation
projects proposed.

Mode share goals were discussed in detail with the Transportation
Working Group and were considered during the preparation of the
CTPS Model. Based on the results of the Model, the mode shares
appear achievable.

8.10 Massport

In order to reduce roadway impacts and in
response to the Secretary's Scope, we
recommend the parking ratio be revised
significantly to encourage HOV use and
reduce traffic congestion.

Chapter 6, Section 6.10, describes the parking program, including
the revisions to the parking supply numbers, which are reduced
from those proposed in the DEIR. Since the DEIR the proposed
total number of parking spaces has decreased from 15,250 to
13,820.
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8.11 Massport

The current project study area ends at the
The latest CTPS Model run, which is based on Program B, actually
Harbor tunnels, making it challenging to
shows a lower percentage of new traffic travelling southbound to
assess the impact of additional trips on the
the Tunnels. Therefore, volume impacts to the Tunnels are
regional gateways. Supplemental materials expected to be lower than estimated in the DEIR and supplemental
suggest that 36 percent of traffic generated materials. The distribution of site traffic is discussed in Chapter 6,
by the pro-residential Program B would travel Section 6.5.2.
South in the morning and therefore "we
would expect the increase in volume to
either the Ted Williams Tunnel or the Sumner
Tunnel to be less than 50 vehicles per hour
higher than Program A during the weekday
morning peak hour." Consistent with our
comment above regarding trip generation
and distribution, we suggest that with the proresidential program, the peak-direction
impacts on regional highway and tunnels may
be greater than the current analysis suggests.

8.12 Massport

According to the results, Route lA will
continue to be over capacity SB during the
morning and northbound during the evening.
While there is mitigation presented, it
doesn't 'fix' the corridor. We recommend
that the proponent use VISSIM to evaluate
whether there are additional spillback issues
that need be addressed.

The Proponent worked directly with MassDOT and the
Transportation Working Group to establish the mitigation along
the Route 1A corridor. Based on these discussions and interim
evaluations, the decision was made to not add significant capacity
to Route 1A southbound to minimize impacts to Tunnel capacity.
VISSIM was not required as part of the Transportation Working
Group. The results of the updated analysis are provided in Chapter
6, Section 6.8.

8.13 Massport

Boardman St/Route 1A Intersection. This
intersection is a key node for travelers from
north shore communities and for many years
a state police detail has been needed to help
manage traffic at this intersection during
peak traffic times. The partial flyover concept
at this location included in previous Suffolk
Downs site proposals could potentially result
in improved operations and reduced traffic at
this intersection and should be reconsidered
as site planning advances.

This intersection was the subject of much discussion with the
Transportation Working Group. As part of that process, the Super
Street design proposed in the DEIR was eliminated and a more
conventional intersection design was brought forward. The details
of the current proposal as well as the updated capacity analyses
are summarized in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.4.
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8.14 Massport

Neptune Road at Bennington Street: The
change to make Neptune Road one-way
westbound adds significantly to the
southbound left-turn on Bennington Street.
This change should be evaluated in greater
detail with regard to turning lane and
intersection spacing. The proposed mitigation
appears to be a fix for the offbound ramp
that then has great repercussions on
Bennington Street.

Through discussions with the Transportation Working Group, and
with the acknowledgement that multiple stakeholders have
interest in future improvements in this area, the concepts provided
in the DEIR/DPIR are not being advanced at this time. Rather, the
Proponent will participate in a working group to conduct further
study of Day Square and develop design alternatives that address
the various stakeholders’ concerns. When a preferred alternative is
established, the Proponent will commit to design and construct
the improvements to Day Square.

8.15 Massport

We believe that the existing and future
background Blue Line ridership has been
underestimated in the DEIR. Recognizing that
the proponent was directed to use the CTPS
model which showed a decline in Blue Line
ridership, the Proponent's adjusted 0.1
percent annual background growth seems
low. Blue Line Ridership has risen by 18.1
percent since 2014, 0.1 percent growth does
not adequately capture the growth trend on
this line.4 In fact, ridership growth between
2015 and 2016 alone was greater than the
assumed 2018-2038 growth. Additionally,
this assumption does not appear to reflect
projected growth in Logan air passengers
relying on the Blue Line as part of Massport's
HOV program. We urge the proponent to
work with MassDOT's Office of Performance
Management and Innovation, MBTA,
Massport and other stakeholders to right size
the transit assumptions to account for the
current 4.5% annual growth trend.

The Proponent has worked with Massport, MassDOT, MBTA, and
CTPS to incorporate Massport's expected future growth in Blue
Line passenger demand into the CTPS travel demand model. CTPS
has further refined and calibrated its model inputs and
parameters, including updated existing baseline ridership numbers
and trends and updated land use and demographic projections. As
agreed to and coordinated with MassDOT and CTPS, the updated
transit impact analysis uses the latest CTPS regional travel demand
model outputs for the most-likely build scenario. Details on the
updated transit analysis are provided in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.
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8.16 Massport

Based on current ridership assumptions, the
DEIR and supplemental materials provided by
the project team suggest that the projects'
2038 build out will exceed current policy
capacity in several periods. We applaud the
proponent's proposal to improve peak hour
headways from 4.5 to 4 minutes to address
this issue. However, we ask that the
proponent evaluate whether a higher
background growth rate could push
additional time periods beyond policy
capacity. Depending on the results of refined
transit analysis, we recommend that the
proponent work with all agency stakeholders
to address appropriate capacity
enhancements which may include in further
increases peak and off-peak headway,
partnering with MassDOT and the MBTA on
improvements to the signal system, and/or
purchase of additional trainsets needed to
operate enhanced headways.

As agreed to and coordinated with MassDOT and CTPS, the
updated transit impact analysis uses the latest CTPS regional travel
demand model outputs. CTPS has further refined and calibrated its
model inputs and parameters, including updated existing baseline
ridership numbers and trends and updated land use and
demographic projections. Details on the updated transit analysis,
including identification of time periods where the Blue Line is
projected to operate in exceedance of policy capacity, are
provided in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.2. Based on coordination with
MassDOT and MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various
mitigation projects, services, and strategies to reduce singleoccupant vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging
transit use. The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13,
Section 13.1, and includes the Proponent's commitment to capital
contributions that will go to the MBTA for transit improvements,
including Blue Line operational enhancements.

8.17 Massport

We recommend that the proponent evaluate
the impact of increased ridership on train
running times and determine whether
MBTA's existing Blue Line operations
schedule has sufficient layover and recovery
time built in.

Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7.2 for the updated transit
impact analysis of MBTA Blue Line service, which evaluates
ridership impacts on the MBTA Blue Line. The Project is projected
to generate up to approximately 136 additional boardings on a
single train at Suffolk Downs Station and up to approximately 47
additional boardings on a single train at Beachmont Station in the
2040 horizon year, equivalent to up to approximately 12 boardings
per train door and 4 boardings per train door, respectively, for six
car trainsets. Doors on Blue Line trains can accommodate
between 1 to 2 simultaneous boardings and/or alightings. Based
on Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual (Third Edition)
estimates for boarding/alighting times per passenger, it is
anticipated that the increase in dwell times resulting from
additional ridership at Suffolk Downs and Beachmont Stations can
be accommodated within the MBTA Blue Line’s round-trip
recovery times.
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8.18 Massport

As Part of the Final EIR, we ask that the
Proponent study and quantify the number of
transfer trips that would utilize the Silver Line
to address potential capacity constraints on
this priority service. Additionally, we are
interested in understanding the impacts and
ridership projections for private shuttle buses
the South Boston Waterfront and South
Station area.

It is anticipated that any Project generated transfer trips that
would use the Silver Line would be accommodated on the SL3, as it
connects to the Blue Line at Airport Station. All other Silver Line
routes do not directly serve the project site and do not provide
connecting service to the Blue Line. Based on outputs from the
CTPS Model, it is estimated that the Project would generate an
increase of between 688 and 695 daily trips on the SL3 in the 2040
Build Conditions as compared to the 2040 No-Build Condition. The
South Boston Waterfront Sustainable Transportation Plan
(available at:
http://www.bostonplans.org/getattachment/f69f2335-529c-497bb512-3c3b0830349b) published in 2016 documents that the Silver
Line is expected to be over capacity by 2035. Per the MBTA's
Focus40 Plan, the MBTA is planning for Silver Line capacity
improvements to meet the needs of a 2040 horizon year. The
Project's updated shuttle ridership projections, prepared in
coordination with MassDOT and MBTA and based on updated
projections from the CTPS regional travel demand model, are
detailed in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.4.1.

8.19 Massport

The proponent should work with MassDOT,
MBTA and local municipalities to explore the
best [bus] routes and station connections to
serve the site and benefit the regional
transportation system of which Suffolk
Downs is a part. Additionally, given that these
trips would add commuter trips above what
was analyzed in the Draft EIR/PIR, we
recommend that these transfers be
incorporated into the transit modeling for the
next phase of development review in order
to develop workable solutions that the
proponent and agency partners can use to
address any capacity constraints identified.

The Proponent coordinated the feasibility of rerouting MBTA bus
routes in the Project vicinity with MassDOT and MBTA. Please
refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7.1, for details of the bus rerouting
evaluation and the associated transit impact analysis.
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8.20 Massport

The Suffolk Downs development is proximate Information about areas of Blue Line track that are vulnerable to
to areas of the Blue Line that are vulnerable coastal flooding is provided in Chapter 8. Section 8.3.4.
to coastal flooding. In their comments on the
EENF, the MBTA noted that the section of
track between Beachmont and Suffolk Downs
experienced minor damage and service
disruptions due to winter storms last year.
Given the importance of the Blue Line to the
Proponent's transportation operations and
the importance of this line to Logan Airport,
we encourage the Proponent to work with
the MBTA on solutions that could mitigate
the impacts of future storm events in this
location.

9.01 MHC

It continues to remain unclear if the
Please see Chapter 10, Section 10.2 for a description and
assessment of the Master Plan Project’s potential impacts to the
proposed roadway modifications will
negatively impact the Revere Beach Parkway. Revere Beach Parkway.
In order to evaluate the potential impacts to
the historic Revere 13cach Parkway, the MHC
requests photographs of existing conditions
of the Revere Beach Parkway intersections
proposed for modifications and drawings of
the existing and proposed intersections. The
M HC recommends that the scope of the FEIR
for the project mclude a description and
assessment or potential impacts to Revere
Beach Parkway.

10.01 DMF

The DEIR states that the project will result in
improvements to stormwater management
systems as compared to existing conditions.
Two stormwater outfalls will direct some
flow directly to Chelsea River, and the
remaining flow will be directed to Sales Creek
via five outfalls; some of which are new and
some retrofitted. Because of the sensitivity of
the receiving waters, we recommend the
proponent treat stormwater using the best
available stormwater management
techniques, specifically designed to treat the
pollutants and sediments at the site.

The Proponent agrees to treat stormwater prior to discharge using
best management practices to protect the sensitive receiving
waters. This will be achieved through a combination of stormwater
BMPs, green infrastructure, and source control and pollution
prevention measures. The stormwater management system will be
planned to provide treatment of stormwater runoff associated
with the proposed impervious surfaces on-site, and will be
designed to treat a minimum of the first one (1) inch of runoff
generated by the on-site paved impervious areas. Prior to
construction of each phase detailed information of the stormwater
BMPs associated with the phase will be provided to the local
permitting authority for review.
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10.02 DMF

Furthermore, flow should be further reduced
by incorporating biofiltration swales,
expanded green roofs and rain gardens to
improve infiltration and flood control as well
as pollution attenuation.

The Proponent agrees with this comment. To date the stormwater
management system has been master planned. The main
stormwater BMPs have been strategically located and conceptually
planned to ensure that the Master Plan Project reserves ample
space for stormwater management. As the design progresses,
more decentralized aesthetic stormwater facilities may also be
incorporated to enhance the landscape in addition to providing
additional stormwater treatment and mitigation. Green
infrastructure techniques such as pocket rain gardens, tree filters,
green roofs and rainwater reuse will be incorporated into the
design. Where feasible, roof runoff will be directed to cisterns
where it can be reused as irrigation water for the proposed
landscape elements, particularly in the central common, located
between Sales Creek and the Horseshoe Pond in the east-central
portion of the Project Site. The extensive street tree network will
be designed as a filtration system to provide treatment for
sidewalk and plaza runoff. Pocket rain gardens/biofiltration
systems will potentially be sited within plaza areas, and/or within
the roadway network system. Additionally, 20% of the total roof
area within the Project will be green roofs, thereby reducing
impervious surfaces across the site.

10.03 DMF

Tidal restrictions (e.g. tide gates) should not
be considered at this site, as they have been
observed to have unanticipated adverse
impacts to upstream wetlands over time.

The proposed tide gate at Sales Creek is being installed to address
resiliency and comments from CZM regarding avoiding any off-site
flooding impacts, including from future large storm events with
consideration of sea level rise. DCR, which controls this section of
Sales Creek, has indicated that a self-regulating tide gate is not
preferred due to associated maintenance requirements.
The new tide gate will be located on-site, upstream of the off-site
Bennington Street tide gate and pump station, which currently
restricts tidal flows to the site and upgradient wetlands.

10.04 DMF

To further mitigate impacts to onsite or
No response required.
offsite natural resources, permitting agencies
should evaluate potential improvements to
the adjacent Belle Isle or Rumney Marsh
systems if mitigation is required.

Response to Comments
14-63a

Suffolk Downs
#

Commenter

Table 14-2

FEIR

Comment

Response

11.01 MAPC

MAPC notes that, although encouraged by
the Secretary, the DEIR did not include
analysis of a reduced development
alternative. A reduced development
alternative would decrease the square
footage and/or footprint of development,
reduce impervious surfaces, generate less
traffic generation, reduce fill in the
floodplain, and increase open space.
Specifically, the Certificate asked the DEIR to
“provide conceptual plans and describe and
quantify each alternative’s impacts on land
alteration, creation of impervious area,
impacts to wetland resource areas, ACEC,
traffic generation, GHG emissions, parking,
water use, and wastewater. This comparison
should be provided in a tabular format with
supporting narrative and conceptual site
plans.” (Certificate, pp. 16-17) The Proponent
should address this in the FEIR.

Chapter 3, Alternatives Analysis, provides an evaluation of a new
FEIR Reduced Development Alternative based on a site plan that
increases on-site flood storage by maintaining a 25- to 50-foot
buffer from existing wetland resources. It includes the daylighting
of the entirety of Sales Creek within a large central open space,
maintaining the existing culverts at Tomasello Drive and the east
side of the Project Site parallel to Bennington Street. The Reduced
Development Alternative also includes more floodable open space,
reduces impervious cover, reduces the footprint of impervious site
elements, and reduces the amount of fill used to raise buildings
and infrastructure. Impacts of each of these actions is described
below. This new alternative is compared with and evaluated
against the No-Build Alternative, the DEIR Build Alternative, the
RRAI Reduced Floodplain Development Alternative, and the FEIR
Preferred Alternative in Sections 3.4 and 3.5.

11.02 MAPC

Since Amazon’s decision to not locate a
second headquarters at this site was
announced after the issuance of the DEIR,
the FEIR should specify the program they
propose to advance and fully analyze its
impacts and mitigation needs in the FEIR.

The proposed development program is presented in Chapter 1,
Section 1.2.2. Changes since the DEIR are reported in Section 1.2.1.

11.03 MAPC

With the exception of urban design, the DEIR Phased mitigation is addressed in Chapter 1, Sections 1.4.1 and
1.4.3.
has not identified proposed phases with a
supporting building program or with
appropriate thresholds for provision of
phased mitigation as required by the
Secretary. This must be addressed in the
FEIR.
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11.04 MAPC

While MAPC understands that the Project’s
development program is intended to have
flexibility between uses in order to meet
changes in market demand, the FEIR must
outline commitments to provide impact
analysis at key build-out thresholds. At each
stage, particular emphasis should be required
with respect to: timing transportation
mitigation such as public transportation
improvements in advance of development;
and phasing in parking supply to avoid
overbuilding. It is imperative that the
Proponent provide greater detail on how the
Project will be phased, as impacts are
expected to vary over time as technology and
transportation initiatives evolve. The FEIR
must outline commitments to provide impact
analysis for each phase or at key build-out
thresholds.

As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, the Proponent will return to
MEPA to evaluate off-site mitigation prior to construction of Phase
4R to evaluate Resiliency mitigation options. Mitigation phasing is
addressed in Sections 1.4.1 and 1.4.3.

11.05 MAPC

The Proponent should also ensure that all
necessary off-site transportation
improvements are completed prior to the
opening of project phases expected to
generate impacts that will be mitigated by
those improvements.

The phasing of the transportation improvements is summarized in
Chapter 1, Section 1.4.3, and provided in detail throughout
Chapter 6.

11.06 MAPC

MAPC supports MassDOT’s request that the All of these alternatives were evaluated in coordination with the
Final EIR should consider modified mitigation Transportation Working Group. The resulting mitigation proposal
for Route 1A that includes the following
for Route 1A is summarized in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1.
alternatives:
 No additional lanes
 An added northbound lane
 Transit-dedicated lanes
 An adjacent shared-use path

11.07 MAPC

The DEIR identified two intersections that
may need additional improvements:
Winthrop Avenue at Route 16/Harris Street
Winthrop Avenue at Tomasello Drive
These two intersections need to be closely
monitored to determine if additional
improvements may be needed.

Based on discussions with the Transportation Working Group, the
proposed mitigation at the intersection of Winthrop Avenue at
Harris Street is consistent with the proposal from the DEIR.
Additional alternatives were evaluated at the request of MassDOT
District 4 and a backup concept that includes deferred left turns for
Route 16 westbound is being carried as a viable alternative. In
addition, the proposed geometry at the Winthrop/Tomasello
intersection has been updated to include an exclusive right-turn
lane eastbound and the consideration of an additional northbound
right-turn lane has been eliminated based on future traffic volumes
from the CTPS Model.
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11.08 MAPC

The FEIR should identify station
improvements, which may be needed to
bring station infrastructure into a state-ofgood-repair and to comply with current
codes.

The Proponent, as requested and in coordination with the MBTA,
conducted an engineering and architectural assessment of Suffolk
Downs Station and Beachmont Station which evaluated the station
infrastructure conditions and compliance with current codes,
including codes related to fire/life safety and accessibility. The
Proponent has provided the detailed findings of the station
assessments to the MBTA. Based on coordination with the MBTA
and MassDOT, the Proponent is committing to capital
contributions that will go to the MBTA to fund needed transit
improvements, including improvements at Suffolk Downs Station
and Beachmont Station, as described in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.

11.09 MAPC

While the Proponent has committed to
providing roadway improvements in the
DEIR, there should be a similar commitment
to mitigate the project’s impacts on public
transportation. The Proponent needs to
indicate how they will coordinate with the
MBTA, specifically identifying how
connections to and from the Project will be
enhanced. The Proponent should partner
with the MBTA by contributing to the cost of
service improvements in an amount that is
reasonably related to the Project’s additional
demand on transit services.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis
provided in Chapter 6 and coordination with MassDOT and MBTA,
the Proponent is committing to various mitigation projects,
services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel,
with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use. The mitigation
program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.

11.10 MAPC

The Project is expected to increase ridership
demand above “policy capacity levels” for
both the Blue Line and MBTA Bus Route 119
in the Build Condition. Specifically, the Blue
Line is projected to exceed policy capacity
levels during off-peak hours. The MBTA’s Bus
Route 119 is expected to exceed policy
capacity levels for early morning and morning
inbound trips.
The Proponent needs to identify additional
mitigation and develop strategies to address
these potential impacts in the FEIR. The
Certificate asked the Proponent to calculate
the cost to the MBTA to accommodate the
unmet transit demand. This cost estimate
should be provided in the FEIR.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and MBTA,
the Proponent is committing to various mitigation projects,
services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel,
with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use. The mitigation
program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.
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11.11 MAPC

The FEIR should delineate a program that
ensures specifically defined mode share goals
are accomplished over a specified time frame
related to the phases of project
development. Along with specific steps to
achieve these goals, the Proponent should
provide annual updates, and publicly share
the results. Mode share goals should specify
a numerical target for increased use of public
transportation, shuttles, walking, and
bicycling, and a decrease for singleoccupancy vehicle (SOV) use....The
Proponent needs to define mode share goals
specifically, with numerical targets for
automobiles (SOV and shared), bicycle,
pedestrian, Blue Line (Suffolk Downs and
Beachmont Stations), and bus.

Mode share goals were discussed in detail with the Transportation
Working Group and were considered during the preparation of the
CTPS Model. Mode shares are discussed in Chapter 6, Section
6.5.2.5. As required by MassDOT a comprehensive transportation
monitoring program will be implemented. Details of this program
are outlined in Chapter 13.

11.12 MAPC

the Proponent should provide a specific and The phasing of the transportation improvements is summarized in
detailed timeline that will address the
Chapter 1, Section 1.4.3, and provided in detail throughout
Proponent’s proportionate contributions to Chapter 6.
programming for infrastructure and roadway
improvements. A scope and timeline of
mitigation commitments should be included
in the Section 61 findings as a basis for
subsequent permitting.
Plans for the long-range maintenance and
upkeep of infrastructure improvements (e.g.,
new and existing roadways, transit
improvements, and bicycle/pedestrian
infrastructure) should also be included.

11.13 MAPC

It is imperative that the Proponent be
required to develop a monitoring program
for all modes….The monitoring program
should have measurable milestones and
serve as a benchmark for progress in meeting
the mode share goals and other
transportation objectives, including changes
in parking, local and regional traffic, and
public transportation. It should outline
contingency measures that will be
undertaken if these benchmarks are not met.
The Proponent should provide annual
updates, publicly sharing the results.

A comprehensive transportation monitoring program will be
conducted for the project including traffic counts and transit
usage. The program is discussed in detail in Chapter 13. As part of
this process, the results of the monitoring program will be
reported to MassDOT as required. If necessary, discussions will be
held with MassDOT regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation
program.

Response to Comments
14-67a

Suffolk Downs
#

Commenter

Table 14-2

FEIR

Comment

Response

11.14 MAPC

A two percent shuttle mode share was
assumed for Project trips occurring during
the morning and evening peak periods. MAPC
strongly urges the Proponent to aim for a
more heavily utilized shuttle program....
MAPC urges the Proponent to develop a
heavily utilized shuttle and to include the
estimated ridership of the shuttle program
(inner loop and outer loop) in the FEIR. MAPC
looks forward to reviewing refinements and
modifications to the proposed routes (inner
loop and outer loop) and the anticipated
timing of route implementation in the FEIR.

The Project's updated shuttle ridership projections, prepared in
coordination with MassDOT and MBTA and based on updated
projections from the CTPS regional travel demand model, are
detailed in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.4.1. The Proponent's shuttle
commitments, including proposed routes and timing of route
implementation, are detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.

11.15 MAPC

MAPC also requests the following issues
regarding shuttle services be addressed in the
FEIR:
When the proposed inner and outer loop
shuttle services will be activated and how this
relates to overallproject phasing.
While the Proponent has committed in the
DEIR to explore the feasibility of providing an
electric fleet forthe inner loop shuttle, they
should do the same for the outer loop.

The Proponent's shuttle commitments, including proposed routes
and timing of route implementation as it relates to overall project
phasing, are detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1. The Proponent
commits to use of an electric fleet for all on-site shuttle routes.

11.16 MAPC

At full-build, approximately 15,250 parking
spaces, the majority of which will be
provided in structured garages, are proposed
on multiple parcels. The FEIR needs to
delineate clearly the number of parking
spaces by project phase, land use type,
location, and whether the spaces will be
structured or at-grade.

Chapter 6, Section 6.10 describes the parking program, including
the revisions to the parking supply numbers, which are reduced
from those proposed in the DEIR. Since the DEIR the proposed
total number of parking spaces has decreased from 15,250 to
13,820. Parking supply by phase is discussed in Section 6.10.1.

11.17 MAPC

The Proponent indicates that during build-out
of the Project, parking usage will be
monitored to avoid overbuilding of parking
and managed via shared parking and
unbundling of spaces. However, the DEIR
does not provide specific plans regarding
how parking will be monitored and managed.
It is important to note that the Project’s
mixed-use nature and proximity to two MBTA
Blue Line stations, multiple bus routes, and a
shuttle service, provide the opportunity to
require fewer off-street parking spaces.

Chapter 6, Section 6.10 describes the parking program, including
the revisions to the parking supply numbers, which are reduced
from those proposed in the DEIR. Since the DEIR the proposed
total number of parking spaces has decreased from 15,250 to
13,820. Additional parking reduction strategies are discussed in
Section 6.10.1.
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11.18 MAPC

Although the Proponent claims that the
proposed number of parking spaces already
represents a reduced parking provision, they
also acknowledge that the Project exceeds
the City of Boston’s parking
recommendations for retail, residential, as
well as office and lab uses, but does not
provide the parking ratios associated with
each land use type. The FEIR should clearly
outline the proposed parking ratios for each
land use type and explain why they have
exceeded the City of Boston’s parking
recommendations as well as how they
conform to the City of Revere’s parking
requirements.

Chapter 6, Section 6.10 describes the parking program, including
the revisions to the parking supply numbers, which are reduced
from those proposed in the DEIR. Since the DEIR the proposed
total number of parking spaces has decreased from 15,250 to
13,820.

11.19 MAPC

Plans for future adaptability of structured
parking should be explored for the potential
productive reuse of the structure(s), should
parking demand decrease in the future due
to emerging technologies.

Adaptive parking design is discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.10.2.
The Proponent recognizes that parking trends are indicating that
the needs and desires for private vehicles will likely diminish over
the useful life of this Project. Accordingly, the parking garage floors
are being designed with flat floorplates, which can be repurposed
for other uses, if demand for the parking spaces lessens over the
useful life of the Project. In addition the Proponent will be utilizing
shared parking to reduce the amount of built parking and will also
be monitoring parking over time to not to avoid overbuilding
parking on the site.

11.20 MAPC

We remain concerned as the DEIR did not
include a quantitative parking analysis that
delineates how shared parking will be
developed and enforced, how the shared
parking approach will meet the Project’s
projected parking needs, and how many
parking spaces can be avoided by following a
shared parking approach.

The Project's shared parking strategy is discussed in Chapter 6,
Section 6.10.1.1. Parking garages will be designed and managed to
allow sharing among adjacent uses – i.e., mixing residential,
commercial, and other uses in the same facility. With a goal of
further reducing parking supply, the appropriate number of spaces
for each phase will be re-evaluated based on the final proposed
uses and input through the monitoring of observed parking use.

11.21 MAPC

In addition to shared parking, the Proponent
should adopt other parking management
strategies that reduce and manage the supply
of parking. These strategies include, but are
not limited to: unbundling parking for
residents, offering parking cash-out
incentives for employees, and requiring those
who drive to the site to pay for parking. We
ask the Secretary to require the Proponent to
evaluate these alternatives and elaborate on
how they will be implemented in the FEIR.

Chapter 6, Section 6.10 describes the parking program, including
the revisions to the parking supply numbers, which are reduced
from those proposed in the DEIR. Since the DEIR the proposed
total number of parking spaces has decreased from 15,250 to
13,820. Additional parking reduction strategies are discussed in
Section 6.10.1.
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11.22 MAPC

The Proponent states that parking demand
may be accommodated via the use of existing
surface parking lots for interim parking needs
during initial phases of the Project. The
specific number of proposed interim surface
parking spaces and schedule should be
specified in the FEIR.

Chapter 6, Section 6.10 describes the parking program, including
the revisions to the parking supply numbers, which are reduced
from those proposed in the DEIR. Since the DEIR the proposed
total number of parking spaces has decreased from 15,250 to
13,820. Phased and interim parking are discussed in Section 6.10.1.

11.23 MAPC

A time-limited shared use on-street parking
plan should be provided in the FEIR. At a
minimum, this plan should include locations
and land uses served. The Proponent needs
to clarify whether the on-street spaces will be
under municipal jurisdiction and how they
will coordinate with the cities of Boston and
Revere to determine timing and cost of
parking.

The Project's shared parking strategy is discussed in Chapter 6,
Section 6.10.1.1. On-street parking will be time limited and likely
metered and the Proponent will coordinate with the City of Boston
and City of Revere to coordinate on the management of all street
parking spaces. Street parking will be primarily located proximate
to the retail corridor and Central Common, such that the spaces
will serve visitors to the Retail and other visitors using site's civic
and open spaces.

11.24 MAPC

The FEIR should show clearly where pick
up/drop off areas will be designated for
buses and shuttles as well as how on-demand
car services will be accommodated.

The Proponent will provide adequate pick up and drop-off spaces
and these will be located near the entrance of all buildings, which
can accommodate delivery vehicles and TNCs. As roadway designs
are finalized, the specific location for local shuttle bus and/or
other bus stops within the Project will be finalized. This will be
done in coordination with the City of Revere and City of Boston.
Anticipated Project Site right-of-way dimensions, including drop off
zones and bus load/unload zones, are provided in Figures 2a-2g of
the Additional Information Document submitted to the BPDA on
September 16, 2019.

11.25 MAPC

The Proponent should specifically explore
spaces proximate to MBTA stations to
accommodate TNC service. Estimates and
assumptions for future demand of such
services should be quantified and explained.
Plans to accommodate a potential increase
to on-demand services should be specified.

The Proponent intends to provide adequate TNC zones, shuttle bus
and other bus parking on the Project site in areas that are
proximate to the Suffolk Downs and Beachmont Blue Line stations.
The allocation of drop-off zones and on-street parking spaces can
be adjusted over time to accommodate changing trends in car
ownership and use of on-demand services

11.26 MAPC

Over the period of project build out, the
Proponent should study the potential
implications and opportunities that the rapid
advancement of shared autonomous vehicle
technology presents. The FEIR should
describe how the Project will anticipate these
changes, including flexibility in design to
accommodate rapid shifts in transportation
technology and travel behavior.

Autonomous vehicles are not envisioned to be disruptive to
normal vehicular flow. Rather they are expected to blend in with
everyday operations. The Proponent will be mindful of changing
technologies and will adapt site operations based on what are the
safest, most efficient options available in the future.
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11.27 MAPC

Similarly, the Proponent should also give
consideration to integrating shared micromobility services (e.g, scooters, e-bikes, onewheels) within the Project. This includes onand off-street parking, storage within
buildings, and roadway infrastructure
maintenance and management. While it
might be difficult to anticipate ongoing
changes in micro-mobility technology, the
Proponent to should at least create a plan to
monitor changes in technology and demand,
and to respond over time.

Multiple Bluebike stations will be implemented throughout the
site. In addition, sidewalk and bike path connections are proposed
to provide accessible connectivity throughout the entire site. The
Proponent will continue to monitor changes in technology to
promote efficient mobility in the future. Bicycle and pedestrian
improvements are discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.2.

11.28 MAPC

The TDM program should include a greater
commitment from the Proponent to offer
incentives for using public transportation.
This could be done by promoting future
employer/resident incentives such as
employer/resident subsidized transit passes
(e.g., through tenant lease arrangements).

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.3, subsidized transit passes
are common in today's market. The Proponent will strongly
encourage all tenants to provide these benefits in an effort to
minimize vehicle trips to the site.

11.29 MAPC

MAPC requests that the Secretary require the
Final EIR to include additional TDM measures,
such as the following:
subsidizing MBTA passes and other
incentives to use bike share, rideshare, and
shuttle services for officeand retail tenants as
well as hotel patrons;
offering real-time transit and mobility
information within buildings and at the Blue
Line stations;
developing a comprehensive car share
network plan for the entire Project;
providing unbundled parking from
residential units;
providing cash-out incentives for employees
that do not utilize on-site parking facilities;
offering flexible work hours and
teleworking, and providing incentives in
commercial tenant leases toencourage such
practices; and
promoting ridesharing through NuRide, the
Commonwealth’s web-based trip planning
and ridematchingservice that enables
participants to earn rewards for taking
“green” trips.

As proposed, the TDM program incorporates suggestions from
MAPC as well as other comment letters to the extent feasible. The
details of the comprehensive TDM program are summarized in
Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.3.
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11.30 MAPC

The FEIR should address how the TDM plan
will have measurable goals and be enforced
once the site reaches full build out, as well as
when there are changes in ownership and
operation.

A comprehensive transportation monitoring program will be
conducted for the project including traffic counts, transit usage,
and TDM participation. The program is discussed in detail in
Chapter 13. As part of this process, the results of the monitoring
program will be reported to MassDOT as required. If necessary,
discussions will be held with MassDOT regarding the effectiveness
of the mitigation program.

11.31 MAPC

The DEIR states that “for the parking that will Chapter 9, Section 9.3.2.6 discusses the Project's update approach
to electric vehicle parking and charging stations.
also be provided in the near-term, the
Proponent has committed to provide at least
2% of parking spaces with EV charging
stations.” It is not clear what “near-term”
parking refers to, or how many parking
spaces this includes. This should be clarified
in the Final EIR. While the Proponent has
outlined a program accommodating EVs,
MAPC encourages the Proponent to consider
a 5% minimum for EV charging spaces, with
another 10% make-ready wired as per the
City of Boston’s EENF comment letter5

11.32 MAPC

MAPC supports the City of Revere’s
recommendation that a mechanism similar to
the Kendall Square Transportation
Enhancement Program (KSTEP) be explored
and evaluated for this Project. The KSTEP
creates a partnership that allows parties from
the public and private sectors to work
together on longer term transportation
solutions in the context of evolving
development.... MAPC would welcome the
opportunity to be included should there be
future discussions to consider forming a
mechanism similar to the KSTEP for this
Project.

The traffic and transit mitigation package outlined in the FEIR has
been developed in close coordination with MassDOT and MBTA as
well as other state and local agencies throughout the duration of
the Project. While the mitigation program has been thoroughly
planned to address concerns of many stakeholders, the Project
and the mitigation are being developed over a period of 20 years,
during which time transportation needs could change. If additional
planning is required in future, the Proponent is open to working
with state and local agencies to ensure that long-term
transportation needs are being addressed.
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11.33 MAPC

The FEIR should clearly show where and how
bicycle services and racks will be
accommodated in the public realm, at
individual buildings, and at the two MBTA
stations. The locations, number, and type of
on-street and off-street bicycle provisions
(e.g., indoor storage, outdoor racks, number
of bicycles) should be detailed in the FEIR.

Bicycle accommodates are discussed in Chapter 6, Sections 6.6.3.2
and 6.9.3. Precise numbers and locations of bicycle parking will be
coordinated during development review for each phase of the
Project. Per Boston Transportation Department Off-Street Bicycle
Parking Guidelines, the Site will include approximately 8,130 longterm and 2,226 short-term bicycle parking spaces (within the
Boston portion of the Site). Within the Boston portions of the Site,
the Proponent will follow BTD guidelines as to the type and
placement of bicycle parking within buildings and within the public
realm. The Proponent will use LEED guidelines to determine the
number of long- and short-term spaces within the City of Revere,
which does not have bicycle parking guidelines.

11.34 MAPC

The Proponent should develop concepts to
extend several regional trails from the Project
site outward in four directions. Providing
these trail connections will enhance the value
of the project site significantly with direct
connections to Revere Beach, Logan Airport,
and the Chelsea River. The suggested regional
trail extensions are as follows:
Extend the East Boston Greenway Extension
from its terminus through the Orient Heights
Station area tothe Suffolk Downs Station and
the Project site.
Study the feasibility of a trail/greenway
from the Project site at Winthrop Avenue
along or over RevereBeach Boulevard to
Revere Beach (at Eliot Circle). Direct access to
the beach via this connection could bea key
selling point of this project as the distance is
less than a half mile.  Develop a
trail/greenway over Route 1A from the
Project site to the Chelsea River and future
trail along an unused railroad R-O-W.
 Connect Belle Isle Marsh trails to the
Project site via a new bridge over the Blue
Line tracks.

As detailed in Chapter 6, Sections 6.6.3.2 and 6.9.3, the Proponent
has committed to a variety of off-site bicycle and pedestrian
improvements. The Proponent will fund the design and
construction of a community path along Walley Street and a
pedestrian crossing of Bennington Street. The Proponent will fund
a feasibility study and conceptual design for an extension of the
East Boston Greenway connecting Constitution Beach and Revere
Beach. The Proponent has agreed to fund improvements to the
Belle Isle Marsh Reserve, including a shared use path linking to
Bennington Avenue to the parking area and interior paths, and a
pedestrian crossing of Bennington Avenue at the marsh entrance.
The Proponent has agreed to fund a feasibility study and
conceptual design for an extension of the East Boston Greenway
north from Constitution Beach to Revere Beach, including a
connection to Belle Isle Marsh. A bridge over the Blue Line rail
corridor to Bennington Street and Belle Isle Marsh is considered
cost prohibitive at this time.

11.35 MAPC

As a final point, the Proponent should detail
how the internal pedestrian and bicycle
network will be separated from automobile
traffic.

See Chapter 6, Section 6.9.3 and Figures 6.53-6.54 for descriptions
and graphical representation of pedestrian and bicycle circulation
and physical separation within the site. Figure 6.40 depicts existing
and proposed bicycle and pedestrian features in the Project Site
vicinity.
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11.36 MAPC

The Proponent suggests that a regional
district scale solution may be more
appropriate. This raises the question of
whether the Proponent will be responsible
for protecting this new community, or
whether this task will ultimately fall to
government entities.

As indicated in Chapter 8, Section 8.10, the Proponent has
committed to completing a feasibility study of a regional
protective berm along Bennington Street prior to Phase 2
construction to evaluate engineering and environmental
considerations of such a barrier.

11.37 MAPC

The Proponent should clarify when their
The timing of construction of a potential additional tide gate is
discussed in Chapter 8, Section 8.4.3.2. Upgrades to the Alfred H.
modeling finds an additional tidegate and
pumping capacity is needed, based on likely Long Pump Station are discussed in Section 8.4.3.1.
year and flood stage. The FEIR should clarify
whether the Proponent has the legal right
and the intention to take responsibility for
contributing to upgrading the tidegate and
additional pumping capacity. If they do have
that right, we hope the FEIR will indicate
when and how the Proponent intends to
contribute to these improvements; if they do
not currently have that right, we hope the
FEIR will suggest a specific mechanism to
engage with other governmental entities to
make sure the issue is addressed.

11.38 MAPC

In addition to the need for the tidegate and The noted waiver is no longer anticipated to be necessary, as
pumping capacity, the Proponent also notes discussed in response to other comments herein and Chapter 4,
that their proposal will require DEP to issue a Section 4.3.
waiver to peak stormwater discharge rates.
The Proponent should consider alternatives
that lessen flooding impacts and stormwater
discharge rates. Alternatives considered
should include reduced impervious surfaces,
elevation of buildings as an alternative to fill,
additional daylighting of Sales Creek, as well
as reduced development.
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11.39 MAPC

We are disappointed, however, that there
will apparently no affordable units and no
family units (e.g., 3 BR or more) on the
Revere side of the Project. This is likely to
have a negative environmental impact, since
market-rate tenants are more likely to own
cars (or multiple cars) and are also more
likely to travel more by car and to take transit
less. We recognize and support Revere’s
desire to expand commercial space, to create
more jobs, and to expand its commercial tax
base, especially in light of recent losses of
major employers in the city. We further
recognize that Revere’s public school
population has grown significantly in the
current decade. Nonetheless, since the
Suffolk Downs project is such a significant
opportunity, we believe that at least some of
the units should be affordable to lower and
moderate-income households.... Without
affordable units, it will be very difficult for
cost-burdened Revere households to find an
affordable place to live at Suffolk Downs. All
that said, we are encouraged that the
Proponent has agreed to work with the City
of Revere long-term to address its housing
needs, and we would like to see some detail
added to this commitment in the FEIR.

The City of Revere currently has no affordable housing
requirement and is currently focused on the production of much
needed commercial space to bolster their commercial tax
revenues.

11.40 MAPC

While the Open Space and Recreation Plan
(OSRP) does not specifically reference the
Project, the FEIR should identify potential
open space links to areas outside of the
boundaries of the Project site.

As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.1, the proposed open space
network builds on and makes connections to existing wetland
resources including Sales Creek and Belle Isle Marsh, while
allowing future connection to the Chelsea River Waterfront. It also
includes several active recreation spaces along the perimeter,
including Orient Heights Park, The Gateway Park, the Urban
Staircase, that will be open and accessible to the surrounding
neighborhoods and the general public (see Section 2.1.2.1). Other
publicly accessible spaces will include a landscaped outdoor
theater, a civic node within the Central Common, Bell Isle Square
at the Suffolk Downs MBTA Station, and Beachmont Square at the
Beachmont MBTA Station (see Section 2.1.2.2).
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11.41 MAPC

The FEIR should acknowledge that Revere is
working with MAPC on a city-wide Master
Plan. The Proponent should coordinate with
Revere regarding how the proposed Project
fits into the City’s overall approach toward
housing need and production; economic
development; transportation; and open
space as delineated in the Master Plan.

Information about the city-wide plan, dubbed "Next Stop Revere,"
can be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4.3.

11.42 MAPC

Revere is in the midst of writing its special
An update on the Revere Special Permit process is included in
permit pursuant to the Suffolk Downs
Chapter 1, Section 1.5.4.2.
Overlay District, which was adopted in March
2018. The FEIR needs to address how the
proposed Project complies with the special
permit and any conditions attached to that
permit. MAPC recognizes this compliance
was probably negotiated during the review
process.

11.43 MAPC

MAPC would like to point out that efforts to
improve transit-orientation at the two
stations and multi-modal connections does
not stop at the property line. The Proponent
should be required to develop improvements
to extend the transit plazas to the stations
and enhance transit connections.

The proposed Belle Isle Square (adjacent to the Suffolk Downs
MBTA station) and Beachmont Square (adjacent to the Beachmont
MBTA station) are described in Chapter 2, Section 2.1.2.2. Specific
pedestrian and bicycle enhancements to these stations are
described in Chapter 6, Section 6.9.3.

11.44 MAPC

MAPC notes that the improvements on the
southernmost border of the Project did not
extend west into the southwestern “tail” of
the property on Route 1A. The same design
techniques could be applied in this location
to assist with transition to the neighborhood,
including many of the same design
techniques mentioned in the previous
paragraph.

Improvements to pedestrian and bicycle accommodations at the
Project's Route 1A entrance are described in Chapter 6, Section
6.9.3. A shared-use community path will be constructed along the
eastern side of State Route 1A, from approximately 800 feet south
of Boardman Street north to Tomasello Drive. This will provide
bicycle access between the Project Site and Boardman Street, a
primary bicycle route in Boston’s 2013 Bike Network Plan that
currently lacks bicycle facilities. A future signalized bicycle and
pedestrian crossing is proposed at the western site access at Route
1A and Tomasello Drive, which is intended to link to a future
Chelsea River Path envisaged as a Primary Route in the Boston
Bicycle Network Plan.
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11.45 MAPC

Respecting the surrounding context could be As noted in Chapter 1, Section 1.2.1, since the DEIR the Project has
further strengthened by refining building
further reduced height for two residential buildings very close to
height in the district. The building height
the Orient Heights neighborhood
strategy should continue to explore
variations in the placement of height that
would reinforce transit-orientation of the
district and reduce height adjacent to existing
neighborhoods. In particular, the 190 feet
height in the southwestern “tail” fronting on
Route 1A should be reduced. Building height
in those areas could be relocated to other
areas of the master plan. For example,
heights at the center of the district, or near
the transit stations could possibly be
increased.

11.46 MAPC

MAPC recognizes the Proponent has
The draft Construction Management Plan has not been revised at
developed a draft Construction Management this stage in design. Trip generation associated with constructionPlan for Phase 1 which is included in
period impacts is not currently available.
Appendix G of the DEIR. As previously
requested in the EENF comment letter, the
Proponent should provide information
regarding the estimated number of truck
trips, the proposed routes, duration, and trip
frequency for when the Proponent will be
adding fill within Land Subject to Coastal
Storm Flowage (LSCSF).

11.47 MAPC

Given the large amount of fill needed for the
buildout of the Project, the FEIR should also
discuss the alternative sources of fill as well
as any potential impact on the source area(s).

Overall, the site design was approached to minimize the amount of
fill required for the site. A portion of the required fill is a clean cap
of 1-3 feet over the open space areas given that urban fill was
originally used to fill the site. The Proponent intends to acquire
the clean fill required from i) other existing construction sites that
have an export need, ii) from on-site portions of the site that
would be excavated for new open space areas, stormwater
features and basements, and iii) from quarries/companies that
provide clean fill material. Items i) and ii) have no material impact
on their source locations and in many ways is a benefit as it
reduces impacts from sourcing materials from farther distances.
For the remainder of the material they will be typically sourced
from existing quarries or sites that are set up for soil export.
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12.01 MWRA

The DEIR reports that the Master Plan Project Chapter 11, Sections 11.1 and 11.2 provides projected wastewater
at full buildout is anticipated to generate
flows as well as information about interim connections during the
approximately 2.0-2.3 million gallons per day phased build-out.
(“MGD”) of wastewater, excluding
consideration of existing generation and use
and depending on the final scope of the
project....The Final EIR should confirm or
update the wastewater flows for Master Plan
Project build-out and for the period of time
that the interim connections are anticipated
to be operational.

12.02 MWRA

The total amount of full-build wastewater
flow is large, and the amount of I/I or
stormwater that must be removed to attain
the mitigation levels is much greater. The
feasibility of achieving the full-build required
mitigation should be determined prior to or
early in the initial construction by identifying
specific removal projects.

Chapter 11, Section 11.3 addresses Project I/I mitigation. The
Proponent acknowledges the extent of the I/I mitigation that is
required. The final I/I mitigation plan will be developed by the City
of Revere and the City of Boston. Mitigation will be phased with
the development. The Proponent has and will continue to
coordinate with the Cities of Boston and Revere to ensure that
there are adequate mitigation projects to mitigate the sewer flow.

12.03 MWRA

For effective mitigation of the wastewater
impacts of the Project, I/I or stormwater
should be removed from the same sewers
that will carry the Project flows, or
hydraulically related tributary systems.

Chapter 11, Section 11.3 addresses Project I/I mitigation. The
Proponent acknowledges the extent of the I/I mitigation that is
required. The final I/I mitigation plan will be developed by the City
of Revere and the City of Boston. Mitigation will be phased with
the development. The Proponent has and will continue to
coordinate with the Cities of Boston and Revere to ensure that
there are adequate mitigation projects to mitigate the sewer flow.

12.04 MWRA

To prevent adverse CSO impacts during the
development period that will utilize interim
connections to the Revere and East Boston
wastewater collection systems, I/I and
stormwater removal must be in place and
documented to more than offset any
increase in wastewater flow, prior to the
wastewater flow being added.

Chapter 11, Section 11.3 addresses Project I/I mitigation.

12.05 MWRA

The total amount of mitigation, at a ratio of Chapter 11, Section 11.3 addresses Project I/I mitigation.
4:1, should be achieved prior to connecting
the full-build Master Plan project to the
MWRA interceptor with the proposed bypass
sewer main.
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12.06 MWRA

MWRA prohibits the discharge of
The Proponent acknowledges this requirement.
groundwater and stormwater to the sanitary
sewer system, pursuant to 360 C.M.R.
10.023(1), except in a combined sewer area
when permitted by MWRA and the local
community. The Project site has access to a
storm drain, therefore the discharge of
groundwater and stormwater to the sanitary
sewer system associated with this Project is
prohibited.

12.07 MWRA

An MWRA Sewer Use Discharge Permit is
The Proponent acknowledges this requirement.
required prior to discharging wastewater
from any laundry operations associated with
the Project into the MWRA sanitary sewer
system.

12.08 MWRA

Any gas/oil separators in parking garages
The Proponent acknowledges this requirement.
associated with the Project must comply with
360 C.M.R. 10.016 and State Plumbing Code.
The installation of the proposed gas/oil
separators may not be back filled until
inspected and approved by the MWRA and
the Local Plumbing Inspector.

12.09 MWRA

The City of Revere has an existing MWRA
The Proponent acknowledges this comment, and will work with
Section 8(m) permit in support of the Suffolk the City of Revere and the MWRA to amend the permit as needed.
Downs project, however it appears that the
existing permit will need to be amended to
broaden the Scope of Work needed for full
build-out.
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14.01 Councilor
Edwards

Specifically, the project should demonstrate
(1) the public benefit to environmental justice
communities; (2) that housing and commercial
development will be available to
environmental justice populations; (3) that
environmental justice communities have
weighed in meaningfully on the design of
public benefits; and (4) that large-scale
development of commercial real estate, which
is regularly subject to substantial mitigation
due to its impact on housing affordability, will
have a net positive impact on environmental
justice communities.

While analysis of impacts to environmental justice communities
is outside of the scope of the FEIR, impacts and benefits to
communities that include environmental justice populations are
described in detail. For example, Chapter 1, Table 1-8
summarizes the Project's comprehensive mitigation plan by
phase and Table 1-9 presents key public benefits by Project
Phase. In addition, Section 1.3.1 describes outreach to the nonEnglish speaking community. In addition to complying with the
IDP, as part of the Boston PDA Plans, the Proponent is
committed to funding a new East Boston Neighborhood Housing
Stabilization Fund and to work with the City of Boston to direct
portions of future Housing Exaction Payments (Linkage Funds) to
this new East Boston Neighborhood Stabilization Fund, to help
address ongoing displacement pressures in and around East
Boston. The amount to be funded is to be determined based on
discussions with the City and elected officials.

14.02 Councilor
Edwards

The current proposal suggests an inadequate
level of affordable and middle-income
housing. In order to ensure the enjoyment of
public benefits by residents of the
environmental justice community of East
Boston, deeper affordability is needed.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.6.4, The Project will create
a range of housing types serving many types of existing and new
residents, including a substantial number of affordable units in
support of the City of Boston’s Inclusionary Development Policy
(“IDP”). The total number of on-site affordable units is estimated
at approximately 930 units. In addition to complying with the
IDP, as part of the Boston PDA Plans, the Proponent is
committed to funding a new East Boston Neighborhood Housing
Stabilization Fund and working with the City of Boston to direct
portions of future Housing Exaction Payments (Linkage Funds) to
this new East Boston Neighborhood Stabilization Fund to help
address ongoing displacement pressures in and around East
Boston. The amount to be funded is to be determined based on
discussions with the City and elected officials. Additional details
about housing affordability can be found in Section 1.4 of the
Suffolk Downs Additional Information document submitted to
the BPDA on September 16, 2019.

14.03 Councilor
Edwards

As District Councilor for East Boston, I cannot
support adding inbound lanes or promoting
additional inbound capacity on Route 1A and I
encourage the proponent and MassDOT to
focus on alternative solutions.

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1, the Superstreet
concept is no longer the preferred alternative for mitigation
along Route 1A. Through extensive discussions with the
Transportation Working Group, the current preferred alternative
relies on a conventional design at the intersection of Route 1A
and Boardman Street that does not add inbound lanes to Route
1A southbound. Without adding significant capacity on this
approach, the proposed improvements are not expected to
result in substantial additional queuing in the tunnels.
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14.04 Councilor
Edwards

Proponents should demonstrate a greater
commitment to develop renewable energy
and explore battery storage on site.

As noted in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.5, the Proponent is
committed to providing rooftop solar PV throughout the Project
Site totaling a minimum of 2 MW, which would generate
approximately 2,300 MWh of carbon-free electricity per year
once fully installed. This clean renewable energy source would
result in an offset of approximately 813 tons per year of
stationary source CO2 emissions.

14.05 Councilor
Edwards

Proponents should meaningfully evaluate nongas/ non-fossil fuel heating systems or lowcarbon systems where district energy may be
feasible.

The Proponent has considered wide-scale electrification of the
Project and the current challenges to implementing this strategy.
This is discussed in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.4 and 9.2.3 for allelectric Passive House design evaluation. As noted in Section 9.7,
a district energy system with cogeneration would have a
negative impact to the GHG emissions of the Master Plan Project
as buildings would become locked into natural gas supply for
thermal end uses in buildings, or into generating electricity from
natural gas. As the electricity grid becomes increasingly less
carbon-intensive, a cogeneration system becomes a carbon
penalty. The Proponent is committed to evaluating
electrification options, all-electric options for simultaneous
heating and cooling demand, and available incentives as the
design of individual buildings progresses.

14.06 Councilor
Edwards

Proponents allude to, but do not describe,
potential legal constraints about local energy
may have greater flexibility than previously
thought at least in regards to the routing of
power lines between buildings, if not
procurement of energy services. microgrids.
Proponents should detail barriers, many of
which may be resolvable. To the extent there
are legal constraints, our office would be
pleased to work with EOEEA, the East Boston
delegation and members of the General Court
to address related issues. However, it should
be noted that the city Office of Energy,
Environment and Open Space in Boston has
previously commissioned studies on this issue
which suggested the city may have greater
flexibility than previously thought at least in
regards to the routing of power lines between
buildings, if not procurement of energy
services.

Since completing the DEIR, a SMART utility feasibility study
(Suffolk Downs May 6, 2019 BPDA – Smart Utilities Policy for
Article 80 Development Review, Feasibility Assessment for
District Energy Microgrids) was provided by Source One on
behalf of HYM for the Suffolk Downs Project and submitted to
the BPDA. Regulatory constraints have been further reviewed in
this document. The HYM team is committed to reviewing and
working with the City of Boston's Smart Utility Guidelines,
including: Reserving right-of-way easements between buildings
to facilitate potential future building microgrid connections;
Evaluating feasibility of Heat Recovery Chillers for individual
commercial buildings over 100,000 SF with an anchor lab tenant
or other entity with a large thermal base load; Within each
building over 100,000 GSF, providing space allowance for an
additional breaker for future microgrid integration or integration
of behind the meter distributed generation; and Achieving
recommended first floor elevations
The team also completed the preliminary Smart Utilities
Checklist in conjunction with the BPDA's Smart Utility Guidelines.
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14.07 Councilor
Edwards

Proponents mention Passive House standards
in their filing but fail to detail specific barriers
to achieve this design standard. Since the
initial filing, the state's three year energy
efficiency plans have advanced, including
provisions relative to Passive House
education, training and design. The
proponents should engage with the
Department of Energy Resources, Energy
Efficiency Advisory Council, Program
Administrators and Boston Planning and
Development Agency to revisit the issue of
passive house design.

As discussed in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.2, through coordination
with the referenced entities, the Proponent commits to
construct a Passive house for one (1) demonstration multifamily
residential project of a minimum 50,000 square feet in Phase 1
Boston and a cost estimate for a 200,000 square foot project in
Phase 1 Revere which will be shared with State and City
authorities. These commitments will achieve ultra-low energy
design in an all-electric building and provide local analysis for the
cost effectiveness of Passive House which will inform
subsequent phases of the project and projects beyond the
Proponent’s site. In addition, all single family homes and
townhomes will be designed to Carbon Neutral and/or E+
building standards, or equivalent. The FEIR also provide a
Passive House Design Evaluation, refer to Section 9.2.3 for full
details. Current available incentives associated with Passive
House were also analyzed and submitted to DOER prior to the
filing of this FEIR and is provided the memorandum from ARUP
to Paul Ormond (DOER) dated October 1, 2019 and is provided
in Appendix E.

15.01 Boston Parks

It is not clear how the open space acreage
proposed for the project is being counted,
how the investment is being valued, or how
this open space will serve the active
recreational needs of up to 10,000
households. Open space that is required,
negotiated or proposed as mitigation for
Article 80 or through the MEPA approval
process as a public benefit should be
quantified to ensure that it does not change
with future amendments to the development
plan. The proponent should clarify how it is
counting the acreage, type and use of open
space; detail how the open space will meet or
mitigate each of the following; and note
whether the same acreage is justifying
multiple roles as design features, regulated,
mitigation or public benefit: (see comment
letter for list).

The Proponent has committed that 25% of the site will be built
and maintained as publicly accessible open space, with
approximately 27 acres in Boston and an additional
approximately 13 acres in Revere, all of which will be available
to Boston residents. This commitment will be set forth in and
enforceable pursuant to the PDA documents for the project,
including the Master Plan PDA and the PDA Development Plans
for each phase. The open space is phased along with the rest of
the development, and it is not feasible to construct the entirety
of the open space network as part of the first phase of the
project. None of the open space commitment reflects
satisfaction of already-existing requirements of underlying
zoning or any state permit that is required. The underlying
zoning (i.e., the zoning that would apply in the absence of a PDA)
includes no open space requirements. Currently existing zoning
for the Boston portion of the site allows for an FAR of 2.0, and
the Project increases that modestly to 2.3. Dimensional
limitations within the Suffolk Downs EDA does not included
minimum open space requirements. Similarly, no specific
quantity of open is required by any state permit that is expected
with respect to the project. Because the site only includes
landlocked tidelands, the Project requires a public benefit
determination. Nothing in that process requires any specific
amount of open space.
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15.02 Boston Parks

A needs analysis should be completed based
on the projected users of open space. It
should estimate the demand for active
recreational needs and quantify the open
space provided onsite to accommodate those
needs, as well to help meet the active
recreation needs in East Boston.

In the Suffolk Downs Additional Information Document
submitted to BPDA on September 16, 2019, the results of the
evaluation of how the site’s open space can accommodate
active recreation space are presented. As part of the
development process required by the PDA Plans, there will be
additional public review for each development phase, and each
individual building and open space within Boston, and this
review process will require open space design submissions and
review by the BPDA and other relevant departments and
agencies, including the BPRD. The process also requires public
notice, community meetings, and opportunity for comments
from elected officials, the Impact Advisory Group, and the
public. Further determinations about specific design and
locations of active recreational facilities, including courts, field,
playgrounds and other areas, will be made as part of this
additional development review process.

15.03 Boston Parks

An impact assessment should be done to
determine impacts to public open space and
mitigation.

Chapter 2, Section 2.1 describes the Master Plan Project's open
space system, which has been designed to reconnect the Project
Site to surrounding areas of East Boston and Revere with an
approximately 40-acre publicly accessible open space network
that represents approximately 25 percent of the overall Project
Site area.

15.04 Boston Parks

Open space for active recreation should be
provided onsite, or in the form of a
contribution commensurate to the scale of
the development to the City's Fund for Parks,
to be used for open space, improvements to
existing public parks and climate resiliency in
East Boston.

The Proponent has committed that 25% of the overall Suffolk
Downs site will be maintained as publicly-accessible open space.
In the Suffolk Downs Additional Information Document
submitted to BPDA on September 16, 2019, the results of the
evaluation of how the site’s open space can accommodate
active recreation space are presented. The following active
recreation facilities (or other reasonably equivalent facilities) are
anticipated to be constructed: One (1) 3-acre Multipurpose
Field; One (1) Flexible Field; Four (4) Basketball Courts; Three (3)
Tennis Courts / Pickle Ball Courts; Five (5) Playgrounds; and Five
(5) Bocce Courts. Further determinations about specific design
and locations of active recreational facilities, including courts,
field, playgrounds and other areas, will be made as part of the
public development review process.

15.05 Boston Parks

Open space that is required, negotiated or
proposed as mitigation for Article 80 or MEPA
approval as a public benefit should be
transferred to public ownership or otherwise
protected in perpetuity to ensure that it does
not change with future amendments to the
development plan.

As described in the Suffolk Downs Additional Information
Document (AID) submitted to BPDA on September 16, 2019, the
obligation that the Proponent build and maintain 25% of the
Boston portion of the site as publicly-accessible open space is set
forth and detailed in the PDA Master Plan and the PDA
Development Plans and will also be set forth in the Cooperation
Agreement between the Proponent and the BPDA. The
Proponent has also made additional commitments to convey
fee title and perpetual easement rights to the Boston Parks
Department for key open space areas within the Boston portion
of the site, as described in the AID.
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15.06 Boston Parks

Open space that is required, negotiated or
proposed as mitigation for Article 80 or MEPA
approval as a public benefit should be
implemented in the first phase of
development. This will provide the framework
for development and ensure that the public
benefit to the neighborhood of East Boston is
realized in the near term and is not impacted
by future amendments to the plan.

The Proponent has committed that 25% of the site will be built
and maintained as publicly accessible open space, with
approximately 27 acres in Boston and an additional
approximately 13 acres in Revere, all of which will be available
to Boston residents. This commitment will be set forth in and
enforceable pursuant to the PDA documents for the project,
including the Master Plan PDA and the PDA Development Plans
for each phase, which detail the specific open space
commitments that are being made by phase. The open space is
phased along with the rest of the development, and it is not
feasible to construct the entirety of the open space network as
part of the first phase of the project. FEIR Chapter 2, Figure 2.2
depicts the proposed open space area types by phase.

15.07 Boston Parks

Public open space may be managed privately. As described in the Suffolk Downs Additional Information
Document (AID) submitted to BPDA on September 16, 2019, the
obligation that the Proponent build and maintain 25% of the
Boston portion of the site as publicly-accessible open space is set
forth and detailed in the PDA Master Plan and the PDA
Development Plans and will also be set forth in the Cooperation
Agreement between the Proponent and the BPDA.
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17.01 BHN

Seeing as Amazon HQ2 is no longer a
possibility, we recommend re-visiting the
need to isolate this particular section of
development from the Master Plan.

The open space at Suffolk Downs will consist of a range of types
of outdoor space at a range of scales (See Chapter 2, Figure 2.2).
The Central Common will host larger programs. The Central Open
Field can support soccer, ultimate frisbee, and community
picnicking and events and the Civic Node will have a pavilion and
area for community events and will interface with the pond. The
Active Linear Park runs through the site, providing smaller active
recreation such as pickle ball and tot lots. It connects to larger
active recreation nodes like the Linear Park Open Field, Gateway
Park, and Orient Heights Park which include areas for yoga, kids
soccer, basketball, a dog park, and fields for open play (Figure 28). Passive recreation occurs throughout the site, including strolls
along the Green Fingers, Sales Creek, and the wetland buffers.
Beachmont and Belle Isle Square serve a civic purpose. As well,
the outdoor theater acts as a venue for formal events and as
casual social space when not formally programmed. The network
of open spaces is linked together through pedestrian paths and
cycle tracks and connects to the surrounding neighborhoods and
open space trails regionally. Smaller moments where informal
play spaces may be integrated into the network are indicated and
will be coordinated as each phase is built out.

17.02 BHN

To further improve the current open space
plan, the site should incorporate both
passive open spaces and active communityfriendly recreational areas. This includes
incorporating a range of recreational
activities from active uses (playgrounds,
soccer field, basketball, tennis) to more
passive parks for meditation and leisure
activities.

The Master Plan Project has been designed to reconnect the
Project Site to surrounding areas of East Boston and Revere with
an approximately 40-acre publicly accessible open space network
that represents approximately 25 percent of the overall Project
Site area. Chapter 2, Section 2.1 includes a description of the
active and passive open spaces by development phase.

17.03 BHN

There is no mention of libraries,
community centers, recreational facilities
or others. This redevelopment project is an
opportunity to incorporate valuable
community assets that create a sense of
place and destination for both the East
Boston and Revere neighborhoods. We
would encourage the proponent to work
with the City and members of the
community to explore the possibility of
incorporating some community spaces into
the overall Master Plan.

The Proponent has committed to 50,000 square feet of civic uses
on the site and will collaborate with community leaders and
stakeholders on planning for the best civic uses that best serve
the community. As the site continues to be built out, the
Proponent will consider the inclusion of a community center,
library branch, common house of worship and other community
uses.
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17.04 BHN

With a development site of this magnitude, As part of the Planned Development Area (PDA) Development
a comprehensive signage system will be
Plans, the Project's signage program will be subject to design
necessary to ensure both residents and the review by the BPDA.
public are aware of on-site amenities.
Signage can complement the larger effort
to create a sense of place and awareness of
abutting community amenities and public
resources.

17.05 BHN

This project proposal was filed a short time
ahead of the City’s adoption of the Smart
Utility Policy. However, due to the length of
project build out and proposed building
life, we strongly recommend that the Smart
Utilities Policy be applied to this project.

Since completing the DEIR, a SMART utility feasibility study
(Suffolk Downs May 6, 2019 BPDA – Smart Utilities Policy for
Article 80 Development Review, Feasibility Assessment for District
Energy Microgrids) was provided by Source One on behalf of the
Proponent for the Suffolk Downs Project and submitted to the
BPDA. The Proponent is committed to reviewing and working with
the City of Boston's Smart Utility Guidelines, including: Reserving
right-of-way easements between buildings to facilitate potential
future building microgrid connections; Evaluating feasibility of
Heat Recovery Chillers for individual commercial buildings over
100,000 SF with an anchor lab tenant or other entity with a large
thermal base load; Within each building over 100,000 GSF,
providing space allowance for an additional breaker for future
microgrid integration or integration of behind the meter
distributed generation; and Achieving recommended first floor
elevations. The team also completed the preliminary Smart
Utilities Checklist in conjunction with the BPDA's Smart Utility
Guidelines.

17.06 BHN

Boston Harbor Now is concerned that the
project falls short of meeting the City of
Boston 2050 carbon free goal. We feel
strongly that projects permitted today
must be in line with the City’s goals. The
proponent should do more to articulate the
kind of low-carbon standards that will be
employed throughout the entire site as
part of a comprehensive carbon mitigation
strategy, a piecemeal approach is not
acceptable for a project of this magnitude.

The Proponent has made many commitments to reducing energy
use and GHG emissions associated with the Project, as detailed in
Chapter 9. Commitments such as 2 MW of rooftop solar PV
arrays, Passive House and Energy Positive designs, and examining
all-electric alternatives are consistent with the City's Climate
Action Plan. Given the life span of the Master Plan Project’s build
out, the Proponent will evaluate opportunities for electrification
of heating and hot water end uses (allowing for a carbon neutral
building) as individual building designs progress including the
available incentives and utility costs. The proposed approach and
systems for each building typology do not preclude a change in
energy supply at a later date. A pathway to 16,000 tpy has been
provided in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.7
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17.07 BHN

Exemplary carbon mitigation should, at
minimum, include high-performance
buildings, low carbon transportation
options, and district renewable energy. We
were disappointed to learn that, according
to the proponent’s cost benefit analysis,
developing a district energy/microgrid
system is not financially feasible at this
time. There are organizations and
stakeholders with necessary expertise that
are well-positioned and willing to analyze
this determination. Our brief inquiry
suggests that while there may be studies
that arrive at the same conclusion as the
proponent, there is plenty of research to
suggest that with strategic planning and the
right key players, construction of a
microgrid is possible.

Since completing the DEIR, a SMART utility feasibility study
(Suffolk Downs May 6, 2019 BPDA – Smart Utilities Policy for
Article 80 Development Review, Feasibility Assessment for District
Energy Microgrids) was provided by Source One on behalf of the
Proponent for the Suffolk Downs Project and submitted to the
BPDA. As noted in Chapter 9, Section 9.7, the Proponent has
evaluated a district energy system with cogeneration and
concluded it is not financially feasible to install a district energy
system. This has a positive impact on the GHG emissions of the
Master Plan Project as buildings within the masterplan will not be
locked into natural gas supply for thermal end uses in buildings,
nor locked in to generating electricity from natural gas. As the
electricity grid becomes increasingly less carbon-intensive, a
cogeneration system becomes a carbon penalty. The Proponent is
committed to evaluating electrification options, all-electric
options for simultaneous heating and cooling demand, and
available incentives as the design of individual buildings
progresses.

17.08 BHN

In addition to climate resiliency, the
proponent should work with the City to
consider the benefits of shelter in place
facilities, where they should be located,
and how they can be designed to function
as double-duty spaces when not in use.

Chapter 8, Section 8.4.3 describes the Project's approach to
sheltering in place.

17.09 BHN

With climate change increasing at a more
rapid rate than initially predicted, a single
layer resiliency solution will not suffice. We
strongly recommend incorporating
redundancy and layers of resilient
infrastructure to the entire 161-acre site.
The proponent should continue to work
with owners of adjacent property and
public infrastructure to identify ways in
which the resiliency of the project and
adjacent neighborhoods can be further
enhanced.

As described in FEIR Chapter 8, Section 8.4, and DEIR Chapter 8,
Section 8.8, the Project uses a multi-layered approach to
resiliency that incorporates a suit of exposure reduction measures
to reduce vulnerability to climate impacts. These include elevating
site roadways and building pads, elevating buildings, and
installing/improving tide gates. On-site flood storage is
accommodated through daylighting portions of Sales Creek and
constructing floodable garages. An additional tidegate or
construction of a district-scale flood protection measure will help
protect the surrounding neighborhoods from future flooding.
These measures will also help support the goal of enabling
residents and workers to shelter in place.

17.10 BHN

As the proposal moves into the final EIR
As indicated in Chapter 8, Section 8.10, the Proponent has
stage, it should address how the project
committed to completing a feasibility study of a regional
plans to incorporate portions of the
protective berm along Bennington Street prior to Phase 2
Resilient Boston Harbor vision into the plan construction to evaluate engineering and environmental
considerations of such a barrier.
and make the most of this unique
opportunity to create an exemplary climateresilient and climate-forward development.
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17.11 BHN

We are pleased to hear that the proponent A water transportation study is outside the scope of this FEIR.
is supportive of new and increased ferry
service in the area. While we know that the
project does not currently benefit from
direct access to the water’s edge, we feel
an analysis and exploration of the project’s
ability to support potential future water
transportation expansion in Boston’s Inner
Harbor is justified.

17.12 BHN

It is unclear if the DEIR traffic analysis
Chapter 6, Section 6.5.2.5 discusses trip generation and mode
accounts for all of the service vehicles need share, including truck traffic.
for the entire Suffolk Downs campus and
operations. We find it unlikely since the
entire program for the site is yet to be
determined. We would recommend an
initial traffic analysis with estimated counts
followed by regular updates as proposals
are drafted and traffic plans solidified.

18.01 MyWRA/BSLA

As the expected project buildout spans 20 As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, the Proponent will return
years during a time of rapid changes in
to MEPA to evaluate off-site mitigation prior to construction of
climate science and transportation
Phase 4R to evaluate Resiliency mitigation options.
technologies we ask that the permit require
periodic updates in critical data and
assumptions (e.g., rate of sea level rise,
temperature increases, parking needs) no
less frequently than every five years, or
when there is a significant change in the
proposal.

18.02 MyWRA/BSLA

We understand that the MBTA Blue Line
Comment noted.
lies in between the project site and Belle
Isle Marsh, limiting opportunities for both
pedestrian connections and opportunities
for the marsh to migrate inland. We
recommend providing clear signage and
wayfinding through the Suffolk Downs and
Beachmont Blue Line stations to link
proposed pedestrian pathways with those
in the marsh.

18.03 MyWRA/BSLA

We suggest that the developer recruit and Comment noted.
select an array of architectural firms
through a competitive RFP process to
ensure that the development doesn’t feel
generic and monotonous but rather
provides visual interest and cutting-edge
designs that set a new standard for the
region.
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18.04 MyWRA/BSLA

We appreciate the commitment to
providing 10% of the retail space to local
companies at an affordable rate. We think
more could be done to bring the
community and local culture into the
development. This could include free
and/or discounted spaces for local
nonprofits and community groups in the
proposed community spaces.

The Project has been designed to be integrated into the
community and to provide a variety of community benefits. See
Chapter 1, Section 1.4.6.1 for information about the Project's
public open space network; Section 1.4.6.2 for information about
connections to adjacent neighborhoods; 1.4.6.5 for a discussion
about civic space and programming; and Section 1.4.6.7, which
describes the Project's socioeconomic benefits.

18.05 MyWRA/BSLA

We would recommend that the developer
pursue a higher standard of LEED
certification than 5% LEED Platinum
Buildings, a minimum of 75% LEED Gold
Buildings, and a maximum of 20% LEED
Silver Buildings. Rather than suggest a ratio
of LEED ratings, this development should
seek to be carbon neutral, in line with
Boston’s 2050 goal. As certification is
pursued for each building, we believe there
should be points for Renewable Energy
Production (Energy and Atmosphere) and
Protect or Restore Habitat (Sustainable
Sites) as these demonstrate an investment
in natural systems.

The Proponent has made many commitments to reducing energy
use and GHG emissions associated with the Project, as detailed in
Chapter 9. Commitments such as 2 MW of rooftop solar PV
arrays, Passive House and Energy Positive designs, and examining
all-electric alternatives are consistent with the City's Climate
Action Plan. Given the life span of the Master Plan Project’s build
out, the Proponent will evaluate opportunities for electrification
of heating and hot water end uses (allowing for a carbon neutral
building) as individual building designs progress including the
available incentives and utility costs. The proposed approach and
systems for each building typology do not preclude a change in
energy supply at a later date. A pathway to 16,000 tpy has been
provided in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.7.

18.06 MyWRA/BSLA

We understand that a 50-foot setback from
wetlands associated with Sales Creek in
combination with a reduction in
development in areas subject to the 1%
annual flood would render this project not
financially feasible. However, given the
ecological significance to the Sales Creek
area, we ask for the customary 100-foot
buffer zone to be maintained for Sales
Creek to help protect Belle Isle Marsh.

As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4.2, the existing buffer zone
to Sales Creek is presently highly disturbed and/or degraded by
impervious areas (buildings and pavement), unvegetated areas
(race track and fringe areas near roads, parking areas, and the
horse barns), and invasive species (largely common reed,
Phragmites australis).The FEIR Preferred Alternative maintains a
minimum setback distance of 25 feet from Sales Creek (i.e. the
Riverfront Area) for buildings and roadways. Proposed
improvements within the 25-foot buffer zone to BVW and within
the 25-foot Riverfront Area include an increase in vegetated areas
of 19 percent and a reduction in impervious surface of
approximately 65 percent.
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18.07 MyWRA/BSLA

As there are many assumptions that will
change as the development is built over 20
years (e.g., trip generation predictions,
impact on the MBTA Blue Line), we
recommend the creation of a multijurisdictional working group to decide the
most impactful transportation mitigation
projects. This could be similar to the Lower
Mystic Regional Working Group, but also
include a budget for capital and operational
needs that funds sustainable transportation
(transit, walking and biking and car
share/electric vehicles initiatives). This will
allow for implementation, not just planning
efforts. Development of a Transportation
Management Agency that coordinates with
surrounding North Shore TMA’s would be
prudent.

The Proponent will be exploring the creation of a Transportation
Management Agency to manage its proposed on-site and off-site
shuttles in addition to its proposed TDM measures. The
Proponent has met with the Charles River TMA to better
understand the opportunity and challenges of setting up a TMA.

18.08 MyWRA/BSLA

The proponent’s plans to reconstruct Route
1A as a “Super Street” are counter to
encouraging access to Chelsea Creek. We
encourage the proponent to consider ways
that the redesign of Route 1A can include
safe and accessible crossings for
pedestrians and cyclists to access potential
future open space along Chelsea.

The Super Street design for Route 1A is no longer under
consideration. An at-grade crossing has been proposed at the
Tomasello Drive / Route 1A intersection to allow for bicycle and
pedestrian access across Route 1A. This would link to existing
public waterfront access to the Chelsea River north of the Logan
Cargo Park site. The rail corridor along the Chelsea River has been
identified for future development as a shared use path by both
the City of Boston and City of Revere. It is not, however, included
as mitigation for the Suffolk Downs site.

18.09 MyWRA/BSLA

We understand that the nature of the
shuttle system will change over time.
Successful elements of the shuttle fleet
include being: sustainable, reliable and
affordable; comparable in price to the
MBTA; electric/clean fuel; and connected
to surrounding neighborhoods and other
transit modes at off-peak hours. As the
proponent rolls this out over the years, we
would ask that the shuttle proposal be
thoroughly vetted with the community.

As part of the mitigation program, detailed in Chapter 13, Section
13.1, the Proponent is committing to provision of supplemental
shuttle services as warranted by demand and annual transit use
monitoring, which will inform the shuttle program needs. The
Proponent will coordinate with relevant stakeholders, and
adjacent communities, to review shuttle proposals prior to
implementation.
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18.10 MyWRA/BSLA

We understand that the City of Revere is
requiring parking ratios for office/lab
spaces at twice the ratio the City of Boston
proposed for this site. The proponent
suggests that meeting Boston’s lower
parking ratios would be “difficult”, but
provides no explanation for why this would
be difficult in a TOD site uniquely served by
existing transit. We would ask that this
office/lab space ratio be revisited to see if
there is a way to cut down on parking so as
to not incentive more single-occupancy
vehicle use.

Although it is a TOD site, Suffolk Downs is currently an unproven
location for the larger commercial office tenants which the
Proponent is working to bring to the Project. With these larger
commercial tenant's employment base coming from various
locations in Greater Boston that may not be appropriately served
by transit, there is a need for employers to provide parking spaces
to its workforce. The Proponent has experienced similar trends
working on similar transit-oriented mixed-use development
projects outside of Boston's central business district. Chapter 6,
Section 6.10, describes the parking program, including the
revisions to the parking supply numbers, which are reduced from
those proposed in the DEIR. Since the DEIR the proposed total
number of parking spaces has decreased from 15,250 to 13,820.

18.11 MyWRA/BSLA

Included in the proposed 15,250 parking
As described in Chapter 6, Section 6.10.1.2, the Proponent
acknowledges that a key measure to reduce parking demand is to
spaces are 557 on-street parking spaces
which the proponent identifies as free time- ensure that parking is not provided for free. On-street parking will
be time limited and with a metered fee structure. Structured
limited spaces. We would ask that the
parking will have a fee structure, which will vary based on location
developer explore the idea of metering
these spaces to provide local revenue and and adjacent uses. Parking for residential uses will be unbundled,
encourage greater parking turnover rates. where possible.

18.12 MyWRA/BSLA

We encourage HYM to keep up with the
latest climate projections even after
permitting has been secured.

18.13 MyWRA/BSLA

One strategy cited for on-site storage is the As explained in Chapter 8, Section 8.7.1, floodable garages have
use of underground parking garages. Please been eliminated from the Project design.
note that when this strategy is used, the
water storage area is typically separate
from the parking area, as shown in the
depiction of a stormwater storage tank
built under a parking garage in downtown
Rotterdam (see left).

The Proponent recognizes that many variables will likely change
between this FEIR study and 2036, when Phase 4R is expected to
commence, e.g. sea level rise could be more or less than what is
currently projected, which could greatly impact the type of
mitigation needed for the final phases of this Project. Final
climate change mitigation for Phase 4R will be reevaluated when
returning to MEPA prior to starting Phase 4R to best allocate the
mitigation funds available to provide the most significant flood
protection for the area.
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18.14 MyWRA/BSLA

We strongly support the recommendation
that HYM contribute to a larger regional
coastal flood barrier, rather than be
required to complete a barrier that only
protects its own site. We understand that
this is beyond HYM’s discretion, and hope
that the cities of Boston, Revere and
Chelsea, the MBTA, Mass CZM and local
stakeholders such as the Friends of Belle
Isle Marsh form a taskforce to design and
implement a regional flood barrier that
would also provide ecological and social
benefits.

As indicated in Chapter 8, Section 8.10, the Proponent has
committed to completing a feasibility study of a regional flood
protection berm along Bennington Street prior to Phase 2
construction to evaluate engineering and environmental
considerations of such barrier.

18.15 MyWRA/BSLA

Also, although the project is unlikely to
No response required.
affect the adjacent Irving Oil Terminal on
Chelsea Creek, we are concerned that a
severe coastal storm could damage the fuel
tanks and spill oil into Chelsea Creek and
the Suffolk Downs site. HYM and its public
and private neighbors have a strong
interest in ensuring that the Irving Oil
Terminal is prepared for the more extreme
coastal storms predicted by climate
change.

18.16 MyWRA/BSLA

The project lifespan is predicted to last fifty
years from full build out, or 2085. If sea
level rise projections are higher than the
2100 intermediate projections modeled,
the site could experience high tides six feet
higher by then. Given the project site’s
susceptibility to coastal flooding, we urge
proponents to elevate finished floor
elevations to closer to 24 feet BCB through
additional terracing between street level
and their entrances.

In the event that future sea level exceeds projections during the
Project's design life, regional flood protection solutions will
become necessary to provide flood protection to the surrounding
neighborhoods in East Boston and Revere. As indicated in Chapter
8, Section 8.10, the Proponent has committed to completing a
feasibility study of a regional flood protection berm along
Bennington Street prior to Phase 2 construction to evaluate
engineering and environmental considerations of such a barrier.

18.17 MyWRA/BSLA

Including extra high first floor ceilings also
provide opportunities to raise first floor
elevations in the future.

Chapter 8, Sections 8.7.2 and 8.7.4 discuss how buildings that
may be impacted by future flooding will be designed to be
resilient.

18.18 MyWRA/BSLA

In addition, shelter-in-place strategies, as Chapter 8, Section 8.4.3 describes the Project's approach to
proposed in the DEIR/DPIR require that
sheltering in place.
residences be inhabitable for multiple days
during hot and/or cold weather without
access to power.
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18.19 MyWRA/BSLA

HYM could and should similarly issue RFPs
with energy efficiency, design and
resiliency standards for each building to
take advantage of Boston-area design
excellence in creating a highly-desirable,
immediately exemplary neighborhood.

Chapter 1, Section 1.4 provides an overview of the Project’s
phasing plan and identifies building program, infrastructure
needs/improvements (on- and off-site), environmental impacts
(on- and off-site), and mitigation and public benefits for each
phase. Due to the long-term nature of the Project's build-out,
specific impacts will be monitored in order to assess the
effectiveness and relevancy of mitigation commitments to
changing conditions, updated data, and improvements in
technology.

18.20 MyWRA/BSLA

The NECASC precipitation data represent
averages; Suffolk Downs is likely to
experience the most damage from intense
cloudbursts such as Hurricane Michael and
Harvey brought North Carolina and Texas.
HYM’s stormwater strategy needs to
include a “fail quickly-fail cheaply” strategy
for intense rainfall events that exceed
design parameters.

Increased intensity storms were evaluated as part of the
stormwater design. Specifically, the Northeast Regional Climate
Center (“NRCC”) six-hour, 100-year storm event of 5.65 inches
was evaluated to demonstrate that the stormwater management
system will function as intended during heavier volume, shorter
duration storm events. During this extreme storm event puddling
and some level of flooding would be expected on the roadways as
the stormwater conveyance system will not be able to convey the
runoff instantaneously. However, the evaluation demonstrated
that the stormwater management system will continue to
function as intended. The stormwater conveyance system will be
sized based upon the advanced 6.0-inch 10-year design storm. An
evaluation of the 100-year storm through the conveyance system
will be performed to ensure that the structure rims and grates are
not surcharged and, if needed, restrictive points in the
conveyance system may be upsized to reduce potential puddling
in the roadways for these larger extreme storm events.

18.21 MyWRA/BSLA

Summer heat in Greater Boston is already
increasing to levels beyond historical
norms. Climate Ready Boston projections
indicate that Boston could experience
Washington, DC’s climate by mid-century
and Birmingham, AL’s climate by late
century. Landscape designs should include
more water and shade elements than
historic New England norms.

The open space design will continue to take the impacts of
climate change into account. In addition to planning for water
and shade elements, we are considering other elements like tree
planting as a key measure to reducing climate impact. To reduce
urban heat island effect, we’re looking to tree planting,
maximizing vegetated surfaces, and specifying high albedo
surfaces. Tree species will be carefully selected to include
coastally adapted and salt tolerant species, drought tolerant and
water tolerant species, and species resistant to pest damage.
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2 describes the Project's approach to
green/vegetated roofs.
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18.22 MyWRA/BSLA

We were glad to see project proponents go
beyond regulatory requirements in
considering heat effects (that said, local
regulations regarding heat mitigation
strategies are quite limited). Some
recommendations: o Include not only light
pavement, but also white roofs; o
Incorporate interactive water elements
such as the Greenway’s ring fountain and
mist tents to help children and adults cool
off; o Make sure bike/pedestrian paths are
shaded so they continue to be used during
heat waves.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2 describes the Project's approach to
green/vegetated roofs. As part of the development process
required by the PDA Plans, there will be additional public review
for each development phase, and each individual building and
open
space within Boston, and this review process will require open
space design submissions and review by the BPDA and other
relevant departments and agencies, including the BPRD. Further
determinations about specific design and locations of active
recreational facilities, including courts, field, playgrounds and
other areas, will be made as part of this additional development
review process. The Project also calls for planting a robust tree
canopy within the Central Common, other open space areas and
all streetscapes.

18.23 MyWRA/BSLA

[However, traffic also generates heavy
metal pollution that degrades water
quality.] Since the development will
generate a significant increase in traffic, we
feel that the impact should be assessed.
Since heavy metals are transported to
water bodies via stormwater, we ask that
the stormwater management plan address
heavy metals.

The Master Plan Project has been designed to include a new
stormwater management system that will treat the first inch of
runoff using a combination of green infrastructure and
conventional best management practices (“BMPs”). The main
stormwater BMPs have been strategically located and
conceptually planned to ensure that the Master Plan Project
reserves ample space for stormwater management. As the design
progresses, more decentralized aesthetic stormwater facilities
may also be incorporated to enhance the landscape in addition to
providing additional stormwater treatment and mitigation. The
BMPs selected including dry detention basins, water quality
inlets, and tree filter provide for the removal of heavy metals. As
the design progresses pocket rain gardens/biofiltration systems
will potentially be sited within plaza areas, and/or within the
roadway network system to add another method of treatment.

19.01 Revere DEC

David Mohler suggested that DOT has some
significant reservations about the
SuperStreet proposal for Lee Burbank
Highway, and he also suggested that this
may not be a of primary importance to the
City of Revere. On the contrary, the
SuperStreet proposal was and is an integral
and important element of the overall traffic
and transportation plan for Revere.... From
our perspective, any variation on this
proposal that DOT might want to consider
needs to perform at least as well the
SuperStreet proposal does - i.e., the
SuperStreet proposal should be the
standard by which any alternative is
judged.

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1, the Superstreet
concept is no longer the preferred alternative for mitigation along
Route 1A. An analysis of Route 1A corridor alternatives is
provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.

Response to Comments
14-94a

Suffolk Downs
#

Commenter

Table 14-2
Comment

FEIR

Response

19.02 Revere DEC

We would reiterate the critical importance Comment noted.
of the various regional roadway
improvements reflected in the PUD and
DEIR/DPIR - e.g., the SuperStreet and other
Route lA, Route 1, and Route 16 mitigation
measures - to the efficiency and
effectiveness of any expanded regional bus
strategy, since the regional buses also use
those regional highways.

19.03 Revere DEC

And as far as mixed-use development of
the Beachmont parking lot is concerned,
we would emphasize again that this aspect
of the project needs to be both well
informed, well designed and economically
viable; and on those scores, HYM could
provide invaluable experience and
expertise and should be asked to do so.

21.01 CLF

However, given recent confirmation that
Chapter 1, Section 1.2.1 addresses the changes since the DEIR and
Boston has not been chosen to host
the program now differs from the Master Plan Project that
Amazon HQ2, CLF requests a review and
formerly included the Phase 1 Project.
clarification on the severability of Phase 1
from the Master Plan Proposal in the Final
Environmental Impact Report.

21.02 CLF

In addition, CLF seeks clarification for how The revised Master Plan Project program and site plan are
the pro-commercial Phase 1 proposal will included in Chapter 1.
be altered to attract alternative uses,
including pro-residential development.

The Proponent agrees with the City of Revere on the importance
of the development of the Beachmont MBTA Parking Lot and
would be willing to assist, as prudent, with the potential
redevelopment of the lot.
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21.03 CLF

In the DEIR, the Proponent asserts that at
least 25% of the land developed during
each phase will be open space. CLF
supports this policy for project phasing,
however there is little to no concrete
discussion of which public access and space
improvements will occur with each phase
of the Master Plan. Similarly, the
Proponent has not indicated when
transportation amenities, including the
proposed shuttle service, will be available.
We strongly urge the Proponent to create
visual and written descriptions of the public
benefits, transportation improvements,
and land use changes that will occur during
each Phase of the Master Plan,
acknowledging that market forces may
impact development in future years.

The Proponent has committed that 25% of the site will be built
and maintained as publicly accessible open space, with
approximately 27 acres in Boston and an additional approximately
13 acres in Revere, all of which will be available to Boston
residents. This commitment will be set forth in and enforceable
pursuant to the PDA documents for the project, including the
Master Plan PDA and the PDA Development Plans for each phase,
which detail the specific open space commitments that are being
made by phase. The open space is phased along with the rest of
the development, and it is not feasible to construct the entirety of
the open space network as part of the first phase of the project.
FEIR Chapter 2, Figure 2.2 depicts the proposed open space area
types by phase. Chapter 1, Section 1.4.3 discusses on- and off-site
infrastructure/improvements by phase. These are also depicted in
Figures 1.10a-e.

21.04 CLF

CLF generally supports these open space
components 21.03 but requests the
Proponent provide detailed public access
improvements by phase accompanied by
maps of open space and transit phasing,
particularly considering the holistic and
interconnected nature of pedestrian and
bicycle networks in the Master Plan.

The Master Plan Project has been designed to reconnect the
Project Site to surrounding areas of East Boston and Revere with
an approximately 40-acre publicly accessible open space network
that represents approximately 25 percent of the overall Project
Site area. Chapter 2, Section 2.1 includes a description of the
active and passive open spaces by development phase, which is
shown in Figure 2.1.

21.05 CLF

On page 61 of Volume 1 (Table 1-2), the
DEIR asserts that the 40 acres of open
space will consist of 36 acres of green
public open space, playgrounds, and bike
paths, and 2 acres of “public realm area.”
We note that this accounts for 38 of the
proposed 40 acres and request clarity on
the use of the additional acreage. CLF also
appreciates that the proponent excluded 8
acres of wetland buffers, streets, and
sidewalks from the open space calculation.

Please see DEIR Chapter 2, Figure 2-13 to reference how the open
space is being calculated. The 40 acres of open space does not
include sidewalks and cycle tracks except when they are directly
adjacent to open spaces, therefore the complete public realm
network is greater than 40 acres. Also reference Figure 2-14 (plan
of active, passive, and civic) which outlines open space area by
type, showing approximately 21 acres of active recreation,
approximately 3 acres of outdoor civic space, and approximately
16 acres of open space for active recreation. Note that the cycle
tracks and sidewalks are only included in the calculations when
adjacent to open spaces and are therefore under-represented in
the numbers above.
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21.06 CLF

It is still unclear what percent of the public
realm/open space is impervious, including
plazas and pedestrian or bicycle paths. CLF
requests that the Proponent provide a
visual and tabular breakdown of
impervious surfaces by open space type
(pedestrian and bicycle networks, parks
and playgrounds, plazas, landscaping, etc.).

Civic spaces like Belle Isle Square and Beachmont Plaza are
predominately hardscaped zones; Active play areas like the
Active Linear Park will have an intermediate permeability; Areas
for passive recreation nearby wetlands will have the most
permeability with minimal walking paths, which will consist of
pervious paving materials. Chapter 2, Figure 2.3 illustrates which
areas of the open space system are pervious, impervious, and
semi-pervious.

21.07 CLF

We recognize that this is a significant
amount of open space and request
clarification on what percentage of the 40
acres will be made open and available to
the public, without restriction, on a regular
basis. Further, we urge the state to require
the Proponent to enter into an MOU with
the cities and/or the state to ensure that
these spaces will be made publicly available
in perpetuity and cannot institute rules or
regulations that limit freedom of assembly
and other core functions of public spaces.

The Master Plan Project has been designed to reconnect the
Project Site to surrounding areas of East Boston and Revere with
an approximately 40-acre publicly accessible open space network
that represents approximately 25 percent of the overall Project
Site area. Chapter 2, Section 2.1.3 includes a description of how
the open space will be managed to ensure it remains available to
the public in perpetuity.

21.08 CLF

The Master Plan is a unique opportunity to
connect existing pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure to planned networks onsite.
There is potential for portions of the onsite
and offsite improvements to create a
cohesive link between Constitution Beach
to the South and Revere Beach to the
North, building on the East Boston
Greenway. Similar opportunities exist to
connect the site to the Belle Isle Marsh trail
network and Chelsea Creek. While the
Proponent acknowledges these
opportunities, they have not been fully
explored. We request that the FEIR further
explore these options and describe how the
proponent can accomplish this through the
Master Plan, including any initial
conversations with the Department of
Conservation and Recreation (DCR) and
relevant easement holders.

The Proponent will fund design and construction of a community
path along Walley Street and a pedestrian crossing of Bennington
Street. The Proponent will fund a feasibility study for a
community path linking Walley Street north to Revere Beach. An
at-grade crossing has been proposed at the Tomasello Drive /
Route 1A intersection to allow for bicycle and pedestrian access
across Route 1A. This would link to existing public waterfront
access to the Chelsea River north of the Logan Cargo Park site.
The rail corridor along the Chelsea River has been identified for
future development as a shared use path by both the City of
Boston and City of Revere. Conversion of this corridor to a shared
use path is not included as mitigation for the Suffolk Downs site.
The Proponent will fund a feasibility study for this extension from
Walley Street to Revere Beach. As part of that effort the
Proponent will engage DCR, MassDOT, the Cities of Boston and
Revere and other relevant stakeholders and easement holders in
the design process.
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21.09 CLF

Under the Revised Preferred Alternative,
Figure 2.1b of the Proponent’s Response
indicates that much of Phase 4
development in Revere will be subject to
flooding during a 100-year storm at full
buildout, inundating what appears to be
primarily sidewalks and roads in the
northeast corner of the site. Given this
reality, it is troubling that the Proponent
has not provided information on how they
will manage vehicular, shuttle, biking and
pedestrian access in the area during a flood
event.

To protect the project and its future residents from climate
change and sea level rise, the buildings have been designed to
place the finished floor elevation above the BPDA design flood
elevation of 20.5. The design flood elevation includes an
additional 1-foot of freeboard above the projected 2070 base
flood elevation of 19.5. The Phase 4R area shown in Figure 2.1b of
the Response to Request for Additional Information where
inundation is expected to occur will contain commercial
development only on the ground floor. During the 1-percent
annual chance flood active access to areas anticipated to
experience flooding would not be encouraged, as appropriate
during an emergency situation. Development in this area is
commercial and mixed-use, with commercial development on the
ground floor. The Project's approach to sheltering in place is
explored in FEIR Chapter 8, Section 8.4.3.

21.10 CLF

The Proponent has asserted that the
underground storage tank and all parts of
the CAFO will be removed. However, CLF
requests further explanation detailing how
this will be done in a manner that complies
with the Wetlands Protection Act and
Surface Water Quality Standards, and how
the standard of no adverse impact will be
met.

Refer to Chapter 4, Section 4.3.4 for clarification as to when the
CAFO will be closed, a description of the work and activities
necessary to close and remove the CAFO, and identification of the
applicable regulatory criteria (including Wetlands Protection Act
and Water Quality Standards).

21.11 CLF

Further, the FEIR should clearly outline the
Master Plan phasing of construction and
rehabilitation activity proposed within or
near wetland resource areas and buffer
zones.

Construction phasing is described in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.
Activities related to wetland resource areas and buffers are
indicated in Table 1.2. All phases of construction require review
under the Massachusetts Wetland Protection Act and will be
subject to local Conservation Commission review and approval
through Notice of Intent (NOI) filings. The NOI for each phase will
include specific details of the proposed stormwater management
system improvements and demonstrate compliance with the
applicable regulatory standards.
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21.12 CLF

While the Proponent indicates there will be
no adverse effects on Belle Isle Marsh and
Rumney Marshes offsite, portions of Sales
Creek on the project site are also
considered to be ACEC and further
explanation is needed how development
across the entire ACEC as outlined in Figure
5.1 of the DEIR, not just the daylighted
portion of the Creek, will meet the
standards of the Wetlands Protection Act.

All phases of construction require review under the
Massachusetts Wetland Protection Act and will be subject to local
Conservation Commission review and approval through Notice of
Intent (NOI) filings. The NOI for each phase will include specific
details of the proposed stormwater management system
improvements and demonstrate compliance with the applicable
regulatory standards. Requirements relating to ACECs are
incorporated into other state regulatory programs, including the
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Regulations at 310 CMR
10.00, which prohibits the destruction or impairment of BVW
within an ACEC. Work within BVW is anticipated to be limited to
Sales Creek daylighting and invasive species management. To the
extent that other work within BVW in the ACEC becomes
necessary as the Project design is advanced, it will be evaluated in
terms of compliance with the applicable criteria. Compliance of
the Sales Creek Daylighting criteria for BVW in an ACEC criteria is
detailed in Section 2.2.1 of the Response to Request for
Additional Information dated November 30, 2018. With regard to
invasive species management, the work will similarly not destroy
or impair the BVW, and therefore complies with the relevant
performance standard.

21.13 CLF

Given the high groundwater levels, the
Proponent notes that, “it may not be
feasible to retain or infiltrate the full oneinch of stormwater runoff”. The Proponent
has also rather vaguely addressed DEP’s 10
Stormwater Management Standards, and
we therefore request greater detail
regarding the functioning of the
stormwater system in the FEIR. Specifically,
the FEIR should include a detailed site map
illustrating where low impact development
features, water treatment systems and
cisterns will be located; show the direction
of water flow through the proposed
system; further elaborate on I/I removal
programs; and give estimates on what
percentage of stormwater will be retained
onsite vs. what will be runoff.

To date the stormwater management system has been master
planned. The main stormwater BMPs have been strategically
located and conceptually planned to ensure that the Master Plan
Project reserves ample space for stormwater management. Prior
to construction of each phase detailed information of the
stormwater BMPs associated with the phase will be provided to
the local permitting authority for review. The Proponent agrees to
treat stormwater prior to discharge using best management
practices to protect the sensitive receiving waters. The
stormwater management system will be planned to provide
treatment of stormwater runoff associated with the proposed
impervious surfaces on-site, and will be designed to treat a
minimum of the first one (1) inch of runoff generated by the onsite paved impervious areas. This will be achieved through a
combination of stormwater BMPs, green infrastructure, and
source control and pollution prevention measures. Prior to
construction of each phase, detailed information and plans of the
stormwater BMPs associated with the phase will be provided to
the local permitting authority for review.
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21.14 CLF

Stormwater directed to the Creek is to be
treated for total suspended solids, but it is
unclear if the runoff will receive any other
treatment. The Proponent states that DEP’s
2008 Stormwater Management Handbook
waives the requirement to control peak
discharge rates within LSCSF - and given
that this additional runoff will be directed
towards Chelsea Creek - it is unclear exactly
what stormwater management practices
will be implemented for the Creek besides
treatment for Total Suspended Solids. This
is a significant concern given the Creek’s
existing water quality concerns and we
request the Proponent fully describe how
all stormwater directed towards Chelsea
Creek will meet or exceed state
requirements.

As described in Chapter, Sections 4.1 and 4.3, the stormwater
management design has been revised so that peak runoff rates to
both Sales Creek and Chelsea Creek are maintained. The system
has also been designed to improve stormwater runoff quality in
accordance with the MassDEP 2008 Stormwater Management
Handbook using a combination of conventional BMPs and green
infrastructure.

21.15 CLF

CLF also has concerns regarding the impact The impact of interim sewer connections on wetlands is
of the interim sewer connections. The DEIR addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3.5
states that connecting an interim sewer on
the Revere portion of the site to existing
wastewater infrastructure will require,
“jacking the sewer main under the wetland
system in the northwestern portion of the
project site.” We request the Proponent
describe the impact this interim sewer
connection will have on wetlands both
within the project boundaries and on
abutting sites.

21.16 CLF

The Proponent should clarify why such
interim connections are the favored
approach and indicate during which phase
of the Master Plan the bypass line will be
constructed.

The bypass line will be constructed for Phase 2. The interim sewer
solutions will serve the first phase of development. This will
reduce the scope of work for the first phase of development and
enable more time for planning, coordination and design review of
the bypass line. To construct the MWRA bypass sewer, Main
Street would have to be constructed in the first phase of
development, along with the sewage pump station, and the 3,500
LF bypass sewer.
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21.17 CLF

Appendix H provides site maps detailing
proposed stormwater, water and sewer
lines. We request the Proponent create
separate maps for the different systems in
the FEIR, clarifying the location of lowimpact development features and
elevations.

To date the stormwater management system has been master
planned. The main stormwater BMPs have been strategically
located and conceptually planned to ensure that the Master Plan
Project reserves ample space for stormwater management. Prior
to construction of each phase detailed information and plans of
the stormwater BMPs associated with the phase will be provided
to the local permitting authority for review. Please see Chapter 4,
Figure 4.3 and Chapter 11, Figures 11.1-11.4.

21.18 CLF

CLF appreciates the Proponent’s
commitment to a robust tree canopy. To
better assess the net increase in tree
canopy proposed for the site, we request
that the Proponent also provide
information on how many existing trees
will be cleared from the site as part of the
redevelopment and the projected net
increase in canopy coverage.

Chapter 2, Figure 2-18, indicates, for all phases of development,
existing trees to be removed, preserved, or enhanced. An
estimated total of 242,728 square feet of existing canopy is
anticipated to be removed at full buildout and approximately
241,296 square feet of canopy to be preserved. A total of 2,350
trees are expected to be planted through all 5 phases, resulting in
an estimated 587,500 square feet of proposed canopy, reflected
in Figure 19. The proposed canopy cover has been calculated
using Arlington County’s tree canopy calculator, a tested
permitting tool required as part of the Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Ordinance. A medium-large tree from the calculator
was used as the basis for measure, assuming a conservative 250
square feet per tree, which equates to an approximate 18 foot
spread at 20 years of establishment. Accounting for all proposed
and preserved canopy, approximately 828,796 square feet of
canopy is expected within 20 years, resulting in a net gain of
586,068 square feet of canopy total or a 341% increase in canopy
area.

21.19 CLF

As previously mentioned, the Proponent
has proposed redirecting stormwater to
Chelsea Creek so that Sales Creek and
nearby wetland resource areas do not
experience net negative effects. CLF
requests further explanation as to how
these increased stormwater discharges will
be managed so as not to further degrade
Chelsea Creek’s water quality.

As described in Chapter, Sections 4.1 and 4.3, the stormwater
management design has been revised so that peak runoff rates to
both Sales Creek and Chelsea Creek are maintained without
flooding impacts to off-site properties. It has also been designed
to improve stormwater runoff quality in accordance with the
MassDEP 2008 Stormwater Management Handbook using a
combination of conventional BMPs and green infrastructure.
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21.20 CLF

Resiliency measures described by the
Proponent include adding a flood barrier
between Bennington Street and Belle Isle
Marsh to protect the site and the district
(Figure 8.6 of the DEIR). CLF urges the
Proponent to consider site designs that do
not require future flood barriers to be built
by regulators since the regulatory and
financial feasibility of the proposed barrier
are currently unclear.

As described in Chapter 8, Section 8.1, the Project has been
redesigned to eliminate additional displacement of floodwaters as
a result of the Project for all major construction phases and
modeled storm events. This is due to multiple factors including a
reduction in the peak rate of runoff from the site, low impact
development site design, on-site storage areas, and proposed
flood mitigation. The Project is hydraulically connected to over
one thousand nearby properties in Revere and Boston. All of
these properties will experience either no additional flooding or
reduced flooding (depth and extents) during all major
construction phases of the Project for all modeled storm events.
With or without the Project, portions of Revere and Boston will
be subject to flooding from both daily tides and extreme events as
a result of sea level rise. These low-lying neighborhoods will
require regional flood protection infrastructure in order to
mitigate climate change impacts. The City of Boston has identified
a regional protective berm along Bennington Street as one
potential regional solution. The proponent has committed to fund
a feasibility study for this regional protective berm prior to Phase
2 of the Project.

21.21 CLF

We also urges the Proponent to consider
how the redevelopment project may
negatively impact and exacerbate existing
flood at the adjacent hazardous facilities;
specifically, how the resiliency measures on
the site, including the elevated grade, may
impact the flood vulnerability of the fuel
storage tanks.

Potential impacts to developed areas due to flooding are
discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3.1 and Chapter 8, Section
8.3.3. Appendix D includes modeling videos that depict how
floodwaters are anticipated to flow from Belle Isle Inlet, Chelsea
creek, and Sales Creek onto and off of the Project site and
abutting properties during the six modeled storm events. All of
the adjacent properties to which the Project is hydraulically
connected will experience either no additional flooding or
reduced flooding (depth and extents) during all major
construction phases of the Project for all modeled storm events.

21.22 CLF

While helping to decrease flood extent
onsite, these measures can lead to a threeinch increase in flood extent at properties
abutting Washburn Avenue and the MBTA
Beachmont station. CLF urges the
Proponent to seek out other measures to
improve flood resiliency at Suffolk Downs
that do not result in negative impacts to its
neighbors or rely so heavily on state
investment.

As described in Chapter 8, Section 8.1, the Project has been
redesigned to eliminate additional displacement of floodwaters as
a result of the Project for all major construction phases and
modeled storm events. This is due to multiple factors including a
reduction in the peak rate of runoff from the site, low impact
development site design, on-site storage areas, and proposed
flood mitigation.

Response to Comments
14-102a

Suffolk Downs
#

Commenter

Table 14-2

FEIR

Comment

Response

21.23 CLF

We further question of logic of only
analyzing sea level rise and flood extent out
to the year 2070, when full buildout of the
project site will not even happen until the
late 2030s. The Proponent states in the
DEIR that the design life of the project is 50
years. Since the final phases of buildout are
to be completed in the late 2030s, this final
phase will have a design life close to 2090.
Therefore, a more appropriate analysis
would include impacts to the site for the
year 2100, particularly given the significant
increases in mean sea level rise predicted
to occur between 2070 and 2100.

As described in Chapter 8, Section 8.2, a working group with
several state agencies including CZM, DCR, DEP and the MEPA
office helped guide the Project's resiliency analysis and mitigation
commitments. The FEIR study investigated six (6) modeling
scenarios selected at a working group meeting with CZM (May
6th, 2019). As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, the Proponent
will return to MEPA to evaluate off-site mitigation prior to
construction of Phase 4R to evaluate Resiliency mitigation
options.

21.24 CLF

The DEIR is also unclear as to how flexibility
has been integrated into the design of
buildings and transportation infrastructure
– through measures such as greater floor to
ceiling height – that would allow for
necessary grade increases in future years.
We request that the Proponent include
clear site maps indicating the precise
elevations of buildings, transportation and
utility infrastructure, and open space
throughout the phases and at full buildout
as a visual representation of how sea level
rise, flooding, and extreme precipitation
will be handled at each stage of
construction.... We urge the Proponent to
illustrate specific building elevations as well
as the elevation of all access routes ..and
landscaping features during each stage so
that transportation access and individual
building resiliency can be assessed.

Detailed 80-scales plans have been included showing the
proposed site improvements, including roadway elevations. As
the permitting progresses for each phase of development, design
details will be provided.
Phased site plans have also been developed showing the
infrastructure improvements and flood mitigation proposed for
each phase. A resiliency analysis was conducted for each phase
of development to ensure flood impacts were addressed.
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21.25 CLF

Finally, the DEIR analyzes the feasibility of a
district energy/microgrid system. Notably,
as of June 2018, the Boston Planning and
Development Agency (BPDA) requires all
projects at or above 1.5 million square feet
of floor area to undertake a feasibility
assessment for a district energy microgrid
among other requirements. As stated
earlier, this project involves 16.5 million
square feet of development – one of the
largest redevelopment projects in the
Northeast. While the Proponent may not
technically be required to comply with the
new Smart Utility Policy given the start
date of their permitting, they should
voluntary comply with all of the standards
to the maximum extent practicable.

Since completing the DEIR, a SMART utility feasibility study
(Suffolk Downs May 6, 2019 BPDA – Smart Utilities Policy for
Article 80 Development Review, Feasibility Assessment for District
Energy Microgrids) was provided by Source One on behalf of the
Proponent for the Suffolk Downs Project and submitted to the
BPDA. The Proponent is committed to reviewing and working with
the City of Boston's Smart Utility Guidelines, including: Reserving
right-of-way easements between buildings to facilitate potential
future building microgrid connections; Evaluating feasibility of
Heat Recovery Chillers for individual commercial buildings over
100,000 SF with an anchor lab tenant or other entity with a large
thermal base load; Within each building over 100,000 GSF,
providing space allowance for an additional breaker for future
microgrid integration or integration of behind the meter
distributed generation; and achieving recommended first floor
elevations. The team also completed the preliminary Smart
Utilities Checklist in conjunction with the BPDA's Smart Utility
Guidelines.

21.26 CLF

The DEIR indicates that a district
energy/microgrid system is not feasible and
the Proponent will be exploring technology
improvements such as PV and energy on a
building by building basis as interim
alternative solutions to improving resiliency
and reducing carbon emissions. However,
the Proponent asserts the infeasibility of a
microgrid without offering either a
convincing or detailed explanation about
technical and financial feasibility. More
documentation is needed to properly
evaluate the Proponent’s claims here,
including quantifying net present value and
return on investment for the relevant
financial components of the assessment.

Please refer to response to comment 21.25. As noted in Section
9.7, a district energy system with cogeneration would have a
negative impact to the GHG emissions of the Master Plan Project
as buildings would become locked into natural gas supply for
thermal end uses in buildings, or into generating electricity from
natural gas. As the electricity grid becomes increasingly less
carbon-intensive, a cogeneration system becomes a carbon
penalty. The Proponent is committed to evaluating electrification
options, all-electric options for simultaneous heating and cooling
demand, and available incentives as the design of individual
buildings progresses.

21.27 CLF

We also note that while some of the
Please refer to response to comment 21.25.
regulatory issues identified in the feasibility
assessment may be valid for a complete
district microgrid (electricity and heat),
they are not valid for district heating, the
core focus of BPDA’s new rules. We request
that the Proponent provide a separate
feasibility analysis for district heat for
which the technical and financial feasibility
is likely to be different than the full district
energy scenario.
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21.28 CLF

In light of increasing congestion and
climate pressures, CLF must also note the
critical need for much larger public
transportation infrastructure that extends
beyond the capacity of individual
developers and are the responsibility of
MassDOT, Massport, and MBTA. The
Proponent cannot be expected to finance
transit investment at such levels, but can
be expected to identify the necessary scale
and basic conceptual characteristics
required, which should be facilitated by
MEPA through requirement of a
supplemental MEPA process.

Please see Chapter 6 and Chapter 13 for an update on the
transportation analysis and the proposed mitigation being
provided by the Project which is extensive. In addition, the
Proponent, since the DEIR, has committed to Transit Mitigation
payments which are further detailed in Chapter 13.

21.29 CLF

The FEIR should address how the creation
of a Transit-Oriented neighborhood Suffolk
Downs will be tied to investment into the
long-term preservation of existing and
development of new affordable housing.
While the City of Boston’s Inclusionary
Development Policy (IDP) mandates that
projects seeking variances commit to
creating affordable housing, the City of
Revere does not currently have a similar
policy. In addition, the BPDA has indicated
it will likely be revisiting and increasing its
affordable housing requirements through
the IDP over the next year. We strongly
encourage the equitable distribution of
affordable housing across the entire project
site.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.6.4, The Project will create
a range of housing types serving many types of existing and new
residents, including a substantial number of affordable units in
support of the City of Boston’s IDP. The total number of
affordable units is estimated at approximately 930 units. In
addition to complying with the IDP, as part of the Boston PDA
Plans, the Proponent is committed to funding a new East Boston
Neighborhood Housing Stabilization Fund and working with the
City of Boston to direct portions of future Housing Exaction
Payments (Linkage Funds) to this new East Boston Neighborhood
Stabilization Fund to help address ongoing displacement
pressures in and around East Boston. The amount to be funded is
to be determined based on discussions with the City and elected
officials. Additional details about housing affordability can be
found in Section 1.4 of the Suffolk Downs Additional Information
document submitted to the BPDA on September 16, 2019.

21.30 CLF

As with investments into transportation
Analysis of off-site housing design is outside the scope of this
and, specifically, public transit
FEIR.
infrastructure, individual developers cannot
be expected to fully address area
inadequacies in and need for affordable
housing with business as usual techniques.
This will require substantial government
investment. However, the Proponent can
reasonably be expected to do the analysis
needed to identify the physical footprint
and urban design characteristics for
housing stability and successful community
building.
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21.31 CLF

The Proponent is conducting engineering
and architectural assessments of the two
[MBTA] stations. We urge that if any
station redesign is found to be necessary,
that it be completed early on in the
project’s full buildout in order to enhance
access to transit such that single-vehicle
use and habit is mitigated as early as
possible.

The Proponent shall coordinate with MassDOT and the MBTA to
on the timing and scope of any MBTA Station improvements,
taking into account the State's priority and planning for each
station.

21.32 CLF

Figures 3.11 and 3.16 illustrate how the
shuttle loops will connect to the Suffolk
Downs and Beachmont Blue Line Stations.
However, it appears the shuttle loops are
separated from nearby MBTA bus service.
We urge the Proponent to consider a more
transit-just approach that seamlessly
connects shuttle service to the public bus
system

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use.
The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1,
and includes provision of bus shuttle connections. Please refer to
Chapter 6, Section 6.7.4.1 for more details on the proposed
shuttle routes and connections.

21.33 CLF

The DEIR does not indicate whether the
onsite or connecting shuttle services will be
open to the public, what the estimated cost
of a ride would be, or for how many years
shuttle services will be provided. We
request that this detail be provided in the
FEIR, including a commitment to long-term
shuttle service, and strongly urge that the
onsite shuttle service be free and accessible
to all residents and visitors.

As part of the mitigation program, detailed in Chapter 13, Section
13.1, the Proponent is committing to provision of supplemental
shuttle services as warranted by demand and annual transit use
monitoring, which will inform the shuttle program needs. Onsite
and connecting shuttle services will be open to the public.

21.34 CLF

Given the project’s proximity to the rail
lines, we also encourage the Proponent to
explore the possibility for a new Commuter
Rail Station near the northeast corner of
the project.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use.
The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1. A
new commuter rail station is not among the list of planned
improvements, although connector shuttle service to Chelsea
Station on the Newburyport/Rockport Line as warranted by
demand is part of the committed package of transit
improvements.

21.35 CLF

In light of the findings from the
transportation analysis, we urge the
Proponent to consider transit access,
prioritization, and frequency options with
the MBTA to mitigate overcrowding of
Route 119 and to shift users to other
routes and transit options.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use.
The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.
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21.36 CLF

While the transit mode share estimates are
higher than MassDOT’s parameters for
2028/2038, they are well below Go Boston
2030’s targets. Estimates for 2028 and
2038 are 31% and 39%, respectively,
compared to 44% in Go Boston. Estimates
for driving alone are up to twice those
proposed by Go Boston. This may be in part
due to the proposed 557 free street
parking spaces and total estimated 15,250
spaces at full buildout. We request the
Proponent install meters for any on-street
parking.

Please refer to Chapter 6 for the findings of the updated
transportation analysis for the Project, including details on
proposed parking in Section 6.10 and mode share projections
from the CTPS travel demand model in Section 6.5.2.5. As
described in Section 6.10.1.2, the Proponent acknowledges that a
key measure to reduce parking demand is to ensure that parking
is not provided for free. On-street parking will be time limited and
with a metered fee structure. Structured parking will have a fee
structure, which will vary based on location and adjacent uses.
Parking for residential uses will be unbundled, where possible.

21.37 CLF

The DEIR also states that office and retail
tenants will be encouraged to provide
transit subsidies or passes to employees,
though it is unclear how this will be
accomplished.

It is anticipated that the Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Plan for the Project will take advantage of membership in a
local Transportation Management Association (TMA) to facilitate
proactive and comprehensive TDM initiatives in the area. Please
refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.3 for details on the proposed
Transportation Management Association (TMA) program and
TDM initiatives.

21.38 CLF

The City of Boston’s comment letter in the
EENF requested lower parking ratios for
office, residential and retail uses
specifically to “minimize single occupancy
vehicle use”. The Proponent reasons that
meeting these lower ratios would be
difficult and that the higher ratios
presented in the DEIR are necessary.
However, no rationale or discussion as to
why they are necessary is provided.

Although it is a TOD site, Suffolk Downs is currently an unproven
location for the larger commercial office tenants which the
Proponent is working to bring to the Project. With these larger
commercial tenant's employment base coming from various
locations in Greater Boston that may not be appropriately served
by transit, there is a need for employers to provide parking spaces
to its workforce. The Proponent has experienced similar trends
working on similar transit-oriented mixed-use development
projects outside of Boston's central business district. Chapter 6,
Section 6.10, describes the parking program, including the
revisions to the parking supply numbers, which are reduced from
those proposed in the DEIR. Since the DEIR the proposed total
number of parking spaces has decreased from 15,250 to 13,820.

21.39 CLF

CLF also cautions that allowing site users to
park at the existing lots used for the
racetrack during early phasing of
construction will create induced parking
demand and an expectation that there will
always be ample parking at Suffolk Downs.

Chapter 6, Section 6.10 describes the parking program, including
the revisions to the parking supply numbers, which are reduced
from those proposed in the DEIR. Since the DEIR the proposed
total number of parking spaces has decreased from 15,250 to
13,820. Phased and interim parking are discussed in Section
6.10.1.
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21.40 CLF

To enhance bicycle use and safety, we
encourage the Proponent to consider
constructing protected bike lanes instead
of on-street bike lanes wherever possible
both onsite and as part of roadway
improvements offsite.

Site design follows MassDOT's 2015 Separated Bike Lane Planning
& Design Guide in the application of separated bike lanes. The
guide states that separated bike lanes are generally not necessary
on streets where operating speeds are below 25 mph and traffic
volumes are below 6,000 vehicles per day. Only Tomasello Way,
Park Road and the Main Street retail corridor would be expected
to meet these volume or speed thresholds, and all have been
shown in site design documents to include separated bike lanes.
Nearly all streets internal to the site have separated bike lanes or
cycle tracks, in additional to a robust network of shared use paths
available to bicyclists in many locations. Streets designated in the
site plan to have bike lanes are neighborhood streets expected to
have low volumes and low speeds, and therefore do not warrant
separated bike lanes per the MassDOT guide. The "Green Finger"
bike lanes on the site are actually a combination of buffered and
parking-protected bike lanes. A two-way separated bike lane has
been proposed along the Winthrop Avenue edge of the site for its
full length. Off-site, the Proponent has agreed to fund design and
construction for a two-way separated bike lane or shared use
path along Walley Street and a pedestrian crossing of Bennington
Street. The Proponent will fund a feasibility study and conceptual
design for a shared use path linking Constitution Beach to Revere
Beach.

21.41 CLF

In light of the significant climate risks at
Suffolk Downs, CLF requests further
explanation of how flooding events,
extreme precipitation and sea level rise will
affect the viability of transportation
infrastructure to be built. The DEIR
indicates roadways are to be raised to
“remain passable during significant coastal
storms through 2070” but does not provide
specific elevation information for the site’s
roads, pedestrian walkways, or bike paths,
nor how risks and to transportation will be
mitigated and access managed in an
extreme weather event or flood. The FEIR
should describe how newly constructed
roadways on-site will meet Boston’s
Climate Resilient Design Standards and
Guidelines for protecting public rights-ofway.

As described in Chapter 8, Sections 8.3.3.2, 8.7.3, and 8.7.4, the
site has been designed to provide new roadways and buildings
above future extreme flood conditions. The roadway network has
been designed so that every building has an egress route out of
the Site or is accessible to emergency vehicles during major storm
events. Detailed 80-scales plans have been included showing the
proposed site improvements, including roadway elevations. As
the permitting progresses for each phase of development, design
details will be provided. Phased site plans have also been
developed showing the infrastructure improvements and flood
mitigation proposed for each phase. A resiliency analysis was
conducted for each phase of development to ensure flood
impacts were addressed.
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21.42 CLF

Similarly, the Suffolk Downs and
Beachmont MBTA stations and even the
Blue Line itself are at risk of flooding. The
Proponent should consider how a storm
event would affect mode shift and access
to the site.

Chapter 8, Section 8.3.4 includes an analysis of existing
vulnerabilities of nearby MBTA facilities. Section 8.4 describes
how the proposed mitigation would reduce flooding at these
locations.

21.43 CLF

Finally, the DEIR notes approximately 40 to Details on mitigation phasing are provided in Chapter 1, Section
50% of the transportation mitigation and 1.4.1.
improvements will be completed by 2028.
CLF requests that the FEIR provide a more
detailed description by project phase of
which transit routes, nodes and
connections to be constructed onsite and
offsite so that these interim transit
networks and connections may also be
evaluated.

21.44 CLF

In its EENF comment letter from January
17, 2017, the Massachusetts Department
of Energy Resources (DOER) noted that, if
built to code, the site would add an
estimated 59,000 tons/year of CO2. The
Proponent should provide a detailed
rationale for the discrepancy between
DOER’s estimate and their own estimate of
emissions.

The Proponent has estimated the Project's anticipated stationary
source GHG emissions using detailed building energy modeling in
consultation with DOER. A revised analysis detailing anticipated
stationary source GHG emissions is provided in Chapter 9 of the
FEIR.

21.45 CLF

The stationary emissions impact of full
buildout at Suffolk Downs will add roughly
12% to Revere’s emissions from buildings
citywide and will add considerably to
Boston’s citywide emissions. CLF requests a
description of how the site will minimize
emissions in Revere to the extent
practicable, and how current energy
efficiency and emissions proposals are in
line with the City of Boston’s goal for
carbon neutrality by 2050.

The Proponent has also made many commitments to reducing
energy use and GHG emissions associated with the Project, as
detailed in Chapter 9. Commitments such as 2 MW of rooftop
solar PV arrays, Passive House and Energy Positive designs, and
examining all-electric alternatives are consistent with the City's
Climate Action Plan. Given the life span of the Master Plan
Project’s build out, the Proponent will evaluate opportunities for
electrification of heating and hot water end uses (allowing for a
carbon neutral building) as individual building designs progress
including the available incentives and utility costs. The proposed
approach and systems for each building typology do not preclude
a change in energy supply at a later date. A pathway to 16,000 tpy
has been provided in Chapter 9, see section 9.2.7

Response to Comments
14-109a

Suffolk Downs
#

Commenter

Table 14-2

FEIR

Comment

Response

21.46 CLF

DOER’s comment letter notes the most
significant energy savings are possible
through passive design, which could save
up to 27,000 tons/year of CO2 emissions.
Despite comment letters from DOER and
Revere raising building efficiency concerns,
all of the eight building typologies
considered onsite exceed ASHRAE
standards for window to wall ratio (in some
cases by 50%), meaning the buildings will
be less efficient. We request that the
Proponent provide a rationale for why a
higher window to wall ratio is still deemed
necessary.

The Proponent is committed to providing energy efficient
buildings with 5% of Buildings achieving greater than 50% energy
usage savings; 35% of Buildings will achieving 30% to 50% energy
usage savings; 55% of Buildings will achieving 18% to 30% energy
usage savings and 5% of Buildings will achieving 10% to 18%
energy usage savings. The Massachusetts building code does not
require the window-to-wall ratio of the buildings to meet the
code baseline, instead giving flexibility to provide energy savings
through other measures. The Proponent will explore the potential
to reduce the window-to-wall ratios of individual buildings as they
are designed. In addition, the Project is committing to measures
such as solar PV arrays, Passive House and Energy Positive
designs. See Chapter 9, Section 9.2.2 for mitigation commitments

21.47 CLF

The Proponent should outline the specific
low-carbon performance standards that
will be employed on the entire site prior to
construction that go beyond LEED
certifiability and incorporate elements of
the 2015 Passive House Building standard,
as recommended by DOER.

Through coordination with the referenced entities, the Proponent
commits to construct a Passive house, or equivalent for one (1)
demonstration multifamily residential project of a minimum
50,000 square feet in Phase 1 Boston and a cost estimate for a
200,000 square foot project in Phase 1 Revere which will be
shared with State and City authorities. These commitments will
achieve ultra-low energy design in an all-electric building and
provide local analysis for the cost effectiveness of Passive House
which will inform subsequent phases of the project and projects
beyond the Proponent’s site. In addition, all single family homes
and townhomes will be designed to Carbon Neutral, or Energy
Positive (E+) building standards, or equivalent, . The FEIR also
provide a Passive House Design Evaluation, refer to Section 9.2.3
for full details. Current available incentives associated with
Passive House were also analyzed and submitted to DOER prior to
the filing of this FEIR and is provided the memorandum from
ARUP to Paul Ormond (DOER) dated October 1, 2019 and is
provided in Appendix E.
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21.48 CLF

In its Passive House feasibility study from
the DEIR, the Proponent found that
achieving the standards for residential highrise buildings would mean a cost increment
of 2.4% with a 24-year payback period. CLF
requests that the FEIR include a more
detailed rationale as to why this relatively
low-cost increment is considered
prohibitive to residential Passive House
construction across the site. The
Proponent’s existing commitments are a
promising step forward. We urge the
Proponent to see the redevelopment of
Suffolk Downs as a unique opportunity to
create an entirely new, sustainable
neighborhood using existing renewable
energy practices and efficient design that
helps both cities and the state achieve
emissions reductions.

Through coordination with the referenced entities, the Proponent
commits to construct a Passive house for one (1) demonstration
multifamily residential project of a minimum 50,000 square feet
in Phase 1 Boston and a cost estimate for a 200,000 square foot
project in Phase 1 Revere which will be shared with State and City
authorities. These commitments will achieve ultra-low energy
design in an all-electric building and provide local analysis for the
cost effectiveness of Passive House which will inform subsequent
phases of the project and projects beyond the Proponent’s site.
In addition, all single family homes and townhomes will be
designed to Passive House and/or Energy Positive (E+) building
standards, or equivalent. The FEIR also provide a Passive House
Design Evaluation, refer to Section 9.2.3 for full details. Current
available incentives associated with Passive House were also
analyzed and submitted to DOER prior to the filing of this FEIR and
is provided the memorandum from ARUP to Paul Ormond (DOER)
dated October 1, 2019 and is provided in Appendix E.

21.49 CLF

The DEIR indicates that roughly 20% of the
total rooftop is available for PV systems
given mechanical systems, green roofs, and
low roof areas.... The payback analysis
found that it would take roughly 11.5 years
to pay off solar PV systems onsite, meaning
that systems constructed as part of Phase 1
and 2 of the Master Plan will have
recoupled their capital cost by the time full
buildout is achieved. However, the DEIR
does not indicate a commitment to
implementing solar PV in any phase of the
project, noting only that roofs will be made
“solar-ready” so roofs will be able to
support PV systems in the future. We urge
the Proponent to think holistically about
the energy use and emissions of the site,
noting in particular that the sooner
renewable energy systems can be
implemented, the greater the emissions
reductions and energy savings over the
long-term.

The Proponent is committed to providing solar PV throughout the
Project Site building rooftops totaling a minimum of 2 MW, which
would generate approximately 2,300 MWh of carbon-free
electricity per year once fully installed. This clean renewable
energy source would result in an offset of approximately 813 tons
per year of stationary source CO2 emissions. Solar PV is discussed
in Section 9.2.5.
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21.50 CLF

CLF understands that final build-out and
improvements of leased spaces at Suffolk
Downs may completed by the lessees, but
we are concerned that such an approach
individualizes the responsibility of
implementing sustainability measures and
shifts it onto smaller tenants that may not
have the same financial and technical
capacity as the Proponent. This is
particularly true given the Proponent’s
commitment to attracting small businesses
from the abutting neighborhoods in Revere
and East Boston. We request that the
proponent describe the technical and
financial resources made available to
lessees so that the energy conservation and
sustainability goals of the project can be
met.

As described in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.6, the Proponent will
provide a Tenant Manual that describes means and methods to
reduce energy usage and carbon footprint during interior fit-out
by building tenants and potential incentives that may be available
through MassSAVE. These documents will be used to convey
energy conservation measures included in the base building and
those the tenant are responsible for. A draft of this manual is
provided in Appendix E.

21.51 CLF

The Proponent states that existing mobile A revised mobile-source GHG analysis is included Chapter 9,
source emissions at the site are around
Section 9.3. Inputs for the MOVES model that reflect the listed
175,804 tons/year of CO2. Based on,
emissions control programs were obtained from MassDEP.
“traffic changes and emissions factors”, the MassDEP and EPA are responsible for including these programs
Proponent estimates that a no-build
into the MOVES model. All emission factors have been estimated
scenario for 2038 would have significantly in accordance with current MassDEP and EPA guidelines and
lower emissions (145,018 tons/year)
reflect anticipated trends in emissions built into the MOVES2014
compared to 2018, whereas a build
model.
scenario with mitigation measures would
result in 128,015 tons/year in 2038. The
decreases are attributed to the Federal
Motor Vehicle Emission Control Program
(Tier 3), Stage II Vapor Recovery Systems,
and the Massachusetts Vehicle Inspection
and Maintenance Program. Yet how each
of these requirements and programs
contributes to decreased emissions is not
discussed. CLF therefore requests that an indepth explanation of the data and
methodology used to calculate the 2038
results be included in the FEIR.
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22.01 WalkBoston

One concern we ask the developer to
address with respect to this generously
scaled set of pedestrian ways and open
spaces is that the play areas along the
Active Linear Corridor (with the exception
of the block near Waldemar Avenue) are
located within blocks intended to be
developed not for housing, but office uses,
where presumably there will be few
children in nearby buildings....The
proponents should ascertain if the
proposed Active Linear Corridor is located
appropriately to serve the intended users
who may be living in residences on-site.
Active recreational facilities for small
children might be more appropriate lining
the loop road at the eastern edge of the
proposed Common.... This route would
strengthen the opportunities for residents
to use the Common and its central meeting
places as well.

The Active Linear Corridor distributes active recreation through a
high density, mixed use area for both residents and daytime office
users. The southern end of the Corridor connects to The Orient
Heights Park and the Gateway Park which provide additional
active recreation opportunities to areas which are more densely
populated with residential uses. These parks together act as a
network of active and passive spaces which seek to provide a
diverse range of types of spaces and which encourage connection
to other linked open spaces for all.

22.02 WalkBoston

WalkBoston encourages the proponents to
seriously consider a connection to the East
Boston Greenway....A potential alternative
location for extending the East Boston
Greenway that was suggested in the DEIR
exists in the large tract of land between the
MBTA rail tracks and the Suffolk Downs
property line.

The Proponent will fund design and construction of a separated
bike lane or community path along Walley Street between the
southeast corner of the Site and Bennington Street, and a
pedestrian crossing of Bennington Street and then along
Bennington Street back to Constitution Beach. The Proponent will
fund a feasibility study for a community path connecting Walley
Street and Revere Beach. The alternative location mentioned in
this comment has been reviewed. The MBTA owns a portion of
this area west of the rail corridor and south of the municipal
boundary between Boston and Revere. In Revere, this area is in
private and public ownership and portions of it may wetlands. A
strip of land appears to be an extension of Washburn Avenue
southwards, owned by the City of Revere. The challenge with
utilizing this strip of land is that it cannot connect to the north
without crossing over or under Revere Beach Parkway (a DCR
road), and the area adjacent to Suffolk Downs is quite wet,
meaning that construction of a shared use path would be
technically challenging.
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22.03 WalkBoston

Walley Street, just off Waldemar Avenue, is
the current road and pedestrian access
point to theSuffolk Downs transit station
for Orient Heights residents. This approach
currently works for allaccess to the
neighborhood, and the proposed
development adjacent to it respects
existingneighborhood preferences and
adds no vehicular access to the existing
site. Instead the proposaladds a new access
route for vehicles and shuttle buses to drop
off transit-riders from the
newdevelopment as close as possible to
the transit station; this connection appears
to be a part of theproposed Belle Isle Plaza.
It is a bit unclear how this new connection
will meet with existing streetsand paths,
and the developer, the City of Boston and
the MBTA will need to coordinate the
proposednew access with the existing
street and path layout.

The Proponent will fund design and construction of a community
path or separated bike lane along Walley Street from the
southeast corner of the Site to Bennington Street, and a
pedestrian crossing of Bennington Street. The Walley Street
design will need to be carefully coordinated with other ideas for
Walley Street, including the possible future reconstruction of
Suffolk Downs Station, provision of a long-term bicycle storage
facility, shuttle/bus access, and a Mobility microHUB.
Comprehensive plans are yet to be determined with regards to
the Suffolk Downs Station area. The Proponent will work in
tandem with the City of Boston, MBTA and local stakeholders to
advance a shared vision for Walley Street and the Suffolk Downs
Station Area.

22.04 WalkBoston

The proponents include no discussion or
description of schools and safe routes to
schools. For any students who are
attending nearby schools, walking to school
should be safe and convenient. The
proponents of the project should work with
both the City of Boston and the City of
Revere to assure safe passage for all
students living in Suffolk Downs and using
local schools.

While there are no schools proposed as part of the Project, it aims
to provide a high quality pedestrian environment for users of all
ages, with generous sidewalks and vegetated buffer strips,
pedestrian-scaled blocks and shared use paths along many
streets. Highly visible crosswalks will be marked at road crossings,
and crossings will be well-lit to enhance pedestrian safety at night.
In addition the Project will fully connect with the adjacent
sidewalk systems of East Boston and Revere which provide
pedestrian access to the adjacent Orient Heights East Boston
neighborhood and Boston public schools off-site to the south
(Manassah E. Bradley School at 110 Beachview Road and Curtis
Guide Elementary School at 195 Leyden Street). The Winthrop
Avenue edge of the Project Site to the north would consist of a 12foot sidewalk adjacent to a two-way separated bike lane. This
would extend from the northern edge of the Project Site along
Winthrop Avenue to Washburn Avenue in Revere. Off-site,
proposed traffic signal upgrades planned within Boston for the
Bennington Street/Saratoga Street and Bennington
Street/Neptune Road intersections, as well as along Route 1A at
Boardman Street and Tomasello Drive (a new proposed signal)
will enhance pedestrian safety and accessibility but are not
directly related to school access to and from the Project Site.
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Off-site, pedestrian safety improvements are planned at traffic
signals within Revere along the northern edge of the Project Site,
which aim to enhance pedestrian accessibility into Revere
neighborhoods. Winthrop Avenue traffic signals at North Shore
Road, Tomasello Way and Bennington Street will all be
substantially upgraded with accessible pedestrian curb ramps and
traffic signals. A new traffic signal with pedestrian crossing will be
provided between the Winthrop/Revere Beach Parkway and
Winthrop/Washburn intersections. Additional improvements are
planned for the Winthrop/Route 16 intersection, and Route 1A at
Furlong Drive. These proposed traffic signal improvements will
enhance pedestrian safety and accessibility crossing from the
Project Site into Revere neighborhoods to the north, west and
east, including Garfield Elementary/Middle School and
Beachmont Veterans Memorial School/SeaCoast High School to
the north and northeast of the Project Site, respectively.

22.05 WalkBoston

WalkBoston suggests additional
examination of the role of schools on the
walking paths proposed for the
development. Students attending the
Bradley School from both Suffolk Downs
and Orient Heights would be well served by
a neighborhood connection to the
proposed path network. In addition, we
suggest looking at whether a playfield that
includes active recreation uses could be
located where Crestway Road meets
Waldemar Avenue (Block 5 on Figure 3.7).
A playfield located here could serve both
the school and the new neighborhood at a
logical intersection of the walkways that
are such a positive element of the project.

See Comment 22.04 response.
There are several direct connection points between the Project
Site and Waldemar Avenue, providing access to and from the
Orient Heights neighborhood. These are located at the Active
Linear Corridor, and at two points along the "panhandle" portion
of the Project Site. Orient Heights Park is proposed to be situated
at the intersection of the Active Linear Corridor and Waldemar
Avenue, approximately 900 feet west of Crestview Road. As
currently conceptualized, this park would include a tot lot, two
playgrounds, a basketball court and two pickleball courts. The
Active Linear Corridor would link to other active recreational uses
nearby, including Gateway Park (basketball courts, spikeball, tot
lot, tennis courts and pickleball courts). Additional scattered
playgrounds will be located along the Active Linear Corridor. The
site at large will include other active recreational opportunities
such as ice skating on the horseshoe pond, a multi-use open space
field, and a variety of other flexible open spaces.
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22.06 WalkBoston

WalkBoston has significant concerns about
the proponent’s plans for the Route 1A
corridor. Adding a third vehicular travel
lane in each direction and increasing
roadway capacity from 2,100 to 3,300
vehicles in each direction – an increase of
57 percent – threatens to undermine the
ambitious transit-oriented development
goals the proponent expresses elsewhere
in the proposal. Increased vehicular traffic
will also mean more greenhouse gas
emissions and more risks to pedestrian and
bicyclist safety. We question the need for
more vehicular travel lanes on Route 1A
between Furlong Drive and Boardman
Street, as most southbound traffic on
Route 1A will likely access and exit the
project site via Route 145/Winthrop
Avenue, rather than the proposed “super
street” corridor....(see comment letter for
more details).

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1, the Superstreet
concept is no longer the preferred alternative for mitigation along
Route 1A. An analysis of Route 1A corridor alternatives is
provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.

22.07 WalkBoston

The proposal to add more vehicular travel
lanes within the existing roadway footprint
will also undermine pedestrian and bicycle
accommodations along Route 1A. Adding
lanes will likely require narrowing or
eliminating the current highway median,
which would otherwise provide an
important pedestrian refuge at the new
proposed crossings at Tomasello Drive and
Furlong Drive. Absent such a refuge,
pedestrians will be forced to cross six
highway travel lanes at once, which
increases safety hazards and diminishes
connectivity between the project site and
development and recreation opportunities
along the Chelsea Creek. Adding travel
lanes while maintaining a five-foot roadway
shoulder also reduces the space available
for truly safe and protected bicycle
facilities. The current proposal...does not
provide any meaningful protections for
cyclists.

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1, the Superstreet
concept is no longer the preferred alternative for mitigation along
Route 1A. An analysis of Route 1A corridor alternatives is
provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.
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22.08 WalkBoston

Instead of the “super street” concept, we
encourage the proponents to reconsider
Route 1A as a truly multimodal
transportation corridor, with no new travel
lanes except those built as dedicated pulloffs for buses on both the northbound and
the southbound sides of Route 1A. This will
further advance the proponent’s vision for
transit-oriented development, while also
maintaining space for protected pedestrian
facilities in the median of Route 1A.
Dedicated bus pull-out lanes also provide
for increased bus service. As part of such a
plan, the proponent should commit to
improved bus stop facilities along Route
1A, including benches and shelters. Pullouts for bus lanes and bus stop facilities
should be considered for replacement of
the existing unsafe bus stops at Furlong
Drive, the jug handle at the tank farm,
Tomasello Drive and Boardman Street.

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1, the Superstreet
concept is no longer the preferred alternative for mitigation along
Route 1A. An analysis of Route 1A corridor alternatives is
provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.

22.09 WalkBoston

Pedestrian Access to Route 1A bus
connections: Pedestrians from both
Waldemar Avenue and Suffolk Downs are
affected in a dramatic way by this proposal,
which would add a bus stop island for
northbound buses on Route 1A, a
pedestrian island between the travel lanes
for traffic exiting the site onto Route 1A,
and a right-turning slip lane for traffic
entering the site from Route 1A (see
comment letter for additional details).

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1, the Superstreet
concept is no longer the preferred alternative for mitigation along
Route 1A. An analysis of Route 1A corridor alternatives is
provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.

22.10 WalkBoston

We encourage the proponents to provide Please see Chapter 6, Section 6.9.3 for updated information on
more detailed plans in the FEIR for
the Proponent's proposed bicycle mitigation.
pedestrian and bicycle improvements at
the same locations and intersections they
are prioritizing for offsite traffic mitigation.
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23.01 Piers Park Sailing

Active recreational areas should include
soccer fields, basketball courts, and uses
that reflect the recreational needs of East
Boston’s current 50,000 residents. Open
spaces should be designed to feel
welcoming to diverse users. Figures 3.38
and 3.39 in the proponent’s filing do not
look particularly diverse or welcoming –
the proponent should be encouraged to
program the Central Common with an
actual lined soccer field with goals. The
developer should avoid abundant passive
recreation, expansive hardscapes, high
fences, and other features that convey a
message of exclusion.

The Proponent has committed that 25% of the overall Suffolk
Downs site will be maintained as publicly-accessible open space.
In the Suffolk Downs Additional Information Document submitted
to BPDA on September 16, 2019, the results of the evaluation of
how the site’s open space can accommodate active recreation
space are presented. The following active recreation facilities (or
other reasonably equivalent facilities) are anticipated to be
constructed: One (1) 3-acre Multipurpose Field; One (1) Flexible
Field; Four (4) Basketball Courts; Three (3) Tennis Courts / Pickle
Ball Courts; Five (5) Playgrounds; and Five (5) Bocce Courts.
Further determinations about specific design and locations of
active recreational facilities, including courts, field, playgrounds
and other areas, will be made as part of the public development
review process.

23.02 Piers Park Sailing

The proponent’s commitments in S. 3.7.2 Please see Chapter 6, Section 6.9.3 for updated information on
to Blue Bikes stations, cycle tracks, bicycle the Proponent's proposed bicycle mitigation.
storage, and simple bicycle repair stations
are appreciated. The proponent should
continue to work to increase offsite bicycle
accessibility in their various vehicular traffic
mitigation projects.

23.03 Piers Park Sailing

The proponent should build a model
project that operates as a net-zero
independent microgrid powered by 100%
renewable energy produced on site. The
proponent has stated that they “will not
preclude the advancement toward net
zero, as technology becomes available over
the life span of the Master Plan Project.”
Technology to develop a net-zero project
already exists and should be implemented.

The Proponent has committed to reducing energy use and GHG
emissions associated with the Project, as detailed in Chapter 9.
The Proponent will provide solar PV throughout the Project Site
building rooftops totaling a minimum of 2 MW and to construct a
Passive House for one (1) demonstration multifamily residential
project of a minimum 50,000 square feet to inform the design of
future buildings. In addition, all single family homes and
townhomes will be designed to Energy Positive (E+) or Carbon
Neutral building standards, or equivalent.

23.04 Piers Park Sailing

The proponent should commit to covering
all roof space viable for PV power with
solar panels (more than the 20% of “solarready” roof space suggested in the filing),
and any non PV-viable space with green
roofs. “PVReady” is not enough; the
proponent should commit to constructing
solar arrays across all viable roof space.

The Proponent is committed to providing solar PV throughout the
Project Site building rooftops totaling a minimum of 2 MW, which
would generate approximately 2,300 MWh of carbon-free
electricity per year once fully installed. This clean renewable
energy source would result in an offset of approximately 813 tons
per year of stationary source CO2 emissions. Rooftop Solar PV is
discussed in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.5.

Response to Comments
14-118a

Suffolk Downs
#

Commenter

Table 14-2
Comment

FEIR

Response

23.05 Piers Park Sailing

The proponent also suggests that the use of The Proponent is committed to providing solar PV throughout the
PV precludes building-integrated turbines. Project Site building rooftops totaling a minimum of 2 MW, which
It does not and both should be used.
would generate approximately 2,300 MWh of carbon-free
electricity per year once fully installed. This clean renewable
energy source would result in an offset of approximately 813 tons
per year of stationary source CO2 emissions. Rooftop Solar PV is
discussed in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.5.

23.06 Piers Park Sailing

The proponent should also commit to
producing 100% LEED Platinum Buildings,
or whatever lower percentage necessary to
achieve a net-zero project. 

As described in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.1, the Proponent is
committed to constructing 5% of buildings as LEED Platinum, 75%
of buildings as LEED Gold, and 20% of buildings as LEED Silver. The
Proponent has also made many commitments to reducing energy
use and GHG emissions associated with the Project, as detailed in
Chapter 9. A pathway to 16,000 tpy has been provided in Chapter
9, Section 9.2.7.

23.07 Piers Park Sailing

The proponent should commit to a specific
number of electric vehicle charging
stations. I suggest six per building onsite for
a minimum of 288 spaces.

As detailed in Chapter 9, Section 9.1.1, provisions will be made for
parking and charging of electric vehicles (EV) throughout the
Master Plan. The proponent is committed to providing EV
charging stations for 2% of the off-street parking spaces, which
are to be located within structured garages . The proposed master
plan has approximately 557 on-street parking spaces throughout
the site. Approximately 12 spaces (2% of all spaces) will be EV
spaces. An additional 5% of the off-street parking spaces will be
designated as preferred parking spaces for lowemitting/alternative-fueled vehicles consistent with the current
LEED credit requirements.

23.08 Piers Park Sailing

The on and off site circulator buses
proposed by the developer should be
electric.
The Central Transportation Planning Staff’s
Regional Travel Demand Model used as a
benchmark by the proponent in the filing
does not seem to accurately reflect peak
use of the MBTA Blue Line. Residents
experience inbound morning commutes
between Maverick and Aquarium stations
that exceed crush capacity. Riders wait for
two or three cycles of trains before they
are able to board in the 7:45 – 8:55 am
weekday window. The proponent should
work with the MBTA to increase Blue Line
capacity as the development is
constructed.

The Proponent will explore the potential use of electric buses as it
implements its shuttle program.

23.09 Piers Park Sailing

Please refer to Chapter 6 Section 6.7.2 for an updated evaluation
of demand and capacity on the Blue Line, based on the latest
available (Spring 2018) data provided by the MBTA. The
Proponent's mitigation commitments are outlined in Chapter 13,
Section 13.1. As part of a transit mitigation package coordinated
with MBTA and MassDOT, the Proponent is committing funds to
support the implementation of transit improvements, including
Blue Line operational enhancements.
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23.10 Piers Park Sailing

The proponent should exceed the
Inclusionary Development Policy and
construct 20% inclusionary housing in both
the Boston and Revere parcels, with at
least 18% on-site and linkage funds to
remain in East Boston.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.6.4, The Project will create
a range of housing types serving many types of existing and new
residents, including a substantial number of affordable units in
support of the City of Boston’s Inclusionary Development Policy
(“IDP”). The total number of affordable units is estimated at
approximately 900 units. In addition to complying with the IDP, as
part of the Boston PDA Plans, the Proponent is committed to
funding a new East Boston Neighborhood Housing Stabilization
Fund and to work with the City of Boston to direct portions of
future Housing Exaction Payments (Linkage Funds) to this new
East Boston Neighborhood Stabilization Fund, to help address
ongoing displacement pressures in and around East Boston. The
amount to be funded is to be determined based on discussions
with the City and elected officials. Additional details about
housing affordability can be found in Section 1.4 of the Suffolk
Downs Additional Information document submitted to the BPDA
on September 16, 2019.

23.11 Piers Park Sailing

The proponent should include additional
Chapter 6, Section 6.7.4 provides a summary of the Project's
transit-directed traffic mitigation including transit mitigation commitments.
a minimum $15m commitment toward the
construction of the Blue/Red line connecter
for the MBTA.

23.12 Piers Park Sailing

The proponent should commit to the
creation of a perpetual community benefit
fund supported by HYM to be managed by
an open and transparent external
charitable foundation. In the filing, the
proponent stated “The Proponent expects
additional benefits, such as the
establishment of a community fund to be
developed in close coordination with the
IAG as part of the Article 80 review
process.” The establishment of a fund
should be considered with the master plan,
not on a building-by-building basis.

24.01 LivableStreets

In certain circumstances, the proponent
Chapter 6, Section 6.9.2 provides information on protected bike
has included traditional on-road bike lanes lanes.
and we would encourage you to consider
the breadth of benefits those spaces would
better serve as protected bike lanes.

The Proponent making several funding commitments that will
benefit the community, including funding a 50 percent
contribution to the upgrading of the Bennington Street pump
station, up to $2.625 million; funding contributions towards Blue
Line system-wide capacity improvements, and Suffolk Downs and
Beachmont Blue Line Station improvements; and funding a new
East Boston Neighborhood Housing Stabilization Fund. These are
discussed throughout Chapter 1.
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24.02 LivableStreets

While we are supportive of monitoring
Chapter 6, Section 6.10.1 discusses parking supply by phase and
parking demand over the course of the
the Project's approach to further reducing parking supply.
project build-out, we believe that
construction of initial parking induces
demand and skews parking demand figures
by giving the impression that parking is
widely available on-site. Any action that
creates an oversupply of parking and
induces demand for personal vehicles is in
direct opposition to the goals of TOD,
climate resiliency, and mode shift away
from driving personal vehicles.

24.03 LivableStreets

The proponent is proposing 15,250 parking
spaces for this site, mostly in structured
garages. This number includes the 6,620
parking spaces required by the City of
Revere parking ratios, but the remaining
8,630 parking spaces exceeds the number
proposed under the City of Boston parking
ratios. The proponent is requesting
maximum parking ratios for office/lab that
are twice the ratio the City of Boston
proposed for this site. The proponent
suggests that meeting the lower parking
ratios would be “difficult,” but provides no
explanation for why this would be difficult
in a TOD site uniquely served by existing
transit.

As described in Chapter 6, Section 6.10.1.2 , as each development
phase advances, the Proponent will look for opportunities to
reduce the parking supply at the Project Site through an ongoing
analysis of tenant needs, the successful implementation of TDM
measures, and future dynamic changes to car ownership and use
that are anticipated in light of new technologies that could further
reduce and limit private automobile ownership (i.e. car sharing
services and autonomous vehicle uses), and, in turn, parking
needs. The Proponent recognizes that parking trends are evolving
and changing and expects that the parking demand needs for
private vehicles will diminish over the useful life of this Project.

24.04 LivableStreets

Also included in the proposed 15,250
parking spaces are 557 on-street parking
spaces, which the proponent identifies as
free time-limited spaces. We question the
choice to make these spaces free as
opposed to metered, which would provide
revenue to the municipalities and have the
potential to encourage greater parking
turnover rates.

As described in Chapter 6, Section 6.10.1.2, the Proponent
acknowledges that a key measure to reduce parking demand is to
ensure that parking is not provided for free. On-street parking will
be time limited and with a potential metered fee structure.
Structured parking will have a fee structure, which will vary based
on location and adjacent uses. Parking for residential uses will be
unbundled, where possible.
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24.05 LivableStreets

We are concerned that advantages
provided by creating people-centered open
space and recreational spaces within the
site will have reduced benefit and impact if
the site is built to accommodate and
encourage a plethora of personal vehicles.

As described in Chapter 6, Section 6.10.1.2, as each development
phase advances, the Proponent will look for opportunities to
reduce the parking supply at the Project Site through an ongoing
analysis of tenant needs, the successful implementation of TDM
measures, and future dynamic changes to car ownership and use
that are anticipated in light of new technologies that could further
reduce and limit private automobile ownership (i.e. car sharing
services and autonomous vehicle uses), and, in turn, parking
needs. The Proponent recognizes that parking trends are evolving
and changing and expects that the parking demand needs for
private vehicles will diminish over the useful life of this Project.

24.06 Livable Streets

The proponent proposes operating a
privately owned but publicly accessible
shuttle service, running shuttles on a loop
within the site as well as between the site
and North Station, South Station, Chelsea
Station, and the Seaport. While this is a
generous suggestion and acknowledges
shortcomings in the existing MBTA service,
we believe this agreement needs further
clarification in terms of how often these
services would run, how many years the
proponent commits to operating these
services, and how accessibility and
seamlessness within the MBTA systems will
be ensured.

Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7.4.1 for more details on the
proposed shuttle routes and connections. The Proponent's shuttle
commitments, including proposed routes and timing of route
implementation as it relates to overall project phasing, are
detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1. The Proponent commits to
use of a fully accessible fleet for all shuttle routes.

24.07 Livable Streets

While we are happy to see the proponent
offering over $50 million in off-site traffic
mitigation measures, those mitigation
measures seem to demonstrate little
benefit in the 2038 build scenario based on
intersection LOS and vehicle delay times.
Even with the 2038 build conditions with
mitigation, the proponent acknowledges
that all bus routes will have increased delay
times and the 119 bus will have times
during the day when it exceeds the policy
capacity and at times exceeds the crush
capacity.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use.
The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.
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24.08 Livable Streets

Given the acknowledged reduction in LOS
for MBTA bus riders and the projection of
not meeting Go Boston 2030 goals even
eight years after the goal deadline, we
encourage the proponent to return to the
drawing board alongside the City of Boston,
MassDOT, and the MBTA to consider how
this site can be a better TOD site that
meets state and municipal goals for mode
shift and climate resiliency. We encourage
the proponent to consider direct
investments in the MBTA Blue Line to
maintain the LOS at an A at both Suffolk
Downs and Beachmont Stations. We also
encourage the proponent to consider
targeted investments in East/West transit
options including increased bus services
and bus priority lanes.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis
provided in Chapter 6 , and coordination with MassDOT, MBTA
and the City of Boston, the Proponent is committing to various
mitigation projects, services, and strategies to reduce singleoccupant vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging
transit use. As part of a robust transit mitigation package, the
Proponent is committing to provide supplemental shuttle
services, and committing capital contributions that will go to the
MBTA to support Blue Line operational enhancements,
Beachmont Station improvements, Suffolk Downs Station
improvements, and Better Bus initiatives. The mitigation program
is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.

24.09 Livable Streets

Finally, we encourage the proponent to
work alongside the City of Revere and the
MBTA to consider the construction of a
previously proposed commuter rail station
along the Rockport Line.

The Proponent is supportive of the potential "Revere Center
Station" on the Newburyport/Rockport Line, which would provide
a connection between the commuter rail and the Blue Line via
Wonderland Station. Based on the findings of the detailed
transportation analysis, provided in Chapter 6, and coordination
with MassDOT and MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various
mitigation projects, services, and strategies to reduce singleoccupant vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging
transit use. The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13,
Section 13.1. A new commuter rail station is not among the list of
improvements planned as part of the Project's mitigation
program, although connector shuttle service to Chelsea Station on
the Newburyport/Rockport Line as warranted by demand is
planned (see Chapter 6, Section 6.7.4.1).
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24.10 Livable Streets

On a site this large and served by transit
and emerging jobs we think it should be a
priority for the region that this site include
more than the City of Boston mandated
13% inclusionary affordable housing.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.6.4, The Project will create
a range of housing types serving many types of existing and new
residents, including a substantial number of affordable units in
support of the City of Boston’s Inclusionary Development Policy
(“IDP”). The total number of affordable units is estimated at
approximately 900 units. In addition to complying with the IDP, as
part of the Boston PDA Plans, the Proponent is committed to
funding a new East Boston Neighborhood Housing Stabilization
Fund and to work with the City of Boston to direct portions of
future Housing Exaction Payments (Linkage Funds) to this new
East Boston Neighborhood Stabilization Fund, to help address
ongoing displacement pressures in and around East Boston. The
amount to be funded is to be determined based on discussions
with the City and elected officials. Additional details about
housing affordability can be found in Section 1.4 of the Suffolk
Downs Additional Information document submitted to the BPDA
on September 16, 2019.

24.11 Livable Streets

In addition, we are concerned that the
proponent has not considered the
possibility of building the site as a
microgrid, or considered the possibility of
building out passive housing or net zero
buildings.

Since completing the DEIR, a SMART utility feasibility study
(Suffolk Downs May 6, 2019 BPDA – Smart Utilities Policy for
Article 80 Development Review, Feasibility Assessment for District
Energy Microgrids) was provided by Source One on behalf of the
Proponent for the Suffolk Downs Project and submitted to the
BPDA. The Proponent team is committed to reviewing and
working with the City of Boston's Smart Utility Guidelines,
including: Reserving right-of-way easements between buildings to
facilitate potential future building microgrid connection;
Evaluating feasibility of Heat Recovery Chillers for individual
commercial buildings over 100,000 SF with an anchor lab tenant
or other entity with a large thermal base load; Within each
building over 100,000 GSF, providing space allowance for an
additional breaker for future microgrid integration or integration
of behind the meter distributed generation; Achieving
recommended first floor elevations. The team also completed the
preliminary Smart Utilities Checklist in conjunction with the
BPDA's Smart Utility Guidelines.
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24.12 Livable Streets

While we applaud the considerations for
The Super Street design for Route 1A is no longer under
building connections from the site across consideration. See response to comment 18.08.
Bennington Street to both Belle Isle Marsh
and Constitution Beach, we encourage the
proponent to give similar consideration to
Chelsea Creek. The proponent’s plans to
reconstruct Route 1A as a “Super Street”
are counter to encouraging access to
Chelsea Creek and show a preference for
expanding personal vehicle traffic which is
counter to all of the region’s climate and
resiliency goals. We encourage the
proponent to consider ways that the
redesign of Route 1A can include safe and
accessible crossings for pedestrians and
cyclists that prioritize public access to
potential future open space along Chelsea
Creek.

24.13 Livable Streets

We are further concerned that the
proposals for redesigned Bennington Street
and Route 1A are not fully considering the
impacts of sea level rise through design
that elevates those edges and creates a
truly resilient site.

As indicated in Chapter 8, Section 8.10, the Proponent has
committed to completing a feasibility study of a regional flood
protection berm along Bennington Street prior to Phase 2
construction to evaluate engineering and environmental
considerations of such a barrier. The Proponent does not
anticipate undertaking any additional resilience studies respecting
the Route 1A corridor. The Project has limited frontage on Route
1A and no frontage on Chelsea Creek, and any barrier intended to
address flooding from Chelsea Creek will depend on many other
property owners with land fronting along Chelsea Creek.

25.01 FEBG

While the DEIR describes the large central
‘Common’ as ‘allowing for informal play’
the most requested features in our survey
were footpaths, bike paths, athletic fields,
playgrounds, and performance areas. With
this in mind, the Friends Group would
suggest that the Proponent engage
residents and develop a more specific list of
open space features, amenities, and
programming for the Final EIR document.

As part of the development process required by the PDA Plans,
there will be additional public review for each development
phase, and each individual building and open space within Boston,
and this review process will require open space design
submissions and review by the BPDA and other relevant
departments and agencies, including the BPRD. The process also
requires public notice, community meetings, and opportunity for
comments from elected officials, the Impact Advisory Group, and
the public. Further determinations about specific design and
locations of active recreational facilities, including courts, field,
playgrounds and other areas, will be made as part of this
additional development review process.
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25.02 FEBG

The DEIR does not specify how many, if
any, or what type of sports fields will be
built. The Friends recommend that a
dedicated full-sized soccer field/facility be
built since there is a strong interest in
soccer in East Boston, but currently no
dedicated soccer facility exists. The
addition of residential units at Suffolk
Downs will increase demand on an already
inadequate recreational sports facility
supply in East Boston. Considering existing
and future need, the Friends estimate that
four (4) soccer fields, one (1) full baseball
diamond, two (2) Little League fields, three
(3) basketball courts, eight (8) tennis
courts, two (2) ice skating rinks, and two
(2) additional swimming and recreational
boating facilities each are needed across
the community.

The Proponent has committed that 25% of the overall Suffolk
Downs site will be maintained as publicly-accessible open space.
In the Suffolk Downs Additional Information Document submitted
to BPDA on September 16, 2019, the results of the evaluation of
how the site’s open space can accommodate active recreation
space are presented. The following active recreation facilities (or
other reasonably equivalent facilities) are anticipated to be
constructed: One (1) 3-acre Multipurpose Field; One (1) Flexible
Field; Four (4) Basketball Courts; Three (3) Tennis Courts / Pickle
Ball Courts; Five (5) Playgrounds; and Five (5) Bocce Courts.
Further determinations about specific design and locations of
active recreational facilities, including courts, field, playgrounds
and other areas, will be made as part of the public development
review process.

25.03 FEBG

While the Friends Group is highly
supportive of the concepts presented, we
are concerned with the safety of use of the
proposed advisory bike lane along Barnes
Avenue and the at grade crossing of
Saratoga Street north of Constitution Beach
to connect the southern portions of the
East Boston Greenway to points north
(including Suffolk Downs). Orient Heights
Square has a long history of motor vehicle
versus pedestrian accidents which
unfortunately includes multiple fatal
crashes. The Friends Group would also like
to call attention to potential connections to
Winthrop via the Belle Isle Inlet Business
District, and the Morton Street Greenway.

The Proponent will fund a feasibility study for a community path
linking Walley Street to Revere Beach. The design process will
review alternative routing for this connection, including Barnes
Avenue and the possible grade-separated crossing underneath
Saratoga using MBTA right-of-way. The Proponent will work
closely with the DCR, City of Boston, local neighbors and
stakeholder groups to develop a successful plan for the Greenway
extension. Connections into Winthrop (Belle Isle Inlet Business
District and Morton Street) - while valuable for those areas and
important as potential future contributions to a pathway network are considered to be outside the scope of the effort to design a
connection between Constitution Beach and Revere Beach.
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25.04 FEBG

Rather than use a bike advisory lane and at
grade crossing, the Friends Group has been
collaborating with the MBTA over the past
year and a half, researching use of a MBTA
rail right of way under Saratoga Street and
into the Orient Heights Blue Line Station
entrance area north of Saratoga Street as
an alternative. The Friends alternative
crossing option would safely connect the
East Boston Greenway to points north and
provide access to potential routes to the
east to destinations in Winthrop. The
MBTA has given the Friends initial, positive
feedback about the feasibility of this
Greenway alignment. The Friends request
that the Proponent consider the benefits of
the underpass right of way, as well as
acknowledge the need to develop a
Winthrop-bound Belle Isle Inlet branch of
the Greenway, and indicate their interest in
providing some level of support for this.

The Proponent is aware of the consultation that has taken place
regarding the MBTA right-of-way. This will be reviewed in detail
with the City of Boston and MBTA during the feasibility study and
conceptual design for the East Boston Greenway extension.
Various alternative alignments and options may be considered as
part of the feasibility study and conceptual design. Developing a
connection to Winthrop is considered out of scope for the Suffolk
Downs Project, though the Proponent acknowledges the value of
an enlarged bicycle network for the greater East Boston and
Winthrop area.

25.05 FEBG

While the Proponent has proposed a
system of bike paths and bike racks, the
DEIR does not specify the type of bike
storage to be provided, or programming
offered. Our research shows strong
demand for covered commuter bike
stations, as well as a slate of innovative
cycling opportunities such as family surrey
bikes (four-person bikes), pump tracks, and
programs for senior citizens, and persons
with disabilities. Given the need for ground
transportation, a mode shift which meets
the Proponent head-on on day one at this
project, the Friends request that the
Proponent make clear and concerted
efforts to supply the forward-thinking
cycling infrastructure needed to make this
a cycle-priority zone. The Friends believe
that the Proponent should also provide
similar infrastructure upgrades within
urban transportation catchment areas in
surrounding towns.

On-site, secure, covered bicycle parking, changing rooms and
shower facilities will be provided within the Boston portion of the
site in the type and number required by Boston Transportation
Department's Off-Street Bicycle Parking Guidelines. Per BTD
guidelines, approximately 2,226 short-term and 8,130 long-term
bicycle parking spaces would be required within the Boston
portion of the Site.
Revere does not have bicycle parking guidelines or standards. The
Proponent is seeking LEED accreditation for all buildings within
the Site. LEED includes standards for provision of short- and longterm bicycle parking and shower and changing facilities. The
number of spaces to be provided for Revere portions of the
project will be determined using LEED guidelines based on the
building use. The number and nature of how and where parking
spaces will be provided within buildings and in publicly-accessible
areas will be determined as part of design review in both Revere
and Boston. The Proponent will seek to include community
bicycle repair classes in some of the 50,000 SF of ground floor
retail space committed to community uses throughout the site.
Surrey bikes and/or a pump track will not be provided within the
Site Plan or be part of other programming.
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25.06 FEBG

The Friends Group also requests that the
Comment noted.
Proponent enhance their current proposal
with specific plans for innovative ideas such
as MicroHubs to help people on the project
site as well as in other key local transit
catchment areas connect between mass
transit service, bike programs, and other
beneficial ground transportation modes.

25.07 FEBG

Improvements to local existing
Comment noted.
intersections to rationalize traffic
operations, relieve congestion and reduce
queuing on off-ramps, and the proposed
superstreet redesign of route 1A will not
reduce the traffic volumes, speeds, or
congestion problems. It will increase them.

25.08 FEBG

Overall, the Friends Group is extremely
Comment noted.
concerned with the lack of detailed
regional transportation planning provided
in the DEIR. The Proponent has provided
competing sets of projections for total daily
trip generation, projecting the addition of
as many as 122,000 average daily weekday
trips without a providing corresponding the
DEIR does not make the case that the
Master Plan Project will have a strong
enough transit plan to avoid .

25.09 FEBG

Pedestrian crossings of Bennington Street Any new crossings of Bennington Street and Route 1A will be
and Route 1A at the entrance to the Belle designed in accordance with applicable City of Boston and
Isle Marsh Reservation and Tomasello Drive MassDOT standards for pedestrian safety.
respectively are excellent features of this
proposal and will be of great benefit to
community members throughout the
region. But increased volumes and
throughput spell disaster for pedestrians
hoping to enjoy these features.
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25.10 FEBG

The Friends recognizes traffic speed and
congestion as serious impediments to
access to public open spaces and the
healthful benefits they can bring. As such,
we request that the Proponent add a series
of additional regular Bus Shuttle Routes to
downtown and other important commuter
destinations as a measure to increase HOV
modes and improve connections to mass
transit.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use.
The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1 and
includes provision of bus shuttle connections between the Project
Site and key land use and transportation nodes (to include
connections to North Station, South Station/Seaport, and Chelsea
Station as warranted by demand). Please refer to Chapter 6,
Section 6.7.4.1 for more details on the proposed shuttle routes
and connections.

25.11 FEBG

The DEIR proposes a number of measures
to rationalize intersections which are
designed to improve traffic conditions fro
trips originating from and heading to
Suffolk Downs. However, while restricting
local mobility at Boardman Street and
Neptune Road may simplify these
intersections and improve throughput in
the north / south direction, these measures
will add delay and vehicle miles traveled for
movements in the east / west direction.
Such delays could frustrate and complicate
local mobility, with dangerous results.

The proposed mitigation described in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3
continues to seek a balance between local mobility and the
north/south direction and the improvements may also improve
the opportunity for additional time for local mobility. In addition,
the Route 1A design has been updated to allow for a community
path along Route 1A northbound improving alternate modes of
mobility.

25.12 FEBG

With vexing regional traffic challenges
causing severe congestion at the project
site already certain to be exacerbated by
development, and; considering the
proponent’s non-motorized mode share
goals, the Friends Group requests that the
Final EIR include plans to implement the
additional connectivity benefits prior to the
proposed phased-in timelines. Multi-use
paths leading to and from the project,
between key transportation hubs,local
residential and business districts, and bike
share stations, secure bike storage facility
infrastructure at major bus and train
destinations would be a tremendous
benefit of the development.

Given the scale and material costs of on-site and off-site
construction, the infrastructure components, including the
additional connectivity benefits, need to be phased overtime. The
open space, bicycle facilities and associated pedestrian pathways
are extensive and are being phased in proportionally as the
Project Site is built out. Please see Chapter 1 and Chapter 13 for
additional details on the phasing of additional connectivity
benefits.
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25.13 FEBG

The Friends Group would like to see a
Refer to Chapter 5, Section 5.1.1 for an evaluation of the
comprehensive history of the regulatory
delineation of on-site waterways.
status of the Suffolk Downs parcel included
in the Final EIR to provide neighborhood
stakeholders with a more complete
understanding of the legal bases of their
part in negotiations over the privatization
of this intertidal zone.

25.14 FEBG

The Friends Group would respectfully ask
that the Proponent prepare an alternative
plan which includes analyses of the
ecological and flood storage benefits of a
full (or fuller) daylighting of Sales Creek.

Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4 describes the FEIR Reduced Development
Alternative, which addresses the impacts on the ecological
functioning of Sales Creek that could be achieved through
increased buffers, daylighting and bank improvements. As
described in this section, daylighting larger portions of Sales Creek
would have significant design constraints imposed by existing
conditions. The limited benefit of the minor flood storage gained
by daylighting a portion of the culverts does not justify the cost
that would be incurred.

25.15 FEBG

The Friends supports the Proponent’s ideas
on Urban Forestry. However, given the
impacts of climate change and the need to
mitigate stormwater and heat impacts of a
changing climate, wherever possible the
Friends would like to see the Proponent
accelerate planting schedules. Also, it has
been our goal to turn urban parks into
‘learning landscapes.’ With trees at the
center of so much New England culture,
and a potential educational and tourist
attraction, Friends suggests that the
Proponent consider adding interpretive and
educational elements to its Urban Forestry
Strategy.

The plan will aim to add an environmental education component
to the landscape, with interpretative signage where possible. The
open space will be built out per phase and is sequenced so that
the entire Central Common, as well as additional open space, will
be completed in Phase 2. The open space is phased along with the
rest of the development, and it is not feasible to construct the
entirety of the open space network as part of the first phase of
the project. FEIR Chapter 2, Figure 2.2 depicts the proposed open
space area types by phase.

25.16 FEBG

In order for the urban neighborhoods and
open spaces described in the DEIR to be as
successful as those in our existing
community a diversity of retail spaces,
social, and cultural opportunities is
essential. We ask that the Proponent offer
a well-balanced environment through the
addition of push cart vendors (as suggested
in the MIT study), as well as additional
creative retail opportunities such as pop-up
retail spaces and innovative incubator
spaces.

The Project has been designed to be integrated into the
community and to provide a variety of community benefits. See
Chapter 1, Section 1.4.6.1 for information about the Project's
public open space network; Section 1.4.6.2 for information about
connections to adjacent neighborhoods; 1.4.6.5 for a discussion
about civic space and programming; and Section 1.4.6.7, which
describes the Project's socioeconomic benefits.
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25.17 FEBG

The retail corridor concept along with the
residential areas outlined in the DEIR
suggest that there will be a sharply marked
retail - residential delineation. The Friends
encourages the Proponent to consider the
density, frequency, and scale of urban
retail found in highly successful urban retail
environments such as Rome or Venice. As a
community-based group of East Boston
residents, we believe that a diversity of
retail spread more evenly across the
planned neighborhoods at Suffolk Downs
will encourage pedestrian trips within as
well as beyond the project boundaries and
emphasize the walkable urban nature of
the to be built communities in important
ways. In a 10 - 20 story neighborhood,
residents should never be much more than
a block or two away from the essential
benefits and conveniences such as a
breakfast joint, bakery, convenience store,
bar or dry cleaner.

The Project will incorporate approximately 450,000 square feet of
street-front retail anchored at the new Belle Isle Square , which is
a community and retail public promenade activating the area
between the Suffolk Downs MBTA Blue Line station and the
Central Common. The retail will then continue up the proposed
Main Street Retail Corridor, ultimately connecting to Beachmont
Square, which is a community gathering space and integrated
with retail offerings adjacent to the Beachmont MBTA Blue Line
station.

25.18 FEBG

We expect the section of the East Boston
Greenway going through Suffolk Downs to
be treated as a high priority amenity.
Would like to see the new Greenway
section publically accessible at all times,
providing well appointed, well-lit, and
comfortable amenities including adequate
seating, trash receptacles, wayfinding and
educational (including historical
interpretive) signage.

The East Boston Greenway runs adjacent to the project site but it
does not pass through Suffolk Downs. The Proponent has
committed to design and construct an extension of the East
Boston Greenway from Constitution Beach to Walley
Street/Bennington Street.
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26.01 GreenRoots

While recognizing and appreciating these
efforts, we have to point out that this has
fallen far short of what we consider
“enhanced outreach” (granted, it would be
helpful for project proponents and EJ
communities alike if the MEPA office could
provide some better standards to define
“enhanced outreach”)....We would
recommend that the proponent find an
interpreter who could be prepped on the
presentation and actually deliver the entire
presentation in Spanish with the project
proponent available to answer questions.

While analysis of impacts to environmental justice communities is
outside of the scope of the FEIR, impacts and benefits to
communities that include environmental justice populations are
described in detail. For example, Chapter 1, Table 1-8 summarizes
the Project's comprehensive mitigation plan by phase and Table 19 presents key public benefits by Project Phase. In addition,
Section 1.3.1 describes outreach to the non-English speaking
community.

26.02 GreenRoots

Beyond the project proponent, the effort at No response required.
enhanced outreach could be facilitated by
the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) and the
Boston Planning and Development Agency
(BPDA) by providing some basic
information to an audience that is not
conversant with public processes, having
recently immigrated to this country and/or
never having been engaged in municipal
and state planning processes. (see
comment letter for additional details).

26.03 GreenRoots

Finally, it should be noted that there are
other non-English speaking communities
within East Boston and the region besides
Spanish speakers. It is unclear what, if any,
outreach was done to those members of
the EJ community in the area.

The Proponent has strived to make outreach to all neighborhood
and community groups in East Boston and Revere, including all
English and non-English speaking communities. This is evidenced
by the Proponent's robust community engagement effort which
included over 350 meetings.
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26.04 GreenRoots

Beyond translation to other languages,
there is the issue of translation to the
language of “plain English.” The technical
details of traffic forecasts and highway
capacity is a highly technical one and the
general public (much less the Spanishspeaking public) cannot be expected to
have the knowledge to be able to rebut the
assertions of paid consultants....There
needs to be additional resources and time
provided for the community to be able to
receive unbiased technical assistance to
evaluate the project and the assertions of
the Proponent, not only for concerns
relating to traffic, but also in the areas of
stormwater, flooding and climate change
concerns, building shadow impacts and
other areas. The community should be
provided some guidance to the technical
analyses performed, preferably through a
third party expert on the given topics.

The Proponent has made a concerted effort to hold a large
number of meetings with various stakeholders, neighborhood
organizations and community groups. At the time of this FEIR
filing over 350 of these meetings have been conducted. At all
public meetings, the Proponent has brought its traffic engineers
and environmental consultants to answer any questions posed by
the public. With over two years having passed since the initial
Environmental Notification Form was filed in November 2017, and
over a year since the Draft Environmental Impact Report was filed
in October 2018, the Proponent is pleased with the thorough and
robust level of discourse amongst all project stakeholders during
this time.

26.05 GreenRoots

A project of this magnitude will have
Comment is directed to Commonwealth of Massachusetts. This
sizeable impacts on transportation
request is beyond the scope of this Project.
concerns in an area where the air quality
and quality of life is already severely
affected by ground and air traffic. Existing
transit systems suffer from a generational
lack of investment on the part of the State
and a comprehensive, regional traffic plan
for the northeast approach to Boston has
eluded State planners since the
cancellation of the northeast expressway
nearly 50 years ago. Within this context the
Suffolk Downs Project will clearly have a
difficult time defining mitigating measures
as the baseline conditions are unacceptable
to begin with. So to reiterate, we look to
the State to avail itself of this opportunity
to implement solutions which will work in
tandem with the mitigation efforts that will
be required of this one project, and to not
expect or present this project as if it, on its
own, will resolve long-recognized
transportation problems beyond its 161
acres.
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26.06 GreenRoots

The project proponent has presented an
Comment is directed to Commonwealth of Massachusetts. This
array of off-site transportation solutions
request is beyond the scope of this Project.
that will mitigate the impact of added
traffic to and from the site. This includes
roadway improvements at 30 different
locations at a cost of $50 million. While
some of these improvements could indeed
be done for low cost we highly doubt that
this quantity of funds is enough to realize
all of these projects. It is unclear whether
the projects would be aided by State funds
or whether only a subset of these projects
will be prioritized and realized. We would
ask MassDOT for a detailed analysis of
these projects from both a
logistical/financial point of view (is this
enough money for this list of projects?), as
well as from a regional transportation point
of view, which would place these projects
within the context of the State’s existing
long term plans for the transportation
infrastructure of this region.

26.07 GreenRoots

Of the various roadway projects proposed, The Super Street design for Route 1A is no longer under
the Route 1A improvements are
consideration.
particularly of interest, as it’s not clear how
or if the new alignment is possible or would
work in the manner described. We would
like to see an analysis of the proposal from
MassDOT with a focus on both the
practicalities of squeezing in two more
lanes on this stretch of road, as well as the
financial burden this would represent.
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26.08 GreenRoots

Having two Blue Line MBTA stations does
represent a great opportunity. The
ridership data used in the DEIR relies on
MBTA/CTPS data which we have found to
be of questionable quality in some
instances (e.g., recent ridership data on the
Route 111 bus was very questionable). The
data on Blue Line capacity looks quite
suspect....We would like to see a better
analysis of the current rider experience and
whether this falls on the proponent or
MBTA, these data need to be collected by
an independent third-party.

As agreed to and coordinated with MassDOT and CTPS, the
updated transit impact analysis uses the latest MBTA existing
conditions data (Spring 2018) and CTPS regional travel demand
model outputs. CTPS has further refined and calibrated its model
inputs and parameters, including updated existing baseline
ridership numbers and trends and updated land use and
demographic projections. Details of the updated transit analysis
are provided in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.1 and Section 6.7.2 for
MBTA bus services and MBTA Blue Line service, respectively.

26.09 GreenRoots

The proponent has proposed to operate
and maintain shuttle buses looping through
the site, connecting to local transit hubs
(the Blue Line stops) and to locales of
interest, such as North, South and Chelsea
Station. While this is logical and
appreciated, it is concerning as public
transit should be a service provided and
answerable to a public institution (even if
the service is provided by a private
contractor). It is unclear as to whether
these shuttles would be fully available to
the general public or for how long they
would be maintained. Would they be
answerable to equity measures overseen
by the FTA? For this reason we would
advocate for an expansion of the MBTA bus
network to include the development, as
well as an improvement of the system in
the immediate area...in order to provide a
viable alternative cars for those both within
the development and the neighboring
communities.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use.
The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1. As
part of the mitigation program, the Proponent is committing to
provision of supplemental shuttle services as warranted by
demand and annual transit use monitoring, which will inform the
shuttle program needs. The Proponent commits to use of a fully
accessible fleet for all shuttle routes, which would be made
available to the general public. The Proponent is supportive of
other improvements to the MBTA bus network in the vicinity of
the Project area as may be planned by MBTA in the future.
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26.10 GreenRoots

The addition of private shuttle buses into
the traffic mix that already clogs the local
road network of Routes 1A, 16, the Tunnels
and local municipal streets will not be a
good thing. It should be required that any
shuttles, if they are implemented, be
electric vehicles so that at a minimum they
would not contribute to the degradation of
local air quality. Given that the connection
to the existing rapid transit system is a
selling point of the project, it makes little
sense for the shuttle routes to simply take
riders to the same endpoints (i.e., other
MBTA stations easily accessible from the
Blue and Silver Lines such as North, South
and Chelsea Stations). As opposed to
adding additional vehicular traffic perhaps
these shuttles (or augmented MBTA bus
routes) could go to locales more difficult to
reach by public transit.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use.
The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1. As
part of the mitigation program, the Proponent is committing to
provision of supplemental shuttle services as warranted by
demand and annual transit use monitoring, which will inform the
shuttle program needs. The Proponent will explore the potential
use of electric buses as it implements its shuttle program.

26.11 GreenRoots

we would like to see the entire site consist
of LEED Platinum buildings. More so than
the actual ratings what we would truly
prefer to see is a development that
represents the values expressed in the
City’s Carbon Free Boston program, as well
as the Net Zero goals for the region.

As described in Chapter 9, Section 9.2.1, the Proponent is
committed to constructing 5% of buildings as LEED Platinum, 75%
of buildings as LEED Gold, and 20% of buildings as LEED Silver.
The Proponent has also made many commitments to reducing
energy use and GHG emissions associated with the Project, as
detailed in Chapter 9. A pathway to 16,000 tpy has been provided
in Chapter 9, see section 9.2.7.

26.12 GreenRoots

The proponent should commit to creating a
zero-waste community – including the
incorporation of on-site composting
facilities and a plan for connecting retail
and commercial tenants into an
infrastructure that supports the goals of a
zero-waste neighborhood.

The Proponent has committed to providing recycling at all
buildings and exploring the feasibility of composting as individual
buildings proceed. Retail/restaurant uses will meet the organic
waste ban requirements if applicable. Waste reduction and
recycling information will be provided in the Tenant manuals also
for both residential and commercial tenants. Refer to Appendix E
for full details.
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26.13 GreenRoots

There are [no] municipal buildings, police
and fire stations, and other noncommercial entities. This is over 160 acres
of an urban neighborhood which may be
more like a mall than a neighborhood. The
proponent should dedicate a larger amount
of space for these civic uses which do not
imply a “pay-to-play” scenario (e.g., you
don’t pay to use a library).

The Proponent has committed to 50,000 square feet of civic and
community uses on the site and will collaborate with community
leaders and stakeholders on planning for the best civic uses that
best serve the community. The Proponent has also met with the
Boston Fire Department and Police Department regarding the
Project better understand each departments needs moving
forward. Due to the Project Site's location at the periphery of
East Boston, largely removed from the more densely population
portions of the neighborhood, neither a police station nor fire
station has been cited as a need by either city department. As the
site continues to be built out, the Proponent will consider the
inclusion of a library branch on-site.

26.14 GreenRoots

The dual retaining pond/open space
feature which incorporates Sales Creek and
the pond in the middle of the race track
oval, dominates the site plans presented at
the community meetings. This space, unlike
Bremen Street Park, Piers Park, the Condor
Street Urban Wild or any of the other
heavily utilized East Boston open spaces
would be privately held by the owners of
the properties on the site. While the
Boston Parks and Recreation Department
may appreciate not having an additional
maintenance burden, there is a question as
to how “public” this open space would be.
Currently this open space is privately held
and generally off limits to the public,
however if we are discussing the creation
of a neighborhood and not a gated
community or a mall, then we should be
clear as to what of this project is within the
public realm and what is private. This
should be addressed in the scoping
determination.

The Master Plan Project has been designed to reconnect the
Project Site to surrounding areas of East Boston and Revere with
an approximately 40-acre publicly accessible open space network
that represents approximately 25 percent of the overall Project
Site area. Chapter 2, Section 2.1.3 includes a description of how
the open space will be managed to ensure it remains available to
the public in perpetuity.

26.15 GreenRoots

In thinking of the lack of municipal
buildings, one begins to think about where
those municipal services will come from.
There will be an increased need for police,
fire and ambulance services to these new
residents. Additionally, there will be an
impact on the school system from the
presence of new residents. The impact on
these services should be explored in
greater detail the scoping determination.

The Proposed Project has met with on several occasions both
police and fire departments of the City of Boston and City of
Revere. During these discussions the project was outlined in
detail and no specific facilities were requested to be located at
the Project. The Project represents an extraordinary investment in
infrastructure and open space. These improvements and public
amenities will be maintained at no cost to either Boston or
Revere. In addition, the Project will have significant tax and other
financial benefits.
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26.16 GreenRoots

The height and massing of the buildings in
this development are a concern. The
project presentations have downplayed the
scale of the buildings, resulting in many
community requests for traditional threedimensional models of the site, including
the topography of the Orient Heights
drumlin. The DEIR contains depictions and
profiles which help get across some feel for
the size of these buildings. While computer
renderings and three-dimensional models
are helpful, it would be useful to identify
projects/neighborhoods with comparable
massings and/or heights so that residents
could better get a feel for what it is like.

In order to give a sense of the height and massing, the team has
created a detailed 3-dimensional physical model of the entire
project. This model was brought to various community, agency
and public meetings.

28.01 Air Inc

The DEIR prepared by the Project
Proponent does not address airport
passenger growth impacts on regional
transportation, yet clearly the addition of
between 8 and 20 million additional trips
per year will have significant impacts on
the transportation environment.

The analysis parameters and all improvements proposed as part
of the Master Plan Project were developed in coordination with
the Project's Transportation Working Group, which included
representatives of multiple State and local agencies including
MassDOT, MBTA, Massport, BPDA, BTD, CTPS, DCR, the City of
Boston, the City of Revere, and MEPA. As part of this effort, CTPS
coordinated with Massport to incorporate airport growth into the
Model that is used for the revised Transportation Impact
Assessment described in Chapter 6.

28.02 Air Inc

Expanded, prioritized, and innovative
solutions aimed at increasing HOV travel to
and from the region are needed. With
massive planned expansions at Logan
factored in, the Proponent and the state,
should it permit a residential development
of this scale in this location, should commit
to far more aggressive transportation
mitigation.

The Proponent, in consultation with MassDOT and Massport, is
proposing extensive mitigation for its proposed development.
Please see Chapter 6 and Chapter 13 for additional detail for its
proposed mitigation. The expansion of Logan Airport is outside
the scope of this project.
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28.03 Air Inc

When in the Southwest and Northeast
(wind direction) operating configurations,
the Project site will be exposed to pollution
and noise concentrations well in excess of
HUD and FAA standards for human
habitation.... The specific location of the
Master Plan Project is of particular
concern: being in direct alignment with
landings on Runway 22R, inhabitants of the
future development at Suffolk Downs will
fall within the 65+ DNL, and experience
ultrafine particulate air pollution particle
concentrations between 6 - 8 times the
normal urban load....the Proponent should
take preemptive action to provide
increased air filtration and sound
attenuation features in all structures built
at the project site.

High-quality building envelopes are proposed throughout the
Project that would provide significant transmission loss and
reduce interior noise. These envelopes are described in Chapter 9
and Appendix E. Additionally, the Proponent is committed to
building a portion of Project Buildings to Passivehouse standards
which would provide significant transmission loss due to the
super-insulated building envelope.

28.04 Air Inc

Noise across the project area has increased
an unbelievable 50 - 70% since 2011, and
this increase will continue to vary directly
with operational growth at Logan.
Soundproofing standards should be
elevated throughout the project site to
mitigate the impacts of noise on residents
of the future development.

High-quality building envelopes are proposed throughout the
Project that would provide significant transmission loss and
reduce interior noise. These envelopes are described in Chapter 9
and Appendix E. Additionally, the Proponent is committed to
building a portion of Project Buildings to Passivehouse standards
which would provide significant transmission loss due to the
super-insulated building envelope.

29.01 FBIM

With the massing of the largest buildings
upon most of the l60 acre Suffolk Downs
site, we need to be ever mindful that these
buildings, with its lighting and its location in
the midst of the an important migratory
flyway, will need careful and special
window treatment to prevent the many
birdstrikes that are predicted and the
lighting will need to be subdued for the
nesting habitats that are in and around the
environs of Suffolk Downs, but specifically,
the Belle Isle Marsh.

The buildings will be carefully designed with appropriate lighting
and façade systems to consider migratory flyway areas. The
design team will review and consider bird safe design guidelines
for building design.
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29.02 FBIM

As this current site is now blessed with the
hundreds of healthy trees which
undoubtedly will be cut down, we are
suggesting that a nursery be started on the
premises now so that over the
development of the 15-20 year buildout,
we may have the benefit of larger trees
being planted to offset the asphalt and
impervious surfaces.

The Central Common could potentially incorporate a temporary
tree nursery to supply later phases of the project as well as
serving as an educational landscape feature. The Proponent will
explore the feasibility of a tree nursery as the project moves
forward. A common alternative is advanced procurement of
trees through long-term contracts with local nurseries.
Additionally, there is efficiency to maintaining trees within an
established nursery compared to establishing a temporary facility
on-site. The Proponent will explore this option as well as the
Project moves forward.

29.03 FBIM

FBIM is concerned about the
environmental impacts, especially air
pollution, that the projected Logan
expansion will have on residents.

Logan Airport is required through the permitting process to
analyze and assess air quality impacts associated with their
expansion. The Proponent is committed to building a portion of
residential Project Buildings to Passivehouse standards which
require air-tight envelopes and provide excellent indoor air
quality.

29.04 FBIM

During discussions with HYM developers,
we met with Doug Manz, one of the
principals, who stated that the project
would no longer include increasing
stormwater discharges into Sales Creek,
thereby helping to preserve Belle Isle
Marsh. However, we would like to see this
provision in some form of documentation.

As described in Chapter, Sections 4.1 and 4.3, the stormwater
management design has been revised so that peak runoff rates to
both Sales Creek and Chelsea Creek are maintained. The system
has also been designed to improve stormwater runoff quality in
accordance with the MassDEP 2008 Stormwater Management
Handbook using a combination of conventional BMPs and green
infrastructure.

29.05 FBIM

We expect they utilize green strategies for
stormwater that include bioremediation
processes that remove nitrogen and
phosphorous to improve water quality in
Belle Isle Inlet, a nursery for hundreds of
species of wildlife.

As described in Chapter, Sections 4.1 and 4.3, the stormwater
management design has been revised so that peak runoff rates to
both Sales Creek and Chelsea Creek are maintained. The system
has also been designed to improve stormwater runoff quality in
accordance with the MassDEP 2008 Stormwater Management
Handbook using a combination of conventional BMPs and green
infrastructure.

29.06 FBIM

While this Suffolk Downs development will
place tremendous impacts upon the Belle
Isle Marsh Reservation, an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern, we ask that you
partner with DCR to assure adequate
staffing.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3, to protect the valuable
resources associated with the stormwater management system
has been designed to provide a high level of treatment and
improve stormwater discharge as compared to existing
conditions. Additionally, the project team evaluated the increased
stormwater volume that will be directed to Sales Creek against
the tidal flushing volume of the Creek to ensure that the
composition of the marsh waters would not be altered. During
the 8.78-inch 100-year design storm the project will discharge an
additional 22± acre-feet of stormwater to Sales Creek. The tidal
flushing volume of Belle Isle Marsh is estimated at 750± acre-feet.
The increased stormwater volume represents less than 3% of the
total tidal flushing volume and will have a negligible impact on the
system.
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29.07 FBIM

We are concerned that the anticipated
growth in East Boston, Revere, Winthrop
and Lynn – and points north – will put
additional pressure on our already clogged
streets during peak commuter hours.

The CTPS model incorporated background growth as part of the
analysis of the Project. Both no-build and build scenarios were
analyzed. The proposed mitigation elements will help alleviate
both background growth as well as the proposed Project's trips.
See Chapter 6, Section 6.2 for additional information on
background growth.

29.08 FBIM

We ask that you support a regulation
This request is outside the scope of the FEIR. The Proponent has
prohibiting the presence of dogs at Belle
previously committed to building on-site dog parks.
Isle be implemented to protect the wildlife
that will by necessity relocate to the
Reservation. A commitment will be sought
from the developers to create several dog
parks within the 160-acre Suffolk Downs
site, preserving the natural environment
across Bennington Street at Belle Isle
Marsh Reservation.

29.09 FBIM

The transportation needs of the region will Chapter 6, Sections 6.7 and 6.9 discuss on- and off-site transit,
create additional impacts on Belle Isle
pedestrian and bicycle connections. Section 6.7.5 addresses
Marsh. We support additional and
future transit planning.
alternative means of travel in and out of
the project site. The MBTA will likely not be
able to meet the needs of the project when
fully built, given the projected housing
boom in the region at this time and into the
future.
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30.01 Grossman Cos

While the McClellan Modification Plan
concept provides for effective and ample
access to and from the Redevelopment
Project via the eastern side of McClellan
Highway in East Boston ("East McClellan"),
it does not prioritize access to and from the
businesses located on the western side of
McClellan Highway in East Boston ("West
McClellan").... Due to the potential for the
existing traffic patterns at the
aforementioned areas to be materially and
adversely altered by the McClellan
Modification Plan, with such effects being
disproportionately, if not exclusively,
imposed upon the businesses located
within West McClellan, the undersigned
respectfully requests that the Proponent
and the MEPA Office reconsider the
alterations to McClellan Highway proposed
by the McClellan Modification Plan,
particularly at the intersection of McClellan
Highway and Boardman Street.

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1, the Superstreet
concept is no longer the preferred alternative for mitigation along
Route 1A. An analysis of Route 1A corridor alternatives is
provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.

31.01 440 McClellan

While the McClellan Modification Plan
concept provides for effective and ample
access to and from the Redevelopment
Project via the eastern side of McClellan
Highway in East Boston ("East McClellan"),
it does not prioritize access to and from the
businesses located on the western side of
McClellan Highway in East Boston ("West
McClellan").... Due to the potential for the
existing traffic patterns at the
aforementioned areas to be materially and
adversely altered by the McClellan
Modification Plan, with such effects being
disproportionately, if not exclusively,
imposed upon the businesses located
within West McClellan, the undersigned
respectfully requests that the Proponent
and the MEPA Office reconsider the
alterations to McClellan Highway proposed
by the McClellan Modification Plan,
particularly at the intersection of McClellan
Highway and Boardman Street.

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1, the Superstreet
concept is no longer the preferred alternative for mitigation along
Route 1A. An analysis of Route 1A corridor alternatives is
provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.
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While the McClellan Modification Plan
concept provides for effective and ample
access to and from the Redevelopment
Project via the eastern side of McClellan
Highway in East Boston ("East McClellan"),
it does not prioritize access to and from the
businesses located on the western side of
McClellan Highway in East Boston ("West
McClellan").... Due to the potential for the
existing traffic patterns at the
aforementioned areas to be materially and
adversely altered by the McClellan
Modification Plan, with such effects being
disproportionately, if not exclusively,
imposed upon the businesses located
within West McClellan, the undersigned
respectfully requests that the Proponent
and the MEPA Office reconsider the
alterations to McClellan Highway proposed
by the McClellan Modification Plan,
particularly at the intersection of McClellan
Highway and Boardman Street.

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1, the Superstreet
concept is no longer the preferred alternative for mitigation along
Route 1A. An analysis of Route 1A corridor alternatives is
provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.

33.01 Park Shuttle & Fly While the McClellan Modification Plan
concept provides for effective and ample
access to and from the Redevelopment
Project via the eastern side of McClellan
Highway in East Boston ("East McClellan"),
it does not prioritize access to and from the
businesses located on the western side of
McClellan Highway in East Boston ("West
McClellan").... Due to the potential for the
existing traffic patterns at the
aforementioned areas to be materially and
adversely altered by the McClellan
Modification Plan, with such effects being
disproportionately, if not exclusively,
imposed upon the businesses located
within West McClellan, the undersigned
respectfully requests that the Proponent
and the MEPA Office reconsider the
alterations to McClellan Highway proposed
by the McClellan Modification Plan,
particularly at the intersection of McClellan
Highway and Boardman Street.

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.3.1, the Superstreet
concept is no longer the preferred alternative for mitigation along
Route 1A. An analysis of Route 1A corridor alternatives is
provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.

32.01 480 McClellan
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37.01 M.Barison

I would request that as a condition of approval,
your office mandate the developers to fully fund
the proposed berm along Belle Isle Marsh at
Bennington St. The This berm would protect not
only the Suffolk Downs site, but also Bennington
St, and the MBTA Blue Line, both of which are
critical transportation infrastructure for East
Boston, Revere and the North Shore. The
proposed berm would not only provide flood
protection, but also double as a bike trail which
could integrated into the planned extension of
the East Boston Greenway from Constitution
Beach to Revere Beach via Beachmont.

As indicated in FEIR Chapter 8, Section 8.10, the Proponent
has committed to completing a feasibility study of a regional
flood portection berm along Bennington Street prior to Phase
2 construction to evaluate engineering and environmental
considerations of the barrier. The funding of the full cost of
the potential regional berm system is beyond the means of
the Project.

37.02 M.Barison

I have personally made the developers aware of A wildlife underpass is not being contemplated at this time.
the fact that marsh wildlife (foxes, ducks, etc.)
are often killed while attempting to cross
Bennington St. to reach the marshy area
surrounding the Blue Line tracks. The developer
agreed to look into solutions, such as a wildlife
underpass, in conjunction with DCR. This is very
important, as increased development of this
scale will undoubtedly lead to an increase in
vehicular traffic along this stretch of road,
increasing the risk to marsh wildlife.

37.03 M.Barison

As to improvements on-site, I hope that your
office will hold the developers to the highest
standards, such as encouraging the use of
emissions free busses for the proposed on-site
circulators, and requesting that these busses be
made free of charge to all site-users, not just
office tenants.

As part of the mitigation program, detailed in Chapter 13,
Section 13.1, the Proponent is committing to provision of
supplemental shuttle services as warranted by demand and
annual transit use monitoring, which will inform the shuttle
program needs. The Proponent is considering modeling its
shuttle program based upon the EZ Rdie Shuttle as managed
by the Charles River TMA. The EZ Ride Shuttle is free to the
tenants and residents of buidings who contribute to the TMA
and also available to the public for a fee. The Proponent will
further evaluate this as the shuttle program is implemented.
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40.01 F.Salvucci

The short-term actions should include:
1. The introduction of a separate direct frequent
bus shuttle from AIRPORT station to the air
terminals without passing through the car rental
facility; 2. Provisions for the Silver Line to utilize
the emergency ramp, to reduce delay and travel
time, and agreement with the Coast Guard to
coordinate openings of the Chelsea Street Bridge
with the extended Silver Line service which is
now rendered very unreliable by the random
bridge openings; 3. Introduction of new bus
shuttle service from South Station directly to the
air terminals. 4. There should be introduction of
a new airport access fee to be paid by Massport
to MassDOT for every auto or truck which enters
Logan Airport. These payments should be set
high enough to fund both short-term and longterm actions by MassDOT to improve the crisis
situation facing both the residents of East
Boston, Winthrop, Revere, and Chelsea, and
airport workers and air travelers.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit
use. The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section
13.1. A connector shuttle between the Project Site and South
Station via Seaport is among the planned improvements.
Many of the items cited are under control of other entities,
including MassPort and MassDOT. MassDOT and the MBTA
recently completed a pilot study at the end of August that
examined using the emergency ramp for Silver Line service
during heavy flow peak periods. The pilot was well received
and showed significant time savings, and as such, efforts by
MassDOT and MBTA to make this change permanent are
moving forward. This is a measure we favor. The Chelsea
Street Bridge is also being looked at further by the MassDOT.
While MassDOT investigates long-term improvements to
operating the bridge, we note that a new advanced
notification system for bridge raises was implemented in July,
that provides estimated times and duration of bridge raises
for a given day.

40.02 F.Salvucci

The long-term actions to be required should
include:
1.The extension of the Blue Line to the Red Line
at Charles Street. 2. Additional Logan Express
facilities and services need to be implemented in
the immediate future to provide access to Logan
for airport workers and passengers. 3.Study [of]
an extension of intercity rail services beyond
South Station to Logan, and points north, in a
new tunnel under the harbor...should be
considered now as part of the east west rail
service now under consideration to link
Springfield and Worcester to Boston. 4. In 1992,
the secretary of MassDOT proposed extending a
branch of the Blue Line into Logan to provide
direct Blue Line service to the terminals. It was a
good idea then, and a far more useful idea than
the "people mover" internal to Logan that
Massport is pursuing. Massport should shift
priority from the People Mover to the Blue Line
spur.

The actions cited are all long term, highly capital intensive
projects, many of which are worthy of implementation that
would be of great benefit to the overall regional
transportation system, but far beyond that associated with a
single, or even multple developer mitigation program. Based
on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit
use. The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section
13.1.
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40.02 F.Salvucci

5. In 1975 the state was committed to use
available funding to extend the Blue Line to Lynn,
but the mayor of Lynn opposed the plan. Today
the mayor of Lynn supports the plan. It should be
implemented. 6. MassDOT is considering
converting the traditional commuter rail system
to a more frequent regional rail system, including
frequent service from Lynn to North Station,
which could divert drivers from the gridlocked
Route 1.... 7. In the late 1990’s and early 2000
period the MBTA was prepared to provide the
"missing link" to the Silver Line, to improve
connectivity from Roxbury and Back Bay via
Boylston Station, Chinatown Station, and South
Station to the Innovation District and the
airport.... It should be reinitiated. 8. During the
1930’s, the city planning Commission of Boston
proposed extending Boardman Street across a
bridge over the Chelsea Creek to connect
Winthrop, East Boston, and Chelsea, to provide
new mobility opportunities and connectivity to
the three communities. It is a good idea to
diversify the accessibility options of these
communities, and should be considered in the
supplemental EIR.

The actions cited are all long term, highly capital intensive
projects, many of which are worthy of implementation that
would be of great benefit to the overall regional
transportation system, but far beyond that associated with a
single, or even multple developer mitigation program. Based
on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit
use. The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section
13.1.

40.03 F.Salvucci

It is also necessary for there to be more analysis
in the supplemental EIR on the explosion of TNC
traffic to Logan, which is contributing to the
gridlock on both the regional roadways, and also
on the internal Logan roadways.

The Proponent worked with Massport, MassDOT, MBTA, and
CTPS to incorporate Massport's expected future growth into
the CTPS travel demand model. Details on the updated
transportation analyses are provided in Chapter 6, with
detailed traffic analysis presented in Section 6.6 and a harbor
tunnels evaluation provided in Section 6.8.

40.04 F.Salvucci

Higher user fees on TNCs are appropriate to
consider as a supplemental means to improve
the quality and capacity of transit options, and
Logan Express.

The Proponent agrees that this proposed measure could be
considered as a supplemental means to improve the quality
and capacity of transit options, but notes that this action is in
the control of other entities. Based on the findings of the
detailed transportation analysis, provided in Chapter 6, and
coordination with MassDOT and MBTA, the Proponent is
committing to various mitigation projects, services, and
strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel, with a
heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use. The mitigation
program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.
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40.05 F.Salvucci

The flooding situation is similarly a responsibility
of the public sector to deal with at a suitable
scale to secure the access system for the regional
airport, as well as the East Boston and Revere
and Winthrop communities threatened by the
worsening situation of coastal tidal events.
Requiring the developer to analyze these actions,
and delaying the Suffolk Downs proposal in and
of itself will not improve the situation.
But...refusing to process this non-mitigatable
Suffolk Downs proposal could generate the
political will to deal effectively, at an appropriate
scale with both issues, which could then create
the conditions under which proceeding with the
project could be reasonable.

As indicated in Chapter 8, Section 8.10, the Proponent has
committed to completing a feasibility study of a regional flood
protection berm along Bennington Street prior to Phase 2
construction to evaluate engineering and environmental
considerations of such a barrier.

40.06 F.Salvucci

But the idea of 13 per cent affordability should
be atotal non-starter. The lack of affordable
housing is not simply a financial issue. It is a
question offinite limited land that could be
considered for housing. Any housing proposal
that is less than sixtyper cent affordable should
be a non-starter.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Seciton 1.4.6.4, The Project will
create a range of housing types serving many types of existing
and new residents, including a substantial number of
affordable units in support of the City of Boston’s Inclusionary
Development Policy (“IDP”). The total number of affordable
units is estimated at approximately 930 units. In addition to
complying with the IDP, as part of the Boston PDA Plans, the
Proponent is committed to funding a new East Boston
Neighborhood Housing Stabilization Fund and to work with
the City of Boston to direct portions of future Housing
Exaction Payments (Linkage Funds) to this new East Boston
Neighborhood Stabilization Fund, to help address ongoing
displacement pressures in and around East Boston. The
amount to be funded is to be determined based on
discussions with the City and elected officials.

40.07 F.Salvucci

The issue is not just shelter, but the need to build
COMMUNITIES that are comfortable for low- and
middle-income people to live, and this requires
that new communities with more than sixty per
cent affordability are needed. For this reason,
the idea of forcing the developer to finance
transportation investments which are the
responsibility of MassDOT or Massport, is totally
inappropriate. Any “value capture” funding from
the developer will be needed, along with other
public funds, to develop a suitably affordable
community in the Suffolk Downs area.

The Proponent is committed to funding a new East Boston
Neighborhood Housing Stabilization Fund and to work with
the City of Boston to direct portions of future Housing
Exaction Payments (Linkage Funds) to this new East Boston
Neighborhood Stabilization Fund, to help address ongoing
displacement pressures in and around East Boston. The
amount to be funded is to be determined based on
discussions with the City and elected officials.
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40.08 F.Salvucci

For all of these reasons, the Suffolk Downs
process should be suspended, and this area
should be evaluated, using new transportation
modelling approaches that represent accurately
that the roadway network is beyond capacity,
and that there are no auto capacity solutions to
this. The focus of the modelling should be to
identify how much new effective transit
investment is needed to reduce auto use to
within the roadway capacity, and support new
growth. This is an excellent chance to develop
the specifics that the Governor’s Commission
identifies in its recent report, and develop the
game plan for this finite area that can deal with
transportation flooding, and housing challenges.
A supplemental MEPA process required of this
developer can be the mechanism to develop the
plans, but it will require funding from Massport,
MassDOT, and MBTA to implement the plans.

The updated transportation study is provided in Chapter 6.
With the encouragement of MassDOT staff, the conduct and
scope of this study have moved away from the traditional
traffic impact assessment based on an estimate of trip
generation using trips for given landuses as defined in
MassDOT protocol, to one in which the CTPS Model has been
used to estimate the site's impact on variuos transportation
modes. The CTPS Model incorporates all pertinent growth in
the 2040 No Build Condition and provides an updated
assessment of trip generation, trip distribution, and mode
shares for the 2040 Build Conditions and 2040 Build with
Mitigation Conditions.

41.01 S.Kaiser

the pro-transit objectives of the EENF and the
City of Boston have been virtually abandoned in
favor of a totally typical computer model
whereby transit trips are substantially less than
vehicle trips. The goal should be true Transit
Oriented Development or TOD …. where transit
trips exceed auto trips. So far at Suffolk Downs
and Allston, state policies have been retrograde
for transit.

In coordination with MassDOT and MBTA, the Proponent is
committing to various mitigation projects, services, and
strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel, with a
heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use to support the
Transit Oriented Development nature of the Project. As
requested by and coordinated with MassDOT and CTPS, the
updated transportation analysis uses the latest CTPS regional
travel demand model outputs. CTPS has further refined and
calibrated its model inputs and parameters, including updated
existing baseline ridership numbers and trends and updated
land use and demographic projections. Details on the updated
trip generation and mode share analysis are provided in
Chapter 6, Section 6.5.2.5.
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41.02 S.Kaiser

The DEIR proposes a $50 million cost estimate
for roadway modifications in the general vicinity
of Suffolk Downs, but no such investment in
transit mitigation is suggested. Five million
dollars spent on studying ways to improve speed
and reliability of the entire MBTA system – both
buses and rail – would be more valuable to the
traveling public than the entirety of the
proposed roadway changes. The proponent has
been forced into a position of adopting state
goals that fail to grasp the full opportunities for
improved transit at Suffolk Downs and for the
Boston area generally. A promising EENF has
been damaged by unresponsive state actions at
many different levels.

One of the primary focuses of the Transportation Working
Group was the development of a comprehensive mitigation
program for the project. As part of these discussions, the
focus has shifted away from traffic improvements that added
capacity to Route 1A and moved towards additional transit
mitigation. The mitigation program is outlined in Chapter 13,
Section 13.1.

41.03 S.Kaiser

The next step should not be a $50 million mass Please see response to Comment 41.02
of road widenings near Suffolk Downs. Instead, it
should be laying out an analysis – with historical
verification – for ways to revive Boston transit
performance back to the levels achieved 70 to
110 years ago. Start with spending $5 million on
a true reinvention of transit excellence in Boston,
to grasp the efficiencies inherent in the system,
and then consider how the modern invention of
computers could help achieve either better
capacity and reliability, or enhance transit safety
to the point that it can rival the safety record of
modern commercial aviation.

41.04 S.Kaiser

Therefore, the pro-transit objectives of the EENF
should be re-established as a planning priority
for Suffolk Downs, following the initiative of the
City of Boston and the current developer.

To support the Proponent's continued Transit-Oriented
Development objectives for the Project, the Proponent is
committing to various mitigation projects, services, and
strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel, with a
heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use. The mitigation
program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1.

41.05 S.Kaiser

I note the valid request from MassDOT that the
scope of the traffic impact area be
extended to include the cross-Harbor tunnels.
The DEIR included such measurements in its
documentation of existing traffic flows through
the tunnels. However, the analysis stops and
shows no numbers for future No-Build and Build
traffic in the tunnels. The Final EIR should
complete tunnel traffic volumes for both present
and future conditions.

An updated evaluation of the Tunnels is provided in Chapter
6, Section 6.8. As the project team has moved through the
update process from DEIR tp FEIR, we have provided
MassDOT with a series of short term improvement
alternatives, some of which have implemented, in an attempt
to ease congestion in then tunnels which were found to be at
or near capacity during te peak periods.
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The Final EIR should include an assessment of
both transit and highway flows at tunnel
crossings.
The FEIR should explain how transit capacity is
measured for the Blue Line and what happens to
actual system capacity when transit lines are
overloaded and become congested or delayed.
How is level of service for transit measured and
applied to Suffolk Downs?

An updated evaluation of the Tunnels is provided in Chapter
6, Section 6.8.

41.08 S.Kaiser

The DEIR should refer to the measured surges in
New York City during Hurricane Sandy and the
subsequent studies by MWRA to identify
vulnerable elements within the Authority's
infrastructure that the Authority may have
investigated at Deer Island. MWRA models for
severe storms (such as Sandy at high tide in
Boston) would help inform how severe storms
should be modeled for Suffolk Downs.

As described in Chapter 8, the Project completed a
comprehensive Climate Change and Adaptation analysis to
study potential climate change and flood impacts from the
Project. A working group with several state agencies including
CZM, DCR, DEP and the MEPA office have helped guide this
study and analysis. A site-specific Hydrologic and Hydraulic
(H&H) model was developed and used to evaluate Build and
No-Build conditions under current and future climate
conditions.

41.09 S.Kaiser

Please continue to use Boston City Base but also
relate it to other datum references such as
MDC/MWRA and to the NGVD and USGS
elevation systems which have served us so well
in the past. Excellence in accurately and clearly
identifying land and flood elevations is essential
to understanding the complex flooding dynamics
of East Boston and Revere around the Suffolk
Downs site. The new flood diagramming in the
EIR supplementary materials does not read well,
and greater thought should be given to visual
displays – including water depths in addition to
water elevations.

As indicated in FEIR Chapter 8, Section 8.10, the Proponent
has committed to completing a feasibility study of a regional
flood portection berm along Bennington Street prior to Phase
2 construction to evaluate engineering and environmental
considerations of the barrier.

41.10 S.Kaiser

Has consideration been given to the creation of
berms to protect against ocean flooding? They
could also provide a landscaped shield either
against tank farms or the architectural
differences between dense new development
and existing low-rise housing in Orient Heights
and Beachmont. Figures 8-4 and 8-8 show 100year flooding areas and possible location of
seaward dikes, but a full description of the pros
and cons of such dikes should be given.

As indicated in FEIR Chapter 8, Section 8.4, the Project is
proposing several flood projection mitigation measures during
Phase 1, 2, 3/4B/5B including a 2-3-foot high berm along
Washburn Avenue, interim flood storage, and permanent onsite flood storage within the central common. Additionally, as
indicated in FEIR Chapter 8, Section 8.10, the Proponent has
committed to completing a feasibility study of a regional flood
portection berm along Bennington Street prior to Phase 2
construction to evaluate engineering and environmental
considerations of the barrier.

41.06 S.Kaiser

41.07 S.Kaiser

The Proponent coordinated with MassDOT OPMI and MBTA
and used OPMI/MBTA's requested procedures and
assumptions for analyzing demand and capacity on the MBTA
Blue Line. The transit analysis for Blue Line service is
presented in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.2 and the Blue Line
station capacity analysis for Suffolk Downs and Beachmont
stations is presented in Section 6.7.3.
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41.11 S.Kaiser

The neighboring tank farm offers few aesthetic
benefits to new development at Suffolk Downs.
Could there be a more extensive landscaping
effort to shield the view of the tank farm? Could
the tanks be painted different colors to break up
the drabness and industrial sterility of the site?
Inventive thoughts are needed.

The Proponent acknowledges the urban design challenges
related to the existing oil tank farm. Primary access to the
Master Plan Project is via Tomasello Drive, a two-way four
lane arterial with a frontage sidewalk on the developed
“inner” side of the street. The opposite side of the street
contains an existing wetland feature which is an open space
buffer against the oil tank farm.

42.01 S.Kaiser

I would welcome any discussion in the Final EIR ( Comment noted.
and by the Secretary in his certificate
on the DEIR) as to better definition of what
“Transit Oriented Development” is.

42.02 S.Kaiser

The first step should be a comparison of the
results of trip generation numbers calculated by
CTPS compared to more standard ITE trip
generation formulae that have been refined
since the 1970s. The FEIR should show the trip
generation figures used in the EENF, and those
produced for the DEIR using methods applied by
CTPS. It is clear that along the line the modal
splits assumed in the EENF and DEIR were quite
different. The FEIR needs to explain what those
differences were and how they affected the
results. Please do not use the ambiguous term
“conservative.” After the numbers have been
compared, please make an evaluation of which
numbers are more credible from an empirical
standpoint : being derived from physical
measurement.

42.03 S.Kaiser

The FEIR should investigate the historical
The requested investigation is outside the scope of the FEIR.
differences between traffic empiricism and the
creation of the BPR formula by methods
seemingly lacking historical reference, calibration
or consideration of alternatives.

42.04 S.Kaiser

From CTPS regional model, what are the
crossharbor flows for ADT, peak hours and near
peak hours (Tobin Bridge and tunnels). This
analysis was requested by MassDOT and the
DEIR information is incomplete. Do near peak
hours show higher volumes than LOS F in the
peak hours?

At the request of the Department of Transportation, the FEIR
has moved away from the traditional ITE Trip Generation
process and assignment of those trips to the network
(vehicular, transit, walk/bike, etc.), to the CTPS model that
was, as a first step, calibrated to the existing conditions and
then run in the 2040 No-Build condition. This was followed by
adding the development program and re-running the model
in the 2040 Build and Build with Mitigation scenarios. This is
more fully discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.5.2.

Chapter 6, Section 6.8 includes an expanded study with
additional counts and travel time studies completed, analysis
of Tunnel operation using HCS programs, projection of
demands to a design year in 2040 in the No-Build and Build
conditions and a resulting update in the mitigation program.
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42.05 S.Kaiser

The typical results of trip assignment usually do
not include explicit identification of
road links with V/C greater than 1.0 Please
include a listing of all links in the model which
are over 2.0 for V/C for existing and future
scenarios.

At the request of the Department of Transportation, the FEIR
has moved away from the traditional ITE Trip Generation
process and assignment of those trips to the network
(vehicular, transit, walk/bike, etc.), to the CTPS model that
was, as a first step, calibrated to the existing conditions and
then run in the 2040 No-Build condition. This was followed by
adding the development program and re-running the model
in the 2040 Build and Build with Mitigation scenarios. This is
more fully discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.5.2.

42.06 S.Kaiser

The Synchro model when encountering LOS F
conditions does allow for a queuing calculation,
but the queue growth occurs only for three or
four minutes (two signal cycles) before the
computer stops calculating, and states that the
queue length is “theoretically infinite.” How
many incidents in the Synchro calculations
includes such truncated queue calculations?
Please present a table.

Syncro model results including LOS F and queue conditions
are discussed in Chapter 6. Synchro outputs are included in
Appendix B.

42.07 S.Kaiser

What is the transit equation that is the transit
equivalent of the BPR formula? How does the
MBTA define crush capacity for the Blue Line
cars? Please provide a diagram showing floor
area of a Blue Line car and how the crush load
calculation is made. I had understood that crush
loading is a theoretical value only and has no
practical application to transit operations. If
crush loading is attempted, it will most likely be
akin to LOS F on highways, with congested
passenger flows actually decreasing as crowding
becomes worse. The CTPS model should show
these effects.

Per the MBTA's Ridership and Service Statistics, Fourteenth
Edition, "crush capacity" on the Blue Line is defined as 145
passengers per car, based on an occupant load density within
standing room areas of 1.5 square feet per standing
passenger and the total number of seats for seated
passengers. The vehicle load standards detailed in the MBTA's
Service Delivery Policy define the passenger capacity
conditions that are acceptable for passenger comfort by
mode and time period. "Crush capacity" is greater than the
"policy capacity" vehicle load standards dictated by the MBTA.
The CTPS model analyzes transportation trips by time period,
with the entire day broken up into four total modeled time
periods. The AM and PM peak periods in the CTPS model each
comprise a three-hour duration time period. The CTPS model
does not apply a transit capacity constraint, in part because
the modeled demand is spread over multi-hour time periods.
The Proponent coordinated with MassDOT OPMI and MBTA
and used OPMI/MBTA's requested procedures and
assumptions for analyzing detailed demand and capacity for
each 30-minute period of the service day on the MBTA Blue
Line in order to compare projected demands to "policy
capacity". The transit analysis for Blue Line service is
presented in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.2.
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42.08 S.Kaiser

The DEIR mentions peak load points on the Blue
Line, and the heaviest loaded track is between
Maverick and Aquarium Station. What are the
measured peak load counts in recent years by
CTPS and how do they compare with capacity
estimated for trains on the Red and Orange
Lines? MBTA cites a figure of 13,000 passengers
per hour as the capacity of a Red Line track.
What is the comparable number for the Blue
Line?

The most recent existing conditions peak load counts on the
Blue Line are presented in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.2, based on
Spring 2018 data provided by the MBTA. Based on the existing
conditions data, the highest loading on the Blue Line currently
occurs between 8:00 a.m. and 8:30 a.m. in the inbound
direction between Maverick and Aquarium stations, with a
total of 2,922 passengers on the Blue Line Inbound. The Blue
Line Inbound's "policy capacity" between 8:00 a.m. and 8:30
a.m. is equivalent to 3,440 passengers, based on the
scheduled frequency of trains and the vehicle load standards
for passenger comfort dictated by the MBTA's Service
Delivery Policy by mode and time period. For comparison, in
the 30-minute period between 8:00 a.m. and 8:30 a.m., the
Red Line has a "policy capacity" of approximately 6,520
passengers and the Orange Line has a "policy capacity" of
4,230 passengers.

42.09 S.Kaiser

What is the MBTA bus equation for speed and
passenger volume? How does street traffic
congestion affect bus service and capacity,
according to the CTPS model?

The CTPS model calculates bus in-vehicle travel times
between stops based on the congestion on the underlying
roadway network. For example, the more congested the
roadways are in the model, the slower the bus speeds and the
longer the travel times will be, making bus a less desirable
choice in the model's projection of trips made by bus versus
other mode options. The CTPS model does account for faster
travel times for buses modeled to travel in bus-only or High
Occupant Vehicle (HOV) lanes. As further described in the
response to Comment 42.07, the CTPS model does not apply a
transit capacity constraint.

43.01 S.Kaiser

Instead of $50 million in road improvements, the
developer should agree to fund a $10 million
study of MBTA services affecting access to and
from the Suffolk Downs site from all directions,
including the entirety of the Blue, Red, Green
and Orange Lines, as well as bus and commuter
rail.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit
use. The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section
13.1.

43.02 S.Kaiser

The effectiveness of the proposed privately
funded shuttle bus services should be evaluated
as to cost and ridership experience, using data on
other such services in Boston and Cambridge.

As part of the mitigation program, detailed in Chapter 13,
Section 13.1, the Proponent is committing to provision of
supplemental shuttle services as warranted by demand and
annual transit use monitoring, which will inform the shuttle
program needs and provide ongoing evaluation of the shuttle
services, including cost and ridership. Ridership estimates for
the Project's proposed shuttle services, prepared in
coordination with MassDOT and MBTA and based on updated
projections from the CTPS regional travel demand model, are
detailed in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.4.1.
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43.03 S.Kaiser

The developer should define $40 in
transportation service improvements (not limited
to local highways) including MBTA operations
and reliability, shuttle bus capital and operating
xpenses, subsidized Uber/Lyft services, car
pooling, and other services.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit
use. The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section
13.1.

43.04 S.Kaiser

The FEIR should also propose new schedules and
performance for MBTA rail and bus service
carrying passengers to the Suffolk Downs area,
and not simply continue to 2028 all existing T
schedules and service quality.

The MBTA service assumptions for purposes of the FEIR's
horizon year transit analyses were developed in coordination
with MassDOT and MBTA. Please refer to Chapter 6, Sections
6.5.2, 6.7.1, and 6.7.2 for more details on overall
transportation modeling assumptions, MBTA bus analysis
service assumptions, and Blue Line analysis service
assumptions, respectively.

43.05 S.Kaiser

The $50 million total should include funds for
planning, design and limited construction.

Based on the findings of the detailed transportation analysis,
provided in Chapter 6, and coordination with MassDOT and
MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various mitigation
projects, services, and strategies to reduce single-occupant
vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on encouraging transit
use. The mitigation program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section
13.1.

43.06 S.Kaiser

A valid observation could be offered that there
would be many elements in the transportation
improvement package that would benefit the
MBTA system as a whole. MBTA riders not
traveling to and from Suffolk Downs could be
added beneficiaries of the transit mitigation
package. Such transit benefits from mitigation
might benefit as many non-Suffolk Downs trips
as those going to the development site. Hence a
good argument could be made for the MBTA
(and other developers) to accept the
responsibility for half the mitigation cost ($25
million) while the developer of Suffolk Downs
would commit its own $25 million. ....The $25
million mitigation for Suffolk Downs should be
directed primarily at planning for transit system
operational improvements.

In coordination with MassDOT and MBTA, the Proponent is
committing to various mitigation projects, services, and
strategies to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel, with a
heavy emphasis on encouraging transit use. The mitigation
program is detailed in Chapter 13, Section 13.1. The transit
mitigation package includes the Proponent's commitment to
capital contributions that will go to the MBTA towards the
design, construction and/or implementation of MBTA local
bus and subway improvements, to include Blue Line
operational enhancements, Suffolk Downs Station
improvements, Beachmont Station improvements, and Better
Bus initiatives, intended to also be supported with partial
funding contributions from other beneficiaries.

43.07 S.Kaiser

Completion of this transit study would take
considerable time and effort, thus delaying the
submission of the FEIR. One possible procedural
solution would be to consider initiation of the
transit planning study prior to approval of the
FEIR as a commitment to mitigation. Another
possibility is a phase 2 waiver. A time table for
quarterly progress reports on the transit study
could become part of the agreed mitigation
package.

Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7 for the Project's
detailed transit analysis as scoped for the FEIR and
coordinated with MassDOT and MBTA. In coordination with
MassDOT and MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various
mitigation projects, services, and strategies to reduce singleoccupant vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on
encouraging transit use. The mitigation program is detailed in
Chapter 13, Section 13.1.
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43.08 S.Kaiser

The FEIR should commit to an historical
evaluation of the Boston transit system using
archival schedules to estimate capacities of rail
transit 50 to 125 years ago.

Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7 for the Project's
detailed transit analysis as scoped for the FEIR and
coordinated with MassDOT and MBTA. In coordination with
MassDOT and MBTA, the Proponent is committing to various
mitigation projects, services, and strategies to reduce singleoccupant vehicle travel, with a heavy emphasis on
encouraging transit use. The mitigation program is detailed in
Chapter 13, Section 13.1.

43.09 S.Kaiser

The FEIR should estimate the capacity of the
Green Line (and other rail lines) based on
empirical, established performance already
achieved in the past, with modification for train
lengths. Currently, trains on all T lines operate
with erratic headways, in bunched formations,
with an added loss in practical capacity. The FEIR
should show the capacity benefits resulting from
running trains on-time.

Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7 for the Project's
detailed transit analysis as scoped for the FEIR and
coordinated with MassDOT and MBTA. The Blue Line is the
MBTA's most reliable rapid transit service, with an average
reliability (percent of customers who wait no longer than the
scheduled time between trains) of 95% in October 2019 per
the MBTA's Performance Dashboard.

43.1 S.Kaiser

In other words, there is a vast reservoir of
Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7 for the Project's
capacity inherent in the existing MBTA rail
detailed transit analysis as scoped for the FEIR and
system that is not being utilized. The Suffolk
coordinated with MassDOT and MBTA.
Downs FEIR should indicate how this untouched
capacity can be put to use, especially to trips
from Red, Green and Orange Lines to the Blue
Line and to Suffolk Downs.

43.11 S.Kaiser

The FEIR should also illustrate additional transit Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7 for the Project's
capacity and service options that use modern
detailed transit analysis as scoped for the FEIR and
technology. Examples might include computers coordinated with MassDOT and MBTA.
and AI to monitor and assure more even spacing
of trains and buses, thus improving on the
historical standards.

43.12 S.Kaiser

A quality transit analysis in the FEIR would also Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.7 for the Project's
serve as a guide for MassDOT in assembling its
detailed transit analysis as scoped for the FEIR and
long-term planning for 2040 for the Boston
coordinated with MassDOT and MBTA.
metropolitan area. It would also put positive
distance between Boston and other struggling
transit systems along the East Coast, such as New
York and Washington D.C. This transit analysis
could provide an international model for solving
bunching and capacity problems for both rail and
bus service.

44.01 S.Kaiser

A responsive FEIR should include the necessary
supportive information, especially mapping, on
the status of tidelands on the project site.

A discussion of landlocked tidelands on the Project site is
included in Chapter 5, Section 5.1.1.
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CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
PROJECT NAME
PROJECT MUNICIPALITY
PROJECT WATERSHED
EEA NUMBER
PROJECT PROPONENT
DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR

: Suffolk Downs Redevelopment
: Boston and Revere
: Boston Harbor
: 15783
: The McClellan Highway Development Company, LLC
c/o The HYM Investment Group, LLC
: October 10, 2018

Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA; M.G. L. c. 30, ss. 61621) and Section 11.08 of the MEPA regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this project and hereby detem1ine that it
adequately and properly complies with MEPA and its implementing regulations. The MEPA
regulations indicate that a DEIR can be determined adequate, even if certain aspects of the
project or issues require additional description or analysis in a Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR), provided that it is generally responsive to 301 CMR 11.07 and the Scope.
The DEIR primarily evaluated the impacts of Program A (Pro-Commercial Program),
which was developed according to the requirements outlined in Amazon's Request for Proposals
(Amazon RFP) for a second corporate headquarters (Amazon HQ2). Subsequent to the submittal
of the DEIR, Amazon announced its decision to locate Amazon HQ2 elsewhere. As a result, the
Proponent has indicated that Program B (Pro-Residential Program) with increased residential
space and less commercial space is the Preferred Alternative. The h·ansportation study provided
in the DEIR was performed based on the land uses and build-out of Program A; it did not
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account for changes in trip generation or trip distribution associated with Program B. Comments
from MassDOT indicate that the reduction in office space and increase in residential space in
Program B will change trip distribution, traffic volumes, internal capture, mode share, and peak
direction commutes and will result in additional impacts at some locations.
I have received numerous comments from municipal officials, State and regional
agencies, environmental advocacy groups, and from residents, including abutters. The majority
of comments emphasize the importance of reducing and mitigating trip generation, addressing
impacts to bus and rapid transit, the need to increase capacity and availability of bus and rapid
transit, encouraging walking and cycling and need for additional measures to assist both cities in
achieving their 2050 net-zero emissions goal. Some comments support the project and identify
its potential to create significant employment opportunities and economic activity and to provide
tax revenue and needed housing. Other comments express concerns with the Route 1A corridor
improvements and climate change adaptation and resiliency. Comments also recognize the
complexities involved in reviewing a project with an e�tended build-out, which will be shaped
by emerging transportation and climate trends. Commenters recommend and request periodic
opportunities to review project plans and impacts based on results of monitoring, to assess
effectiveness of mitigation commitments and to consider the effect of new data and projections
on the project.
Many comments acknowledge the Proponent's cooperation and willingness to meet with
stakeholders to discuss the project and clarify technical issues. Additionally, comments from
MassDOT note the Proponent has been actively engaged to improve transit access in and around
the site and to develop a revised transportation study for Program B.
To support the preparation of information and analysis responsive to the Scope items
outlined below, I will convene an Interagency Working Group (Working Group). The Working
Group will provide guidance and recommend strategies consistent with State policies and
support attainment of the highest environmental standards for each project phase.
Project Description
The project includes the construction of a 16.2 million-square-foot (sf) transit-oriented
mixed-use development at the former Suffolk Downs horse racing facility. It includes
approximately 10.52 million sf of development in Boston and 5.68 million sf of development in
Revere. The DEIR described two potential building programs for full-build of the site: Program
A and Program B). The DEIR analyzed the potential environmental impacts and presented
mitigation measures and public benefits for a revised version of Program A which was sized to
meet the requirements outlined in the Amazon RFP. Program A includes approximately 8 million
sf of commercial office space; 7.15 million sf of residential space (7,200 units); 500,000 sf of
retail space; and 550,000 sf of hotel space (918 rooms). Program B includes approximately 5.25
million sf of commercial office space; 10.4 million sf of residential space (10,000 units); 450,000
sf of retail space; and 400,000 sf of hotel space (670 rooms). Subsequent to the submittal of the
DEIR, the Proponent identified Program B as the Preferred Alternative.
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Build out of the project is anticipated to occur in five phases over 15-20 years. Each
phase contains two sub-phases of development (one located in Boson and one located in Revere).
Development will generally commence at the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
(MBTA) Suffolk Downs and Beachmont Blue Line Stations and proceed west across the site.
• Phase I -2018 to 2022: These initial phases of development in Boston (Phase IB) and
Revere (Phase IR) are located near the two MBTA Blue Line stations.
• Phase 2-2022 to 2026: This phase includes significant build out of the Central Common
to connect Phases I B and IR. Phase 2B includes development along Waldemar Avenue.
• Ph�e 3 - 2026 to 2030: This phase generally includes development of major portions of
the street network connecting to the Central Common.
• Phase 4 - 2030 to 2034: This phase includes build out of parcels along Tomasello Drive.
•

Phase 5 -2034 to 2038: This phase includes build out of parcels at the entrance of the
project site off of Route IA.

Project Site
The 161-acre project site is located within a densely developed urban area in East Boston
(109 acres) and Revere (52 acres). It is generally bounded by the Lee Burbank Highway (Route
IA) and fuel storage tank farms to the west; a shopping plaza to the northwest; Route 145
(Revere Beach Parkway/ Winthrop Avenue) and the Crescent Beach neighborhood to the north;
the MBTA Beachmont and Suffolk Downs Station, Blue Line tracks, Bennington Street, and
Belle Isle Marsh to the northeast and east; and Waldemar Avenue and the Orient Heights
neighborhood to the south. The site includes access drives, a grandstand and clubhouse
buildings, a one-mile racetrack for thoroughbred racing, a manmade pond (Horseshoe Pond),
horse barns and stables, 3,028 surface parking spaces, and other infrastructure. Site access is
provided from Tomasello Drive.
A portion of the project site is located within the Rumney Marshes Are� of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC), which is also an Outstanding Resource Water (ORW). It
includes Sales Creek which flows through the site and discharges into the Belle Isle Inlet. The
Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) has an easement for the portion of Sales
Creek that traverses the project site and is respqnsible for its maintenance. DCR also owns and
maintains the culverts within Sales Creek on the project site, as well as a tide gate and pump
station located at the Belle Isle Marsh Inlet. The 241-acre Belle Isle Marsh, located to the
southeast of the project site, includes the Belle Isle Reservation which is owned by the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts in the care, custody, and control of DCR.
Comments from the Division of Marine Fisheries (DMF) indicate that the Chelsea River
and Belle Isle Inlet contains soft shell clam (Mya arenaria) and blue mussel (Mytilus edulis)
resources and is potential habitat for winter flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus), juvenile
striped bass (Morone saxatilis), tomcod (Microgadus tomcod), and is a migratory pathway for
rainbow smelt (Osmerus mordax) and American eel (Anguilla rostrata). The project site contains
multiple wetland resource areas. The majority of the project site is located within the 100-year
floodplain. The floodplain is identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
3
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as Zone AE with a Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of11-ft North American Vertical Datum of1988
(NAVD88) as shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for Suffolk County (Map No.
25025C0038J, effective March 16, 2016). 1 In addition, the project site includes landlocked, filled
tidelands. As described below, some off-site locations where transportation improvements are
proposed also contain wetland resource areas and are located in the ACEC, Filled Tidelands, and
a Designated Port Area (DPA).
According to the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC), the Suffolk Downs
Complex (BOS.ABQ/REV.J), including several associated structures, and the racetrack are
included in the MHC Inventory ofHistoric and Archaeological Assets ofthe Commonwealth
(Inventory) and may be eligible for listing in the State and National Registers ofHistoric Places.
The project site is also adjacent to the Revere Beach Parkway (REV.H), which is listed in the
State and National Registers ofHistoric Places.
Three projects associated with the site have undergone MEPA review: the Sales Creek
Culvert Emergency Repairs (EEA# 13437), the Suffolk Downs Stabling Area and Racecourse
Stormwater Improvements (EEA# 14747), and Caesar's Resort at Suffolk Downs/Mohegan Sun
Massachusetts (EEA# 15006). The latter two consisted ofa stormwater separation project to
secure an Individual National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for the
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFO) and a destination resort casino development,
respectively. The casino did not complete MEPA review and was not constructed.
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
As described in the DEIR, construction ofthe project will result in the following: 109
total acres ofimpervious area; generation of65,277 net new adjusted average daily vehicle trips
(adt); use of2.4 to 2.7 million gallons per day (mgd) ofwater and generation of2.0 to 2.3 mgd of
wastewater. It will also impact the following on-site wetland resource areas: Inland Bank (4,395
linear feet (If)), BVW (2.78 acres), LUW (33,590 sf), Riverfront Area (63,035 sf), and LSCSF
(82.6 acres). Maintenance ofan off-site culvert and tide gate and construction ofoff-site
transportation improvements will impact the following wetland resource areas: Riverfront Area
(17,000 total sf), Coastal Bank (900 If), BVW (300 sf), Salt Marsh (10,000 sf), and LSCSF (17.5
acres).
Measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts include: redevelopment ofan existing
site in close proximity to transit; $50 million ofroadway improvements at 23 off-site locations;
development ofa Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program; on- and off-site
pedestrian and bicycle improvements; provision ofa 40-acre publicly-accessible open space
network; Low Impact Development (LID) measures; incorporation ofenergy efficiency
measures to reduce the project's greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions; and construction of rooftop
solar photovoltaic (PV) arrays. Portions ofthe project site will be raised to establish a first-floor
elevation that is designed to withstand the effects ofsea level rise and the project will incorporate
other measures to improve the project's resiliency, and ability to adapt, to the effects ofclimate
change.
1

The tenns 100-year floodplain and Land Subject to Coastal Stonn Flowage (LSCSF) are used interchangeably within this Certificate.
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Jurisdiction and Permitting
The project is undergoing MEPA review and is subject to preparation of a mandatory EIR
pursuant to Sections 1l.03(l)(a)(2), 1l.03(3)(a)(l)(b), 1l.03(6)(a)(6) and (7) of the MEPA
regulations because it requires State Agency Actions and will result in: creation of 10 or more
acres of impervious area, alteration of greater than 10 acres of any other wetlands, generation of
3,000 or more New adt, and construction of 1,000 or more New parking spaces at a single
location. It also exceeds ENF thresholds pertaining to wetlands, wastewater, transportation,
historic and archaeological resources, and ACECs.2
Construction of the project, including on- and off-site transportation mitigation measures
will require multiple Vehicular Access Permits from MassDOT and Access Permits from DCR.
The project will require one or more Chapter 91 (c. 91) authorizations and may require one or
more 401 Water Quality Certification(s) (WQC), a Beneficial Use Determination (BUD), and
modification, replacement and/or closure of the existing NPDES Permit regarding the CAFO
from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP). The project will
require Section 8(m) Permits, Direct Connect Permits, and may require a Sewer Use Discharge
· Permit and/or Temporary Construction Site Dewatering Permit from the Massachusetts Water
Resources Authority (MWRA). It will also require a Permit for Service Extension under the
MWRA Water Straddle Policy. The project may require an Agreement for Improvements with
the MBTA for work at the Beachmont and Suffolk Downs MBTA Stations. The DEIR indicated
that the project will also require Land Transfers (permanent easement and temporary access and
construction license or easement rights) from the MBTA which were not previously identified in
the Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF). The project is subject to the May 5,·
2010 MEPA Greenhouse Gas Policy and Protocol (OHO Policy).
The project requires a NPDES Construction General Permit and modification,
replacement, and/or closure of the existing NPDES Permit for the CAFO from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ·and a Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation
from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). It may require authorization from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) under the General Permits for Massachusetts in accordance
with Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act. The project may require Federal Consistency
Review by Coastal Zone Management (CZM).
The project is subject to review by several City of Boston agencies, including, but not
limited to: Article SOB Large Project review by the Boston Planning and Development Agency
(BPDA), Site Plan Review by the Boston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC), and one or
more Orders of Conditions from the Boston Conservation Commission (or in the case of an
appeal, a Superseding Order of Conditions from MassDEP). An Impact Advisory Group (IAG),
consisting of community members, was appointed to provide input to the BPDA during its
review of the project. The project also requires Demolition Review by the Boston Landmarks
Commission. The Proponent will prepare and submit a Transportation Access Plan Agreement
(TAPA) and Construction Management Plan in coordination with the Boston Transportation
Department {BTD) for the project. The Proponent has indicated that they intend to apply to the
2 The applicable ENF thresholds are identified at 301CMR 1 l.03(3)(b)(l)(f), 301CMR 11.03(5)(b)(3)(c), 301CMR

11.03(5)(b)(4)(a), 301CMR11.03(6)(b)(13), (14), a nd (15), 301CMRll.03(10)(b)(a)(l), and 30.1CMR11.03(1l)(b).

5

EEA# 15783

DEIR Certificate

January 25, 2019

City of Boston for the creation of a Planned Development Area (PDA) and Approval of a PDA
Development Plan in connection with the project.
The project will also be subject to review by several City of Revere agencies, including,
but not limited to: a Master Plan Planned Unit Development/Special Permit from the Revere City
Council, Site Plan Review from the Site Plan Review Committee, and Subdivision Plan
Approval from the Revere Planning Board. It will also require an Order of Conditions from the
Revere Conservation Commission (or in the case of an appeal, a Superseding Order of
Conditions from MassDEP). The DEIR indicated that the Revere City Council issued a Zoning
Code Amendment subsequent to the review of the EENF.
Because the Proponent may seek Financial Assistance from the Commonwealth for the
project, MEPA jurisdiction is broad and extends to all aspects of the project that have the
potential to cause Damage to the Environment as defined in the MEPA regulations.
Review of the DEIR
The DEIR included a description of the proposed project and identified changes since the
EENF was filed. The DEIR provided supporting graphics and updated conceptual site plans that
identified existing and proposed conditions, access roads and internal driveways, transit
connections, pedestrian and bicycle routes, proposed buildings, surface and structured parking,
infrastructure, wetland resource areas, and adjacent land uses. The DEIR also included
conceptual plans for the proposed off-site transportation improvements.
The DEIR identified all federal, State, and local permits and approvals required for the
project and discussed how the project will be developed in a manner consistent with applicable
regulatory standards and requirements. The DEIR included a conceptual project phasing plan but
did not quantify the development and associated infrastructure located within each phase. The
DEIR discussed the project's consistency with Executive Order (EO) 384, the Commonwealth's
Sustainable Development Principles, and regional and local land use plans, including: Imagine
Boston 2030, Go Boston 2030, Boston's Open Space and Recreation Plan (2015-2021), East
Boston Master Plan (April 2000), .the City of Revere's Draft FY 2010 - 2015 Strategic Plan, and
Boston Regional Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) Journey to 2030. The DEIR
provided an update on the City of Revere's timeframe for revising its Open Space and
Recreation Plan (OSRP) and Master Plan and briefly addressed the project's general consistency
with these efforts.
As noted in the DEIR, the Proponent continued its efforts to coordinate with State
Agencies, meeting with MEPA, MassDOT, DCR, MassDEP, CZM, the Department of Energy
Resources (DOER), and the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport). The DEIR identified
public outreach efforts by the Proponent, including community meetings, public meetings with
the Impact Advisory Group (JAG) and Development Advisory Group (DAG) as required by the
local review process of the cities of Boston and Revere (respectively), and meetings with other
interest groups. An extension of the comment period to December 14, 2018 was granted to allow
for the preparation and distribution of additional materials in response to preliminary feedback
from permitting agencies. This information was provided on November 30, 2018. A second
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extension of the comment period was granted (to January 18, 2019) to provide time for the
Proponent to consult with MassDOT.
Alternatives Analysis
The DEIR included an alternatives analysis that evaluated the following: No-Build
Alternative, EENF Alternative, and a Reduced Development Alternative. The DEIR included
conceptual site plans and compared the environmental impacts of each alternative in tabular
format. The DEIR indicated the No-Build Alternative was dismissed as it would leave the
existing conditions in place and would not provide economic benefits to the region. The EENF
Alternative consisted of Program A (Pro-Commercial Program), as previously described in the
EENF. The Reduced Development Alternative reduced the project from 16.5-million sf to 16.2million sf but was otherwise substantially similar to the EENF Alternative. The reduced building
program would reduce trip generation, water use, and wastewater generation. The Reduced
Development Alternative was identified as the Preferred Alternative in the DEIR. The DEIR did
not evaluate an alternative that would reduce impervious area and decrease development and fill
in the floodplain nor evaluate alternatives that would improve the ecological functions of Sales
Creek. The DEIR did not evaluate alternative designs to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts
to LSCSF and the beneficial functions of the existing floodplain.
The supplemental information provided by the Proponent included an analysis of a
Revised Reduced Development Alternative and a Reduced Floodplain Development Alternative.
The Revised Reduced Development Alternative incorporates additional measures to reduce
impervious area by 14 acres (from 123 acres to 109 acres). The supplemental information
identified this revised alternative as the Preferred Alternative. The Reduced Floodplain
Development Alternative eliminated development within an expanded buffer to Sales Creek (50ft vs the proposed 25-ft) and reduced development within areas currently subject to the 1%
annual chance flood (as delineated based on the Proponent's resiliency model). This alternative
results in decreased impervious area and fill/development within LSCSF and increased open
space. The DEIR dismissed this alternative based on the assertion that elimination of floodable
garages, which have been included in the design of the Preferred Alternative, would provide less
floodplain storage than the Preferred Alternative and would have disproportionate impacts on the
programming and tax revenue for the City of Revere. The DEIR did not evaluate other feasible
alternatives to increase flood storage in the floodplain (e.g., floodable parks, playgrounds, tanks,
etc.) nor evaluate a comprehensive alternative that would incorporate reduced
building/infrastructure footprint, reduced impervious areas, and improved· stormwater
management and flood storage. Additional analysis of alternatives is required in the FEIR.
The supplemental information did address alternatives to improve the ecological
functions of Sales Creek: replacement of culverts with bridge spans, additional daylighting, bank
improvements, increased buffers, and improved tidal restrictions. The supplemental information
evaluated replacement of three on-site culverts with bridge spans. According to the supplemental
information, this alternative was dismissed as the culverts are structurally sound and provide
adequate capacity to accommodate existing and future storm events. The analysis excluded off
site culverts as they are not located on land owned by the Proponent. The supplemental
information indicated that daylighting could be expanded an additional 40 ft or less; however,
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daylighting beyond the proposed 200 lf was eliminated based on inconsistency with the project
design and development goals. Additional bank improvements (such as softening slopes) were
also dismissed based on concerns regarding soils. The Proponent did not provide additional
information regarding this concern.
The supplemental information indicated that maintaining a 50-ft buffer from BVW and
Bank (vs the proposed 25-ft buffer) was evaluated-but dismissed as it would segment open space
and result in the loss of four buildings. The supplemental information indicated that
improvement of tidal flow was not evaluated because the existing pump station and tide gate are
necessary to protect upstream residential properties from flooding. The DEIR indicated the
Proponent has discussed other opportunities to improve tidal flow to Sales Creek with DCR and
the City of Revere, including but not limited to, installation of self-regulating tide gates. Sales
Creek is part of the designated Rumney Marshes ACEC due to its connection to Belle Isle
Marsh. Comments from MassDEP, DMF, Conservation Law Foundation (CLF), and Mystic
River Watershed Association (MyRWA) and others continue to emphasize the ecological
significance and importance of Sales Creek for the protection of the Belle Isle and Rumney
Marsh systems. The Scope for the FEIR includes additional analysis of opportunities for
restoration and improved ecological function of Sales Creek.
Land Alteration/Open Space
As described in the DEIR, the project will provide an approximately 40-acre publicly
accessible open space network, including a 15-acre Central Common area. The DEIR included a
figure that depicted conceptual open space phasing and a brief description of open space within
each phase. Comments from the City of Boston Parks and Recreation Department, WalkBoston,
Boston Harbor Now (BHN), and other stakeholders request information regarding the
management of open space to ensure it is available to the public at all times and identify
concerns that. it will not meet the community's needs for active recreation.
The supplemental information indicated that impervious area will be reduced by 14 acres
through provision of Green Roofs on 20% of all buildings;· allowing a maximum impervious
hardscape of 25% within the Central Common and 30% within the green fingers;· and a reduction
of impervious areas within service driveways. Additional information on these measures is
required in the FEIR.
Wetlands and Drainage
Various project elements will result in permanent and temporary impacts to regulated
wetland resource areas. The project and proposed off-site transportation improvements will be
reviewed by the Boston and/or Revere Conservation Commissions for its consistency with the
Wetland Protection Act (WPA), and associated regulations (310 CMR 10.00), including the
Stormwater Management Standards (SMS). The DEIR indicated that the Proponent will submit
individual Notices of Intent (NOi) to the applicable Conservation Commission for each phase of
development. The DEIR included a comprehensive description of on-site wetland resource areas
and identified their jurisdictional status under the WPA. Delineated wetland resource areas were
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depicted on site plans. The DEIR and supplemental information described project activities
within each wetland resource area and estimated impacts to wetland resource areas.
The majority of the project site is located within LSCSF/100-year floodplain as
delineated by FEMA.. The DEIR indicated the Proponent intends to seek a Letter of Map
Revision (LOMR) from FEMA to revise the 100-year floodplain. The Proponent's resiliency
model indicates that the elevation of the 100-year floodplain is lower than that depicted by
FEMA mapping. The DEIR included figures that identified and compared the extent of the
FEMA 100-year floodplain and the floodplain based on the Proponent's resiliency model. The
DEIR and supplemental information identified impacts to LSCSF as delineated per FEMA
mapping (3.6-million sf) and as delineated based on the Proponent's modeling (1.16-milliori sf).
The DEIR identified a number of on-site projects to provide ecological and/or public
benefits, including: daylighting 200-lf of Sales Creek, Horseshoe Pond bank improvements,
construction of a deck at Horseshoe Pond, invasive species management, replacement and
construction of riew stormwater outfalls to Sales Creek, and construction of a pedestrian bridge
across an intermittent stream to Suffolk Downs MBTA Station. The DEIR did not identify the
wetland resource area impacts associated with this work. The supplemental information clarified
that construction of the project, including these activities, will result in the following impacts to
on-site wetland resource areas: Inland Bank (4,395 If), BVW (2.78 acres), LUW (33,590 sf),
Riverfront Area (1.45 acres), and LSCSF (82.6 acres). The supplemental information contained a
brief discussion that addressed the applicable performance standards for these activities. I refer
the Proponent to comments from MassDEP which note that some of these activities may qualify
as Ecological Restoration Projects and identify additional opportunities for daylighting Sales
Creek. Comments also request information necessary to understand the nature and potential
impacts of these projects. The project also includes maintenance of an off-site tide gate and
culvert (including sediment removal) owned by Massport and located under Route IA which will
impact the following off-site wetland resource areas: Coastal Bank (900 If), BVW (300 sf), Salt
Marsh (10,000 sf), and LSCSF (10,000 sf). I note MassDEP has identified concerns regarding
impacts to Coastal Bank and Salt Marsh.
The DEIR provided a table that identified potential impacts to off-site wetland resource
areas associated with transportation improvements. According to the DEIR, the majority of this
work will occur in previously paved areas within the public right-of-way (ROW). The DEIR
indicated that the impact analysis was based upon MassGIS data as wetland delineations have
not been performed. According to the DEIR, the off-site transportation improvements will
impact Riverfront Area (17,000 total sf) and LSCSF (17.2 acres). Improvements along Winthrop
Avenue are also located within an ACEC (1.21 acres). The FEIR should include additional
information to describe the nature of these impacts.
The project will result in a total of 109 acres of impervious area, which is 68% of the site.
The DEIR (Appendix H) and supplemental information included a stormwater analysis that
described how the full-build condition will be designed to comply with the SMS. The analysis
considered the project as new development for purposes of applying the SMS. The DEIR
indicated that each phase of development will be reviewed for compliance with the SMS as part
of the NOi process with the cities of Boston and Revere. According to the DEIR, interim
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stormwater BMPs will be incorporated into the earlier phases of construction to comply with
SMS until the larger BMPs are constructed at later phases.
The DEIR described existing on-site stormwater infrastructure, soils, and the draft
pathogen Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for the Boston Harbor Watershed. The majority
of the stormwater management system was constructed in the 1930's, prior to the promulgation
of MassDEP stormwater management regulations. Under existing conditions, stormwater from
the westernmost portion of the site drains to the off-site culvert (owned and maintained by
Massport) that crosses under Route lA and discharges to Chelsea Creek. Stormwater from the
remainder of the site flows to Sales Creek which eventually discharges into Belle Isle Inlet. Sales
Creek is isolated from tidal flows by the Bennington Street tide gates and pumping station, which
are owned and operated by OCR.
The stormwater management system will reduce peak flow discharges to the Sales Creek
watershed and will increase peak flow discharges to the Chelsea Creek watershed during the 2-,
10, and 100-year storm events compared to existing conditions. The project will redirect
stormwater runoff from 18 acres in the Sales Creek watershed to the Chelsea Creek watershed in
order to minimize off-site flooding impacts. This approach relies upon increasing stormwater
discharge through the Massport culvert prior to discharging to Chelsea Creek. The DEIR
indicated the Proponent is committed to working with Massport to ensure the culvert and
drainage channel have adequate capacity to convey the increased flow. Comments from
Massport do not address this issue.
The supplemental information identified the following design measures to reduce peak
flow into Chelsea Creek: installation of a 52,000 cubic foot (cf) underground stormwater
detention facility within the Chelsea Creek watershed and requiring all buildings within the
Chelsea Creek watershed to store, reuse, or infiltrate the first one inch of raitl fall. The DEIR
acknowledged that the increase of the post-development runoff rate to Chelsea Creek will require
a waiver from Standard 2 of the SMS. The DEIR indicated the large size and volume of the
tidally-influenced Chelsea Creek can accommodate increased runoff without impacting abutters;
however, information was not provided to support this conclusion. I refer the Proponent to
MassDEP's comment letter which identifies information that should be provided in the FEIR to
ensure that runoff to Chelsea Creek can be conveyed without impac�ing properties in the area.
The DEIR and supplemental information described the proposed stormwater management
system and included a conceptual site plan depicting the locations of proposed BMPs. BMPs
include: a subsurface infiltration system, a subsurface detention system, a detention basin (Park
Basin), and a combination detention basin/subsurface detention system (Outdoor Theater Basin).
The project also incorporates various LID stormwater management strategies into the overall
design, including reducing impervious area in open space, capturing roof runoff in cisterns for
reuse as irrigation water, rain gardens, bio-infiltration systems, and provision of green roofs on
20% of total roof area. The DEIR did not address existing and proposed stormwater conditions at
the location of off-site transportation improvements. This should be addressed in the FEIR.
The stormwater management system will be designed to meet the goals of the draft
TMDL for pathogens in the Boston Harbor Watershed. TMDL compliance focused on
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minimization of sources and green infrastructure. The sto�water management system will
follow the recommendations identified in "the· US EPA New England Region 1 's "Mitigation
Measures to Address Pathogen Pollution in Surface Water: A TMDL Implementation Guidance
Manual for Massachusetts. " Potential pathogen sources will be minimized by closure of the
CAFO, green infrastructure, and funding 1/1 removal projects to reduce the probability of
combined sewer overflow (CSO) events to Boston Harbor. The DEIR did not include a
discussion of the drainage impacts associated with abandonment of the CAFO. Stormwater
BMPs will also reduce pathogen sources by reducing the impact of stormwater discharges from
urban areas. The Proponent intends to maintain the proposed stormwater management system
and contribute to improved water quality through implementation of a Long-Term Pollution
Prevention Plan and Stormwater Operation and Maintenance Plan.
Waterways/Filled Tidelands
The DEIR asserts the project site includes landlocked tidelands and is subject to the
provisions of An Act Relative to Licensing Requirements for Certain Tidelands (2007 Mass. Acts
ch. 168). The DEIR included discussion of project-related public benefits to assist in the Public
Benefits Review process. I refer the Proponent to comments from Stephen Kaiser (dated 1/18/19)
which identify concerns regarding the classification of the site as Landlocked Tidelands.
Comments from MassDEP-Waterways indicate that the project may require authorization
through a c. 91 Waterways License, as portions of the work may be located in areas subject to
jurisdiction under 310 CMR 9.04. Specifically, MassDEP comments indicate that work
associated with waterways at or adjacent to the project site, including but not limited to, the Belle
Isle Inlet and the Chelsea River, may require a c. · 91 License. Prior to preparing the FEIR, the
Proponent should consult with MassDEP-Waterways staff to confirm the delineation of areas
subject to jurisdiction under 310 CMR 9.04.
The DEIR included a table that indicated construction of certain off-site transportation
improvements will impact 396,500 total sf of Filled Tidelands (not landlocked) and 763,000 total
sf of a Designated Port Area (DPA). The DEIR did not describe the nature of this work and
compliance with applicable regulatory criteria. This should be addressed in the FEIR.
Traffic and Transportation
The DEIR included a revised and updated transportation study that was prepared in
conformance with the EEA/MassDOT Guidelines for Transportation Impact Assessments. As
requested by MassDOT, the Proponent used the Central Transportation Planning Staffs (CTPS)
regional model to estimate trip generation and derive assumptions such as inte�al capture, mode
share, and trip distribution. The DEIR conducted analyses for Existing Conditions, Future No
Build, and Build Conditions for years 2028 and 2038. It also included an alternative analysis that
modified the CTPS data to account for more aggressive assumptions for trip generation, internal
capture, and mode share.3 The study was based on Program A which included Amazon HQ2.
Because Amazon identified another location for HQ2, the Proponent has indicated Program B
will be the Preferred Alternative. A revised transportation analysis based on Program B is
necessary. MassDOT has indicated that Program B will have different internal capture rates,
3 Impacts identified in this Certificate are based on the CTPS data.
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mode shares, travel characteristics, and trip distribution patterns which will change how and
where impacts occur and will require a revised mitigation program. The remainder of this section
provides a high level summary of the impacts and mitigation proposed in the DEIR for Program
A (full build). The FEIR will use Program B as the basis for evaluating impacts and identifying
mitigation measures or include two comprehensive transportation studies to evaluate both
program.
The DEIR identified existing traffic volumes and conditions on area roadways,
anticipated trip generation rates of Program A, crash rate data, and level-of-service (LOS)
operations at signalized and unsignalized intersections. Changes to the traffic analysis were made
since review of the EENF to be more consistent with the CTPS model including: reduction in
transit mode share, increase in internal capture rate, and increase in person trips. The DEIR also
described public transportation and pedestrian and bicycle access within the study area. The
DEIR included a conceptual graphic depicting internal circulation patterns (vehicles, pedestrian,
and bicycles) and connection points to adjacent land uses and access roadways. The DEIR
included conceptual plans for proposed site access and off-site roadway improvement projects.
The project will require Vehicular Access Permit(s) from MassDOT and Construction and
Access Permit(s) from DCR. The DEIR indicated that the project will also require Land
Transfers from the MBTA which were not previously identified. Specifically, the project will
require a permanent easement from the MBTA to construct a pedestrian bridge and associated
improvements to provide a connection between the site and Suffolk Downs Station and will
require temporary access and construction license or easement rights in the MBTA-owned
commuter parking lot near the Beachmont Station to facilitate off-site improvements along
Winthrop Avenue. Additional information regarding the Land Transfers should be provided in
the EIR.
The DEIR indicates that Program A will generate 65,277 net new adt. I refer the
Proponent to comments from MassDOT which indicate that the trip generation and distribution
calculations do not fully reflect the assumptions resulting from the CTPS modeling. The DEIR
indicated that the Study Area was expanded based on consultation with MassDOT, the City of
Boston, and the City of Revere to include the following 11 additional locations (for a total of 53
locations):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

VFW Parkway at Revere Beach
Ocean Avenue at Revere Street
Ocean Avenue at Beach Street
N. Shore Road at Beach Street
N. Shore Road at the Lynnway Ramps (two locations)
Bennington Street at Swift Street
Chelsea Street at Unnamed Street
Bennington Street at Unnamed Street
Chelsea Street at Bennington Street
Chelsea Street at Prescott Street

The DEIR included a comprehensive safety analysis for all study area intersections with
crash rates higher than the State and/or DistricJ 4 and 6 averages. The DEIR identified designated
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Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) crash clusters within the study area. The
Proponent performed Roadway Safety Audits (RSA) at 17 locations to identify safety concerns,
causality, and associated mitigation. The DEIR included a summary of short- mid- and long-term
safety improvements that can be implemented at each location. The Proponent will need to
coordinate with MassDOT to finalize the list of safety improvements that will be incorporated
into its mitigation program.
The project is expected to be built over a 15-20 year period. As such, the DEIR provided
an analysis for an interim 10-year horizon (2028) and a 20-year horizon (2038) for the full build
out of the project. The analysis indicated that the majority of study area intersections either
currently experience, or are projected to experience, operational deficiencies independent of the
project in Existing and Future No-Build Conditions. The scale of the project and its potential
traffic impacts are expected to exacerbate congestion within the regional highway network,
including Route IA, Route 16, Route 60, Route 145, and Revere Beach Parkway. The DEIR
identified over $50 million in off-site roadway improvements at 23 locations which are intended
to reduce the project's transportation impacts. The DEIR indicated that construction of the
improvements will occur in phases and will be constructed by 2028. The DEIR identified two
locations (Winthrop Avenue at Route 16/Harris Street and Winthrop Avenue at Tomasello
Drive) which may require additional mitigation beyond 2028. The DEIR describes all roadway
improvements. Improvements of regional significance include:
•

•
•
•

•

Route IA corridor ("Super Street" option)- Improvements will split movements among
various controlled points with two-phase signal control along Route IA from south of
Boardman Street to Furlong Drive. The basic design provides three lanes in each
direction on Route 1A.
New ramps at the Route I/Route 16 Interchange- Improvements will include
connections between Route 1 southbound to Route 16 eastbound, from Route 16
westbound to Route 1 northbound, and from Route 1 northbound to Route 16 eastbound.
Bell Circle- Includes the widening of approaches and departures, realignment of the
State Road movement from the Route 16 corridor, recognition of operational
improvements that have proven effective, and pedestrian improvements.
Winthrop Avenue corridor- Improvements are generally located from Route 16/Harris
Street to Revere Beach Parkway and include addition of new southbound left-tum
movement on Route 16 at Winthrop Avenue/Harris Street, new median break in front of
the Revere Fire Station for access to Winthrop Avenue westbound, and new traffic
signals and geometric modifications.
Day Square- Includes measures at five intersections along Neptune Road corridor.

As noted by many commenters, the DEIR does not include transit improvements
commensurate with the project size, scope and its stated transportation and environmental goals.
I expect the FEIR will demonstrate that the Proponen� is maximizing its ability to support transit
ridership, and walking and bicycling. I refer the Proponent to the comments from MassDOT,
MAPC, Massport, and other stakeholders which indicate that the mitigation program must be
revised to optimize the use of other modes and reduce single occupancy vehicles (SOV) trav�l on
the roadway network. Comments from WalkBoston, MAPC, Livable Streets, and Friends of the
13

EEA# 15783

DEIR Certificate

January 25, 2019

East Boston Greenway identify additional opportunities to encourage pedestrian and bicycle use
to and through the project site and measures to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety in the
project area. As previously requested in.the Scope for the DEIR, I expect that the transportation
study will result in revised mitigation package that maximizes transit potential through a strong
TDM program and reduces parking.
The Scope required a comprehensive evaluation of access alternatives for the Route 1
corridor. The DEIR included a brief summary of options that were considered as part of the
casino and identifieq the "Super Street" alternative as the Preferred Alternative (described
above). Comments from MassDOT, Massport, Boston City Councilor Edwards, and others note
this design may lead to induced demand and exacerbate queuing and delays. Additionally,
comments from Massport and multiple business owners express concerns that the design will
limit access to and adversely impact businesses located on the west side of Route 1, many of
which provide time-sensitive services to Logan Airport. I refer the Proponent to comment letters
from MassDOT and MAPC which identify Route 1A alternatives that should be analyzed in the
FEI.R, including provision of bus lanes and improved pedestrian and bicycle access.
The project will provide a total of 15,250 parking spaces (12,225 net new); including 557
on-street parking spaces with the remainder provided in structured parking garages. The DEIR
acknowledged that the City of Boston has requested lower parking ratios for the project to
minimize SOV use, including 0.5 spaces per 1,000 sf for retail, office, and laboratory uses and
0.75 spaces per residential unit. The DEIR did not identify the parking ratios associated with
each land use type, however, it did indicate that the project exceeds the City of Boston's ratios
for retail, residential and office/lab use. The DEIR included a general discussion of shared
parking and other methods to reduce on-site parking demand. According to the DEIR, the peak
parking demand will occur at midday and is expected to be 14,794 spaces, or 456 spaces lower
than the proposed supply. The DEIR did not address why the excess parking is necessary. The
DEIR did not identify how many parking spaces can be avoided through shared parking or
describe how the shared parking concept will be developed and enforced. The DEIR indicated
that the parking supply may be reduced over time based on monitoring of parking demand
during build-out of the project. I refer the Proponent to comments from MassDOT, Massport,
MAPC, and MyRWA which strongly encourage the Proponent to investigate reducing on-site
parking, particularly in coordination with measures to increase multi-modal access to the site.
Further evaluation of this is required in the FEIR.
The DEIR stated that "for the parking that will be provided in the near-term, the
Proponent is committed to providing at least 2% of parking spaces with electric vehicle (EV)
charging stations." The DEIR did not identify what is required by the Building Code, identify the
associated timeframe nor identify how many spaces this would include. The FEIR should address
how the project can reflect Massac�usetts has ambitious goals for deployment of EVs.
The DEIR included an analysis of the project's impacts to the MBTA transit system,
including an analysis of maximum passenger demand versus capacities for individual bus and
rapid transit lines as well as a station-level capacity analysis for Suffolk Downs Station and
Beachmont Station. The project is expected to increase ridership demand above MBTA's Policy
Capacity.for both the MBTA Blue Line and Bus Route 119 in future Build Conditions. In 2038
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Build Conditions, passenger volumes at the maximum load point on the Blue Line are projected
to exceed MBTA's Policy Capacity during six (inbound) and four (outbound) half-hour periods.
· In the 2038 Build Condition the project will increase ridership demands above policy capacity
levels on the MBTA's Bus Route 119 during five morning peak periods. The project will not
increase ridership on any other bus routes in future build conditions. The Scope for the FEIR
requires that the analysis, and the standards for evaluating impacts and mitigation be revised.
The DEIR included an assessment of project impacts and/or benefits to MBTA bus
operations resulting from traffic generation and proposed roadway improvements. According to
the DEIR, the delay experienced by bus routes in 2028 Build Conditions ranges from a negligible
increase to a cumulative delay increase of up to approximately 4.6 minutes. The DEIR indicated
that construction of the off-site roadway improvements will result in delay reductions of up to
4.7 minutes. The DEIR does not propose measures to mitigate the increased ridership demands
on the MBTA Blue Line and Bus Route 119. I refer the Proponent to MassDOT's comment letter
which identifies concerns with the lack of transit mitigation. The Proponent must consult with
MassDOT, the MBTA, and other stakeholders prior to preparing the FEIR in order to identify
potential mitigation measures to enhance transit service to the site.
The DEIR included an analysis of the project's impact on platform activity and station
demand as compared to capacity at Suffolk Downs and Beachmont Station. The analysis
concluded that both stations have sufficient capacity to accommodate peak demand in 2028 No
Build and 2028 Build Conditions. The DEIR did rtot address 2038 Build Conditions. It noted that
an engineering and architectural assessment of both stations is underway and will identify
anticipated project impacts related to infrastructure conditions and code compliance under 2038
Build Conditions which may trigger the need for station upgrades. The Scope in the EENF
Certificate requested that the DEIR include a summary of this assessment. The FEIR should not
be filed until this assessment has been completed as it is necessary to identify upgrades that may
be necessary to mitigate additional project-generated ridership.
The DEIR identified existing and proposed pedestrian and bicycle accommodations
within the vicinity of the project site. The project will provide a variety of on-site bicycle
accommodations, including dedicated cycle tracks, striped bicycle lanes, and shared lanes.
Sidewalks are proposed on all streets and will connect to pedestrian plazas near both train
stations. The project will install five "Bluebike" bicycle sharing stations and will provide 6,143
long-term bicycle parking spaces and 1,653 short-term spaces. The DEIR identified the
following off-site measures proposed to improve bicycle and pedestrian accommodations:
• Pedestrian crossing at Bennington Street to Belle Isle Marsh;
• Future crossing of Route IA at Tomasello Driye and access to Chelsea Creek (intended to
link to a future Chelsea River Path as identified in the Boston Bicycle Network Plan);
• Shared lane bike markings on Winthrop Avenue (next to Beachmont Station) between
Washburn Avenue and Bennington/State Road;
• Walley Street bicycle accommodations;
• Sidewalk connectivity between the project site and adjacent Walley Street and Waldemar
Avenue; and
• ADA-compliant pedestrian crossing of Revere Beach Parkway near Winthrop Avenue.
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The DEIR also described and included conceptual plans for a bicycle/pedestrian path
which would connect Constitution Beach to Revere Beach via Barnes Avenue, Saratoga Street,
Bennington Street, and State Road. The community path would generally be situated within a 20ft wide corridor, although the width ofthe path would vary depending on site constraints. It is
unclear whether the Proponent has committed to this measure or ifit was provided for planning
purposes. This should be clarified in the FEIR.
The project will implement a TDM plan to reduce SOV trips and encourage alternative
modes oftravel to and from the site. The DEIR identified the following TDM measures:
provision ofsecure bicycle storage and five "Bluebikes" bicycle sharing stations, provision of
parking spaces for car-sharing services, preferred parking for alternative-fueled vehicles, and
designation ofan on-site Transportation Coordinator to implement the TDM Plan. The project
also proposes a privately operated, on-site shuttle service with two loop routes which will
provide internal connections to and from the project site to the Blue Line. The DEIR, also
includes a commitment to establish a new, privately operated shuttle service to provide direct
transit connections between the site and North Station, South Station, and Chelsea Station, and to
the Seaport District. I refer the Proponent to comments from MassDOT which emphasize that the
capacity ofexisting transit should be maximized and identify concerns regarding the
effectiveness and long-term feasibility ofthis measure. Comment letters recommend the use of
alternatives fuels or electric shuttles to reduce GHG emissions.
Air Quality
In accordance with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for ozone attainment, the DEIR
included a mesoscale analysis that evaluated volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen
oxides (NOx) emissions under the following conditions: 2017 Existing Conditions, 2038 No
Build Conditions, and 2038 Build Conditions (without mitigation). Vehicle emission factors used
in the analysis were based on the EPA's MOVE emissions model and data from the
transportation study. The analysis also considered reductions in emissions associated with
implementation ofoff-site roadway improvements and the TDM program. According to the
DEIR, existing emissions in the study area were estimated as 245.3 kilograms per day (kg/day)
ofVOCs and 250.2 kg/day ofNOx. The 2038 No Build emissions were estimated to be 136.0
kg/dayofVOCs and 51.7 kg/day ofNOx. In comparison, 2038 Build Conditions result in
projected emissions of221.7 kg/day ofVOCs and 84.4 kg/day ofNOx. Therefore, the project
will increase VOC emissions by 85.7 kg/day and will increase NOx emissions by 84.4 kg/day.
With the implementation ofoff-site roadway improvements and the TDM program, VOC and
NOx Build 2018 emissions will be reduced by 42.71 kg/day and 16.1 kg/day (respectively) for
total VOC emissions of42.9 kg/day and total NOx emissions of16.6 kg/day.
According to the DEIR, boiler and generator sizes/models have not been finalized and
may change as the project design progresses. The DEIR confirmed that new stationary sources
(including heating and hot water units and emergency electrical generators) will comply with
MassDEP emissions limits under the Environmental Results Program. The DEIR noted that
implementation ofa co-generation or tri-generation campus plant (ifproven feasible and selected
for implementation) would require an Air Plan Approval from MassDEP.
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· Climate Change
Executive Order 569: Establishing an Integrated Climate Change Strategy for the
Commonwealth (EO 569) was issued on September 16, 2016. EO 569 recognizes the serious
threat presented by climate change and directs agencies within the administration to develop and
implement an integrated strategy that leverages state resources to combat climate change and
prepare for its impacts. EO 569 seeks to ensure that Massachusetts will meet GHG emissions
reduction limits established under the Global Warming Solution Act of2008 (GWSA) and will
work to prepare state government and cities and towns for the impacts of climate change.
The GHG Policy and requirements to analyze the effects ofclimate change through EIR
review is an important part ofa statewide strategy. These analyses advance proponents'
understanding ofthe projects contribution and vulnerability to climate change.
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions
The DEIR included a GHG analysis based on the GHG Policy. The Policy requires
projects to quantify carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and identify measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate such emissions. The analysis quantified the direct and indirect CO2 emissions associated
with the project's energy use (stationary sources) and transportation-related emissions (mobile
sources). The stationary source GHG analysis evaluated CO2 emissions for two alternatives as
required by the Policy, a Base Case and the Preferred Case. The Base Case was designed to meet
the minimum energy requirements ofthe 9th Edition ofthe Massachusetts Building Code, which
references the American Society ofHeating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers
(ASHRAE) 90.1-2013 and the International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) 2015. The Cities
ofBoston and Revere are both designated as Green Cpmmunities under the provisions ofthe
Green Communities Act of2008. As such, each City has adopted the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts' Stretch Code (SC). Therefore, the project will be required to meet the applicable
version ofthe SC in effect at the time ofconstruction. The SC requires at least a 10-percent
reduction in energy use compared to the base Building Code requirements.
The project's stationary source emissions were evaluated using an energy analysis
procedure that combines the JES Virtual Environmental4 modeling software with excel
spreadsheets. The GHG analysis modeled the following building typologies and scaled the
results to reflect full-build conditions: office (low/mid-rise and high-rise), residential (low/mid
rise, high-rise, signature high-rise), hotel, retail, and parking. Mobile source GHG emissions
were calculated for Existing Conditions, 2038 No-Build, 2038 Build Condition, and 2038 Build
with Mitigation Condition. The 2038 Build with Mitigation Condition includes off-site roadway
improvements and implementation ofthe TDM program. The DEIR included a summary of
modeling inputs for each building typology (e.g. R-values, U-values, efficiencies, lighting power
densities, etc.) for both the Base Case and the Preferred Alternative. I commend the Proponent
for incorporating additional and significant GHG reduction measures into the project design
since the EENF was filed, including a commitment to construct a large, residential multi-family
building to Passivehouse standards. The DEIR identified energy efficiency measures that will be
incorporated into the project and were modeled in the GHG analysis, measures that were
4

"Virtual Environment". Integrated Environmental Solutions Limited ([ES). Glasgow, Scotland.
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dismissed as infeasible or inappropriate, and measures that will continue to be studied during
advanced design stages. As presented in the DEIR, key building related energy efficiency
measures include:
•

•

•

•

•
•

Low/mid-rise and high-rise office buildings: Improved roof and slab insulation (U-0.025
and U-0.028), improved glazing (U-0.35 and SHGC-0.25), high-efficiency condensing
boiler, and high efficiency air-cooled chiller plant with variable frequency drives (VFD)
in low/mid-rise buildings and high efficiency water-cooled chiller plant with VFD in
high-rise buildings, and LED lighting with reduced lighting power densities (LPD)
(0.6W/sf).·
Low/mid-rise and high-rise residential buildings: Improved slab insulation (U-0.028),
improved glazing (U-0.35 for fixed and U-0.40 for operational and SHGC-0.30), high
efficiency condensing boiler, dedicated outside air unit with energy recovery serving
water source heat pumps, and LED lighting with reduced LPD (0.46 W/sf).
Signature high-rise residential buildings: Improved glazing (U-0.35 for fixed and U-0.40
for operational and SHGC-0.30), high efficiency condensing boiler, dedicated outside
air unit with energy recovery serving water source heat pumps, and LED lighting with
reduced LPD (0.46 W/sf).
Hotel: Improved glazing (U-0.35 and SHGC-0.30), high efficiency condensing boiler,
high efficiency water-cooled chiller plant with VFD, dedicated outside air unit with fan
coil units in rooms and VAV in non-room areas, and slightly reduced LPD to be achieved
from LED lighting in common areas (0.7W/sf).
Retail: Improved glazing (U-0.35), high efficiency condensing boilers, gas-fired RTU
with DX Cooling with energy recovery, slightly reduced LPD to be achieved from LED
lighting in common areas (1.2 W/sf for retail and 0.9 W/sf for restaurant).
Parking garages: Improved floor slab (U-0.028) between conditioned and unconditioned
space and LED lighting with reduced LPD (0.6 W/sf).

Comments from DOER acknowledge that residential high-and low-rise buildings were
revised to achieve building envelopes that are better than required by Code. Comments also note
that low- and high-rise offices, signature residential high-rise, and hotel buildings will have
lower performing building envelopes. The Proponent should consider additional measures that
will result in an envelope performance that is the same or better than what is required by Code.
As a result of consultation with DOER, the Proponent provided supplemental information which
identified the following additional commitments to reduce GHG emissions:
•

Passivehouse and Energy Positive (E+), or equivalent buildings:
o The Proponent will take the design of an approximately 200,000-sf multi-family
building in Phase 1R to 100 percent schematic design for both the Preferred
Alternative and a design that complies with Passivehouse standards and criteria.
The study will provide a cost estimate of both, including available incentives, to
evaluate Passivehouse costs in the local market.
o All single-family homes along Waldemar Avenue (approximately 12) will be
designed to Passivehouse and/or E+, or equivalent by the end of Phase 3B (2030).
18

EEA# 15783

•

•

•

DEIR Certificate

January 25, 2019

o All townhomes within the project site (approximately 22) will be designed to
Passivehouse and/or E+, or equivalent during Phases lB and 2B (2022 - 2026).
o Proponent will construct a Passivehouse, or equivalent, demonstration project
comprised ofa multi-family residential building ofat least 50,000 sfby the end of
Phase 2 (2026).
Energy Efficiency Profiles/fargets:
o 5% ofbuildings will achieve greater than 50% energy usage savings
o 35% ofbuildings will achieve 30% to 50% energy usage savings
o 55% ofbuildings will achieve 18% to 30% energy usage savings
o 5% ofbuildings will achieve 10% to 18% energy usage savings
LEED Certifiable Buildings:
o Minimum of5% LEED Platinum buildings
o Minimum of75% LEED Gold buildings
o Minimum of20% LEED Silver buildings
On-site Renewable Energy: All proposed buildings will be designed and constructed to

be solar ready. The project (excluding single family and townhomes) will install a
minimum cumulative total of2 MW ofrooftop solar.

I am encouraged by the Proponent's responsiveness to evaluating Passivehouse and
recommend that the Passivehouse cost evaluation be developed to reflect the economies ofscale
that can be achieved by the project. Comments from DOER also note that the project's extended
build-out period allows for opportunities to revisit emissions strategies and to achieve significant
reductions in GHG emissions through prioritizing an aggressive electrification approach. As
noted in DOER's comments, a phased approach which maximizes electrification ofspace and
water heating can significantly reduce the project's energy use and GHG emissions. The
Proponent should evaluate additional scenarios accounting for the projected long-term declining
emission rates ofthe Commonwealth's electrical grid. In addition, the Proponent should
accelerate implementation ofcommitments to Passivehouse.
The Proponent's consultant provided supplemental information5 which applied the
"energy efficiency profiles/targets" identified above to Program A and identified corresponding
high- and low-end boundaries and associated GHG emissions. This supplemental information
was used as .the basis for the GHG emission calculations. The GHG analysis indicates that the
Base Case for the project (excluding structured parking) will generate approximately 213,381
tons per year {tpy) ofGHG emissions, consisting of85,366 tpy ofstationary source emissions
and 128,015 tpy ofmobile source emissions.6 Based on the supplemental information, the
Preferred Alternative will reduce stationary source emissions by 18,908 tpy to 30,613 tpy, an
approximate 22% to 36% reduction, and will reduce mobile source emissions by 38,688 tpy, an
approximate 30% reduction. Overall emissions will be reduced by 57,596 tpy to 69,301 tpy for
an approximate 27% to 32% reduction.

5 Email from Rebecca Hatchadorian {Arup) to Page Czepiga (MEPA Office) sent 12/20/18.
6
Base Case mobile source emissions represents the difference in emissions between the Build and No-Build Conditions without mitigation.
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. The DEIR provided a preliminary feasibility analysis of a rooftop photovoltaic (PV)
system on the project's total rooftop area. The DEIR identified 20% of the total rooftop area
(approximately 547,731 st) as suitable for installation of a solar PV system. Based on this
analysis, the project could accommodate an aggregate 6..6 MW PV system, which would
generate approximately 10,000 MWh per year of electricity and result in a GHG reduction of
3,582 tpy. The .DEIR included a PV cost feasibility analysis which indicated it would have a
simple payback period of 11.5 years. As noted above, the Proponent has committed to construct
all buildings with solar-ready construction and has committed to install a minimum cumulative
total of 2 MW of rooftop solar. I encourage the Proponent to consider a larger solar PV array that
fully utilizes the identified useable rooftop area given the significant GHG reductions that could
be achieved.
The DEIR indicated the Proponent will provide Tenant Design and Construction
Guidelines to potential office and retail tenants during the leasing process. The guidelines will
educate tenants about the sustainable design and operation features of the project and encourage
them to adopt sustainable and green building practices. It did not clarify which building-related
mitigation measures will be constructed by the Proponent or merely encouraged for adoption and
implementation by future tenants.
Climate Change Adaptation
The DEIR included a Resiliency Analysis which utilized the recently updated Northeast
Climate Adaptation Science Center ("NECASC")/ CZM projections for sea level rise (SLR). The
DEIR evaluated the following sea level conditions:
•
•
•

Current sea level
1.5-ft of SLR (2035 High/2050 Intermediate - RCP 8.5 Emissions Scenario)
4.2-ft of SLR (2070 High/2100 Intermediate-RCP 8.5 Emissions Scenario)

Hydrologic and hydraulic modeling software was used to produce a combined model
representing existing and proposed hydrologic/hydraulic conditions at the project site. The model
was run for existing and proposed conditions under current and future 10-, and 100-year, 24-hour
rainfall events, a 100-year multi-day storm event (using data from the Blizzard of 1978), and
current and future tidal tail water conditions. The analysis incorporated data from NOAA Atlas
14 and BWSC's Comprehensive-Integrated Sustainable Wastewater and Storm Drainage System
Facilities Plan Final Report (June 2015) to account for precipitation that occurs consistent with
storm events. I refer the Proponent to comments from CZM which request clarification regarding
the SLR projections that wer:e used in the analysis.
The DEIR analysis concluded that the addition of a tide gate at the eastern project limits
is necessary in Phase 4 of the project to avoid increases in flooding to approximately 1,000
properties in upstream neighborhoods. According to the DEIR, the new tide gate will result in a
minor increase (0.4-ft) in calculated water surface elevation under certain modeled climate
change scenarios at properties east of the project site along Washburn Avenue and at the
Beachmont and Suffolk Downs MBTA Stations. The DEIR notes that "during these low
probability events, the vast majority of the 20-30 impacted properties are calculated to already
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experience several feet of flooding in the No-Build Condition." While the vast majority of the
properties are anticipated to experience 2- to 3-ft of flooding without the tide gate, the proposed
condition is anticipated to increase flood depth at these locations. As noted by MassDEP and
DCR, additional analysis of alternatives is necessary that could avoid contribution to off-site
flooding once the tide gate is operational.
The project will raise significant portions of the project site in accordance with the BPDA
Climate Resiliency Guidance. The supplemental information provided cut and fill volumes per
each development phase and included a commitment to maintain varying levels of flood storage
capacity comparable to the current-day 100-year storm. I refer the Proponent to CZM comments
which provide guidance on this issue. Other key climate change resiliency measures include
providing increased flood storage along Sales Creek, upgrades to the Bennington Street Pump
Station (controlled and operated by OCR), construction of an additional tide gate within Sales
Creek at the eastern project limits (in cooperation with OCR), and construction of floodable on
site parking garages. DCR comments emphasize avoidance and minimization of development in
the floodplain. The comments do not indicate support for the pump station upgrades or a new
tide gate and indicate that, if these measures are desired, the Proponent would be responsible for
fully funding the design and construction of these projects. The Proponent must demonstrate that
it has incorporated feasible measures on-site to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts and that
off-site mitigation will provide public benefits. Additional information should be provided in the
FEIR to describe these measures and to demonstrate that the measures which are not within the
control of the proponent are fully supported by the responsible parties.
The DEIR indicated that the project has been designed with a "shelter in place" strategy
and the site will be graded so roadways will remain passable during significant coastal storm
events through 2070. According to the DEIR, the majority of buildings will achieve Finished
Floor Elevations (FFEs) consistent with the BPDA design recommendations, which require one
or two feet of freeboard above projected 2070 BFE. The DEIR notes there may be locations
where achieving these FFEs is not possible due to site grading constrictions. In these cases,
alternative flood protection measures will be implemented, including dry floodproofing,
temporary flood barriers, and limiting the first floor to non-residential uses. Additional
information on the location of these buildings and proposed mitigation measures should be
provided in the FEIR.
Historic Resources
The MHC previously determined that the proposed project will have an "adverse effect"
through the demolition of all or part of the property and introduction of visual elements that are
out of character with and will alter the setting of the property. Comments from MHC identify
information necessary to determine the project's potential impact on the adjacent historic Revere
Beach Parkway.
Water Supply/Wastewater
The DEIR described the existing and proposed infrastructure and identified mitigation
measures. The project will consume approximately 2.4 to 2. 7 net new mgd of domestic water and
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will generate approximately 2.0 to 2.3 net new mgd of wastewater. The DEIR indicated that a
range of projections was provided to account for the possibly of a development program
weighted more heavily towards residential use. I refer the Proponent to MWRA's comment letter
which provides guidance on TRAC Discharge Permitting.
The project will construct a sewage lift station in the southeast comer of the site and a
dedicated bypass sewer main (3,000 If) through East Boston to deliver the entirety of the
project's wastewater flow directly to MWRA's North Metropolitan Trunk Sewer. This will allow
the wastewater flow to bypass both the BWSC and City of Revere's sewer system, as well as
other MWRA infrastructure which has limited capacity under certain wet weather conditions.
Comments from MWRA indicate that this approach appears feasible. The DEIR described
interim connections to BWSC's East Boston Low Level Sewer and the City of Revere's
wastewater infrastructure to serve the initial development phases. The interim connections will
be discontinued once the dedicated bypass main is constructed. I note comments from MassDEP
and MWRA identify capacity concerns with the East Boston Low Level Sewer, particularly
during wet weather conditions. This should be addressed in the FEIR. According to the DEIR,
the project will mitigate the additional wastewater flow by complying with both cities'
Inflow/Infiltration (1/1) removal policy through provision of funds to support 1/1 removal projects
and disconnecting four catch basins in Waldemar Avenue from the BWSC system. I refer the
Proponent to comments from MassDEP and MWRA which emphasize the importance of
providing effective 1/1 mitigation to avoid increased combined sewer outfall (CSO) discharges to
the Chelsea Creek and Inner Harbor. Additional information should be provided in the FEIR to
demonstrate how effective 1/1 mitigation will be achieved over the life of the project.
The DEIR indicated the project's average daily water use will be 2.4 to 2.7 mgd and peak
flow is estimated at 6.0 to 6.6 mgd. The proposed system was designed to enable the City of
Boston to supply the portion of the project in Boston and the City of Revere to supply the portion
of the project in Revere. Primary service for both cities will be obtained through two new
MWRA meter pits that will be installed off the existing 30-inch MWRA main in Winthrop
Avenue. The DEIR described interim connections to existing BWSC water mains on Waldemar
Avenue and Walley Street intended to serve the initial phase of development. Interim water
connection points are not required for the initial development phase in Revere. The DEIR
described the following measures to reduce water demand: low-flow plumbing fixtures, drought
tolerant-plants, reuse of stormwater for landscape irrigation, and efficient irrigation systems. The
Proponent is also evaluating the use of the Horseshoe Pond for irrigation to minimize the
project's potable water use. I note comments from the EPA which indicate that overwash from
storm events may inundate the pond with brackish or tidal water, rendering it unsuitable for
irrigation.
Solid and Hazardous Waste

The supplemental information provided an update on the Phase 1 Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) conducted for the site in May 2017. The Phase 1 ESA identified the presence
of arsenic-impacted soil (1,800-sf area) which was assigned Release Tracking Number (R1N) 334499 and a 7,000 gallon underground storage tank (UST) which will be remediated or removed

22

EEA# 15783

DEIR Certificate

January 25, 2019

as part of the project. The Phasel ESA also recommended the installation of vapor mitigation in
all buildings that do not have ventilated subsurface parking.
As noted in the EENF Certificate, subsurface investigations completed in 2017 identified
low levels of contaminants in soil and/or groundwater consistent with an urban site. The project
includes a one- to three-ft thick "clean cap" of soil with an underlying marker layer within these
areas to prevent direct human contact wim historic urban fill. Supplemental information clarified
that the clean cap will require importation of 385,000 cy of fill material.
Construction Period
Construction of the project will occur in five primary phases over a period of20-years.
The DEIR reviewed potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures associated with
construction. It provided a draft Construction Management Plan (CMP) which identified
measures to avoid or minimize impacts associated with noise and vibration, air quality, water
quality, hazardous materials, traffic, odor, and other impacts. The draft CMP will be updated for
each phase of development to identify overall constniction schedule, work hours, number of
construction workers, worker transportation and parking, and construction vehicles and routes.
The supplemental information estimated average daily construction-period truck trips to be 15 to
20 trips.
Mitigation identified in the DEIR include erosion and sedimentation control measures,
dedicated truck routes, dust control measures, a goal to reuse or recycle a minimum of 75percent of construction debris, and installation of on-site anti-idling signage to comply with 310
CMR 7.11 which prohibits vehicle idling. Additionally, the Proponent is committed to meeting
the requirements for the State Revolving Fund (SRF) for diesel construction equipment which
requires that Tier 4 federal emission standards emissions control standards be met or technology
be used for non-road, diesel-powered construction equipment in excess of 50 horsepower. The
project must comply with Solid Waste and Air Pollution Control regulations, pursuant to M.G.L.
c.40, s.54. All construction activities should be undertaken in compliance with the conditions of
all State and local permits. If oil and/or hazardous materials are identified during construction,
notification must be provided to the Massachusetts Department of Environmental pursuant to the
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.0000).
Conclusion
The DEIR included a detailed project description, identified baseline environmental
conditions, a transportation analysis based on the CTPS regional traffic model, a GHG analysis
and a robust Resiliency Analysis. The following Scope identifies additional analysis and
information that must be provided in the FEIR including a revised transportation analysis based
on Program B; re-evaluation of transportation mitigation that prioritizes improvements to transit
capacity and availability; expansion of LID measures for drainage and flood storage; and a
phasing plan that identifies development program, infrastructure, and mitigation for each phase
of the project.
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Based on a review ·of the DEIR, consultation with State Agencies and a review of
comment letters, I have determined that the DEIR is adequate notwithstanding that aspects of the
project require additional description and analysis in the FEIR. If the FEIR is not sufficiently
responsive to the Scope, I may require a Supplemental FEIR to address outstanding issues.
SCOPE
General
The FEIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content,
as modified by this Scope. The FEIR should include a comprehensive analysis of the project that
demonstrates that the Preferred Alternative includes all feasible means to avoid Damage to the
Environment, or to the extent that Damage to the Environment cannot be avoided, that it includes
measures to minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment to the maximum extent
practicable. A significant amount of additional and/or revised information and analysis is
included in this Scope. I note that a Supplemental FEIR can be required if the FEIR is not
sufficiently responsive to this Scope.
To address comments that express concerns regarding outreach to Spanish speaking
community organizations, the Proponent committed to translate the Executive Summary of
MEPA submittals into Spanish and adhere to continuing enhanced circulation and community
outreach. In addition to extensive public outreach and consultation, the Proponent provided
translation services for public meetings. I note comments that identify challenges associated with
translation that should be considered by the Proponent. The FEIR must include a translated
C.01 Executive Summary and identify public meetings where translations services were provided. The
Proponent should review comments regarding challenges associated with the translation and
C.02 consider how translation and communication can be improved.
The project will be built out in multiple phases over a 20-year period. Phasing of the
project can have a significant impact on the ability of the project to avoid, minimize and mitigate
environmental impacts over time. Changes in transportation, technology, and climate will shape
the development, environmental impacts and inform development of mitigation. Monitoring of
impacts and �ffectiveness of mitigation to inform subsequent phases will be necessary, in
particular, in regards to transportation, climate adaptation and resiliency, energy use and public
benefits. In addition, as noted by many comment letters, longstanding issues with transportation,
flooding and municipal needs will require a collaborative, regional approach with the
participation of State Agencies, municipaliti�s, the Proponent and other property owners.
The FEIR must provide a more robust phasing plan that identifies building program,
infrastructure, environmental impacts, and mitigation and public benefits for each phase. The
plan should include information regarding phasing in the narrative and in. tabular format and
should be supported with site plan configurations. It will be particularly important to demonstrate
C.04 that access to the Blue Line stations will not be impeded at intermediate stages of development,
and that transportation/transit mitigation, GHG commitments, stormwater improvements, public
. open space, and other public benefits are phased proportionally to development. As noted below,

C.03
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C.05 the FEIR should address appropriate thresholds for provision of phased mitigation. Due to the
C.06 long-term nature of the project's build-out, the FEIR should outline an approach to assess the
effectiveness and relevancy of mitigation commitments to changing conditions, updated data,
and improvements in technology. This approach should also include a process for public review
and reconsideration of mitigation commitments as necessary.
Project Description and Permitting
C.07
C.08
C.09
C.10
C.11

C.12

The FEIR should describe the project and identify any changes to the project since the
filing of the DEIR. The FEIR should identify the total build-out associated with the building
program and build-out associated with each phase. It should clarify whether construction of the
roadway network and other infrastructure will be phased with the structures or constructed across
the site prior to build-out of each phase. The FEIR should identify, describe, and assess the
environmental impacts of any changes in the project that have occurred between the preparation
of the DEIR and FEIR. The FEIR should include site plans (updated as warranted) for e:?(isting
and post-development conditions clearly identifying access roads and internal driveways, transit
connections, pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, wetland resource areas, surface and
structured parking, and stormwater, wastewater, and water supply infrastructure. The FEIR
should also include updated conceptual plans at a legible scale for the proposed off-site
transportation improvements that clearly identify lane widths, expanded areas of pavement or
removal of medians/open space, traffic signals, pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, wetland
resource areas and c. 91 jurisdiction (including DPAs), stormwater management infrastructure,
historic resources and proposed easements or right-of-way acquisitions. The FEIR should
provide a detailed description of all open space areas, a quantification of the area of each open
space that will be provided with each phase, including the area of publicly-accessible open space
on tidelands, and proposed structures, use and programming.

The FEIR should identify and describe State, federal and local permitting and review
C.13 requirements associated with the project and for each phase, including Land Transfers. It should
include a description and analysis of applicable statutory and regulatory standards and
requirements, and a discussion of the project's consistency with those standards. It should
provide an update on the status of permitting and review.
C.14

The FEIR should include a summary table and narrative identifying the potential
environmental impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative and any off-site infrastructure or
improvements. The table should identify cumulative impacts and impacts associated with each
phase.
Land Alteration/Open Space

C.15

C.16

The FEIR should clearly identify the amount, type and programming of open space that
will be provided as part of each development phase. This should be provided in graphic format
with supporting tables for each phase. The graphic should identify whether the open space
consists of hardscape (i.e. sidewalks, plazas, etc.) or pervious area. The FEIR should address
how the open space will be managed to ensure it remains available to the public in perpetuity. I
encourage the Proponent to consider the site layout and use recommendations identified in
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comment letters that would result in increased active _recreation areas, particularly near the
residential portions of the site.
C.17
C.18
C.19

The FEIR should describe and provide supporting graphics that identify and quantify (sf)
the locations where green roofs are proposed to reduce impervious area. The DEIR noted that a
maximum of 25% and 30% of the Central Common and green fingers will be comprised of
imperviou� hardscape. The FEIR should describe and provide supporting graphics that identify
and quantify these areas. The FEIR should clearly identify the mitigation measures the Proponent
is committing to implement to reduce impervious area and should incorporate these measures in
the draft Section 61 Findings.
Alternatives Analysis

The DEIR dismissed the Reduced Floodplain Development Alternative based on the
assertion that elimination of the floodable garages would provide less floodplain storage than the
Preferred Alternative and result in disproportionate impacts on the programming and tax revenue
for the City of Revere. The FEIR should provide a more detailed comparison or cost/benefit
analysis of the Reduced Floodplain Development Alternative and the Preferred Alternative. The
C.21 FEIR should also evaluate an alternative that reduced development in the floodplain and
incorporates alternative approaches for providing flood storage onsite (such as more floodable
parks/open space, playgrounds, and tanks). As previously requested in the Scope for the DEIR,
the FEIR should evaluate alternative designs to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the
C.22 beneficial functions of the floodplain on site. It should consider avoided capital and operating
costs associated with nature based solutions such as increased buffer to Sales Creek and
avoidance of improvements and maintenance of culverts and tide gates. The FEIR should
C.23 evaluate an alternative that utilizes piling or pier foundations to raise buildings (in lieu of fill). A
primary reason for rejecting the Reduced Floodplain Development Alternative and wider buffers
C.24 to Sales Creek is the elimination of buildings and loss of economic development. Changes to the
site and building design should be analyzed which would support additional economic
development in conjunction with these alternatives (e.g., increased building height, density,
massing of open space, reduction in parking structures, elimination or relocation of roadways).
C.20

C.25

C.26

The FEIR should evaluate a single reduced development alternative that consists of a
reduced building/infrastructure footprint, reduced impervious area, and increased flood storage
and stormwater management. This should be a single alternative rather than separate, discrete
changes to the Preferred Alternative independent of one another. I refer the Proponent to
comments from MassDEP, CZM, and OCR for additional guidance.
The Resiliency Analysis indicates that, during certain climate change scenarios, the
project would contribute to off-site flooding in (Phase 4), after the additional tide gate is
installed. The depth of flooding would be increased at 20 to 30 properties, including the MBTA
Blue Line stations. The FEIR should evaluate an alternative that would avoid an increase in
flooding extent or depth on any adjacent properties or infrastructure.

The DEIR included a brief analysis that addressed potential alternatives for improving the
C.27 ecological functions of Sales Creek. As requested by MassDEP and others, the FEIR should
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continue to evaluate and expand upon alternatives for Sales Cre�k which will increase buffers,
provide additional daylighting, and improve banks. The Proponent has demonstrated that the
culverts within Sales Creek have sufficient capacity under all scenarios; however, it does not
fully analyze the additional flood storage, environmental and open space benefits that could be
provided through elimination of culverts and preservfition of natural buffers. The FEIR should
also provide an update on the consultation with OCR and the City of Revere concerning possible
improvements to tidal restriction of Sales Creek, such as self-regulating tide gates.

The Traffic and Transportation Section of the Scope identifies additional alternatives that
C.29 should be evaluated for the Route 1 corridor. The FEIR should provide conceptual plans and
describe and quantify each alternative's impacts on land alteration, creation of impervious area,
impacts to wetland resource areas, ACEC, traffic generation, GHG emissions, parking, water
use, and wastewater. This comparison should be provided in a tabular format with supporting
narrative and conceptual site plans.
Additional recommendations provided in this Certificate may result in a modified design
C.30 that would further avoid, minimize, or mitigate Damage to the Environment. The FEIR should
address how the project has been revised to further reduce impacts and, if certain measures
identified herein ·are infeasible, the FEIR should support that determination.
Wetlands and Drainage
The FEIR should provide an updated description and summary table of on� and off-site
impacts to wetland resource areas. This should include impacts associated with the interim
wastewater connection and other offsite utility work. The phasing plan must identify when the
C.32 "wetland benefit" projects will occur. In addition, it should analyze how improvements to Sales
Creek - daylighting, removal of culverts, and preservation of buffers - could preserve and
C.33
improve the project's flood storage capacity while providing a unique recreational opportunity. It
should identify the flood storage potential of Sales Creek under different scenarios including a
50-ft buffer on both sides, a 50-foot buffer on one side, or other widths between 25 and 50 feet in
combination with daylighting and replacement of culverts with bridges.

C.31

C.34

C.35

C.36
C.37

The FEIR should describe how the extent of the Horseshoe Pond bank improvements was
identified and provide additional information on proposed restoration. It should provide details
about the location of the Horseshoe Pond deck and associated mitigation measures. The FEIR
should provide a more extensive regulatory analysis for off-site invasive species removal and
sediment removal associated with maintenance of the tide gate and culvert under Route 1. I refer
the Proponent to MassDEP comments for additional guidance on this issue.
The project will impact approximately 82.6 acres of on-site LSCSF. The FEIR should
identify the design features incorporated into the project site to maximize the function of the
LSCSF and minimize flood damage on the site and adjacent properties. Supplemental
information provided an analysis of the anticipated flood pathways during each phase of
development that clarified how and where flow will be redirected due to fill. The FEIR should
identify the flooding impacts on the built environment and impacts to resource areas as a result
of the redirected flow, and describe how proposed changes maintain the effectiveness of the
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floodplain for each phase. It should also asses's how topography and flow restrictions may limit the
redirection of a large volume of coastal floodwater. I refer the Proponent to CZM's comment letter
which identifies additional information that should be provided in this analysis.
The 161-acre site will include 109 acres of impervious area which is approximately 68%
of the site. The high percentage of impervious area will have a significant impact on the ab�lity to
retain water on site and the site's resiliency and ability to adapt to the effects of climate change,
including increased sea level rise and more severe and frequent storms. The FEIR should
evaluate further reductions in impervious area, including those measures identified in CZMs
comment letter. The DEIR included a meaningful commitment to provide "green roofs" on 20%
of the total rooftop area. The FEIR should elaborate on the design and benefits of the green roof.
It should provide a conceptual figure that identifies and quantifies (sf) the locations where green
roofs could be provided to achieve 20% coverage. It should address how sites for solar PV and
green roofs were identified, how green roofs and solar can be integrated (e.g., use of solar
canopies) and trade-offs that may exist between the two.

The supplemental information indicated the Proponent evaluated and incorporated
several additional design measures to reduce peak flow into Chelsea Creek after the DEIR was
filed. The FEIR_should include a detailed analysis to support the selection of these measures,
including other measures that were considered and rejected, and why. The FEIR should provide
further details on the proposed underground stormwater detention facility in the Chelsea Creek
C.42 watershed, including where it is located, how it was sized, when it will be constructed, and how
construction will occur given known soil and groundwater conditions. The FEIR should also
include graphics that clearly delineate the shifting Chelsea Creek and Sales Creek stormwater
C.43
watershed boundaries with existing and proposed conditions and with interim locations depicted
based upon construction and stormwater system phasing. The DEIR indicated the Proponent is
committed
to working with Massport to ensure the culvert and drainage channel under Route 1
C.44
have adequate capacity to convey the increased flow to Chelsea Creek. The FEIR should include
an evaluation; identify when potential upgrades and/or sediment removal are necessary in the
development program; identify responsibility for design, funding, and construction of upgrades
and/or sediment removal; and address how these responsibilities between the Proponent and
Massport will be memorialized (e.g., Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)).
C.41

C.45

C.46

The Scope requested that the DEIR discuss the timing and drainage impacts associated
with abandonment of the CAFO. The DEIR stated the prior owner is responsible for closure of
the CAFO and noted it will occur prior to construction. The FEIR should clarify when the CAFO
will be closed, describe work and activities necessary to close and remove the CAFO, and
identify applicable regulatory criteria (including Wetlands Protection Act and Water Quality
Standards). The Proponent should consult with the prior owner to provide this information.
The FEIR should describe the potential impact of off-site transportation improvements on
existing stormwater infrastructure and describe how these improvements can be designed to meet
applicable stormwater management regulations or improve existing drainage problems.
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Waterways/Filled Tidelands
C.47

C.48

C.49

Prior to preparing and filing the FEIR, the Proponent should consult with MassDEP
Waterways staff to confirm the delineation of areas subject to jurisdiction under 310 CMR 9.04.
The FEIR should provide an update on this consultation and additional information to support a
jurisdictional determination of the tidelands on the project site. The FEIR should identify
potential work and activities (on- and off-site) which may occur within areas subject to
jurisdiction under 310 CMR 9.04. The FEIR should describe the nature of the wor;k within
jurisdictional areas and address compliance with applicable regulatory criteria. This should also
address work within the DPA.
The DEIR included discussion of project-related public benefits to assist in the Public
Benefits· Review process. Though requested in the Scope, the discussion did not include a
discussion or identify measures that may support the PBD such as contributions to water
transportation and improvements to Belle Isle Marsh. As applicable, the FEIR should reconsider
these measures and revise the discussion of project-related benefits to assist in the Pubic Benefits
Review process accordingly.
Traffic and Transportation

C.50

C.51

C.52

C.53

C.54

C.55

The FEIR should review and respond to comments submitted by MassDOT to address
outstanding concerns regarding project-related traffic and transportation impacts. I hereby
incorporate by reference the comment letter from MassDOT, dated January 18, 2019, into the
Scope for the FEIR. The transit analysis should be consistent with the service objectives
identified in the MBTA's Service Delivery Policy (approved January 23, 2017). These objectives
(Service Availability, Accessibility, Reliability, and Comfort) are tied to quantifiable standards
to evaluate the performance of MBTA services and corresponding impacts of proposed
development that will rely on the transit system. The MBTA is developing procedures and
methodologies to quantify those standards. The Proponent will continue to consult with
MassDOT and the MBTA regarding the appropriate methodology to conduct the transit analysis
and performance metrics for each objective. As requested by MassDOT, the Proponent should
continue consultation with the Cities of Boson and Revere, Massport, DCR, and appropriate
MassDOT Divisions, including the Office of Transportation Planning, the Highway Division,
and the MBTA prior to preparing the FEIR. In addition to the analysis identified in MassDOT's
comment letter, the FEIR should address the items below. Prior to submission of the FEIR, the
Proponent and/or MassDOT/MBTA should provide the methodology and performance metrics to
the MEPA Office.
The project proposes an excess of 456 parking spaces over the peak demand. Provision of
excessive parking will needlessly increase impervious area and erode the ability of the project to
maximize transit use. As directed in the Certificate on the EENF, the FEIR should provide a
parking study. It should evaluate additional measures to reduce the parking supply, including:
metering any on-street parking, fees for structured parking, unbundling parking for residents, and
providing cash-out incentives for employees. Based on this analysis, the FEIR should propose
the minimum parking supply necessary to meet demand. The FEIR should clearly identify the
number of parking spaces in each phase, land use type, location, and whether they will be
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structured or surface parking spaces. This should include any existing surface lots that may be
used for interim parking during initial phases ofthe project. The FEIR should also consider
adaptive designs ofstructured parking that could respond to changes in parking demand (e.g.,
ability for productive reuse ofparking structures, ability to add parking levels).
The FEIR should include a comprehensive alternatives analysis for the Route 1 corridor
that evaluates the scenarios identified in comments from MassDOT and MAPC. The Proponent
should consult with MassDOT and Massport regarding the need for additional VISSIM analysis
to evaluate potential spillback issues. The FEIR should evaluate additional opportunities to
facilitate access to transit and provide safe and accessible crossings and facilities for pedestrians
and cyclists along Route 1 as identified by WalkBoston. The FEIR should analyze the
opportunities to provide better bicycle and pedestrian connectivity between the site and abutting
identified in comments from MAPC, Livable Streets, and Friends ofthe East Boston Greenway.
The FEIR should provide additional information on the Land Transfers from the MBTA.
It should describe the need for the Land ·Transfer, timeframe, work proposed within MBTA land,
mechanism for the Land Transfer (permanent and/or temporary easement or license agreement,
etc.), and include graphics that identify the area ofthe Land Transfer.
The FEIR should not be filed until the architectural and engineering assessment has been
completed. Any proposed modifications to the Beachmont and/or Suffolk Downs Station or
railroad tracks should be implemented in a manner to promote flood storage, drainage and
climate change resiliency. The Proponent should work with the MBTA to review existing
vulnerabilities and to identify improvements that could be undertaken in conjunction with the
project. As directed in Scope on the DEIR, the FEIR must include this analysis and identify the
types ofdesign improvements that can or will be made to prevent or reduce impacts from
extreme storms, sea level rise, and potential flooding.
The FEIR should include a comprehensive TDM program to reduce SOV trips and
encourage alternative modes oftravel to and from the site. The FEIR should clearly state mode
share goals and discuss how the TDM program is designed to meet these goals. The Proponent
should consider the additional TDM measures identified in comments from MAPC. The FEIR
should identify and distinguish the roles and responsibilities ofthe Proponent and future
tenants/residents in implementing IDM measures. The FEIR should discuss how green tenancy
lease agreements or a Tenant Manual will be used as a mechanism to ensure implementation,
maintenance, and success ofTDM measures. Given the phased nature ofthe project, TDM
measures should be implemented as different uses become active rather than at full occupancy of
the site. As noted by MassDOT, the phasing program should be clearly defined as part ofthe
TDM program and the monitoring program.
The FEIR should include a clear description ofproposed mitigation measures, with
particular emphasis on when each measure will be completed based upon project development
(i.e., project phasing or generation ofnew transit/bus ridership or traffic trips). The summary
should identify all mitigation measures intended to address impacts ofproject-generated
vehicular trips and bus and transit ridership, and measures to encourage walking and cycling.
Given the extended build-out, the FEIR should describe the proposed transportation monitoring
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C.64
program to ensure that the TDM measures and the infrastructure improvements are
cont... successful in reducing traffic volumes and reducing congestion along a number of key
corridors within the study area. The FEIR should identify the data that will be collected, the
frequency of data collection, and identify who. will receive the data and analysis.
Air Quality
C.65
C.66

The FEIR should include a revised and updated mesoscale analysis conducted in
accordance with MassDEP modeling policies and Federal modeling guidelines to confirm the
Preferred Alternative's consistency with the SIP. The FEIR should provide additional detail on
measures to be implemented by the Proponent to comply with the Massachusetts Idling
Regulation (310 CMR 7.11).
Climate Change
As noted previously, EO 569 seeks to ensure that Massachusetts will meet GHG
emissions reduction limits established under the Global Warming Solution Act of 2008 (GWSA)
and will work to prepare state government and citie_s and towns for the impacts of climate
change. The State has continued to advance climate and energy planning, guidance and
initiatives consistent with EO 569. Since filing of the EENF, the State Hazard Mitigation and
Climate Adaptation Plan was adopted (September 17, 2018) and the Massachusetts
Comprehensive Energy Plan was published (December-12, 2018). In addition, the Commission
on the Future of Transportation released its report, Clioices for Stewardship (December 14,
2018) and Massachusetts has joined with nine Northeast and Mid-Atlantic states and the District
of Columbia to develop a regional, low-carbon transportation policy proposal.

C.67
C.68

C.69
C.70
C.71

The Proponent should address the project's consistency with state plans and initiatives in
the FEIR. The FEIR should address how the project can avoid, minimize and mitigate its energy
use and GHG emissions; how it can reduce the vulnerability of the project and site to the effects
of climate change; and how it can improve its resiliency to these effects and ability to adapt to
changes over time. In particular, the following measures should be prioritized based on the
potential to significantly reduce GHG emissions upon construction and over the project lifespan.
These are cross-cutting measures that, in addition to reducing GHG emissions,- can address
resiliency, air quality, soundproofing and reduce energy costs for residents and businesses.
• All buildings should have high performing building envelope construction which exceed
code standards;
• Large scale adoption of electricity for space heat and hot water to support decreasing
emission rates over time; and,
• Maximize solar installation and rooftop solar PV readiness for puildings and vehicles.

Massport comments highlight the project's location under a Logan Airport flight corridor
and indicate that any extensive exterior lighting, glass facades, significant solar panel arrays or
other architectural features have the potential to be hazards to safe air navigation. The Proponent,
C.73 Massport, and DOER should consult regarding opportunities to synergize shared environmental
and safety goals around efficiency, resiliency, soundproofing and renewable energy.

C.72
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Adaptation/Resiliency
C.74

C.75
C.76
C.77
C.78
C.79
C.80

In addition to providing increased flood storage on-site, the project's mitigation str�tegy
relies on Massport's infrastructure beneath Route lA accommodating increased stormwater
flows, upgrades to DCR's Bennington Street pump station, and installation of an additional tide
in coordination with DCR. The FEIR should clarify the Proponent's commitments to design,
construct, and operate/maintain these measures. It should more fully demonstrate that these
proposed mitigation strategies, which rely on other agencies or are not within the control of the
Proponent, are supported by the responsible parties. If not fully supported, the FEiR should
evaluate and incorporate alternative measures to mitigate project impacts. As requested by DCR,
the FEIR should identify the specific structural modifications necessary for the pump station
upgrade. The FEIR also should identify where the new tide gate will be located (particularly in
relation to DCR's flood control easements), include conceptual design plans, and describe how it
will operate. I refer to CZM's comment letter for additional guidance on this. The FEIR should
identify potential permits and approvals that may be required for construction of the tide gate and
a brief discussion of how it will be constructed consistent with applicable regulatory standards. I
refer the Proponent to comments from DMF and EPA which note the potential for tide gates to
cause adverse impacts to salt marsh. As requested by DCR, the FEIR should also describe how
the project can be modified should a new tide gate not be permitted, with the goal of avoiding
increased impacts to DCR's infrastructure.

As noted above, the Phase 4 is projected to increase flood depths at 20 to 30 properties
C.81 near Washburn Avenue, including Beachmont and Suffolk Downs Stations. The FEIR should
evaluate alternatives to avoid and minimize this impact. Additional mitigation measures could
include increase in on-site flood storage, a berm, floodproofing, or other measures necessary to
avoid impacts to these properties once the tide gate is operational. Measures determined to be
feasible should be adopted as mitigation commitments.
The FEIR should elaborate on how the site will function for "shelter in place" in the
event of a large storm, including triggers to implement a storm strategy, procedures, and
responsibilities for plan elements. It should evaluate the benefits of Passivehouse design and PV
C.83 in terms of resiliency. The FEIR should describe the design of and provide more information
regarding floodable garages, including the volume of each, when and where they will be
C.84
constructed, and how flood water will enter and leave the structure. The FEIR should describe
C.85 how vehicles will be relocated, how residents/tenants will be notified, and demonstrate there is
adequate space to move vehicles out of flood prone locations before a storm event. It should
clarify why parking on lower levels is necessary if capacity exists for elevated parking during
C.86 storm events. The FEIR should provide the additional information regarding temporary flood
C.87 barriers identified in CZM's comment letter. The FEIR should identify buildings which will not
achieve consistency with BPDA design recommendations for FFE's and propose additional
C.88 mitigation measures to sufficiently dry floodproof these structures. I refer to MassDEP's
comment letter for additional guidance.
C.82

C.89

Comments from DCR note that the U.S. ACOE's Roughans Point Coastal Flood Damage
Reduction Project, located in an upstream subdrainage area of Saies Creek, was designed with
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specific expectations regarding capacity and flow of Sales Creek. The FEIR should address
whether changes to the project site (site grading, additional tide gate, etc.) and/or operation of the
pump station will impact the flood protections provided by the project. The Proponent should
consult with the US ACOE prior to submitting the FEIR.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

C.90

The project is subject to review under the May 5, 2010 MEPA GHG Policy and it is
subject to the Massachusetts Stretch Energy Code (SC) adopted by both the Cities of Boston and
Revere. The FEIR should include a revised GHG analysis, in accordance with the GHG Policy,
guidance provided in the comment letter submitted by the DOER, and this Scope. The analysis
should be updated as appropriate for Program B).
The project's scale (16.2 mst) and extended build-out period represents a significant
opportunity to reduce energy use and GHG emissions that should be maximized. The first phase
of the project will include approximately 2.5 msf of development and 15 large buildings. I am
encouraged by the Proponent's commitments to energy efficiency, solar PV and, in particular, to
evaluation and construction of buildings to Passivehouse and E+ standards. These commitments
will provide long-term emissions reductions and will demonstrate the feasibility and benefits of
high-performance, energy-efficient design supported by renewables. I appreciate the Proponent's
thoughtful consideration of these opportunities and challenge the Proponent to accelerate and
expand these commitments.
Comments from DOER indicate that the project, if built as currently proposed, will
generate an estimated 60,000 tpy of new emissions at full-build. 7 This would increase Revere's
city-wide emissions rate by more than 10% and increase Boston's city-wide emissions rate by
0.7%. DOER comments emphasize the significant opportunity to reduce GHG emissions through
prioritizing an aggressive electrification approach. This approach would maximize the number of
end uses that are served with electricity in order to take advantage of the projected long-term
declining emission rates of the Commonwealth's electrical grid. DOER's comment letter
identifies a pathway to reduce the project's GHG emissions to as low as 16,000 tpy by 2050
(based on projected emissions rates of electrical grid).
The Proponent has committed to detailed analysis of the costs of Passivehouse design for
a large, multi-family building, to construct such a building in Phase 2, and to construct single
family and townhouses to Passivehouse standards. Many of the proposed buildings will have
high performance building envelopes that exceed Base Code envelope requirements; however,
many other buildings will be below these requirements.

The Proponent should include commitments to build one or more large, multi-family
buildings to Passivehouse standards in the first project phase. In addition, the Passivehouse cost
C.92 evaluation should be developed to reflect the economies of scale that can be achieved by the
project. As recommended by DOER, the Proponent should evaluate additional scenarios
C.93 associated with an aggressive electrification approach based on projected long-term declining
emission rates of the Commonwealth's electrical grid.

C.91

7 As calculated using 2020 Emission Rates.

33

EEA# 15783

C.94

DEIR Certificate

January25,2019

. The Proponent has committed to construct all buildings with solar-ready construction and
has committed to install a minimum of2 MW (cumulative) of rooftop solar. The DEIR indicated
that20% (approximately 547,731 st) of the total project roof area is suitable for the installation
of rooftop PV and could support up to 6 MW (cumulative). I encourage the Proponent to
consider increasing the commitment to PV installation to maximize useable rooftop area given
the significant GHG reductions that could be achieved and improved resiliency during power
outages. As noted previously, the FEIR should address the potential integration of PV and green
roofs and identify how rooftop space is allocated to each.

The FEIR should clarify, which buildings (or building typologies) will be constructed and
fitted-out by the Proponent and which buildings will only include core and shell construction
with fit-out performed by future tenants. It should clarify which building-related mitigation
C.96 measures will be mandated by the Proponent to future occupants (and describe the mechanism
for doing so) and those measures merely encouraged for adoption and implementation. For those
components that will be encouraged by the Proponent, the FEIR should expand on the draft
C.97 tenant manual to identify the specific strategies which will be implemented to encourage their
adoption (e.g. design assistance, financial incentives, providing a list of approved fit-out material
performance standards, etc). The draft tenant manual should also contain measures specific to the
proposed office, residential, hotel, and retail uses. If the Proponent intends to sell or lease
C.98 portions of the site, the FEIR shou�d clearly identify how the commitments made by the
Proponent will transfer to the new responsible parties.
C.95

The FEIR should include a revised mobile source GHG analysis to reflect any changes to
traffic mitigation (roadway improvements, signal timing, public transportation, etc.) since the
DEIR. The Proponent should identify aggressive and specific mode share targets; prioritize
improvements and mitigation to maximize the capacity and availability of transit, walking and
C.100 cycling; and revise mitigation commitments, including the TDM program, to achieve the
identified vehicle trip reductions.

C.99

Historic Resources

C.101

The MHC has determined that the proposed demolition and new construction will have
an "adverse effect" on historic Suffolk Downs. I refer the Proponent to comments from MHC
which request that the FEIR include a description and assessment of potential impacts to the
Revere Beach Parkway (REV.H). The FEIR �hould provide this information· and identify any
measures that have been incorporated into the design to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse
impacts to historic resources.
Water Supply/Wastewater

The FEIR should confirm or update the water and wastewater flows for full-build and for
the period of time that interim connections will meet water and wastewater needs of the project.
C.103 It should clarify why interim connections are proposed in lieu of frontloading construction of the
bypass line. The FEIR should quantify the volume of 1/1 that must be removed from the BWSC
C.104 and Revere wastewater infrastructure to comply with MassDEP and municipal 1/1 removal
C.102
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C.104
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requirements. It should identify the total volume and provide volumes by City and by phase. To
determine the feasibility of attaining the mitigation level, the Proponent should initiate
consultation
with BWSC, MWRA, and the cities of Boston and Revere to identify potential 1/1
C.105
removal projects. _The consultation should particularly focus on projects that will remove flow
from the sewers that associated with the initial phases of development (i.e. the interim
connections), or hydraulically related tributary systems. The FEIR should include a summary of
this consultation and identify potential projects and associated volumes. The FEIR should
address how 1/1 mitigation will occur (i.e. prior to any new wastewater flow or phased over the
C.106 life of the project). I note comments from MWRA request that the total amount of 1/1 mitigation
should be achieved prior to connecting the project to the MWRA system via the dedicated
bypass sewer. The FEIR should include a detailed summary of the capacity analysis to
demonstrate that wastewater systems have suffjcient capacity to accommodate the project. I refer
C.107 the Proponent to MassDEP's comment letter for additional guidance on this.
C.108

C.109

The DEIR indicated the project will reduce outdoor water use for landscape requirements
by over 50% through the use of non-potable water for irrigation, use of drought tolerant plants,
and efficient irrigation systems (if provided). The FEIR should quantify the anticipated irrigation
water need and describe the mitigation commitments which will be implemented to achieve the
50% reduction. The FEIR should also calculate the potential potable water offset achievable
through the implementation of each identified measure. The FEIR should provide an updated
evaluation to use Horseshoe Pond for irrigation, describe associated infrastructure and identify
potential impacts. The evaluation should evaluate the potential for overwash from storm events
and assess whether it would impact the viability of Horseshoe Pond as an irrigation source.
Solid and Hazardous Waste

The FEIR should include a summary of any additional soil and groundwater testing that
is performed following the DEIR. It should identify whether results of these investigations will
impact the project design and/or proposed land uses. The FEIR should discuss whether a vapor
C.111 intrusion system may be required and, if so, identify the affected buildings, and describe how it
will be incorporated into design. The FEIR should include a graphic that identifies areas where
the one- to three-ft thick "clean cap" of soil is proposed, address phasing of the cap, and provide
C.112 more detail to support the inclusion of additional fill in the floodplain.
C.110

Construction Period Impacts
C.113
C.114

The FEIR should elaborate on construction sequencing and phasing. The FEIR should
describe potential construction period dewatering requirements, discuss how dewatering will be
conducted in a manner consistent with MWRA, MassDEP and/or BWSC regulations/guidelines,
and identify any necessary permits, if applicable.
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Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings
The FEIR should include a separate chapter summarizing proposed mitigation measures.
This chapter should also include draft Section 61 Findings for each Permit or Land Transfer to be
issued or granted by State Agencies. The FEIR should contain clear commitments to implement
C.116 mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties
responsible for implementation (either funding design and construction or performing actual
construction), and contain a schedule for implementation. The mitigation implementation
schedule should clearly note how mitigation will be provided in relation to project phasing;
either tying commitments to overall project square footage/phase or environmental impact
thresholds, to ensure that measure are in place to mitigate the anticipated impact associated with
each development phase.

C.115

Because the Master Plan will be implemented over 20 years, the FEIR should outline an
C.117 appro�ch to evaluate the effectiveness and relevancy of mitigation commitments to changing
conditions, updated data, and improvements in technology. This approach should address
opportunities for public review and reconsideration of project design and mitigation
commitments as necessary.
To ensure that all GHG emissions reduction measures adopted by the Proponent in the
C.118 Preferred Alternative are actually constructed or performed by the Proponent, I require
Proponents to provide a self-certification to the MEPA Office indicating that all of the required
mitigation measures, or their equivalent, have been completed. The commitment to provide this
self-certification in the manner outlined above should be incorporated into the draft Section 61
Findings. It should address how self-certifications will be provided in the context of this long
term development (e.g., by project phasing, building by building basis, etc.) and how progress
towards achieving project-wide mitigation commitments (such as the Energy Efficiency
Profiles/Targets, LEED Certifiable Buildings, minimum of 2 MW rooftop solar PV ) will be
monitored.
Response to Comments
The FEIR 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 FEIR should
include direct responses to comments to the extent that they are within MEPA jurisdiction.
C.120 Responses must specifically address each comment letter on the DEIR; references to a_ chapter or
extensive section of the FEIR are not adequate. This directive is not intended, and shall not be
construed, to enlarge the scope of the FEIR beyond what has been expressly identified in this
certificate.
C.119

Circulation/Filing of FEIR
The Proponent should circulate the FEIR to those parties who commented on the EENF
C.121 and/or DEIR, 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. Per 301 CMR 11.16(5),
the Proponent may circulate copies of the FEIR to commenters in CD-ROM format or by
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directing commenters to a website address. However, the Proponent must make a reasonable
number of hard copies available to accommodate those without convenient access to a computer
and distribute these upon request on a first-come, first-served basis. The Proponent should send
correspondence accompanying the CD-ROM or website address indicating that hard copies are
available upon request, noting relevant comment deadlines, and appropriate addresses for
submission of comments. The FEIR submitted to the MEPA office should include a digital copy
of the complete document. In addition, the FEIR should be made available for review at the
Boston Public Library (BPL), the East Boston Branch of the BPL, and the Revere Public Library.
The MEPA regulations limit the review period of an FEIR to 37 days, including a 30-day
public comment period, which cannot be extended even at the request of the Proponent. The
MEPA regulations at 301 CMR 11.08 (5) allow a Proponent to withdraw an FEIR prior to
issuance of a Certificate to provide further opportunity for public review. After the withdrawal,
the Proponent may refile the FEIR. Based on the significant analysis that will be included in the
FEIR, and the scope, scale and timeframe of the project, this Certificate is conditioned upon the
Proponent's agreement to do so.

January 25, 2019
Date

Matthew A. Beaton

Comments received:
11/9/2018
11/21/2018
12/12/2018
12/13/2018
12/13/2018
12/13/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/14/2018
12/15/2018
12/17/2018

Division of Marine Fisheries (DMF)
Edward Reiner, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Pat Todisco
Veronica Robes Cultural Center (VRCC)
Livable Streets
John Vitagliano
The Grossman Companies, Inc.
\
440 McClellan LLC
480 McClellan LLC
East Boston Chamber of Commerce
John J. DaMore, Jr., Park, Shuttle & Fly
Stephen Kaiser
City of Revere, Mayor Arrigo
Matthew Barison
Piers Park Sailing Center
New England Salvadoran-American Day Foundation Inc.
WalkBoston
Boston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC)
Derek Brodin & Family
City of Boston Parks and Recreation Commission
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12/19/2018
1/07/2019
1/14/2019
1/15/2019
1/15/2019
1/15/2019
1/17/2019
1/17/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/18/2019
1/23/2029

January 25, 2019

Debra Cave
Stephen Kaiser
Mystic River Watershed Association (MyRWA)
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)- Waterways
Program
Airport Impact Relief, Inc. (AIR, Inc.)
Friends of the East Boston Greenway
Department of Energy Resources (DOER)
Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC)
MassDEP - Northeast Regional Office (NERO)
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA)
Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport)
Greenroots (letter dated 12/17/18)
Boston Councilor Lydia Edwards
Stephen Kaiser
Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR)
Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT)
· Conservation Law Foundation (CLF)
Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC)
Boston Harbor Now (BHN)
Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM)
Frederick Salvucci

MAB/PRC/pre
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Suffolk Downs Redevelopment Public Review:
Spanish Translation Services and Latino Community Outreach
As of November 11, 2019
Public Documents Translated to Spanish
• October 1, 2018: DEIR/DPIR Executive Summary
• February 1, 2019: Planned Development Area (“PDA”) Filing Master Plan and Development Plans for
Phases 1-5
• September 16, 2019: Redlined PDA Master Plan and PDA Development Plans for Phase 1-5
• October 24, 2019: Suffolk Downs Additional Information Document (“AID”)
All the above documents are posted on HYM’s Suffolk Downs Redevelopment website. Additionally, all pages on
the website site are translated into Spanish: http://www.suffolkdownsredevelopment.com/es/
Spanish Language Interpretation Services Provided: HYM has utilized Spanish interpreters who have been present
at all BPDA public meetings and IAG meetings, including:
• December 19, 2017: East Boston Community Meeting
• January 30, 2018: East Boston Community Meeting
• October 2, 2018: BPDA Public Meeting Following DEIR/DPIR filing
• October 16, 2018: BPDA Public Meeting – Land Use/Mix of Uses
• October 30, 2018: BPDA Public Meeting –Transportation
• November 13, 2018: BPDA Public Meeting –Resiliency/Open Space
• December 11, 2018: BPDA Public Meeting – General Discussion
• February 26, 2019: PDA Public Meeting #1
• May 21, 2019: PDA Public Meeting #2
• October 1, 2019: BPDA Public Meeting – PDA Update and Additional Information Document (AID)
Spanish-Only Language Meetings
• November 27, 2018: Spanish Language DPIR Community Meeting
• March 7, 2019: Spanish Language PDA Community Meeting
Other Public Outreach to the Spanish-Speaking Community
• January 29, 2018: Univision Radio Interview
• January 31, 2018: La Magician (1600) Radio Interview
• January 31, 2018: Latino Business Owners Lunch
• May 2, 2018: Latino Business Owners Lunch
• June 4, 2018: East Boston and Revere Minority Business Leaders
• August 1, 2018: Center for Cooperative Development and Solidarity
• August 20, 2018: East Boston Ministries
• October 24, 2018: Latino Parent Leadership Program
• June 14, 2019: East Boston and Revere Minority Business Leaders
•

August 12, 2019: Latino Business Owners Meeting
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Appendix B: Transportation Supporting
Documentation

Note: Materials are provided on the enclosed CD-ROM due to large file size. Hard
copies are available upon request.
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Appendix C: Air Quality Supporting
Documentation

Note: Materials are provided on the enclosed CD-ROM due to large file size. Hard
copies are available upon request.
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Appendix D: Climate Change Supporting
Documentation

Note: Materials are provided on the enclosed CD-ROM due to large file size. Hard
copies are available upon request.
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Appendix E: Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Supporting Documentation

Note: Materials are provided on the enclosed CD-ROM due to large file size. Hard
copies are available upon request.
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Appendix F: Infrastructure Supporting
Documentation

Note: Materials are provided on the enclosed CD-ROM due to large file size. Hard
copies are available upon request.

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

Appendix G: FEIR Distribution List

FEIR

Suffolk Downs Redevelopment

FEIR

Appendix G: FEIR Distribution List
Federal
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Attn: Edward Reiner
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100 (OEP06-3)
Boston, MA 02109

Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Secretary Kathleen Theoharides
Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

Massachusetts Department of
Transportation
Public/Private Development Unit
Attn: Lionel Lucien
10 Park Plaza
Boston, MA 02116

Commissioner Martin Suuberg
Department of Environmental Protection
One Winter Street
Boston, MA 02108

Massachusetts Department of
Transportation – District #4
Attn: Connie Raphael
519 Appleton Street
Arlington, MA 02476

DEP/Waterways Program
Attn: Chrissy Hopps
1 Winter Street, 5th Floor
Boston, MA 02108
DEP/Northeast Regional Office
Attn: John D. Viola
205B Lowell Street
Wilmington, MA 01887
DEP/Northeast Regional Office
Surface Water Permitting (NPDES)
Attn: Kevin Brander
205B Lowell Street
Wilmington, MA 01887
DEP/Northeast Regional Office
Wetlands
Attn: Rachel Freed
205B Lowell Street
Wilmington, MA 01887

Massachusetts Department of
Transportation – District #6
Attn: MEPA Coordinator
185 Kneeland Street
Boston, MA 02111
Massachusetts Historical Commission
Attn: Brona Simon
The MA Archives Building
220 Morrissey Boulevard
Boston, MA 02125
Metropolitan Area Planning Council
60 Temple Place, 6th Floor
Boston, MA 02111
Coastal Zone Management
Attn: Lisa Engler
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800
Boston, MA 02114
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Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
Attn: Andrew D. Brennan
10 Park Plaza, Suite 3910
Boston, MA 02116
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
Attn: Marianne Connolly
100 First Avenue, Building 39
Charlestown Navy Yard
Boston, MA 02129

Department of Conservation and
Recreation
Attn: Leo Roy
251 Causeway St. Suite 600
Boston MA 02114
Department of Energy Resources
Attn: Paul F. Ormond
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 1020
Boston, MA 02114

Division of Marine Fisheries
Attn: David E. Pierce
251 Causeway Street, Suite 400
Boston, MA 02114

Massachusetts Port Authority
Attn: Gordon M. Carr
One Harborside Drive, Suite 200S
East Boston, MA 02128-2909

Senator Adrian C. Madaro
The General Court of Massachusetts
State House
Boston, MA 02133-1053

Senator Joseph A. Boncore
The General Court of Massachusetts
State House
Boston, MA 02133-1053

City of Boston
Boston City Council
One City Hall Square, 5th Floor
Boston, MA 02201

Boston Department of Public Works
One City Hall Square, Room 714
Boston, MA 02201

Boston Planning & Development Agency
Attn: Brian P. Golden, Director
One City Hall Square, 9th Floor
Boston, MA 02201

Boston Landmarks Commission
One City Hall Square, Room 805
Boston, MA 02201

Boston Conservation Commission
One City Hall Square, Room 805
Boston, MA 02201
Chief of Environment, Energy & Open
Space
One City Hall Square, Room 709
Boston, MA 02201
Chief of Economic Development
Attn: John Barros
One City Hall Square, 9th Floor
Boston, MA 02201
Boston Transportation Department
One City Hall Square, Room 721
Boston, MA 02201

Boston Water and Sewer Commission
Attn: John P. Sullivan
980 Harrison Avenue
Boston, MA 02119
Boston Parks and Recreation
Commission
Attn: Carrie Marsh
1010 Massachusetts Avenue
Boston, MA 02118
Boston City Councilor Lydia Edwards
1 City Hall Square, Suite 550
Boston, MA 02201
Boston Public Library
700 Boylston Street
Boston, MA 02116
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Boston Public Health Commission
Attn: Monica Valdes Lupi
1010 Massachusetts Avenue
Boston, MA 02118

Boston Public Library
East Boston Branch
365 Bremen Street
East Boston, MA 02128

City of Revere
Mayor Brian Arrigo
City of Revere
281 Broadway
Revere, MA 02151

Revere Conservation Commission
City Hall, Mezzanine Level
Attn: Andrew B. DeSantis
281 Broadway
Revere, MA 02151

City Council
City of Revere
Attn: Ashley E. Melnik
281 Broadway
Revere, MA 02151

Revere Department of Public Works
Attn: Donald Goodwin
321 Charger Street Rear
Revere, MA 02151

Revere Economic Development
Department
Attn: Robert O’Brien
281 Broadway
Revere, MA 02151
Revere Planning Board
Attn: Frank Stringi, City Planner
281 Broadway
Revere, MA 02151

Revere Health Department
281 Broadway
Revere, MA 02151
Revere Public Library
179 Beach Street
Revere, MA 02151

Other Interested Parties
Metropolitan Area Planning Council
Attn: Marc D. Draisen
60 Temple Place
Boston, MA 02111

Mystic River Watershed Association
Attn: Patrick Herron
20 Academy Street, Suite 306
Arlington, MA 02476-6401

Conservation Law Foundation
Attn: Deanna Moran
62 Summer Street
Boston, MA 02110

GreenRoots
Attn: John Walkey
227 Marginal Street, Suite 1
Chelsea, MA 02150

Boston Harbor Now
Attn: Jill Valdes Horwood
15 State Street, Suite 1100
Boston, MA 02109

WalkBoston
Attn: Wendy Landman
45 School Street
Boston, MA 02108
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Veronica Robles Cultural Center (VROCC)
Attn: Veronica Robles
175 McClellan Highway
Boston, MA 02128

The Grossman Companies, Inc.
Attn: Louis Grossman and David Grossman
859 Willard Street, #501
Quincy, MA 02169

East Boston Chamber of Commerce
Attn: Jim Kearney
464 Bremen Street
Boston, MA 02128

440 McClellan, LLC & 480 McClellan, LLC
Attn: Jacob Citrin
1441 Brickell Avenue, Suite 1012
Miami, FL 33131

Piers Park Sailing Center
Attn: Alex DeFronzo
95 Marginal Street
Boston, MA 02128

Friends of the East Boston Greenway
Attn: Karen Maddelena
PO Box 74
East Boston, MA, 02128

New England Salvadoran-American Day
Foundation, Inc.
Attn: Mirna Monterrosa Orellana
2 Neptune Road, #416
Boston, MA 02128

Stephen H. Kaiser
191 Hamilton Street
Cambridge, MA 02139

Livable Streets
Attn: Tony Lechuga
70 Pacific Street
Cambridge, MA 02139

Frederick Salvucci
6 Leicester Street
Brighton, MA 02135
John Vitagliano
19 Seymour Street
Winthrop, MA 02152

Friends of Belle Isle Marsh
Attn: Gail C. Miller
P.O. Box 575
Boston, MA 02128

Matthew Barison
124 Coleridge Street
Boston, MA 02128

Park, Shuttle & Fly
Attn: John J. DaMore, Jr.
320 William F. McClellan Highway
Boston, MA 02128

Derek Brodin & Family
69 Waldemar Avenue
Boston, MA 02128

Email Addresses Only:
Airport Impact Relief (AIR), Inc.
Kannan Thiruvengadam
Andee Krasner
Bart DeWolf
Lucy DeWolf
Pat Todisco
Debra Cave
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Appendix H: DEIR Comments

Note: Materials are provided on the enclosed CD-ROM due to large file size. Hard
copies are available upon request.

