TOWN OF BOXBOROUGH
NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
BOARD/COMMITTEE:
MEETING DATE:
TIME:
PLACE:

Planning Board
August 10, 2022
6:00 PM
Remote Meeting through Zoom

AGENDA
Review and finalize comment letter to MEPA on Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for
Massachusetts Avenue Research Campus.
A vote to initiate a petition to the Select Board to adopt and modify the zoning bylaws in accordance
with MGL C. 40A S.5. The modifications include; zoning recodification, tree clearing, Floor Area
Ratio, and lot coverage.

Topic: Planning Board Meeting
Time: Aug 10, 2022 06:00 PM Eastern Time (US and Canada)
Join Zoom Meeting
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82995478067?pwd=aVA0Tm9rSlNwTUxUL2xYNlgxRDZaZz09

Meeting ID: 829 9547 8067
Passcode: 740759
One tap mobile
+13126266799,,82995478067# US (Chicago)
+16469313860,,82995478067# US
Dial by your location
+1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
+1 646 931 3860 US
+1 929 205 6099 US (New York)
+1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC)
+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)
+1 386 347 5053 US
+1 564 217 2000 US
+1 669 444 9171 US
+1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose)
+1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma)
Meeting ID: 829 9547 8067
Find your local number: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kdkkxp44dJ

Planning Board Agenda
August 1, 2022
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Upcoming Planning Board Meetings:
August 29, 2022
September 19, 2022

October 3, 2022
October 17, 2022

Planning Board DRAFT 08-06-22

August __, 2022
MEPA Office
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: Jennifer Hughes
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
Subject: Massachusetts Avenue Research Campus, Boxborough, Massachusetts
EEA No. 16581
Dear Ms. Hughes,
The Boxborough Planning Board has received the Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for the
Massachusetts Avenue Research Campus at 1414 Massachusetts Avenue in Boxborough
proposed by Lincoln Property Company (the Proponent).
The proposal, as described in the ENF, is for the development of a light industrial park
comprised of four single-story, light manufacturing buildings with 118 loading docks, access
drives, paved parking lots (1,400 total spaces), landscaping, and stormwater management
infrastructure (the Project). The Project will include new onsite potable water wells as well as
an on-site wastewater treatment plant and subsurface disposal. The four buildings are
proposed to comprise a total of 581,250 square feet (sf). It is not clear from the ENF as to what
amount of square footage or impervious area is associated with any additions to the existing
wastewater treatment plant or other ancillary facilities. As noted by the Proponent, the Project
will require substantial grading to accommodate the development.
The Project is subject to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), because it
exceeds five review thresholds under 301 CMR 11.03, including:
•
•

•
•

•

Creation of ten or more acres of impervious area (301 CMR 11.03 (1)(a)2 and also 11.03
(1)(b)2).
Direct alteration of 25 or more acres of land, unless the Project is consistent with an
approved conservation farm plan or forest cutting plan or other similar generally
accepted agricultural or forestry practices. (301 CMR 11.03 (1)(b)1)
Generation of 2,000 or more New Average Daily Trips (adt) on roadways providing
access to a single location. (301 CMR 11.03 (6)(b)13)
Generation of 1,000 or more adt on roadways providing access to a single location and
construction of 150 or more New parking spaces at a single location. (301 CMR 11.03
(6)(b)14)
Construction of 300 or more New parking spaces at a single location. (301 CMR 11.03
(6)(b)15)
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The review thresholds identify categories of Projects or aspects thereof of a nature, size or
location that are likely, directly or indirectly, to cause damage to the environment. The
Boxborough Planning Board has reviewed the ENF and has a number of questions about the
content of the application and the intent of the Project, which are outlined in this letter.
General Comments
The size and scale of the Project is extensive for a small suburban/rural town with a population
of approximately 5,500 residents (2020 Census) and based on the identified MEPA thresholds,
environmental impacts associated with the Project are extensive. The Town of Boxborough
(Town) is 10.39 square miles (6,976 acres) in area. The Proponent owns approximately 208
acres of land in the Project area (approximately 3% of the total acreage in Town). Of the 13
contiguous parcels owned by the Proponent, the northern-most parcel is already developed
resulting in 23 acres of impervious surface (including an existing approximately 294,000 sf
commercial building and 978 parking spaces). A 5-megawatt solar field with an approximately
1-mile access road also occupies approximately 20 acres of contiguous land adjacent to the
Project and is owned by the Proponent. As such, the area has already been subject to clear
cutting and development.
The undisturbed and forested land proposed for the Project development is proximate to and
currently provides groundwater protection for Boxborough’s largest aquifer. Boxborough
depends on its aquifers for all its drinking water and the aquifer is already being stressed as a
result of development, road salt, PFAS infiltration, drought and climate change.
The Project area proposed to be cleared is one of the largest contiguous forested areas in
Town. The land provides a significant wildlife habitat corridor, is adjacent to the Massachusetts
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife’s Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP)mapped habitat (not identified by the Proponent in the ENF), is considered by Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection (MA DEP) as “Habitat of Potential Regional and
Statewide Importance” and is an area of potential high ecological integrity pursuant to the
Conservation Assessment and Prioritization System (CAPS).1 The Project identifies over 43
acres of land alteration and tree clearing. The Project area ranges in grade from approximately
300 feet to 420 feet and this grade provides a natural noise mitigation barrier from Interstate
495 to properties to the east.
The lack of notification to Town officials prior to filing the ENF is very concerning. Based on land
ownership and previous projects, the Proponent is familiar with the Planning Board’s informal
process for pre-applications meetings. The Town Planner is always available for consultation.
Similarly, the notifications as part of the Environmental Justice process did not include any
organizations that are proximate to the area.

1

https://umasscaps.org/data_maps/massdep-maps.html
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It should also be noted that the Proponent refers to the area to be developed as an “Industrial
Park”. While Light Manufacturing is a permitted use in the zoning district known as “Office Park
(OP)” pursuant to the Town’s Zoning Bylaw, Industrial Uses are not allowed in the OP District.
Warehouses are also not allowed in the OP District.
The Planning Board has heard from two other large commercial property developers for this
same part of Town in recent months. These include a proposed development of a 140,000
square foot life sciences building on a 32-acre property at 244 Adams Place, which is north of
and directly abutting the Project, and the additional development on land within the former
Cisco Beaver Brook Campus located along Interstate 495 less than one mile north of the Project
site. Both presented development plans to the Planning Board in June 2022. Cumulatively,
these projects will have extensive impacts on the environment, residents, and existing
businesses in Town.
There are many inconsistencies within the ENF, and it is lacking in detail. Information within the
ENF does not match up in different sections of the document, the Attachments are difficult to
find as there is not an overall Table of Contents or Index. Most importantly, the document
reflects a development that is not in tune with its neighbors and does not appear to understand
the local physical and natural environment.
Comments specific to the ENF, by subject area, are provided in the Attachment to this letter.
We expect that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) will address all the
requirements of 301 CMR 11.07 as well as the items identified in the Attachment and will be of
sufficient detail and accuracy to understand the actual Project dimensions, planned future uses,
and impacts that will be mitigated.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,
Cindy Markowitz, Clerk, On behalf Boxborough Planning Board
Cc:

Boxborough Select Board
Boxborough Board of Health
Boxborough Water Resources Committee
Boxborough Sustainability Committee
Boxborough Conservation Commission
State Senator Jamie Eldridge
State Representative Dan Sena

Attachment: Boxborough Planning Board Comments on the ENF and Request for Items to be
Addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR)
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Attachment
Boxborough Planning Board Comments on the ENF and Request for Items to be Addressed in
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR)
Land
•

•

•

•

•

There are inconsistencies and areas that are unclear when describing impacts to land
area. The Proponent should address and clarify these inconsistencies. These include:
o The Proponent identifies a total area of 207.81 acres (page 1) and then indicates
208.4 acres (Project Description page 2);
o The Proponent identifies New Area of Land Altered of 43.71 acres (page 1). The
Table of Impacts indicates 47.48 acres of land impacted (page 10);
o It is not clear what “Other Altered Areas” and “Undeveloped Areas” of 23.5
acres” are in the Table in the Land Section II. A. (page 10).
The ENF indicates New impervious area will be 26.3 acres. That will essentially double
the amount of impervious area to a total impervious area 49.4 acres, or almost 24% of
the total land. The Proponent should thoroughly evaluate these impacts and whether
alternate designs are possible to reduce the amount of proposed impervious area.
The Project is proposing to increase the amount of Gross square footage by 581,250 sf
from one existing building (293,731 sf) to a total of 874,981 sf spread over four separate
single-story buildings. As noted below, the Alternatives Analysis was limited, poorly
analyzed, and did not present realistic alternatives based on existing resource areas
(e.g., a mapped certified vernal pool, wetlands and the Watershed Protection District
boundaries) and current zoning (“Distribution Centers” are not an allowed use under the
zoning bylaw). The Proponent should evaluate ways to consolidate the amount of
square footage into alternative designs that reduce the overall footprint, thereby
reducing the amount of total land alteration.
Currently the area proposed to be developed is entirely undeveloped mixed deciduous
forest, although the Proponent refers to the area as “previously developed”. The Project
would result in tree clearing of 43.71 acres, resulting in significant impacts to wildlife, air
quality and stormwater. The Proponent should describe the implications of this amount
of tree clearing on wildlife, water quality, stormwater, air quality, climate, and on any
other natural resources.
Grading – per the ENF “The buildings will be located in the central portion of the site
and will require substantial grading to accommodate their development.” The
Proponent should fully evaluate the implications of this change in topography for both
construction (blasting of ledge) and during operations. Noise and Visual studies should
be a part of this evaluation. The Project should also include an evaluation of impact to
air navigation due to its proximity to local airport and site elevation and will require
evaluation by the Federal Aviation Administration and/or the Aeronautics Division of
Massachusetts Department of Transportation.
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Transportation (Traffic Generation) and Parking
•

•

•

•

The Project is proposing an increase of 2,346 average daily trips (adt) from the existing
1,457 adt to a total of 3,803 adt and an increase in the number of parking spaces by 422,
from 978 existing spaces to a total of 1,400 parking spaces. The existing building at 1414
Massachusetts Avenue owned by the Proponent has 978 parking spaces for tenants that
have approximately 200-400 employees working over a 24-hour period and as such, 60
to 80% or more of the parking spaces are not currently in use. The number of current
employees were not identified in the table at the top of page 2 of the ENF. The
Proponent should be required to explore in greater detail ways to utilize existing
parking spaces and to reduce the number of proposed parking spaces thereby reducing
impervious surfaces. The Proponent should also identify meaningful ways to reduce
employee and truck trips.
The ENF identifies 118 new loading docks. This high number of loading docks appears to
be consistent with warehouse and/or distribution facilities, not “light manufacturing”
facilities. Neither warehouses nor distribution facilities are allowed uses in the Office
Park District per the zoning bylaw. The Proponent should explain how the design of the
proposed buildings is consistent with current zoning.
The ENF appears to underestimate the number of truck trips, especially with the
proposed 118 new loading docks. Table 6 of Traffic Impact Study (Attachment 7) says,
“the project would generate a total of 332 weekday daily truck trips with 23 truck trips
occurring during both the weekday morning and evening peak hours.” Based on the
estimates provided by the Proponent, each loading dock would have 2.81 truck trips per
day. The Proponent should explain why it is necessary to have so many loading docks,
when each loading dock would average less than 3 trips per day.
The ENF says Land Use Code (LUC) is changing from 110 (General Light Industrial) to 130
(Industrial Park) (per the 10th edition of the ITE Manual referenced in the Traffic Impact
Study). As noted above, the zoning bylaw does not allow industrial uses in the Office
Park District. The Proponent’s change of the LUC Code from 110 to 130 results in a
reduction in the calculation of trips per day from 0.63 trips per 1000 sf gross floor area
(GFA) to 0.40 per 1000 sf GFA, per the ITE manual2. The Proponent should explain the
rationale for the change in Land Use Codes, especially when it results in a reduction in
the calculation of trips per day despite the addition of 118 loading docks.

Water
•

The Proponent proposes the increase in water use of 30,530 gallons per day (gpd). The
ENF lists (page 2) lists current water demand of 24,300 gpd for a total of 54,820 gpd.
The Proponent should evaluate the impacts of the increase in water withdrawal on the

2

https://www.troutdaleoregon.gov/sites/default/files/fileattachments/public_works/page/966/ite_land_use_list_
10th_edition.pdf
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•

•

aquifer as well as the surrounding public and private water supplies in all towns
reliant on this aquifer (Acton, Boxborough, Harvard, Littleton and Stow).
The Proponent indicates that potable water will be supplied by a new on-site well but
provided no information regarding the location of the well, pumping rates, or permits
required for such a new water supply. The existing well locations are identified on
Attachment 5, Proposed Site Plan; however, no new on-site well appears to be shown
on Attachment 5. The Proponent should explain the location of any proposed new
wells and any studies or drilling tests performed to date and provide the results.
Additionally, the Proponent should provide any hydrological, hydrogeological, or other
engineering studies prepared for the Project Site/Area demonstrating sufficient well
capacity to serve the Project new water amounts over the next 20 years.3
It is not clear from the ENF whether the Proponent intends to serve the Project from the
three existing wells that currently serve the 1414 Massachusetts Avenue site. The
Proponent should explain if they are proposing to utilize any or all the existing
permitted wells that currently serve 1414 Massachusetts Avenue tenants to serve the
Project.

Wastewater
•

•

The Wastewater Section of the Summary of Project Size & Environmental Impacts Table
on the ENF (page 2) identifies water withdrawal in gpd in the wastewater system
currently at 500 gpd, with a proposed water withdrawal of 30,520 gpd for the Project.
The current amounts listed in the ENF do not appear to be consistent with the amounts
identified in the Site Plan Approvals for the existing tenants at the 1414 Massachusetts
Avenue building. The existing tenants at 1414 Massachusetts Avenue are not permitted
to dispose of process wastewater into the wastewater treatment facility for release into
the existing leaching field which is located in the Aquifer Protection District (APD)
pursuant to the Town zoning bylaws limiting discharges in the APD to sanitary
discharges only. All process water for the current building is required to be trucked offsite by a licensed wastewater operator pursuant to recently issued Site Plan Approvals
for that location. The Proponent should provide detailed explanation as to the actual
proposed quantities of water and wastewater for the Project and how wastewater
(sanitary and process) from the Project will be discharged for the Project and to where.
The Proponent does not identify whether a new leaching field will be developed for the
project or whether the existing leaching field (which is located within the Town’s Aquifer
Protection District and within mapped NHESP Priority Habitat) and has limitations per
the Town’s zoning bylaw). The Proponent should provide information regarding the

3

The Proponent’s application to Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Bureau of Resource
Protection (BRP) WP 12 Individual Permit Renewal/Modification without Plan Approval, submitted March 16, 2022
and which appears to be currently under review, indicates that a hydrogeologic study performed to determine the
potential impact of the discharge or activity on the groundwater was submitted and approved in 2002.
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•

•

•

•

•

capacity limits of the existing leaching field and how the Proponent intends to meet
those limits.
The current estimated Water /Sewer Demand table on page 4 of ENF says current
demand for the existing 294,000 sf facility, which is comprised of Offices, Research &
Development and Light Manufacturing Facility at 1414 Massachusetts Avenue is 24,300
gpd. The Proponent should explain how the estimate of the wastewater associated
with four new Light Manufacturing facilities of 581,250 sf, with tenants yet to be
determined, would be equivalent to the entire use of the existing occupied 294,000 sf
building at the site.
The Proponent has not identified any tenants for the Project and appears to be building
the four new buildings “on Spec.” The Proponent should provide more information as
to the anticipated uses associated with the water and wastewater demands identified
in the ENF and if these are anticipated to be the maximum amounts of water and
wastewater in the permit applications to the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection and the local Board of Health.
The ENF indicates that there will be no impacts to the Delaney Flood Control Site to the
south of the Project area. The Proponent should demonstrate how this assessment was
determined. The Proponent should provide a current hydrogeologic Site Assessment
and provide a copy of the 2002 Hydrology Assessment referred to in the BWP 11/12
Renewal permit application submitted to MA DEP in March 2022.
The ENF identifies that current wastewater generation at the onsite treatment facility is
25,000 gpd. The Proponent is proposing an additional 7,550 gpd for a total discharge of
32,550 gpd. The Proponent should identify what improvements are being proposed to
the existing wastewater treatment facility, what permit applications have been or will
be applied for to accommodate this increase, and whether additional impervious area
and/or building footprint will be added for expansion of the existing Wastewater
Treatment facility.
The Proponent has filed for a renewal application for Wastewater Treatment Facility
25,000 gpd (Individual Groundwater Discharge Permit) submitted to MADEP in March
2022 (BWP 12). The permit application includes a map showing the existing discharge
location in the wrong location. The Proponent should explain the discrepancy in the
location identified for discharge associated with that permit location and the actual
discharge location for the existing wastewater treatment plant.

Stormwater Management
•

It appears that the site drains east to Wolf Swamp and south to Eldridge Pond. These
represent two different drainage basins. Wolf Swamp feeds Beaver Brook, part of the
Stony Brook drainage basin. Boxborough has been evaluating sources for a municipal
public water supply, with one possible area located in the Beaver Brook aquifer
downstream. Littleton already uses this aquifer for public water supply. Eldridge Pond
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feeds Elizabeth Brook, part of the SuAsCo drainage basin. Eldridge Pond is a source of
irrigation water for a certified organic farm located in Boxborough and Harvard on land
subject to an Agricultural Preservation Restriction. The Proponent should demonstrate
how these drainage patterns will be preserved and how the quantity and quality of
stormwater runoff will be maintained.
Rare Species Habitat
•

•

•

The ENF indicated that the Project is not located within an area that includes Estimated
and/or Priority Habitat of State-Listed Rare Species. According to Natural Heritage and
Endangered Species Program (NHESP)maps, the Project Site is proximate to Priority
Habitat (PH 1507) just to the south of the Project site and within property owned by the
Proponent and which includes the existing leaching field. This information is not
depicted on the constraints map (Attachment 4) provided in the ENF. The Proponent
should identify and update the presence of this priority habitat in any future
documentation and describe any impacts and mitigation the Project proposes to limit
impacts to this priority habitat.
The Proponent did not identify that the project area is located in an area of Habitat of
Statewide Importance and is identified in the CAPS Index for High Ecological Value. The
Proponent should assess the impact of the Project in the context of these identified
designations.
The Proponent identified one Certified Vernal pool on site but Project plans do not
appear to allow adequate buffer for species to migrate. Additionally, there are several
vernal pools at the Project site identified on the MassGIS Resource Map for the site that
are not certified. The Proponent should provide a detailed assessment of existing
vernal pools (certified and others) and propose Project alterations and mitigation
measures to protect the vernal pools and species that migrate from vernal pools after
breeding.

Noise
•

Per the information provided in the ENF, there will be significant impacts associated
with construction, including significant blasting at the site. The ENF did not identify
hours of operation, but did identify a significant amount of truck traffic. Once the
Project is constructed (either partially or in full) there will be impacts associated with
the grading and removal of the natural noise barrier associated with the current
topography and tree cover, especially with regard to traffic noise from Interstate 495.
The Proponent should prepare a complete noise study prepared by an Institute of
Noise Control Engineering (INCE)-certified noise engineer that evaluates the existing
ambient and future impacts associated with construction and operations of the
Project, including measurements from residences and other sensitive receptors in
locations proximate and further from the Project site.
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Visual
•

•

The proposed grading of the area will likely have impacts to the community including
visual impacts of the project itself to the surrounding area. The Proponent should
prepare a visual impact study with representative images from a variety of locations,
including areas of historic significance, higher elevations and other impacts to the
landscape and sensitive receptors.
The ENF identified four new buildings which presumably will require extensive outdoor
lighting, especially if operations are to occur beyond daylight hours. The Proponent
should provide an analysis showing compliance with the Town’s lighting bylaw and
how the Project will be protective of dark skies.

Environmental Justice
•

Although the ENF described public outreach to local community-based organizations
(CBO’s), none of these organizations were local to the Project area. Additionally, no
residents that live in the census blocks identified as EJ communities were notified in
advance of the ENF filing. The Proponent should identify and include all local CBO’s,
residents or other Environmental Justice groups for future notifications and the
process for notifying such populations in the future.

Climate Resiliency
•

Per MEPA requirements, the Proponent is required to include a Climate Resiliency
Assessment, using a risk screening tool (RMAT) included as Attachment 11 to the ENF.
The RMAT risk screening tool uses the best available climate science data and
projections for Massachusetts in three critical areas: sea level rise/storm surge, extreme
precipitation (urban or riverine flooding), and extreme heat. According to the data
provided in Attachment 11, Facilities show they are at Extreme Risk for Urban Flooding,
Riverine Flooding and for extreme heat. The only mitigation the Project identified in the
ENF (page 30) is “The Project’s buildings are assumed to have a useable life of
approximately 60 years and that the Project will use a planning horizon of 2070 and the
NOAA Atlas 14 precipitation forecasts when designing the stormwater management
system.” The Proponent should fully explain the results of the RMAT tool for the
Project and provide meaningful and substantive design concepts and mitigation to
address the high risks identified in the RMAT output. The Proponents should describe
how the Project will meet best practices as described in the RMAT Climate Resilience
Design Guidelines and other measures to ensure climate resiliency.

Alternatives Analysis
•

Only two of the four alternatives presented in the ENF are viable: No Action and
Alternative 1. Presumably since an ENF was filed, the No Action alternative is not
favored so the only option that can be selected by default is Alternative 1. Alternative 2
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is not valid because it shows building on top of vernal pool. Alternative 3 (The
Distribution Center Alternative) is not viable because Distribution Centers are not an
allowed use in the Office Park District. Furthermore, the criterion for volume of
excavation is inconsistently applied between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. In the ENF,
it states, “The Distribution Center Alternative: This alternative was determined to not be
cost effective because it would require such a significant amount of excavation to make
the layout for such a large building possible.” Under Alternative 2, the Proponent is
proposing more excavation than under Alternative 3. The Proponent should redo the
Alternatives Analysis to include a comparison between viable alternatives, including
the re-use of existing vacant buildings in the area.
Mitigation Measures
•

Because the ENF does not fully identify important habitats and natural resource areas,
and appears to be inconsistent with zoning, local master plans and regional master
plans, the actual impact of the Project has not been sufficiently characterized and
therefore mitigation measures listed in the ENF appear to be minimal and potentially
ineffectual. The Applicant should provide an accurate description of the existing
environment, consistently and fully describe Project impacts, and provide substantial
and meaningful mitigation measures in the Draft EIR.

Project Benefits
•

The ENF describes Project Benefits with a focus on economic growth, but the stated
Project benefits do not appear to be consistent with many of the Boxborough Master
Plan goals (see Consistency Section below). Project Benefits listed in the ENF include:
o Provide new opportunities for commercial growth within an area zoned for
commercial/industrial development
o Connect more of Boxborough’s residents to employment opportunities through the
Project’s proximity to Interstate 495 and Route 2
o Contribute to the economy of Boxborough and the region
o Provide significant new construction and long-term job opportunities
In response, the Planning Board notes the following:
The Project area is not zoned for Industrial use. References to industrial land use (which
is not allowed in the Project area) appear 26 times in the ENF. Project Type listed on the
MEPA Environmental Monitor is Commercial - Lab and R&D. The Proponent should
explain why the Project is being described as “industrial” in the ENF and noticed to the
state regulators as “commercial”.
Boxborough’s residents do not need access to Interstate 495 and Route 2 to access 1414
Massachusetts Avenue because they would access the Project location using Route 111
(Massachusetts Avenue), not Interstate 495 and Route 2. This is not a benefit to
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Boxborough residents and should not have been listed as such in the ENF and should
not be presented in the Draft EIR. These statements also reflect a lack of understanding
about the traffic patterns in Boxborough, casting doubt on the traffic study
interpretations presented in the ENF.
Among the top six priorities listed in the Boxborough Master Plan are, 1) “Economic
development should not be pursued simply to increase the commercial tax base,” and 2)
“Establish strategies for energy conservation, carbon footprint reduction, and climate
change resiliency.” Neither of these top priorities are reflected in the Project benefits.
The Proponent should identify actual and meaningful benefits to the residents of
Boxborough as a result of the Project.
Massachusetts Contingency Plan
•

The ENF states that there are no recognized environmental conditions (RECs), historical
recognized environmental conditions (HRECs) or controlled recognized environmental
conditions (CRECs). However, a review of prior records for the site indicate there was a
Limited Removal Action completed in May 2000 by RAM Environmental to remove
arsenic and lead-impacted soils in an area 6’ x 8’ to a depth of 2.5 feet below grade
(approximately 4.5 cubic yards of soil excavated). The Proponent needs to evaluate this
removal action with respect to compliance with 310 CMR 40.0000 and accurately
report this information in the Draft EIR.

Consistency
•

Boxborough Master Plan (Boxborough2030)4
Although ENF says the Project is consistent with Boxborough’s Master Plan
(Boxborough 2030), there are many areas where the Project does not appear to be
consistent with the Aspirations, Goals and Strategies outlined in Boxborough 2030.
The Project is inconsistent with the following elements of Boxborough 2030:
o “Encourage economic development which will improve the quality of life for
residents, such as supporting development of a village-like area with
restaurants, pubs, shops, fitness and health services, and other amenities.
Economic development should not be pursued simply to increase the
commercial tax base.” (Top Priorities, page 6)
o “Establish strategies for energy conservation, carbon footprint reduction, and
climate change resiliency.” (Top Priorities page 6)
o “Aspiration 1. Maintains its rural character and celebrates its heritage:
Boxborough cherishes its rural heritage. Preservation of the ecological,
agricultural, historic, and scenic resources that contribute to the community’s

4

Boxborough 2030, Recommendations & Implementation Plan, Adopted January 2016. https://www.boxboroughma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/881/Boxborough2030-Recommendations-and-Implementation-Plan-PDF?bidId=
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o
o

o

o
o
o

rural character is of critical importance to the community. New development
and redevelopment of existing structures will be physically designed to blend
with the town’s rural landscape.”
“Goal 1.2. New development and redevelopment will be physically designed to
blend into the town’s rural landscape.”
“Goal 1.3. Protect and/or acquire additional lands for conservation, water
resource protection, wildlife habitat, agricultural land preservation, recreation,
trails, and wildlife corridors.”
“Aspiration 3. Is thoughtfully developed: The community will build on and
maintain its existing assets. Economic development will be focused in existing
commercial areas supported by responsible use and management of water
resources with provisions for adequate wastewater treatment facilities. The
community’s agricultural assets will be leveraged for economic development
and to enhance quality of life. Transportation options will continue to improve
in order to ensure a pleasant and safe travel experience for various modes of
transportation, including walking and bicycling.”
“Strategy 3.1.1. Create a long-term vision for the town’s commercial areas,
prioritizing enhanced quality of life over expanding the commercial tax base.”
“Strategy 3.4.3. New housing and commercial development will prioritize design
quality, energy efficiency, and preservation of open space.”
“Strategy 5.1.4. Implement strategies for climate change resiliency and
adaptation.”

The Proponent should demonstrate how the Project could be made consistent with
the above Aspirations, Goals and Strategies of the Boxborough Master Plan.
•

MetroCommon 2050
The ENF states, “One of MetroCommon 2050’s goals is that vacant and underutilized
commercial and industrial sites are revitalized, and they provide new jobs close to
population centers and transit. The Project is proposed on already developed land, thus
conserving land, energy, and previous investments in building and infrastructure.”
The Proponent should demonstrate how the Project, with proposed new water,
wastewater, roadway, and infrastructure on the undeveloped portions of the property
is consistent with the MetroCommon 2050 goal.

Energy
•

Recently the Massachusetts Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
announced the Clean Energy and Climate Plan for 2025 and 2030, or CEC, which sets the
state on a path towards carbon neutrality by 2050. The document includes a roadmap
for the state to achieve its emissions reductions targets, including cutting greenhouse
gas emissions 50% by 2030 relative to 1990 levels. The Proponent should describe how
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•

•

the Project meets the goals of the CEC including net zero buildings, reduction in use of
fossil fuels in buildings and other goals identified in the Mass Decarbonization Road
Map 2050.5
The Proponent describes minimal efforts to reduce electricity use by the use of LED
Lighting, Energy Star, or other similarly recognized and equivalently efficient, rated
appliances and user occupancy and vacancy sensors for lighting in internal public areas.
Given the stated clean energy and climate goals by EEA and the size of the Project, these
efforts appear minimal. The Proponent should describe the amount of electricity
necessary for the Project once operational and any new electric or gas distribution
infrastructure that would need to be added and any off-site land associated with
rights of way to support any new on-site infrastructure.
The Proponent made no mention of sustainable building design, including the use of
passive solar building design, adding solar to rooftops, or any other specific measures to
reduce electric consumption of the Project. The Proponent should describe any and all
sustainability measures to be incorporated into the Project design and operations.

Air Quality
•

•

The Proponent has described extensive traffic increases related to the Project which will
result in an increase in mobile source air quality impacts and may have underestimated
the amount of truck traffic given the high number of proposed loading docks. The
Proponent does not yet know what uses will occupy the buildings so cannot describe
any stationary sources of air quality impacts. The Project is located in an EJ community
which is already disproportionately impacted by its proximity to Interstate 495. The
Proponent should fully describe the air quality impacts associated with both stationary
and mobile sources of air pollution for the Project during and after construction.
The proponent has identified a significant amount of tree clearing (43 acres). Trees
provide for carbon sequestration. The Proponent should describe how much carbon
sequestration will be lost as a result of tree clearing and what mitigation measures the
Project will undertake to offset that loss.

Historic and Archaeological Resources
•

5

There is documented evidence with the Boxborough Historic Commission of the
presence of at least one historic resource at the site. There are cellar holes located on
the property, and there are rock piles and formations of possible Native American
significance. The Proponent should consult with the local Historical Commission and
other resources to determine the location and sensitivity of any documented historical
or archaeological sites in the Project area.

https://www.mass.gov/doc/ma-2050-decarbonization-roadmap/download
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Bethany A. Card
SECRETARY

July 15, 2022
CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
ON THE
EXPANDED ENVIRONMENTAL NOTIFICATION FORM
PROJECT NAME
PROJECT MUNICIPALITY
PROJECT WATERSHED
EEA NUMBER
PROJECT PROPONENT
DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR

: 1 and 2 Monarch Drive
: Littleton
: Sudbury/Assabet/Concord
: 16568
: V.M.D. Companies LLC
: June 9, 2022

Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA; M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 6162L) and Section 11.06 of the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I have reviewed the
Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) and hereby determine that this project
requires the submission of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). In accordance with Section
11.06(8) of the MEPA regulations, the Proponent requested that I allow a Single EIR to be
submitted in lieu of the usual two-stage Draft and Final EIR process. I hereby grant the request to
file a Single EIR, which the Proponent should submit in accordance with the Scope included in
this Certificate.
Project Description
As described in the Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF), the project
consists of the construction of an approximately 98,150-square foot (sf), 38-foot (ft) high
industrial building with six loading docks, a surface parking lot with 202 spaces, a new septic
system that will accommodate wastewater from both the proposed building and an existing
building on the adjacent site, a new stormwater management system and landscaping.
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Project Site
The 20.6-acre project site is located in south Littleton adjacent to the Boxborough town
line. It is bordered to the north, south and west by Beaver Brook and associated wetlands, and to
the east by Monarch Drive, which terminates at the site driveway. The site shares a driveway
with a commercial building on an adjacent lot to the west. Industrial uses are located to the
northeast, between the site and Route 2. Interstate-495 (I-495) is located to the east of Monarch
Drive. The site is located within the Zone II wellhead protection zone associated with a drinking
water supply well for the Town of Littleton and within Priority Habitat for the Blanding’s turtle
(Emydoidea blandingii).
An 81,878-sf hotel at the site was proposed in 2008 but not constructed. The hotel was
reviewed by MEPA (EEA# 14241) and a Certificate on the ENF was issued on June 6, 2008,
which determined that the project did not require the preparation of an EIR. As described below,
the hotel project was granted a Conservation and Management Permit (CMP) from the Natural
Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP) in 2009 (the CMP has expired and is no
longer valid). The CMP required that a Conservation Restriction (CR) be placed on 30 acres of
land that surrounds the site and the adjacent commercial property. The CR limits development of
the site to the area where the building and parking lot are proposed and permits installation of
utilities and drainage, septic and stormwater management systems.
The project site is located within one mile of an Environmental Justice (EJ) population in
Boxborough designated as Minority. The site is located within five miles of ten additional EJ
populations designated as Minority which are located in Acton, Ayer, Boxborough, Harvard and
Westford. As described below, the EENF included a review of potential impacts and benefits to
the EJ populations, and described public involvement efforts undertaken to date.
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Potential environmental impacts of the project include alteration of 6.7 acres of land;
addition of 4.7 acres of impervious area; alteration of up to 500 sf of Bordering Vegetated
Wetlands (BVW); generation of 466 unadjusted average daily trips (adt); use of 3,975 gallons
per day (gpd) of water; and generation of approximately 3,975 gpd of wastewater. Greenhouse
Gas (GHG) emissions and other air pollutants are associated with the burning of fossil fuels for
on-site energy use and transportation.
Measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts include construction of a stormwater
management system with Best Management Practices (BMPs) to improve water quality, reduce
flow rates and infiltrate stormwater; replacement of the existing 36-year old septic system with a
new system meeting current standards; use of air source heat pumps (ASHP) to heat the
proposed building; construction of 10 electric vehicle (EV) charging stations; implementation of
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to minimize single-occupant vehicle
(SOV) trips; rare species mitigation to be developed through the CMP permitting process; and
design measures to enhance the site’s climate change resiliency.

2
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Permitting and Jurisdiction
The project is undergoing MEPA review and requires preparation of an ENF and EIR,
because it requires Agency Actions, meets the review threshold at 301 CMR 11.03(2)(b)
(Greater than two acres of disturbance of designated priority habitat, as defined in 321 CMR
10.02, that results in a take of a state-listed endangered or threatened species or species of special
concern) and is located within one mile of an EJ Population. The project requires a CMP from
NHESP.
The project requires an Order of Conditions from the Littleton Conservation Commission
(or in the case of an appeal, Superseding Orders of Conditions from MassDEP) and approval of
the septic system design from the Littleton Board of Health. The project requires a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater General Permit from the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
Because the project is not seeking Financial Assistance from an Agency, MEPA
jurisdiction extends to those aspects of the project that are within the subject matter of any
required or potentially required Agency Actions and that may cause Damage to the Environment,
as defined in the MEPA regulations.
Review of the EENF
The EENF described existing site conditions, provided a project description and
conceptual plans and identified alternatives to the project. It included estimates of the project’s
impacts with respect to rare species, transportation, land alteration and stormwater management
and identified potential measures to mitigate these impacts. Consistent with the MEPA Interim
Protocol on Climate Change Adaptation and Resiliency, the ENF contained an output report
from the MA Climate Resilience Design Standards Tool prepared by the Resilient Massachusetts
Action Team (RMAT) (the “MA Resilience Design Tool”), 1 together with information on
climate resilience strategies to be undertaken by the project. The Single EIR should provide a
more detailed description of the project’s impacts and mitigation measures, as set forth in the
Scope below.
SCOPE
General
The Single EIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and
content and provide the information and analyses required in this Scope. It should demonstrate
that the Proponent will pursue all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate Damage to
the Environment to the maximum extent feasible.

1

https://resilientma.org/rmat_home/designstandards/
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Project Description and Permitting
The Single EIR should identify any changes to the project since the filing of the EENF. It
should identify and describe State, federal, and local permitting and review requirements
associated with the project and provide an update on the status of each of these pending actions.
The Single EIR 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.
The Single EIR should include detailed site plans for existing and post-development
conditions at a legible scale. Plans should clearly identify buildings, interior and exterior public
areas, impervious areas, transportation improvements, pedestrian and bicycle accommodations,
and stormwater and utility infrastructure. The Single EIR should provide detailed plans, sections,
and elevations to accurately depict existing and proposed conditions, including proposed aboveand below-ground structures, on- and-off-site open space, and resiliency and other mitigation
measures.
The information and analyses identified in this Scope should be addressed within the
main body of the SEIR and not in appendices. In general, appendices should be used only to
provide raw data, such as drainage calculations, traffic counts, capacity analyses and energy
modelling, that is otherwise adequately summarized with text, tables and figures within the main
body of the Single EIR. Information provided in appendices should be indexed with page
numbers and separated by tabs, or, if provided in electronic format, include links to individual
sections. Any references in the Single EIR to materials provided in an appendix should include
specific page numbers to facilitate review.
Alternatives Analysis
The EENF included a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to a No Build Alternative,
the previously-proposed Hotel Alternative, and an Office Alternative. The No Build Alternative
would maintain the site in its existing condition. As described in the EENF, the No Build
Alternative represents a baseline condition to which other alternatives can be compared and does
not meet the economic development or public realm goals of the project. The Hotel Alternative
would include a 120-room hotel and a surface parking lot with 126 parking spaces on an 8.9-acre
portion of the site. The Hotel Alternative would alter 3.9 acres of land, add 2.2 acres of
impervious area, generate 549 adt, use 13,200 gpd of water and generate 13,200 gpd of
wastewater. It would require the construction of an on-site wastewater treatment plant because it
would generate over 10,000 gpd of sanitary flow. Because it would involve development of only
8.9 acres of the approximately 20-acre site, additional development with associated impacts
could be accommodated under this alternative. According to the EENF, the Hotel Alternative
was not constructed after it received all approvals because economic conditions at the time did
not make construction of a hotel financially feasible; the EENF did not indicate whether this
alternative is currently feasible. The Office Alternative includes construction of a 60,000-sf
office building with 369 parking spaces. The Office Alternative would alter 6.7 acres of land,
add 5.13 acres of impervious area, generate 744 adt, use 11,535 gpd of water and generate
11,535 gpd of wastewater. The Office Alternative would also require the construction of an onsite wastewater treatment plant because it would generate over 10,000 gpd of sanitary flow.
4
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According to the EENF, the Proponent originally intended to construct the Office Alternative;
however, this alternative was dismissed after a potential tenant could not be identified.
The Preferred Alternative has been designed to conform to the development area allowed
by the CR. As described in the EENF, its location near access to Route 2 and I-495 will
minimize impacts on local roadways and residential populations from vehicular traffic, including
truck, associated with the project. The project will provide mitigation to enhance rare species
habitat, including a new culvert under Monarch Drive that will facilitate safe passage under the
roadway by wildlife, including Blanding’s turtle. The building has been designed with allelectric heating and cooling systems to avoid the use of fossil fuels and the project will provide
10 EV charging stations.
Environmental Justice
As noted above, the project site is located within one mile of an EJ population designated
as Minority. Within this census tract, no languages are identified as being spoken by 5% of more
of residents who also identify as not speaking English very well.
Effective January 1, 2022, all new projects in a Designated Geographic Area (DGA, as
defined in 301 CMR 11.02, as amended) around EJ populations are subject to new requirements
imposed by the Chapter 8 of the Acts of 2021: An Act Creating a Next-Generation Roadmap for
Massachusetts Climate Policy (the “Climate Roadmap Map”) and amended MEPA regulations at
301 CMR 11.00. 2 Two related MEPA protocols—the MEPA Public Involvement Protocol for
Environmental Justice Populations (the “MEPA EJ Public Involvement Protocol”) and MEPA
Interim Protocol for Analysis of Project Impacts on Environmental Justice Populations (the
“MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts”)—are also in effect for new projects filed
on or after January 1, 2022. 3 Under the new regulations and protocols, all projects located in a
DGA around one or more EJ populations must take steps to enhance public involvement
opportunities for EJ populations, and must submit analysis of impacts to such EJ populations in
the form of an EIR. The EENF indicated that the DGA for the project is one mile.
The Proponent prepared an EJ Screening Form, which was distributed to a list of
community-based organizations (CBOs) and tribes/indigenous organizations provided by the
MEPA Office. Prior to submitting the EENF, the Proponent organized a public informational
meeting that was held on April 26, 2022, to which all CBOs were invited. The Proponent has
consulted with the Acton-Boxborough Regional School District to get additional information
about the demographics in the vicinity of the project site, including any languages spoken by
residents. The Single EIR should provide an update on public outreach conducted since the filing
of the EENF, including any translation of project documents, and provide a plan for future
outreach to EJ populations in the DGA.

MEPA regulations have been amended to implement Sections 55-60 of the Climate Roadmap Act, and took effect
on December 24, 2021. More information is available at https://www.mass.gov/service-details/information-aboutupcoming-regulatory-updates.
3
Available at https://www.mass.gov/service-details/eea-policies-and-guidance.
2
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The EENF included a brief review of baseline public health conditions within the DGA
based on the Massachusetts Department of Public Health’s (DPH) EJ Tool. According to the
EENF, the Town of Boxborough as a whole, and the census tract within one-mile of the site
containing the EJ population, meet the DPH’s Vulnerable Health EJ criteria for Low Birth Rate.
The EENF reviewed the output of the Climate Resilient Design Standards Tool to determine
which climate risks applicable to the project site may serve as indicators of climate risks for
nearby EJ populations. The project has a “High” exposure rating for urban and riverine flooding
due to extreme precipitation. Because Beaver Brook also flows through EJ populations in
Boxborough, flooding may also be a climate risk for those populations.
According to the EENF, EJ populations within the DGA are not likely to be negatively
impacted by the project. With respect to traffic, there is no direct roadway access between the
project site and the neighboring EJ population. According to the EENF, trucks arriving at and
leaving the site are likely to access Monarch Drive from the Route 2/I-495 interchange located
less than one-half mile to the north of the site. In addition, the traffic analysis included in the
EENF estimated that the project will add three new vehicle trips by employees in each peak hour
to Taylor Street, which would provide the most direct route to the EJ population; however, the
EENF asserts that all of these new trips are unlikely to travel through the EJ population because
Taylor Street also provides access to non-EJ populations in Boxborough.
The Single EIR should provide a supplemental EJ analysis. It should include an expanded
review of baseline health conditions in accordance with the MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis
of EJ Impacts that includes DPH data regarding existing pollution sources within the DGA and
analysis of whether the project will exacerbate these conditions. The Single EIR should analyze
any other relevant short-term and long-term environmental or public health impacts of the
project, including construction period activities. If any disproportionate adverse effects or
increased risks of climate change are identified, the Single EIR must include a discussion of
proposed mitigation and include such measures in draft Section 61 findings. I note that
generalized project benefits should not be analyzed to “net out” project impacts, unless the
benefit serves to mitigate the specific impact analyzed, or to or reduce any existing
Environmental Burdens identified for the EJ population. Particular focus should be given to
benefits that serve to promote the equitable distribution of Environmental Burdens and
Environmental Burdens, in accordance with “Environmental Justice Principles” as defined in 301
CMR 11.02.
Public Health
The Single EIR should include a separate section on “Public Health,” and discuss any
known or reasonably foreseeable public health consequences that may result from the
environmental impacts of the project. Particular focus should be given to any impacts that may
materially exacerbate “vulnerable health EJ criteria,” in accordance with the MEPA Interim
Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts. In addition, other publicly available data, including through
the DPH EJ Tool, should be surveyed to assess the public health conditions in the immediate
vicinity of the project site, in accordance with 301 CMR 11.07(6)(g)10. Any project impacts that
could materially exacerbate such conditions should be analyzed. To the extent any required
Permits for the project contain performance standards intended to protect public health, the
6
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Single EIR should contain specific discussion of such standards and how the project intends to
meet or exceed them.
Rare Species
The project site is located within Priority Habitat for Blanding’s turtle. NHESP has
determined that the project will result in a Take and require a CMP. Issuance of a CMP requires
that a project avoid and minimize impacts to state-listed species in accordance with the following
performance standards: (1) assess alternatives that avoid or minimize temporary and permanent
impacts to the state-listed species, (2) demonstrate that an insignificant portion of the local
population will be impacted or that no viable alternative exists, and (3) develop and implement a
conservation plan that provides a long-term net benefit to the conservation of the local
population of the impacted species.
According to NHESP, the proposed project has similar impacts to rare species habitat as
the previously-approved hotel project, the CMP for which has expired. According to the EENF,
the Proponent anticipates that required mitigation measures will be similar to those that were
previously required by NHESP. Mitigation proposed by the Proponent includes habitat
management within the CR, funding for habitat management or research and construction of a 5ft high by 8-ft wide by 54-ft long box culvert under Monarch Drive to facilitate turtle passage.
Traffic and Transportation
The EENF included a transportation study generally consistent with the EEA/MassDOT
Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) Guidelines issued in March 2014. It described existing
and proposed roadway, public transit, pedestrian and bicycle conditions, roadway and
intersection operations and roadway safety issues. The analysis reviewed future transportation
conditions under No Build and Build scenarios using a ten-year planning horizon. Vehicular
access to the site will be provided by the existing driveway off Monarch Drive that currently
serves the adjacent commercial property. Minimal pedestrian and bicycle facilities are provided
in the study area. The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s (MBTA) Littleton/Route
495 Commuter Rail Station on the Fitchburg Line is located approximately 1.4 miles north of the
site. The Fitchburg Line terminates at North Station in Boston and provides connections to the
MBTA Red Line, Green Line and Orange Line subways.
Analyses of vehicular operations were provided for the weekday morning and evening
peak hours for Existing 2019, No Build 2029, and Build 2029 scenarios. The TIA identified
potential pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, roadway improvements and TDM measures,
which will be implemented to minimize impacts to the transportation network. The TIA analyzed
the transportation impacts of the project in a study area including the following unsignalized
intersections:
•
•
•
•

Route 2 Westbound Ramps/Taylor Street;
Route 2 Eastbound Ramps/Taylor Street;
Taylor Street/Amazon Driveway;
Taylor Street/Monarch Drive; and,
7
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Taylor Street/Foster Street.

Trip Generation
Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 10th
edition using Land Use Code (LUC) 140 (Manufacturing), the project will generate 466 adt
(including 44 truck trips per day), including 67 trips during the weekday morning peak hour and
73 trips during the weekday evening peak hour. According to the EENF, 75 percent of all sitegenerated trips will be via Route 2/I-495; 15 percent will be to/from Taylor Street to the north; 5
percent will be to/from Taylor Street to the south; and 5 percent will be to/from Foster Street. As
noted above, trips to/from Taylor Street to the south could pass through the EJ population located
within the DGA.
Traffic Operations
Traffic volumes for the Existing 2019 condition were established using traffic counts
collected in March 2019 in order to avoid using traffic data affected by lower traffic volumes due
to the COVID-19 pandemic. The No Build 2029 condition reflects the trip generation associated
with four development projects in the vicinity of the project site and a background traffic growth
rate of one percent per year. The Build 2029 condition reflects the addition of project-generated
trips to the No Build 2029 scenario.
The TIA provided capacity analyses and level-of-service (LOS) designations for each
intersection at peak periods. For unsignalized intersections, LOS reflects conditions experienced
by traffic on side streets attempting to enter the intersection. In general, LOS A denotes limited
delays and LOS F is associated with long delays and congested conditions; LOS D is considered
to be acceptable for urban intersections. The analysis documented that the project will have
minor impacts on traffic operations in the study area. Under Existing 2019 and No Build 2029
conditions, all intersections operate at LOS D or better during both peak periods. In the Build
2029 scenario, operations at the Route 2 Westbound Ramp will operate at LOS E during the
weekday evening peak period. The EENF indicated that the project’s transportation impacts will
be mitigated through the implementation of the TDM program described below.
Transportation Demand Management
The EENF included a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
program that will be implemented to minimize single occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips to the site,
including:
•
•
•

Coordinate with the Cross Town Connect Transportation Management Association
(TMA) to establish a commuter shuttle route to the site;
Designate preferred parking spaces for carpools and vanpools;
Provide employees with information on transportation benefits, local transportation
options and transit schedules;
8
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Provide on-site amenities, including a break room, to reduce off-site trips by
employees;
Offer direct-deposit of paychecks to employees;
Encourage telecommuting or flexible work schedules; and,
Provide 10 EV charging stations.

Wetlands and Stormwater
The project will add 4.7 acres of impervious area. According to the EENF, the project
will include a stormwater management system designed to meet the requirements of the
Massachusetts Stormwater Management Standards (SMS). The stormwater management system
will include the use of hydrodynamic separators, subsurface recharge chambers, a trench drain,
tree box filters and infiltration basins system designed to provide pretreatment, remove a
minimum of 80 percent of the Total Suspended Solids (TSS) and attenuate peak flows. The
drainage system in the vicinity of the loading docks will include storage capacity that would
prevent a release of hazardous materials from entering the stormwater management system. I
encourage the Proponent to incorporate Low Impact Design (LID) measures, such as porous
pavement and rain gardens, into the project design to minimize the use of impervious surfaces.
As described below, the Single EIR should provide an assessment of the capacity of the proposed
stormwater management system with respect to rainfall volumes anticipated under future climate
conditions.
Construction of the proposed building, parking lot, stormwater management system and
septic system will not directly impact wetland resource areas. According to the EENF,
installation of the culvert under Monarch Drive will temporarily alter up to 500 sf of BVW. The
EENF also refers to other off-site work that may impact wetlands, but does not identify the
nature or purpose of the off-site activity. The Single EIR should provide a detailed description,
including plans, of all on-site or off-site activities that impact wetland resource areas and provide
an analysis of how the activities will comply with relevant performance standards.
Wastewater
The project includes the construction of a shared septic system that will be designed to
accommodate a total of 9,975 gpd of wastewater flow, including 3,975 gpd from the proposed
building and 6,000 gpd from the commercial building on the adjacent site. According to the
EENF, the systems will be designed to use combined treatment and dispersal (CTD) technology
to provide pre-treatment and an Advanced Enviro-septic system (AES) to provide secondary
treatment. The systems will serve both facilities simultaneously. According to MassDEP,
because the site is located within a Zone II, a recirculating sand filter or equivalent technology
must be used.
The proposed sanitary flow of 9,975 gpd is only 25 gpd below the 10,000 gpd threshold
for a Groundwater Discharge Permit. The Single EIR should provide detailed calculations to
verify the proposed sanitary flow volume. I encourage the Proponent to consult with MassDEP
prior to filing the Single EIR. If sanitary flows will exceed 10,000 gpd and require a
Groundwater Discharge Permit from MassDEP, the Single EIR should fully document the
9
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proposed wastewater treatment system and provide an evaluation of its compliance with
MassDEP’s wastewater regulations.
Climate Change
Governor Baker’s Executive Order 569: Establishing an Integrated Climate Change
Strategy for the Commonwealth (EO 569; the Order) was issued on September 16, 2016. The
Order recognizes the serious threat presented by climate change and directs Executive Branch
agencies to develop and implement an integrated strategy that leverages state resources to
combat climate change and prepare for its impacts. The Order 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. I note that the MEPA statute directs all State Agencies to consider reasonably
foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects,
such as predicted sea level rise, when issuing permits, licenses and other administrative
approvals and decisions under M.G.L. c. 30, § 61. The GHG Policy and requirements to analyze
the effects of climate change through EIR review play an important role in this statewide
strategy. These analyses advance proponents’ understanding of a project’s contribution and
vulnerability to climate change.
Adaptation and Resiliency
Effective October 1, 2021, all MEPA projects are required to submit an output report
from the MA Resilience Design Tool to assess the climate risks of the project. Based on the
output report attached to the EENF, the project has a high exposure rating based on the project’s
location for the following climate parameters: riverine and urban flooding associated with
extreme precipitation and extreme heat. Based on the 50-year useful life identified for the project
and the self-assessed criticality of the project, the MA Resilience Design Tool recommends a
planning horizon of 2070 and a return period associated with a 10-year (10 percent chance)
storm event when designing the project. This return period appears to be based on a “low”
assessment of the criticality of this asset. For “medium” or “high” critical assets, the RMAT Tool
recommends a return period associated with a 25-year or 50-year storm event when designing
building assets and associated utilities like stormwater management systems. 4
According to the EENF, measures to improve the project’s resilience include constructing
the first floor of the building at an elevation four feet above ground level, the use of tree box
filters to minimize runoff, installing critical building systems on the roof and designing the
building to be energy-efficient. The Single EIR should discuss whether the proposed building
elevation is anticipated to be resilient to flood conditions associated with a 25-year or 50-year
storm event as of 2070, and whether stormwater management design for the project is anticipated
to accommodate peak flows from such future storm events. As of April 2022, the MA Resilient
See https://eea-nescaum-dataservices-assetsprd.s3.amazonaws.com/cms/GUIDELINES/20210401Section3ClimateResilienceDesignStandardsOverview.pdf, at
p. 19.
4
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Design Tool provides specific values (24-hour rainfall volumes) associated with future storm
scenarios, which may be consulted as a resource.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions
In accordance with the MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts, a GHG
analysis is not required because the building is anticipated to generate less than 2,000 tons per
year (tpy) of GHG emissions. According to the EENF, the building will not use any fossil-fueled
heating or cooling systems. The industrial space will be heated only using air source heat pumps
(ASHP); office space will be heated and cooled using ASHPs. The building will be designed
with a wall assembly that exceeds Building Code insulation requirements; ASHPs for hot water
heating; and interior and exterior LED lighting. According to the EENF, the proposed building
design will minimize GHG emissions by 16.1 percent compared to a building designed to meet
minimum Building Code requirements. The Proponent will install 10 EV charging stations and
has committed to construct 80 percent of the building roof space to be solar-ready to
accommodate a potential solar photovoltaic (PV) generating system in the future. I encourage the
Proponent to review the comment letter provided by the Department of Energy Resources
(DOER), which identifies potential energy savings and reductions in GHG emissions that could
be achieved through reduced air infiltration, increased roof insulation and the use of energy
recovery systems. As noted by DOER, the project may be eligible for financial incentives to
incorporate additional energy-efficiency measures into the project design.
Construction Period
All construction and demolition activities should be managed in accordance with
applicable MassDEP’s regulations regarding Air Pollution Control (310 CMR 7.01, 7.09-7.10),
and Solid Waste Facilities (310 CMR 16.00 and 310 CMR 19.00, including the waste ban
provision at 310 CMR 19.017). The project should include measures to reduce construction
period impacts (e.g., noise, dust, odor, solid waste management) and emissions of air pollutants
from equipment, including anti-idling measures in accordance with the Air Quality regulations
(310 CMR 7.11). I encourage the Proponent to require that its contractors use construction
equipment with engines manufactured to Tier 4 federal emission standards, or select project
contractors that have installed retrofit emissions control devices or vehicles that use alternative
fuels to reduce emissions of VOCs, carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM) from
diesel-powered equipment. Off-road vehicles are required to use ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel
(ULSD). If oil and/or hazardous materials are found during construction, the Proponent should
notify MassDEP in accordance with the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.00). All
construction activities should be undertaken in compliance with the conditions of all State and
local permits. I encourage the Proponent to reuse or recycle construction and demolition (C&D)
debris to the maximum extent.

11

EEA# 16568

EENF Certificate

July 15, 2022

Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings
The Single EIR should include a separate chapter summarizing all proposed mitigation
measures including construction-period measures. This chapter should also include a
comprehensive list of all commitments made by the Proponent to avoid, minimize and mitigate
the environmental and related public health impacts of the project, and should include a separate
section outlining mitigation commitments relative to EJ populations. The filing should contain
clear commitments to implement these mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each
proposed measure, identify the parties responsible for implementation, and contain a schedule for
implementation. The list of commitments should be provided in a tabular format organized by
subject matter (traffic, water/wastewater, GHG, environmental justice, etc.) and identify the
Agency Action or Permit associated with each category of impact. Draft Section 61 Findings
should be separately included for each Agency Action to be taken on the project. The filing
should clearly indicate which mitigation measures will be constructed or implemented based
upon project phasing to ensure that adequate measures are in place to mitigate impacts associated
with each development phase.
To ensure that all GHG emissions reduction measures adopted by the Proponent in the
Preferred Alternative are actually constructed or performed by the Proponent, the Proponent
must 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 selfcertification in the manner outlined above shall be incorporated into the draft Section 61
Findings included in the Single EIR.
Responses to Comments
The Single EIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment
letter received. It should include a comprehensive response to comments on the EENF that
specifically address each issue raised in the comment letter; references to a chapter or sections of
the Single EIR alone are not adequate and should only be used, with reference to specific page
numbers, to support a direct response. This directive is not intended to, and shall not be
construed to, enlarge the Scope of the Single EIR beyond what has been expressly identified in
this certificate.
Circulation
The Proponent should circulate the Single EIR to each Person or Agency who previously
commented on the EENF, each Agency from which the Project will seek Permits, Land Transfers
or Financial Assistance, and to any other Agency or Person identified in the Scope. Per 301
CMR 11.16(5), the Proponent may circulate copies of the EIR to commenters in CD-ROM
format or by directing commenters to a project website address. Pursuant to 301 CMR 11.16(5),
the Proponent may circulate copies electronically. 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. Copies of the
Single EIR should be made available for review at public libraries in Littleton and Boxborough.
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July 15, 2022

_____________________________
Bethany A. Card

Comments received:
07/01/2022
07/05/2022
07/08/2022
07/11/2022

Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP)
Boxborough Planning Board
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)/Central
Regional Office (CERO)
Department of Energy Resources (DOER)

BAC/AJS/ajs

13

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Paulson, David (FWE)
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Cheeseman, Melany (FWE)
1 and 2 Monarch Drive Littleton EENF (16568/07-22228)
Friday, July 1, 2022 12:28:45 PM

July 1, 2022
Bethany A. Card, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attention: Alexander Strysky, MEPA Office
100 Cambridge St.
Boston, Massachusetts 02114
Project Name:                  1 and 2 Monarch Drive Littleton
Proponent:                        V.M.D. Companies V LLC
Location:                           Monarch Drive Littleton
Document Reviewed:     Expanded Environmental Notification Form
EEA No.:                            16568
NHESP No.:                      07-22228
Dear Secretary Card:
The Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program of the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries &
Wildlife (the Division) has reviewed the Expanded Environmental Notification Form for the proposed
1 and 2 Monarch Drive Littleton Project and would like to offer the following comments regarding
state-listed rare species and their habitats.
On November 17, 2009, the Division issues a Conservation and Management Permit (CMP) (009136.DFW) for the above referenced project. The CMP has expired and as a result the Project
Proponent has been in productive consultation with the Division regarding next steps. Based on
initial consultation with the Proponent, the Project revisions are similar to what was originally
permitted in 2009.
Projects resulting in a Take of state-listed species may only be permitted if they meet the
performance standards for a Conservation and Management Permit (CMP; 321 CMR 10.23). In order
for a project to qualify for a CMP, the applicant must demonstrate that the project has avoided,
minimized and mitigated impacts to state-listed species consistent with the following performance
standards: (a) adequately assess alternatives to both temporary and permanent impacts to the
state-listed species, (b) demonstrate that an insignificant portion of the local population will be
impacted, and (c) develop and agree to carry out a conservation and management plan that provides
a long-term net benefit to the conservation of the state-listed species.
The Proponent has proactively consulted with the Division to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts
to state-listed species and their habitats associated with proposed project, and it is our
understanding that it intends to apply for a new CMP.

In our view, the Proponent has and continues to work constructively with the Division to proactively
address rare species issues and permitting requirements associated with this project.
Please note that the Division will not render a final decision until a CMP Application has been
submitted and the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) review process has been
completed.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any questions about this
letter, please contact David Paulson, Senior Endangered Species Review Biologist, at (508) 389-6366
or david.paulson@state.ma.us.
David Paulson
Senior Endangered Species Review Biologist
Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife
1 Rabbit Hill Road, Westborough, MA 01581
Temporary Phone: (845)-262-0481 | e: david.paulson@state.ma.us
mass.gov/masswildlife | facebook.com/masswildlife
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Cindy Markowitz, Clerk
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July 5, 2022
Bethany A. Card, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA OFFICE
Alexander Strysky, EEA No. 16568
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
Mark Montanari, Chair
Littleton Planning Board
Littleton Town Hall
37 Shattuck Street
Littleton, MA 01460
Subject: 1 and 2 Monarch Drive, Littleton, Massachusetts
Dear MEPA Reviewer and Littleton Planning Board,
The Boxborough Planning Board is aware of the proposed project by VMD Industries V LLC at
1 and 2 Monarch Drive in Littleton for a 98,150 square foot, 38-foot-high new industrial building
to be located on 20.6 acres of land located at the end of Monarch Drive (Project). The Project
proposal calls for 202 parking spaces, with a tenant to be determined.
At the state level, the project is subject to MEPA, as a result of the impact to over two acres of
rare habitat under 301 CMR 11.03(2)(b)(2).
At the local level, the project is subject to a Major Commercial or Industrial Use Special Permit
and an Aquifer & Water Resource District Special Permit for development from the Littleton
Planning Board.
The Boxborough Planning Board has several concerns and comments related to impacts to
traffic, rare species habitat and aquifer protection. We offer the following comments for your
consideration.
Traffic Concerns
According to the Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF), the Traffic Study was
prepared using the worst-case traffic volume scenario from the Institution of Traffic Engineers
Land Use Code (ITE LUC) for a manufacturing end user to project the traffic volume to be

generated by the proposed project. The Project is anticipated to generate approximately 466 new
vehicle trips during the average weekday with 67 new vehicle trips during the weekday morning
peak hour, and 73 new vehicle trips during the evening peak hour.
Since the tenant(s) have not yet been identified, and based on the proposed configuration of the
building which allows for high bays and loading docks, it would seem prudent for the traffic
analysis to use traffic projections akin to a high cube warehouse / distribution facility (ITE LUC
Code 155)1 so that it represents the higher possible traffic volumes.
The recently operational Amazon distribution facility at 151/153 Taylor Road (adjacent to the
proposed Project) projected a total of 2,110 weekday trips for an e-commerce distribution
facility. That facility is 143,000 square feet, approximately 30% larger than the proposed
Project. In the traffic study prepared for that facility, the applicant recognized that the traffic
volumes associated with that LUC Code 155 were below what they anticipated for such a
facility. Per their own analysis, the traffic was anticipated to be over twice that identified in the
ITE manual for the number for average weekday trips (926 vs. 2,110).2
Regardless of the actual number of trips from the proposed project, there will be an increase in
the number of traffic trips to and from the site. The EENF states “most of the traffic generated by
the Project is not anticipated to impact residential roads” (page 88). However, Liberty Square
Road, which is what Taylor Road becomes as it heads south into Boxborough, and Hill Road are
often used as a cut through when there are traffic tie-ups on 495 or Route 2. The Planning Board
requests that all truck trips leaving the site be required to make a left hand turn to utilize the 495
and Route 2 roadways to minimize impacts on local and residential neighborhood roadways. We
request that signage be added to the facility’s exit roadway to reflect this requirement.
Additionally, as noted in the EENF, a portion of Boxborough adjacent to the Project site is an
Environmental Justice (EJ) community. The community may be disproportionally impacted by
increases in traffic, including adverse air quality from mobile sources. Any increases in the
traffic counts above those estimated in the EENF will have additional impacts on the community.
Even with the Transportation Demand Management proposals, the Project will still add 71.8
tons/year of CO2 emissions. Such an increase is contrary to Boxborough’s efforts to improve
local air quality, reduce vehicle trips and become a designated Green Community.
Rare Habitat Concerns
As identified in the EENF, the project as proposed will impact greater than two acres of
disturbance of designated priority habitat, as defined in 321 CMR 10.02, that results in a take of
a state-listed endangered or threatened species or species of special concern.

1

ITE publication Trip Generation Manual LUC 155 (High Cube Fulfillment Center – Warehouse).
Traffic Impact and Access Study Report for E Commerce Distribution Center – Littleton, Massachusetts (Table 6)
https://www.littletonma.org/sites/g/files/vyhlif8011/f/uploads/h_151_153_taylor__transportation_impact_assesment_-_gpi_2020.09.02.pdf
2

The entire site is contained within a Priority Habitat (PH 1625) area as identified by the Natural
Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP). The site is within identified habitat for the
Blanding’s turtle, listed as “Threatened” by NHESP. While a new Conservation Management
Permit is proposed, we want to remind the agencies that the area south of the project in
Boxborough is also connected to the same priority habitat, where Blanding’s turtles have been
identified and where other NHESP-designated Species of Special Concern may be located.
Additionally, the University of Massachusetts Conservation Assessment and Prioritization
System (CAPS) Index of Ecological Integrity (IEI) map identifies this area as high priority for
conservation, based on the assessment of ecological integrity for freshwater wetland and aquatic
communities. CAPS also identifies the areas south and west of the proposed project site as
Habitat of Potential Regional or Statewide Importance.3
Aquifer Protection District Concerns
The project is located in Littleton’s Zone II Aquifer Protection District. We understand that the
Applicant proposes to improve the current 36-year-old septic system at 1 Monarch Drive by
proposing a new shared septic system with the proposed new building at 2 Monarch Drive,
compliant with current Title V standards.
The aquifer that the site is located on is also Boxborough’s major aquifer. Boxborough depends
on its aquifers for all of its drinking water. The town relies solely on private wells and small
public water supplies. Boxborough’s aquifers are already taxed from increased salinity from
highway road salting and, like many other communities, from high levels of per- and
polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). The parcels adjacent to the proposed Project in Boxborough
have been identified as priority parcels for the Town of Boxborough in its Open Space and
Recreation Plan (2015-2022) to protect its water supply.
We urge you to utilize the most stringent measures possible to protect this valuable water
resource, including requiring extensive stormwater protection measures, ensure improvements to
water quality and prohibiting the storage of hazardous materials at the site.
General Environmental Concerns
There are many existing buildings in the region that are currently not in use. Consideration of
the reuse of existing buildings should be first and foremost when considering the development of
greenfield sites, especially those that sit on, and adjacent to, important natural resource areas.
As a neighboring community, we respectfully request that MEPA and the Littleton Planning
Board consider the concerns raised in this letter. We are confident that MEPA and the Littleton
Planning Board will utilize all available measures to promote the interests of Littleton residents

3

UMASS Amherst Conservation Assessment and Prioritization System (CAPS) Data & Maps
http://www.umasscaps.org/data_maps/mass-caps.html

related to the proposed project. The Boxborough Planning Board requests equal consideration to
mitigate the potential impacts of this project on the Town of Boxborough.

Sincerely,

Boxborough Planning Board
Mark Barbadoro, Chair

Charles D. Baker
Governor

Bethany A. Card
Secretary

Karyn E. Polito
Lieutenant Governor

Martin Suuberg
Commissioner

July 8, 2022

Secretary Bethany A. Card
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor
Boston, MA 02114
Attention: MEPA Unit – Alexander Strysky
Re:

Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF)
1 and 2 Monarch Drive
Littleton
EEA #16568

Dear Secretary Card,
The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection's (“MassDEP”) Central
Regional Office has reviewed the EENF for the 1 and 2 Monarch Drive (the “Project”). V.M.D.
Companies V LLC (the “Proponent”) is proposing to construct a 98,150-square-foot industrial
building with 202 parking spaces, landscaping, and a new shared septic system on a 20.6-acre
site. The Project includes a solar-ready roof design, 10 electric vehicle charging stations and
stormwater management. The Project site was previously used as a gravel pit. Although the
Project is called 1 and 2 Monarch Drive, 1 Monarch Drive is already developed and the Project
will be built on land at 2 Monarch Drive. The new septic system will be shared with the existing
building at 1 Monarch Drive.
The Project site is part of a 30-acre parcel with a Conservation Restriction (CR) that was
filed in 2010. As part of the CR, specific exemptions were placed on the parcels known as Lot 1
(1 Monarch Drive) and Lots 2A and 2B (the Project parcels) to allow for commercial
development. The Project site includes an Estimated and/or Priority Habitat of State-Listed Rare
Species (Blanding’s Turtle).
The Project is under MEPA review because it meets or exceeds the following review threshold:

This information is available in alternate format. Contact Glynis Bugg at 617-348-4040
TTY# MassRelay Service 1-800-439-2370
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep
Printed on Recycled Paper.
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•

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

The Project requires the following State Agency Permits:
•
•

MassDEP Superseding Order of Conditions (if local Order of Conditions is appealed);
Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Conservation Management Permit.

An ENF for this property was published in the Environmental Monitor on May 7, 2002
(EEA #14241). That project, a Hilton Homewood Suites Hotel, was proposed by Waterford
Development Corporation. The project consisted of an 81,878-square-foot, 112-suite hotel. The
Secretary of Environmental Affairs issued a Certificate on the ENF on June 6, 2008 stating that
the project did not require an EIR. However, that project did not move forward.
The Proponent is requesting permission to prepare a Single Environmental Impact Report
(SEIR). MassDEP offers the following comments:
Wastewater
Wastewater generated from the proposed 98,150-square-foot industrial building will be
discharged to an onsite wastewater disposal system regulated under Title 5, 310 CMR 15.000.
The expected design flow is 3,975 gallons per day (gpd). No calculations were provided as to
how this design flow was determined. In the SEIR, the Proponent should clarify the design flow
of the Project.
The industrial building will be situated at the location of the existing septic system that
currently serves the office building at 1 Monarch Drive. As part of the purchase of the subject
property, the Proponent will construct a shared septic system to serve both the proposed
industrial building (3,975 gpd) and the existing office building (6,000 gpd). The total design flow
of the shared septic system will be 9,975 gpd. As noted above, the EENF fails to describe how
the design flow was calculated to be just 25 gpd below the threshold for a groundwater discharge
permit. If flow calculations determine that the combined design flow exceeds 10,000 gpd then a
groundwater discharge permit will be required pursuant to 314 CMR 5.00.
If the combined flow of both properties is below 10,000 gpd, no State permit will be
required. All permits will be obtained from the local permitting authority. However, the
Proponent will need to verify compliance with Title 5 during the local review process to ensure
the following conditions are met:
1. Shared systems must adhere to sections 15.290 through 15.292 including but not limited
to the need to demonstrate that the design flow from the facility or facilities to be served
by the shared system does not exceed the design flow which could have been constructed
in compliance with 310 CMR 15.000 without the use of a shared system.
2. Execution of the Grant of Title 5 Covenant and Easement.
3. Due to the fact that the system is in a delineated Zone II of a public water supply (i.e. a
nitrogen sensitive area) and is greater than 2,000 gpd, the proposed septic system must be
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a recirculating sand filter or equivalent technology pursuant to 310 CMR 15.202. Such
systems must be MassDEP approved nitrogen reducing technology. The Proponent must
verify that the 440 gpd per acre loading limitations are met pursuant to 310 CMR
15.214(1).
4. Mounding calculations will be needed in accordance with 310 CMR 15.212(2).
Wetlands
The Project site was formerly mined for gravel and the remaining land has been left with
little or no topsoil. Low Impact Development/Environmentally Sensitive Design techniques are
proposed to be used to maintain as much of the existing vegetation as possible. Natural buffers
and stormwater drainage ways will be maintained.
There will be approximately 500 square feet of temporary impacts to Bordering
Vegetated Wetlands (BVW) for the purpose of replacing an existing 30” corrugated pipe culvert
that spans Monarch Drive with a new, larger turtle-friendly box culvert. In addition, portions of
the site are located within the buffer zone of BVW. The EENF also mentions but does not
describe off-site work that may be within wetland resource areas. The SEIR should identify the
off-site work and quantify any temporary and/or permanent impacts.
The Proponent must file a Notice of Intent with the Littleton Conservation Commission,
the Department of Environmental Protection and NHESP for the Project. The Proponent must
demonstrate compliance with all applicable regulatory requirements found at 310 CMR 10.00,
including but not limited to performance standards for work in wetland resource areas and the
Stormwater Management Standards.
MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Project. If you have any questions
regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact JoAnne Kasper-Dunne, Central
Regional Office MEPA Coordinator, at (508) 767-2716.

Very truly yours,

Mary Jude Pigsley
Regional Director
cc: Commissioner’s Office, MassDEP

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RESOURCES
100 CAMBRIDGE ST., SUITE 1020
BOSTON, MA 02114
Telephone: 617-626-7300
Facsimile: 617-727-0030
Charles D. Baker
Governor

Beth Card
Secretary

Karyn E. Polito
Lt. Governor

Patrick Woodcock
Commissioner

11 July 2022
Beth Card, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02114
Attn: MEPA Unit
RE:

1 and 2 Monarch Drive, Littleton, MA, EEA #16568

Cc:

Maggie McCarey, Director of Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy Resource
Patrick Woodcock, Commissioner, Department of Energy Resources

Dear Secretary Card:
We’ve reviewed the Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) for the proposed project.
The project consists of a warehouse/flex building (98,000-sf). About 10,000-sf will be fully
conditioned office use. The remainder of the building will be heated only. The objective of this
letter is to share strategies for the project to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), improve
resiliency, and affordability.
Executive Summary
The EENF contained substantial information regarding building decarbonization. The project is
taking notable steps to reduce emissions including: efficient electrification (heat pump heating) of
both space and water heating, and envelope improvements. Further emissions reduction may be
possible with low air infiltration, ventilation energy recovery, and above-code roof insulation.
Energy Efficiency Code
This building appears to be subject to the stretch code which applies to projects within stretch code
communities and “laboratories and conditioned warehouses over 40,000-sf”. Stretch code requires

1 and 2 Monarch Drive, EEA #16568
Littleton, MA
site energy to be 10% lower than a building meeting 2013 ASHRAE 90.1 plus Massachusetts
amendments.
Key Efficiency Strategies
Deployed together, the following have been found to be effective strategies in advancing emission
reduction, resilience, and affordability:
•

Building design and construction practices that result in low heating and cooling thermal
energy demand intensity (heating and cooling “TEDI”) by:
o Maintaining envelope integrity with framed, insulated walls with continuous
insulation;
o Thermally-broken windows and other components to eliminate thermal bridges;
o Minimizing glass curtain wall assemblies and excessive windows;
o Low air-infiltration, confirmed with in-building air-infiltration testing;
o Energy recovery;
o Management of solar heat gains;

•

Efficient electrification of space heating;

•

Efficient electrification of water heating, where feasible;

•

Rooftop PV-readiness;

•

Electric vehicle ready parking spaces.

Experience has shown that the above deliver 50 to 80% less emissions than projects built to Code
while improving affordability and resilience. In addition, significant incentives may be available,
including MassSave® incentives, Alternative Energy Credits (AECs), and Solar Massachusetts
Renewable Target (SMART) credits.
Key Mitigation Strategies Explained
Thermal Energy Demand Intensity (TEDI) Reduction: Envelope, Heat Recovery, and Solar Gains
The combination of quality envelope, heat recovery, and management of solar gains can result in
significant reduction in heating (and cooling) thermal energy demand intensity (TEDI, units
of kBtu/sf-yr). In addition to reduced utility costs and emissions, the value of a targeted focus on
heating and cooling TEDI results in:
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Simplified space heating electrification;
Reduction, and possible elimination, of perimeter heating systems;
Improved resiliency;
Reduced peak demands;
Improved occupant comfort;
Reduced maintenance.

Specific TEDI reduction strategies are:
•
•
•
•
•

High-performance window and walls;
Thermal-broken windows and components to eliminate thermal bridges;
Low air-infiltration;
Ventilation heat recovery;
Solar gain management via external shading and/or low solar heat gain coefficient
(SHGC)
Buildings with curtain wall envelope require high performing windows and high
performing opaque spandrels to achieve heating TEDI reductions. High performing windows and
high performing opaque spandrels should be carefully evaluated if curtain-wall construction
is considered.
Efficient Electrification – Space Heating
Efficient electrification and renewable thermal space and water heating entails the swapping of
fossil fuels (natural gas, oil, and propane) or electric resistance systems with one or more of the
following:
•
•
•
•

Cold-climate air source heat pumps and variable refrigerant flow (VRF) for space heating;
Air source heat pumps for water heating;
Ground source heat pumps;
Solar thermal.

Electrification of space and water heating is a key mitigation strategy with significant short- and
long-term implications on GHG emissions. Massachusetts grid emissions rates continue to decline
with the implementation of clean energy policies that increase renewable electricity sources. The
implication is that efficient electric space and water heating with cold climate air source heat pump
and VRF equipment have lower emissions than other fossil-fuel based heating options, including
best-in-class (95% efficient) condensing natural gas equipment.
Currently, efficient electric heating has approximately 50% lower emissions in Massachusetts
than condensing natural gas heating. By 2050, efficient electric heating is expected to have
approximately 85% lower emissions in Massachusetts than condensing natural gas heating. See
illustration below.
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Efficient Electriciation (Service Water Heating)
Similar to above, due to Massachusetts electric grid emissions, even swapping from best in class
condensing gas to air source heat pump service water heating results in significant emissions
reduction.
Energy Recovery
Energy recovery is a key strategy to reduce heating and cooling TEDI and emissions. There are
two categories of energy recovery, as described below:
•

Ventilation energy recovery: Ventilation energy recovery includes systems that recover
energy in a building’s ventilation system.

•

Concurrent heating and cooling energy recovery: Sometimes buildings experience a need
for concurrent space heating and space cooling (heating and cooling at the same time,
usually in different parts of the building or building systems). If a building has an
appreciable amount of concurrent heating and cooling, an effective TEDI and emission
reduction strategy is utilizing energy recovery which uses heat generated from space
cooling and compression processes to be usefully reused for space heating.

We recommend both ventilation energy recovery and concurrent heating and cooling energy
recovery.
Solar PV
Rooftop PV can provide significant GHG benefits as well as significant financial benefits. The
project should review opportunities to maximize on-site PV by set-aside as much roof space as
possible for future rooftop PV.
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Even if PV is not installed during building construction, it’s important to plan the project to ensure
that roof space is set aside for PV and that roof space doesn’t become unnecessarily encroached
with HVAC appurtenances, diminishing the opportunities for future PV.
Electric Vehicle (EV) Ready Parking Spaces
EV charging stations are critical for the continual transition towards electric mobility. Even if EV
charging stations are not installed during construction, it is critical to maximize EV ready spaces
as it is significantly cheaper and easier to size electrical service and install wiring or wiring conduit
during construction rather than retrofitting a project later.
We encourage the project to maximize EV ready and EV parking spaces for the project.
Incentives
Buildings which incorporate the above strategies can qualify for significant incentives:
•

Alternative Energy Credits (AECs)1 offer incentives to electrify building space heating
using heat pumps and/or VRF. This program also includes multipliers which increase value
if the building meets Passivehouse standards or buildings built to HERs 50 or less. These
credits may be distributed on a quarterly basis over time; or, may be distributed in a lump
sum to the developer if certain conditions are met.

Recommendations
The building is proposing many of the measures recommended above, including heat pump space
heating and water heating and improved envelope. Further recommendations are as follows:
1. We recommend air infiltration of 0.4 cfm/sf at 75 Pa, confirmed with field testing.
2. We recommendation evaluated roof insulation improved to R-40.
3. We recommend both ventilation energy recovery and concurrent heating/cooling energy
recovery.
Sincerely,

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

1

https://www.mass.gov/guides/aps-renewable-thermal-statement-of-qualification-application
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