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Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62I) and
Section 11.06 of the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I hereby determine that this project
requires a mandatory Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Proponent submitted an
Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) that included a request that I grant a Phase
1 Waiver pursuant to Section 11.11 of the MEPA regulations. For the reasons set forth in this
Certificate, I decline to grant a Phase 1 Waiver. The Proponent should submit a Draft EIR
(DEIR) in accordance with the Scope included in this Certificate.
The project is the result of extensive planning efforts by the City of Somerville (City) that
have identified broad, long-term goals, such as sustainability and economic development, that
are tailored to each neighborhood. It reflects the City’s multi-faceted approach to redevelopment
that includes community participation in planning, investment in infrastructure, remediation and
reuse of Brownfields, and public-private partnerships. The project is a transit-oriented
development (TOD) that has been planned in close coordination with the Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority’s (MBTA) Green Line Extension (GLX) to Union Square (EEA#
13886). GLX is under construction and scheduled to open in 2021.

EEA# 15889

EENF Certificate

August 31, 2018

I received comments from Somerville Mayor Joseph A. Curtatone, residents and business
representatives that strongly support the project and its role in revitalizing Union Square. The
comment letters, particularly those from residents, reflect the shared vision for the future of the
neighborhood that has developed during the planning process. Many commenters, including
those in support of the project’s goals, have significant concerns about the design of the first
phase of the project and its impacts. Issues raised in comments include the number of parking
spaces and amount of traffic that will be generated by the project; air quality impacts associated
with traffic generation and increased delays at area intersections and roadways; and remediation
of the site.
The DEIR should more fully document the design, impacts and mitigation measures
associated with the first phase of the project and its close coordination with, and support of, Cityand State-sponsored infrastructure projects. According to the EENF, subsequent phases of the
project may be completed over the next decade or longer. The DEIR should provide sufficient
information to inform reviewers of the potential environmental impacts, with the understanding
that future MEPA review may be required if there are significant changes to the project and/or
environmental impacts.
Project Description
The project consists of the redevelopment of seven parcels totaling 15.7 acres (“project
site”) in three phases. The Full Build project is a component of the City’s Union Square Urban
Revitalization Plan (URP) that was previously reviewed by MEPA in 2013 (EEA# 15032). The
project includes approximately 2.39 million square feet (sf) of mixed uses in 16 new buildings
and one renovated building. It will provide 1,500 parking spaces, public open space and
pedestrian and vehicular access to support the GLX and Union Square Station. The development
program is detailed in Table 1.
According to the EENF, the Proponent’s Master Land Disposition Agreement (MLDA)
with the Somerville Redevelopment Authority (SRA) requires that 50 percent of the project be
completed no later than ten years after the opening of the GLX, 75 percent must be completed
within 15 years of the GLX opening and 100 percent of the must be completed within 20 years of
the opening of the GLX.
The EENF identified construction of the project in three phases:
•
•
•

Phase 1: Two buildings with a gross floor area (GFA) of 607,000 sf and 290 parking
spaces on Lots D2.1, D2.2 and D2.3;
Phase 2: Two new buildings and one renovated building with a GFA of 421,000 sf
and 325 parking spaces on Lots D1.1, D3.1 and D5.1; and,
Phase 3: Twelve buildings with a GFA of 1,370,000 sf and 885 parking spaces on lots
D1.2, D2.4, D3.2, D3.3, D5.2, D5.3 and parcels 4, 6 and 7.
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Table 1- Full Build Development Program (sf)
Parcel
D1.1

Total

Arts

Residential

Office/ Lab

104,000

-

-

-

Hotel
93,000

Retail

Open Space

11,000

-

D1.2

248,000

6,000

-

231,000

-

11,000

27,000

D2.1

178,000

-

-

166,000

-

12,000

-

D2.2-2.3

429,000

13,000

399,000

-

17,000

15,100

D2.4

12,000

12,000

-

-

-

D3.1

280,000

-

-

271,000

-

9,000

7,100
16,000

D3.2

351,000

9,000

333,000

-

-

9,000

8,200

D3.3

257,000

6,000

-

251,000

-

-

3,700

D4.1

30,000

-

-

25,000

-

5,000

3,400

D4.2

0

-

-

-

-

-

6,000

D4.3

61,000

-

54,000

-

-

7,000

6,500

D5.1

37,000

20,000

-

-

-

17,000

-

D5.2

25,000

-

-

21,000

-

4,000

-

D5.3

33,000

-

30,000

-

-

3,000

-

D6.1

112,000

4,000

-

96,000

-

12,000

-

D6.2

115,000

4,000

-

97,000

-

14,000

9,100

D7.1

45,000

-

40,000

-

-

5,000

-

D7.2

81,000

-

77,000

-

-

4,000

6,500

Total

2,398,000

74,000

933,000

1,158,000

93,000

140,000

108,600

The Proponent provided a description and analysis of Phase 1 in support of the Phase 1
Waiver request. Phase 1 will include a 178,000-sf building on lot D2.1 with lab/office space and
retail uses, and a 429,000-sf residential building on lots D2.2 and D2.3 that will provide 450
units and arts space. The Phase 1 site is adjacent to the proposed Union Square Station and will
include a 15,000-sf plaza and other pedestrian facilities providing access to the station from
Prospect Street, including access compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA); a
drop off/pick up area for the The Ride, the MBTA’s paratransit service; bicycle parking; and
interior space for MBTA employees.
Background
The EENF reviewed planning efforts conducted by the City and SRA that set goals for
the redevelopment of the project site and served as the basis of the City’s zoning for the area.
These include the SomerVision Comprehensive Plan (SomerVision), the Union Square URP and
the 2015 Union Square Neighborhood Plan. SomerVision was developed with community input
over a three-year period and completed in 2012. It provides a policy framework for
neighborhood planning and capital planning and provides guidance for growth and development
through the year 2030. It identifies Union Square as one of several growth districts in the City
where transit-oriented mixed-use development “would serve as economic engines to complement
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the neighborhoods of Somerville.” 1 Among development policies adopted in SomerVision was
support for neighborhood-center development consistent with existing and future area plans,
including “projects that are consistent with the community vision reflected in recent zoning
amendments adopted for Union Square.” 2 It recommended that an Area Plan be developed for
the eastern part of Union Square to “establish a clear vision for the desired scale and type of
redevelopment within transformative mixed-use districts that speak to the City’s economic
goals…following upon an active public process to develop the vision, increase the flexibility and
reduce the complexity of the permitting process.” 3
The City finalized the Union Square URP and it was approved by votes of the Board of
Aldermen, Planning Board and the SRA in 2012. It was submitted to the Massachusetts
Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) pursuant to M.G.L. 121B,
Housing and Urban Renewal, and the Urban Renewal Regulations at 760 CMR 12.00. The URP
was approved by DHCD in 2013. An Environmental Notification Form (ENF) was submitted for
MEPA review in 2013. In a Certificate issued on April 19, 2013, the Secretary determined that
the URP did not require additional MEPA review and that individual development projects
within the URP area may require MEPA review.
The URP covers an area of 117 acres including the project site (which was identified as
the “Prospect/Webster Corridor”), the Boynton Yards area south of the MBTA commuter rail
tracks and the McGrath/Medford Corridor in the eastern part of the URP area. The seven lots
comprising the project site are among the acquisition and disposition parcels identified to
facilitate redevelopment within the URP. The estimated build-out of the project presented in the
URP is consistent with that proposed in the EENF. The Phase 1 site (“North Prospect Block”)
was identified as a key parcel for acquisition and disposition because it would provide easements
necessary for construction of the GLX and would facilitate the first TOD in the area.
As recommended in the SomerVision plan, the City completed the Union Square
Neighborhood Plan in 2015. According to the EENF, the Neighborhood Plan included a review
of development alternatives for the project site, including the Phase 1 site, and identified an
overall massing and mix of uses for the project. The Neighborhood Plan served as the basis for
zoning changes adopted by the City in 2017. The SRA executed a Master Land Disposition
Agreement (MLDA) with the developer that outlined the purchase terms and development
conditions for the Phase 1 site and the acquisition and development process for subsequent
phases.
Project Site
Union Square is a densely-developed, mixed-use neighborhood in southeastern
Somerville. The project site includes the following seven development parcels with a combined
area of 15.7 acres:

1

“SomerVision, City of Somerville, Massachusetts Comprehensive Plan: 2010-2030,” page 19. Accessed at
https://www.somervillema.gov/sites/default/files/somervision-comp-plan-2010-2030.pdf on August 18, 2018.
2
SomerVision, op. cit., page 36.
3
SomerVision, op. cit., page 59.
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D1: A 2.53-acre parcel consisting of lots D1.1 and D1.2 bordered by Washington
Street to the north, Prospect Street to the west, Somerville Avenue to the south and
Merriam Street to the east. The parcel has multiple owners and is occupied by the
Somerville Public Safety Building, a two-family home and commercial uses;
D2: A 4.18-acre parcel consisting of lots D2.1, D2.2, D2.3 and D2.4 bordered by
Prospect Street to the west, Somerville Avenue to the north, the MBTA commuter rail
tracks to the south and residences on Allen Street to the east. The parcel is owned by
the SRA and the City of Somerville and is largely vacant;
D3: A 4.12-acre parcel consisting of lots D3.1, D3.2 and D3.3 bordered by the
MBTA commuter rail tracks to the north, Prospect Street and Webster Street to the
west, Columbia Street and Windsor Place to the south and a commercial building to
the east. The parcel is occupied by a vacant warehouse and a commercial use and is
privately owned.
D4: Three non-contiguous parcels designated as D4.1, D4.2 and D4.3 with a
combined area of 1.08 acres. They are generally located along Prospect Street north
and south of the MBTA tracks. The parcel is privately owned and occupied by
commercial uses;
D5: Three non-contiguous parcels designated as D5.1, D5.2 and D5.3 with a
combined area of 1.05 acres located on the north side of Somerville Avenue. Two
lots are located west of Columbus Avenue and one lot is east of Columbus Avenue.
The lots are privately owned and occupied by the former post office building,
currently used by a technology company, and vacant commercial buildings.
D6: A 1.58-acre parcel consisting of lots D6.1 and D6.2 bordered by Somerville
Avenue to the north, Prospect Street to the east, Everett Street to the south and parcels
along Webster Avenue to the west. The site is privately owned and occupied by
commercial uses; and
D7: A 1.14-acre parcel consisting of lots D7.1 and D7.2 on the north side of Bow
Street and bisected by Warren Avenue. The lots are privately owned by and occupied
by commercial uses and a bank.

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance
Rate Maps (FIRM) numbers 25017C0438E and 25017C0439E (both maps effective June 4,
2010), the project site is not located in a 100-year floodplain. However, the EENF indicates that
parcels D1, D2 and D3 are low-lying and prone to flooding.
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Potential environmental impacts associated with the project include the net addition of
1.15 acres of impervious area, generation of 23,239 new average daily trips (adt), the addition of
1,500 parking spaces, the use of 143,417 gallons per day (gpd) of water, and generation of
143,417 gpd of wastewater. The addition of impervious area will increase the volume of
stormwater runoff. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions and air pollutants are associated with onsite energy use and transportation. Eleven buildings listed in the Inventory of Historic and
Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth (“the Inventory”) will be demolished.
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Of the impacts listed above, the following are attributable to Phase 1: 9,770 adt, 290
parking spaces and 45,515 gpd water use/wastewater generation. Phase 1 will add 1.83 acres of
impervious area. It will emit 6,712 tons per year of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) from stationary and
mobile sources. The project’s transportation-related air emissions include 0.2 tpy of volatile
organic compounds (VOC) and 0.1 tpy of oxides of nitrogen (NOx).
The EENF identified general measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts
associated with the project; more specific measures were identified for Phase 1. The project has
been planned to maximize use of public transportation, walking and bicycling for travel to and
from the site. Phase 1 will contribute to the completion of the Union Square Station by
providing pedestrian and bicycle facilities, a drop-off area for The Ride, and a financial
contribution toward the cost of the GLX. The project will include stormwater management
systems that meet the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection’s (MassDEP)
Stormwater Management Standards (SMS). It will minimize water use through waterconserving plumbing and the Proponent will coordinate with the City to develop the project,
including the remediation of hazardous material on the Phase 1 site in accordance with MGL c.
21E and the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). The project will include measures to
increase energy efficiency and minimize GHG emissions. During the construction period,
mitigation measures will include sedimentation and erosion controls, designated truck routes,
measures to reduce air pollutants from construction vehicles, and noise, dust and odor controls.
Jurisdiction and Permitting
The Full Build project is subject to the preparation of a Mandatory EIR pursuant to the
MEPA regulations because it requires State Agency Actions and will generate 3,000 or more
new adt on roadways providing access to a single location (301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(6)) and
construct 1,000 or more new parking spaces at a single location (301 CMR 11.06(a)(7)). The
Full Build project also meets or exceeds the ENF thresholds at 310 CMR 11.03(5)(b)(4)(a), new
discharge or expansion in discharge to a sewer system of 100,000 or more gpd of sewage,
industrial waste water or untreated stormwater and 301 CMR 11.03(10)(b)(1), demolition of all
or any exterior part of any Historic Structure listed in or located in any Historic District listed in
the State Register of Historic Places or the Inventory of Historic and Archaeological Assets of
the Commonwealth. The Phase 1 project exceeds the Mandatory EIR threshold at 301 CMR
11.03(6)(a)(6) because it will generate 3,000 or more new adt on roadways providing access to a
single location (4,992 adt).
The project requires a Land Transfer by the SRA which is a municipal redevelopment
agency created or acting in accordance with M.G.L. c. 121A or c. 121B. It may require an
approval from the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) pursuant to MGL c.
40 s.54A for the use of land formerly used as a railroad right-of-way (ROW). The project is
subject to the May 2010 MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and Protocol (GHG Policy)
and will require a Public Benefit Determination (PBD).
The project may require review by MHC in connection with its potential impacts on
historic properties. The project may require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Stormwater General Permit from the United States Environmental Protection Agency
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(EPA) and may require a Determination of Non-Hazard to Air Navigation from the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA).
Because the project requires a Land Transfer, MEPA jurisdiction is broad and extends to
all aspects of the project that are likely, directly or indirectly, to cause Damage to the
Environment as defined in the MEPA regulations.
Request for Phase 1 Waiver
The Proponent submitted an EENF in support of its request for a Phase 1 Waiver, which
would allow Phase 1 of the project to proceed prior to completion of the DEIR. At the
Proponent’s request, the EENF was subject to an extended 44-day public comment period which
ended on August 24, 2018. Phase 1 includes:
•
•
•

Land Transfer of the D2 lots from the SRA to the Proponent;
Redevelopment of Lots D2.1, D2.2 and D2.3 with 399,000 sf (450 units) of residential
use, 166,000 sf of office/laboratory uses, 13,000 sf of arts space, 29,000 sf of retail uses,
and 290 parking spaces; and
A 15,000-sf plaza and other pedestrian facilities providing access to the planned MBTA
Union Square station, including access compliant with the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA); a drop off/pick up area for the MBTA’s The Ride paratransit service; bicycle
parking; and interior space for MBTA employees.

The MEPA regulations at 301 CMR 11.11(1) state that I may waive any provision or
requirement in 301 CMR 11.00 not specifically required by MEPA and may impose appropriate
and relevant conditions or restrictions, provided that I find that strict compliance with the
provision or requirement would:
(a) result in an undue hardship for the Proponent, unless based on delay in compliance by
the Proponent; and
(b) not serve to avoid or minimize Damage to the Environment.
The MEPA regulations at 301 CMR 11.11(4) state that, in the case of a partial waiver of
a mandatory EIR review threshold that will allow the Proponent to proceed with Phase 1 of the
project prior to preparing an EIR, I shall base the finding required in accordance with 301 CMR
11.11(1)(b) on a determination that:
(a) the potential environmental impacts of Phase 1, taken alone, are insignificant;
(b) ample and unconstrained infrastructure facilities and services exist to support Phase 1;
(c) the project is severable, such that Phase 1 does not require the implementation of any
other future phase of the project or restrict the means by which potential environmental
impacts from any other phase of the project may be avoided, minimized or mitigated;
and
(d) the agency action(s) on Phase 1 will contain terms such as a condition or restriction,
so as to ensure due compliance with MEPA and 301 CMR 11.00 prior to commencement
of any other phase of the project.
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According to the Proponent, preparation of a DEIR and FEIR which includes Phase 1
would result in a hardship because the delay in filing the EENF was associated with the City’s
extensive review process and the Proponent has committed to provide elements of Phase 1 to
support Union Square Station prior to its opening in 2021. These elements include an accessible
walkway from the Station to Prospect Street; bicycle storage; a pick-up/drop-off area for The
Ride; and facilities for MBTA employees (break area, janitors closet and restrooms). According
to the EENF, construction of Phase 1 must begin by the end of 2018 to meet that deadline. The
EENF also indicated that a delay in Phase 1 would hinder coordination with the City’s
Somerville Avenue reconstruction project, would delay tax payments to the City and return on
City and State investments, and would delay public benefits associated with the project.
Review of the EENF
The EENF included a general description of the project area, a basic development plan
and identified public open space and civic areas. It generally identified the nature and scope of
the project’s impacts and mitigation measures. The EENF identified the project’s expected water
and sewer usage, general characteristics of the proposed stormwater management system and
reviewed the status and condition of the City’s water and sewer infrastructure in Union Square.
The EENF provided a more detailed description of Phase 1, including site plans, a
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), a GHG analysis, a mesoscale air analysis, and a
description of site remediation. It identified expected water and sewer usage, components of the
stormwater management system and identified water and sewer infrastructure that will support
Phase 1.
Land
The Phase 1 site is located north of and adjacent to the Union Square Station site. The
City and developer of Phase 1 will provide temporary and permanent easements to the MBTA to
facilitate the construction and operation of Union Square Station. As shown in the EENF, the
City has already granted a permanent easement to the MBTA for the portion of the Phase 1 site
necessary for the Station. The Proponent will provide permanent easements to the MBTA,
including interior space for the use of MBTA employees, secure and enclosed storage for 90
bicycles and bicycle racks to accommodate 30 bicycles, a pick-up/drop-off area for The Ride and
an ADA-accessible path from Prospect Street to the Station. The Proponent will also provide
temporary easements to the MBTA adjacent to Prospect Street, the MBTA tracks and Allen
Street for construction access for the GLX.
According to the EENF, the project may require approval from MassDOT for
construction on a railroad ROW in accordance with MGL Chapter 40, Section 54. The EENF
did not identify the areas of either the Full Build or Phase 1 sites that may be subject to
MassDOT approval. At the MEPA site visit on August 2, 2018 and in an email dated August 9,
2018 4, the Proponent’s representatives identified areas on the Phase 1 site and on parcels D3 and
D4 that may be subject to MassDOT’s approval.
4

Email dated August 9, 2018 from Emma Rothfeld Yashar to Alex Strysky.
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Alternatives Analysis
The EENF included an alternatives analysis for Phase 1 and Full Build. It reviewed three
Full Build alternatives that would provide a different mix of residential, retail, office and
research/lab space within an overall development of 2.3 million sf. The Primarily Residential
alternative would include 1.725 million sf of residential use (75 percent), 115,000 sf of retail (5
percent), 230,000 sf of office (10 percent) and 230,000 sf of research/lab space (10 percent). The
Primarily Commercial alternative would include 345,000 sf of residential space (15 percent)
115,000 sf of retail (5 percent), 920,000 sf of office space (40 percent) and 920,000 sf of
research/lab space (40 percent).
According to the EENF, the Preferred Alternative was selected to provide a balanced mix
of uses, including 115,000 sf of retail (5 percent), 805,000 sf of residential use (35 percent),
690,000 sf of office space (30 percent) and 690,000 sf of research/lab space (30 percent). It
indicated that the Preferred Alternative will require the fewest parking spaces because the
development program consists of complementary uses that support shared parking. It will
provide the level of commercial space that will achieve planning goals for economic
development and is most consistent with the Union Square Overlay District (USOD) zoning that
was adopted in 2017. The EENF did not compare the environmental impacts of each alternative.
Phase 1
The EENF compared three alternatives to the Preferred Alternative for Phase 1, including
No Build, Hotel, and Neighborhood Plan alternatives. In the No Build alternative, the site would
remain in its current state and would not generate any traffic or other impacts associated with
development of the site. The EENF indicated that this alternative would not include remediation
of contaminated soil, would not provide infrastructure to support of the Union Square Station
and would not meet the development and economic objectives established for Phase 1.
The Hotel alternative would have the same GFA as the Phase 1 Preferred Alternative, and
include a 150- to 200-room hotel in addition to 450 units of housing (399,000 sf), 29,000 sf of
retail space and 13,000 sf of arts/creative space. According to the EENF, this alternative would
generate comparable but slightly higher impacts than the Preferred Alternative, including 50
more trips and 4,775 more gpd of water/sewer use. The Neighborhood Plan alternative includes
the same development program and GFA as the Preferred Alternative, but in a different
configuration, including a shorter and wider tower. The Neighborhood Plan alternative would
have the same impacts as the Preferred Alternative.
According to the EENF, the Phase 1 Preferred Alternative complies with the zoning of
the Phase 1 site and meets the City’s planning and development objectives. It includes
residential and offices uses, which are complementary and would support shared parking.
Transportation
The EENF included a general description of existing and proposed pedestrian and bicycle
facilities, on-site parking capacity and public transportation service to the site. The Full Build
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project will provide 1,500 parking spaces, including 290 spaces on parcel D2 (Phase 1), 385
spaces on parcel D1, 570 spaces on parcel D3, 25 spaces on parcel D4, 20 spaces on parcel D5,
110 spaces on parcel D6 and 50 spaces on parcel D7. Nearly 70 percent of the parking spaces
will be provided on parcels D2 and D3, which are proposed to have the highest density of
development. The EENF did not provide a detailed transportation analysis for the Full Build
project or document parking demand based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
parking supply rates or City zoning requirements.
The ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 10th edition, provides trip generation rates for
categories of land use. Based on land use codes (LUC) 222-Multifamily Housing (High Rise),
710-General Office Building and 820-Shopping Center, the Full Build project will generate
23,239 unadjusted adt, including 4,992 unadjusted adt associated with Phase 1.
Phase 1
The EENF provided a detailed Transportation Impact Study (TIS) for Phase 1. The TIS
provided counts of pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles in the study area. It included trip
generation estimates and likely travel routes for vehicles arriving to and departing from the site
under proposed conditions. The analysis described Existing 2018/No Build 2025 and Build 2025
operations over a seven-year planning period. The TIS analyzed the transportation impacts of
the project in a study area including the following 37 intersections:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Somerville Avenue at Bow Street;
Bow Street at Summer Street;
Bow Street at Wesley Park;
Bow Street at Walnut Street;
Somerville Avenue at Hawkins Street;
Washington Street at Hawkins Street;
Somerville Avenue at Bow Street and Warren Avenue;
Washington Street at Somerville Avenue and Webster Avenue;
Washington Street at Bonner Avenue;
Washington Street at Columbus Avenue;
Somerville Avenue at Linden Street;
Somerville Avenue at Washington Street and Prospect Street;
Prospect Street at Everett Street and Phase 1 site driveway;
Webster Avenue at Newton Street;
Webster Avenue at Prospect Street and Concord Avenue;
Prospect Street at Oak Street;
Webster Avenue at Tremont Street and Columbia Street;
Washington Street at McGrath Highway;
Somerville Avenue at Medford Street;
Medford Street at South Street;
Somerville Avenue at School Street;
Columbus Avenue at Future D5 Block site driveway;
Somerville Avenue at Allen Street and Future D1 Block site driveway;
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Somerville Avenue at Phase 1 site driveway;
Allen Street at Phase 1 site driveway;
Concord Avenue at Future D4 Block site driveway;
Webster Avenue at Future D3 Block site driveway;
Columbia Street at Windsor Place and Future D3 Block site driveway;
Everett Street at Emerson Street;
Webster Avenue at Everett Street;
Cambridge Street at Prospect Street;
Cambridge Street at Webster Avenue;
Inman Square;
Beacon Street at Concord Avenue; and,
Beacon Street at Washington Street.

Trip Generation
The Phase 1 trip generation estimate was adjusted to determine the number of trips by
transportation mode (vehicles, public transportation, walking and bicycling) and to account for
the number of trips within the site that do not contribute to new trips. The number of unadjusted
trips was converted to person-trips using U.S. Census data for Somerville indicating that the
average vehicle occupancy is 1.25 people, resulting in a total of 6,217 person-trips for Phase 1.
The person-trips were assigned to each mode using U.S. Census journey-to-work data modified
to meet the City’s goal of limiting the number of trips taken by vehicles to 40 percent. The
analysis assumed that 22 percent of the trips would be taken by transit, 15 percent by bicycle, 23
percent by walking and 40 percent by motor vehicle. Vehicle trips were reduced by 15 percent to
account for internal capture trips, or trips taken between uses on the same site. 5 These trips were
converted to pedestrian trips. Adjusted trip generation for Phase 1 is identified in Table 2 below.
Table 2. Phase 1 Trip Generation (adjusted)
Period
Morning Peak
Evening Peak
Saturday Peak
Daily

Person-trips
559
681
495
6,217

Transit trips
122
149
108
1,361

Bicycle trips
86
105
76
959

Pedestrian trips
163
198
145
1,808

Vehicle trips
188
229
166
2,089

The TIS evaluated transportation operations under existing and future conditions.
Existing 2018 conditions were established by collecting counts of pedestrians, bicyclists and
vehicles at each intersection in the study area including weekday morning and evening and
Saturday peak periods. Additional counts and turning movement counts were collected for
bicyclists and motor vehicles at each intersection and other key locations in the study area. The
5

During the review period, the Proponent provided documentation to support the internal capture rate. It is based on
a study of 239 mixed-use sites in Atlanta, Boston, Houston, Portland, Sacramento and Seattle that found an average
of 18 percent internal capture. Fifty-nine of these sites were located in Boston, which had an internal capture rate of
16.9 percent. The study can be downloaded at
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/d1c3/fdddde7200f1fbf4698e79cc280100b1cb6d.pdf
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analysis documented the capacity of MBTA busses serving the project under existing and future
conditions and included capacity added by the GLX. Existing 2018 conditions were also used to
represent the No Build 2025 scenario. According to the EENF, the City has observed decreased
traffic volumes in Union Square and there are no planned development projects that could add
vehicle trips within the 7-year planning horizon of the TIS. During the review period, the
Proponent provided additional information in support of using an assumption of no growth in
traffic volume in the No Build 2025 and Build 2025 conditions. 6 The additional information
included a bar chart presented at the MEPA Consultation Session on August 2, 2018 that
identified decreases in daily traffic counts at the following intersections in Union Square:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Washington Street at Columbus Avenue;
Somerville Avenue east of the Union Square plaza;
Prospect Street south of Somerville Avenue;
Webster Avenue south of Washington Street and Somerville Avenue;
Washington Street at Hawkins Street;
Somerville Avenue west of McGrath Highway; and,
Bow Street east of Walnut Street.

The EENF did not provide information to support of the assumption of no growth in the
analysis of future pedestrian, bicycle and transit operations or trends in peak hour volumes.
The impact of the added pedestrian, bicycle, transit and vehicular trips of the Phase 1
project was modeled as the Build 2025 scenario. The Build 2025 condition was developed by
adding the trips listed in Table 2 to the Existing 2018/No Build 2025 scenario and evaluating the
effect of the added trips on the study area intersections and roadways.
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
The EENF described existing and proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities at and near
the project site, including facilities that will be constructed by the City. Existing bicycle
facilities include bicycle lanes and/or sharrows along major roadways, including Beacon Street,
Cambridge Street, Medford Street, Webster Avenue, Prospect Street, Washington Street, Bow
Street, Church Street, and McGrath Highway. Sidewalks are provided on both sides of most
streets in the study area. The City recently commenced construction of the Somerville Avenue
Utility and Streetscape Improvements Project (“Somerville Avenue Improvements Project”),
which will provide 12-ft wide sidewalks between Prospect Street and Allen Street, one-way
bicycle tracks in each direction and additional bicycle parking spaces. Pedestrian and bicycle
conditions were evaluated under Existing 2018/No Build 2025 and Build 2025 conditions.
Bicycle and pedestrian counts were collected as described above to represent Existing 2018/No
Build 2025 condition.
Pedestrian conditions under the Existing/No Build 2025 and Build 2025 scenarios were
evaluated using Street Life and Pedestrian Level of Service (PLOS) analyses. According to the
6

Memo dated August 17, 2018 from Ralph DeNisco of Stantec to Lionel Lucien of MassDOT; the City’s comment
letter dated August 23, 20128 also provided this information.
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EENF, the Street Life analysis evaluates the degree of pedestrian crowding based on the width of
the sidewalk and pedestrian volumes and the PLOS is a measure of pedestrian delays at
crosswalks based on the length of the crosswalk and vehicular traffic flow. In the Street Life
analysis, pedestrian facilities are rated according to six rankings, from “Calm” representing lowdensity conditions (fewer than 5 pedestrians per minute per foot of sidewalk width) to
“Overcrowded” conditions (more than 23 pedestrians per minute per foot of sidewalk width).
The EENF provided Street Life rankings for nine sidewalk sections under Existing/No Build
2025 conditions, and all were rated as Calm.
The TIS provided a PLOS analysis of crosswalks in the study area under Existing/No
Build 2025 conditions. The results of a PLOS analysis are expressed as rankings from A to F,
where A represents minimal delays and E and F represent long delays that may encourage
jaywalking. The following intersections experience PLOS of E or F during peak hours under
Existing/No Build 2025 conditions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Somerville Avenue at Washington Street at Prospect Street;
Somerville Avenue at Hawkins Street;
Washington Street at Hawkins Street;
Webster Avenue at Newton Street;
Medford Street at South Street;
Webster Avenue at Everett Street; and,
Bow Street at Walnut Street (PM peak only).

Based on the analysis, pedestrian conditions are not expected to change significantly
under Build 2025 conditions. Pedestrian conditions will remain at the Calm level with no
changes to PLOS under Build 2025 conditions.
Existing roadway conditions for bicyclists were evaluated using a Level of Traffic Stress
(LTS) analysis. The LTS classification is based on a number of roadway characteristics that
affect bicyclists, such as vehicular speed limit and the width of travel, parking and bicycle lanes.
The LTS rankings range from 1 to 4, with a LTS of 1 signifying the most favorable conditions
and a LTS of 4 representing the least favorable conditions. Most roadway segments in the
planning area were rated with a LTS of 1 or 2. However, sections of streets with the highest
counts of bicyclists, including Inman Square, Beacon Street, Webster Street and Somerville
Avenue (west of Union Square) were rated with a LTS of 3. According to the TIS, no changes to
roadway or bicycle facilities are planned that would change LTS classifications in the Build 2025
condition; an increase in bicycle trips could increase overall stress of the cycling network.
Transit Facilities
The Phase 1 project site is in proximity to MBTA bus routes providing direct access to
Boston, Cambridge and other communities and to the Green, Red and Orange subway lines and
Fitchburg Line commuter rail. Bus Routes 85, 86, 87, 91 and CT2 are located within one-quarter
mile of the Phase 1 project site. In addition, Bus Routes 69, 80, 83, 88 and 90 serve roads that
are within a 10-minute walk or one-half mile distance from the Phase 1 site.
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The TIS documented the existing capacity of MBTA bus service based on the frequency
of bus service (headways), ridership data from the MBTA and the number of riders that can be
carried on a bus. According to the TIS, an MBTA bus has a seating capacity of 39 riders and has
a total capacity of 55 riders including standing passengers. Under existing conditions, bus routes
80, 85, 88 and CT2 are almost at maximum seating capacity during the morning peak period, and
Routes 80, 87 and 89 are close to seating capacity in the evening peak period.
The TIS evaluated the impacts to the MBTA bus routes and Green Line from the addition
of the combined transit trips generated by the development of the D2 (Phase 1 project), D5, D1
and D3 blocks. According to the EENF, the analysis was expanded to include transit trips from
Blocks D1, D3 and D5 at the request of the City. Because the four blocks included in the
analysis will generate 5,874 daily transit trips (including 1,361 daily trips from the Phase 1
project), any impacts identified in the analysis would be expected to be greater than those from
Phase 1 (D2 Block) alone. New transit trips were distributed geographically based on an origindestination study commissioned by the City, then assigned to the specific bus routes or the Green
Line that serve the geographic areas. The analysis concluded that added transit trips will
increase the number of riders that will have to stand under Build 2025 conditions, including: one
or two passengers on Bus 85 during the morning peak period; two or three passengers on Bus 88
during the morning peak period; three or four passengers on Bus 91 during the morning peak
period; and one passenger on Bus 86 during the Saturday peak period. Based on Table 34 of the
TIS, Bus CT2 will exceed seating capacity during the morning peak period in Build 2025
Conditions.
Traffic Operations
The EENF evaluated the impact of Phase 1 on roadways in the study area. A Level-ofService (LOS) analysis of peak hour traffic operations at study area intersections was conducted
for Existing 2018/No Build 2025 and Build 2025 conditions. The LOS reflects the overall
operations of an intersection, including traffic speed, delay, and capacity. For urban
intersections, LOS D reflects an acceptable level of operations. The following seven intersections
operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing 2018/No Build 2025 and will continue to operate at
these levels under Build 2025 conditions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Washington Street at Somerville Avenue and Webster Avenue;
Somerville Avenue at Washington Street and Prospect Street;
Webster Avenue at Prospect Street and Concord Avenue;
McGrath Highway Southbound at Washington Street Westbound;
Washington Street Westbound at Medford Street Southbound;
Washington Street Westbound at McGrath Highway Ramp Northbound; and,
Inman Square.

All other intersection included in the Study Area will operate at LOS D or better under
Build 2025.
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Safety
The TIS reviewed crash data provided by the City. From August 1, 2014 to August 31,
2017, there were 112 reported collisions at study area intersections. The TIS compared the crash
rates at these intersections to the MassDOT District 4 (which includes Somerville) average crash
rate of 0.73 crashes per million vehicles at signalized intersections and 0.56 crashes per million
vehicles at unsignalized intersections. Three intersections exceed the District 4 crash rate:
Webster Avenue at Tremont Street and Columbia Street, Beacon Street at Concord Avenue and
Beacon Street at Washington Street. The intersection capacity analysis indicates that Phase 1 will
not significantly affect traffic operations at these intersections.
Transportation Mitigation
The TIS identified mitigation measures for Phase 1. The City recently converted Webster
Street and Prospect Street to two-way travel. According to MassDOT, this change has improved
traffic conditions in Union Square and should mitigate impacts associated with Phase 1. As
described below, the project includes a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program to
minimize trips generated by the project.
The Existing 2018/No Build 2025 and Build 2025 conditions include planned upgrades to
bicycle and pedestrian facilities on Somerville Avenue. As described above, the Phase 1 project
is not expected to impact bicyclists and pedestrians and, therefore, no associated mitigation
measures were proposed. The Proponent will make a financial contribution to the Somerville
Avenue Improvement Project and the project includes pedestrian access to Union Square Station,
560 bicycle parking spaces for on-site users and 90 secure and covered bicycle parking spaces
for MBTA riders.
According to the TIS, transit trips generated by Phase 1 will not cause bus routes or the
GLX to exceed capacity, and therefore no mitigation is necessary. The Phase 1 project will
include financial and operational support for GLX including: a contribution of $1.5 million
toward construction of the GLX; a ground level plaza to provide pedestrian access to the station
from Prospect Street; facilities for MBTA employees; and a drop-off area for The Ride.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
The project has set an ambitious goal for non-vehicular mode share which is reflected in
the traffic analysis. As noted above, 60 percent of all trips to and from the site are anticipated to
be taken by walking, bicycling or transit. The EENF described the Mobility Management Plan
(MMP) that includes TDM measures that will be implemented by the Proponent to encourage
alternative modes of travel and achieve the identified mode shares. The MMP will include:
•
•

Financial incentives, including a pre-tax program for commuting costs and free or
discounted transit passes for employees and residents of the project site;
Shared vehicle programs, including promoting car-pooling through travel demand
management assistance programs offered by MassRIDES, providing preferential
parking for carpools and vanpools, and providing space for a car-sharing service;
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Encouraging employers at the site to offer flexible hours and telecommuting
options to employees;
Marketing and education programs to encourage alternate modes of travel,
including an annual mobility education meeting, posting travel information on the
internet and building lobbies, transportation information packets for residents and
employees and real-time posting of parking space availability;
Parking management, including requiring employers and residents to purchase
parking separate from their lease, market-rate pricing for parking spaces and
encouraging daily pricing rather than monthly pricing for parking spaces; and,
On-site facilities to promote the use of alternate modes of transportation,
including secure bicycle parking, bicycle repair facilities, showers and changing
facilities and implementing a Guaranteed Ride Home program.

Transportation Monitoring Program
According to the EENF, the Proponent will conduct transportation monitoring and
provide reports to the City. The purpose of the monitoring is to evaluate the transportationrelated assumptions made in the EENF, the adequacy of mitigation measures, and the
effectiveness of the MMP program. The monitoring program will include annual travel surveys
of employees and residents of the site to determine what travel modes are being used. It will also
include biennial counts of peak car and bicycle parking occupancy and counts of cars and
bicycles entering and leaving the site. The reports to the City will include the results of surveys,
driveway counts, and parking occupancy and a comparison of the results to previous years.
Air Quality
The EENF included a mesoscale analysis of the impact of air emissions from vehicle trips
generated by Phase 1 on regional air quality. The analysis was used to determine whether and to
what extent the proposed Phase 1 project will increase precursors to the development of ozone,
including volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). The analysis used the
EPA’s MOVES mobile-source emissions model vehicle trip data from the transportation analysis
to model emissions based on vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and vehicle idling at intersections.
The analysis analyzed the mobile source emissions generated by Phase 1 with respect to
consistency with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), as applicable, in the
project area. These data indicated that background pollutant levels of sulfur dioxide (SO2),
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), Ozone and
Lead representative of the project area are present in concentrations below the NAAQS.
The mesoscale analysis evaluated VOC and NOx emissions within the project study area
under the following scenarios: Existing 2018, No-Build (Base) 2025 and Build 2025 conditions.
According to the EENF, 2025 Build Condition VOC and NOx emissions are lower than the 2018
Base Condition because of anticipated improvements in vehicle engine and emission
technologies. Phase 1 will increase NOx and VOC emissions compared to the 2025 Base
condition. NOx emissions will increase from 3.6 tpy to 3.8 tpy and VOC emissions will increase
from 6.6 tpy to 6.8 tpy between the 2025 Base Condition and the 2025 Build Condition.

16

EEA# 15889

EENF Certificate

August 31, 2018

Stormwater Management
The EENF reviewed the existing drainage infrastructure in Union Square. The
Somerville Avenue Improvement Project will separate stormwater from the combined sewer
system carrying both stormwater and wastewater flows. Stormwater will be directed into a 14foot by 6-foot box culvert that will increase capacity in both drainage and sanitary sewer systems
and reduce surcharging events that cause flooding in Union Square. Runoff from Parcels D1, D2
and D6 will be directed to the Somerville Avenue drainage system. Combined sewer systems are
also located in Columbia Street and Webster Avenue. Lots D3.2 and D3.3 will drain into the
combined sewer in Columbia Street, which the City intends to separate in the future, and Lot
D3.1 will drain into the Webster Avenue combined sewer. According to the EENF, adequate
capacity will exist to handle flows from these parcels.
According to the MWRA, Union Square is served by combined sewers or by separate
storm drains and sanitary sewers that eventually connect to the City’s combined sewer system.
Stormwater runoff is conveyed, along with sanitary flows, through the City’s combined sewer
system to MWRA's Cambridge Branch Sewer. Combined wastewater and stormwater flows
from Somerville and neighboring communities are pumped by the MWRA's DeLauri Pumping
Station to the Deer Island Wastewater Treatment Plant. In large storms, the volume of
stormwater entering combined sewers from Cambridge, Somerville and Charlestown can exceed
the capacities of the Cambridge Branch Sewer and DeLauri Pumping Station and contribute to
combined sewer overflow (CSO) discharges to the Mystic and Charles rivers.
The project will be designed to meet the SMS. Two parcels will be considered new
development projects and must fully comply with all standards, including: removing 80 percent
of the Total Suspended Solids (TSS) in runoff; matching pre-development annual recharge
volumes; implementing a construction-period stormwater management plan; and preparing a
long-term maintenance plan. The other five parcels will reduce impervious area and will be
required to meet standards for redevelopment projects. These parcels will be designed to meet
requirements for TSS removal, recharge and post-development runoff rates and volumes to the
maximum extent practicable.
The EENF did not provide strormwater designs for any development parcel, including
Phase 1. Phase 1 will be considered a new development and its stormwater management system
will be designed to meet all requirements of the SMS. According to the EENF, the Phase 1
stormwater management system will include Best Management Practices (BMP) to improve
water quality and detention and/or infiltration systems to mitigate peak runoff flows.
Water and Sewer
The EENF provided estimates of the project’s wastewater flows based on calculations in
accordance with 310 CMR 15.00 (Title 5 of the State Environmental Code), which regulates
treatment, transport and disposal of sewage. The project’s peak wastewater flow, representing
200 percent of the average daily flow, was calculated to be 286,834 gpd, including 91,030 gpd
for Phase 1. The project’s average annual flow will be 143,417 gpd, including 45,515 gpd
generated by Phase 1. According to the EENF, the City’s sewer system has adequate capacity to
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convey project-generated flows. Wastewater from parcels D1, D2, D6 and D7 will discharge
into the sewers located in Bow Street and Somerville Avenue; flows from parcel D3 will
discharge into the combined sewers in Columbia Avenue and Webster Avenue; flows from
parcel D4 will be directed into sewers in Newton Street and Concord avenue; and wastewater
from parcel D5 will be directed to combined sewers in Bonner Avenue and Somerville Avenue.
The project will use 143,417 gpd of water. According to the EENF, existing or planned
components of the City’s water distribution system in Union Square have sufficient capacity to
provide water to the project. Two 12-inch water mains will service parcels D1 and D6. Parcel
D3 will be connected to the water main in Webster Avenue; water mains in Concord Avenue and
Newton Street will supply water for parcel D4; water mains in Washington Street will supply
water to parcel D5; and parcel D7 will be connected to the water main in Bow Street. Phase 1
will use 45,515 gpd, which will be supplied via two connections to the water main in Prospect
Street installed in 2016. According to the EENF, design of the water mains installed in 2016
included the project demand. Results of hydrant flow tests on Prospect Street and Somerville
Avenue indicate that adequate flow and pressure is available for Phase 1.
The EENF reviewed water conservation measures that will be incorporated into the
project design. High efficiency plumbing will be installed in the buildings to reduce water
demand and wastewater flows. The Proponent may also harvest rainwater for use in irrigation,
cooling tower make up water or toilet flushing. As noted by the MWRA, the project will be
required to offset its impacts to the sewer system by providing Inflow and Infiltration (I/I)
mitigation to remove four gallons of I/I for every gallon of new wastewater generated. This will
improve capacity of the wastewater system and reduce the volume of flow to be treated at the
MWRA Deer Island Treatment Plant. The DEIR should identify any sewer infrastructure
improvement projects or financial contributions by the Proponent to meet this requirement.
Hazardous Waste
The project site includes areas with contaminated soil that must be remediated.
Individual areas or incidences of contaminated soil are assigned release tracking numbers (RTN)
and the analysis and remediation of the releases are subject to MassDEP oversight pursuant to
the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). According to MassDEP, 26 RTNs are applicable to
the Full Build site, including Phase 1. The EENF provided detailed 6information primarily about
the Phase 1 site. A more detailed discussion of hazardous waste remediation of the project site
must be provided in the DEIR.
The Phase 1 site includes contaminated soil from historic fill material and prior industrial
uses. The Phase 1 site includes 17 RTNs which include the presence of polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCB), metals, petroleum hydrocarbons and polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) in the
soil and chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOC) in groundwater. Approximately 25
percent of the Phase 1 site, known as the former Kiley Barrel Disposal site (RTN 3-02849), was
contaminated by PCBs and has been remediated pursuant to the federal Toxic Substance Control
Act and the MCP. The remediation included the removal of three feet of soil and installation of
a three-foot thick cap. Contaminated groundwater at the site will be remediated using a vapor
mitigation system. An Activity and Use Limitation (AUL) designation will likely be placed on
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the site and may affect its future use and development. It will replace or supersede an existing
AUL (RTN 3-29452) on the 26 Bennett Street portion of the Phase 1 site. The remainder of the
Phase 1 site is contaminated by PCBs, metals, petroleum hydrocarbons and PAH. Upon
completion of further analysis of the nature and extent of soil contamination, a remediation plan
for the remainder of the Phase 1 site will be developed and presented to MassDEP and EPA.
The cleanup will likely include removal of contaminated material and capping of the site. The
development plan has been designed to minimize activities in contaminated areas.
The EENF noted that the 9 Union Square site (RTN 3-0032294), located on parcel D6, is
also subject to an AUL that identifies allowable activities that will maintain a condition of no
significant risk at the site. The site is contaminated by lead and PAH. Remediation of the site
will likely result in a new AUL that will amend requirements on development of that site.
Climate Change
Executive Order 569: Establishing an Integrated Climate Change Strategy for the
Commonwealth (EO 569) was issued on September 16, 2016. EO 569 recognizes the serious
threat presented by climate change and directs agencies within the administration to develop and
implement an integrated strategy that leverages state resources to combat climate change and
prepare for its impacts. The Order seeks to ensure that Massachusetts will meet GHG emission
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.
The GHG Policy and requirements to analyze the effects of climate change through EIR
review is an important part of this statewide strategy. These analyses advance proponents’
understanding of a project’s contribution and vulnerability to climate change. I strongly
encourage the Proponent to consider complementary approaches, such as incorporation of
renewables and inclusion of low impact development in site design, which can improve the
project’s resiliency, reduce GHG emissions and conserve and sustainably employ the natural
resources of the Commonwealth.
Adaptation and Resiliency
The City completed a Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment (CCVA) in 2017. The
primary vulnerabilities identified for Union Square are flooding due to increased precipitation
and high temperature exposure. The average annual temperature in Somerville is expected to
increase by 2-3 degrees Fahrenheit (F) by 2030 and by up to 7-8 F by 2070. In addition, the
number of extreme heat days with temperatures greater than 90 F will increase to 29-40 by 2030
and up to 90 days by 2070. According to the CCVA, the amount of rainfall associated with the
100-year, 24-hour storm event will increase from 8.9 inches to 10.2 inches in 2030 and 11.7
inches in 2070. As noted previously, parcels D1, D2 and D3 may be particularly susceptible to
flooding.
The EENF reviewed design features of the project to increase resiliency. Flood-sensitive
systems will be elevated in buildings located in areas potentially prone to flooding. Open space
to be provided by the project will reduce stormwater runoff through infiltration and uptake of
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water by plants and help address the urban heat island effect by providing shading and vegetated
landscaping.
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions
The EENF included a GHG analysis for Phase 1 only. The analysis was based on the
MEPA GHG Policy, which requires projects to quantify carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and
identify measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate such emissions. The analysis quantified the
direct and indirect CO2 emissions associated with the project's energy use (stationary sources)
and transportation-related emissions (mobile sources). The EENF outlined and committed to
mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions.
The stationary source GHG analysis evaluated CO2 emissions for two alternatives as
required by the Policy, a Base Case and the Proposed Case. The Base Case was designed to
meet the minimum energy requirements of the 9th Edition of the Massachusetts Building Code.
The City adopted the Stretch Energy Code (SC) in 2012. Therefore, the project will be required
to meet the applicable version of the SC in effect at the time of construction. The SC requires a
10 percent reduction in energy use compared to the base Building Code requirements. The
Proposed Case incorporates additional energy-efficiency and GHG mitigation measures beyond
baseline requirements.
The GHG analysis used eQuest v.3.64 modeling software to quantify emissions from the
project’s stationary sources. The EENF provided separate model results for the residential
building and lab/office building. Overall stationary source CO2 emissions for Phase 1 were
estimated at 7,312 tons per year (tpy) in the Base Case. The mitigation measures included in the
Preferred Case will reduce GHG emissions to 6,364 tpy, a reduction of 948 tpy (13 percent).
The estimates of indirect GHG emissions associated with the use of electricity were calculated
using the CO2 emission factor of 710 pounds per megawatt-hour for grid electricity published by
the Independent System Operator-New England (ISO-NE) in the 2016 ISO New England
Electric Generator Air Emissions Report. Direct emissions from on-site burning of natural gas
were based on an emission factor of 117 pounds of CO2 per million British thermal units
(MMBtu) published by the U.S. Energy Information Administration.
According to the EENF, energy efficiency measures proposed as part of the project
include, but are not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Vertical glazing with low U-value and Solar Heat Gain Coefficient (SHGC);
Roof insulation with an R-value of 35 in the residential building and 30 in the
office/lab building;
High-efficiency Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) and
mechanical equipment;
Heat or energy recovery;
Demand-controlled ventilation;
Reduced lighting power density (LPD);
High performance exterior lighting;
Advanced elevators;
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Energy management systems (EMS) to track and control energy use in each
building;
Energy STAR appliances;
Low-flow and water-efficient plumbing;
Light or reflective roofs;
Exterior shade devices;
Solar-ready rooftops;
Recycling collection areas; and
Construction waste recycling.

The EENF identified alternative scenarios that could increase energy efficiency.
Alternatives for the residential building included a window-to-wall ratio (WWR) of 37 percent
rather than 45 percent as modeled in the Proposed Case; the use of triple-glazed windows; the
use of variable refrigerant flow (VRF) heat pumps; and increased roof insulation. According to
the EENF, the use of VRF heat pumps would result in significant GHG reductions and their use
will continue to be evaluated as the design of the building progresses. Alternatives analyzed for
the office/lab building included a reduction in the WWR from 46 percent to 44 percent, the use
of opaque walls to increase the overall insulating properties of the wall; the use of triple-glazed
windows; and the use of a chilled beam HVAC system. According to the EENF, none of these
alternatives would achieve significant GHG reductions.
As noted by the Department of Energy Resources (DOER), a significant portion of the
Phase 1 GHG mitigation relies on the proposed use energy recovery associated with ventilation
in the laboratory space. If the final design includes less than 60 percent lab space, the proposed
energy recovery mitigation will not achieve the energy savings as modeled in the EENF. In
addition, the alternative building envelope designs for the office/lab building were deemed to be
infeasible based on the predominant use of the building for lab space; if the building were to
ultimately be comprised of mostly office space, building envelope design improvements would
result in proportionally greater energy savings compared to the Base Case.
The EENF evaluated the feasibility of using rooftop solar photovoltaic (PV) systems and
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) systems for on-site energy generation. The analysis indicated
that the residential and lab uses would provide the year-round hot water demand necessary to
make CHP systems a feasible option. According to the EENF, building designs have not
progressed sufficiently to allow for a detailed analysis of the feasibility of rooftop solar
photovoltaic (PV) systems. A preliminary analysis indicated that PV arrays covering 10,000 sf
of the lab/office building and 15,000 sf of the residential building could generate 292.1
megawatt-hours (MWh) per year, approximately one-third of the estimated electricity use of the
residential building.
Mobile Source GHG Emissions
The EENF analyzed Phase 1 mobile-source CO2 emissions using the EPA’s MOVES
emissions model and data from the traffic study. The MOVES model calculates emissions
factors for vehicles expressed in a volume per distance travelled. Total emissions of vehicles are
estimated by applying VMT data to vehicles in the study area. The analysis was based on the
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project’s adjusted trip generation. Under the Build 2025 condition, Phase 1 mobile sources will
generate 348 tpy of CO2.
Historical Resources
According to the EENF, 19 buildings in the Full Build project site are listed in the
Inventory, of which seven have been demolished. The 12 remaining buildings include one listed
in the State and National Register of Historic Places (the former U.S. Post Office on parcel D5)
and 11 that will be demolished. According to the EENF, the buildings to be demolished include
late 19th century to mid- 20th century buildings that have been adversely altered.
Nine buildings within the Phase 1 site are listed on the Inventory. MHC has determined
that none of the sites are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and that
the Phase 1 project will not adversely affect historical resources. The EENF included a shadow
study documenting shadows cast by the Phase 1 buildings on historic properties within and
adjacent to the Phase 1 and Full Build project sites. According to the EENF, the former US Post
Office on parcel D5 will be impacted by shadows during the winter and early spring when
daylight is shortest and the buildings will cast their longest shadows.
Public Benefit Determination
The project site is comprised of tidelands and subject to the provisions of An Act Relative
to Licensing Requirements for Certain Tidelands (2007 Mass. Acts ch. 168) and the Public
Benefit Determination regulations (301 CMR 13.00). Consistent with Section 8 of the
legislation, a Public Benefits Review must be conducted as part of the EIR review of projects
located on landlocked tidelands that entail new use or modification of an existing use. I will
issue a Public Benefits Determination (PBD) within 30 days of the issuance of a Certificate on
the Final EIR.
Section 3 of this legislation requires that any project that is subject to MEPA review and
proposes a new use or structure or modification of an existing use or structure within landlocked
tidelands address the project’s impacts on tidelands and groundwater within the ENF. It
indicates that the ENF “shall include an explanation of the project’s impact on the public’s right
to access, use and enjoy tidelands that are protected by chapter 91, and identify measures to
avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse impacts on such rights set forth herein.” If a project is
located in an area where low groundwater levels have been identified by a municipality or by a
State or federal agency as a threat to building foundations, the ENF “shall also include an
explanation of the project’s impacts on groundwater levels, and identification and commitment
to taking measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse impacts on groundwater levels.”
The legislation notes that these provisions apply to the filing of an EIR if one is required.
According to the EENF, the project site is located more than one mile away from both the
Charles and Millers Rivers and will not have any impact on the public’s right to access
jurisdictional tidelands regulated by MassDEP under Chapter 91. The EENF indicates that the
project is proposed to fulfill the City’s goals for Union Square as developed through public
planning processes and it will enhance the project site by remediating contaminated soil and
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providing access to Union Square Station. The EENF identified the following public benefits of
the project:
•
•
•
•
•

Open space and indoor space open to the public, including approximately 25,000 sf of
public open space in Phase 1;
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the project site and along its perimeter;
Stormwater management systems on each parcel;
Ground-floor retail uses to attract the public to Union Square; and,
Economic opportunities for area residents.
The DEIR should provide an updated Public Benefits Determination.

Construction
The EENF identified measures to prevent or minimize impacts during the construction
period. The project will develop a construction plan with detailed construction-period mitigation
measures that will be implemented by the contractor. It will identify truck routes, provide access
and staging plans, and describe measures to protect public safety through the use covered
walkways, signage and police details. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP) will be
developed to specify sedimentation and erosion controls to manage stormwater runoff, including
protecting catch basins with filter fabric, hay bales and/or silt fences around stockpiled soils, and
temporary sedimentation basins. The project will also include measures to minimize and mitigate
the project’s dust, noise and vibration impacts.
Conclusion
Based on a review of the EENF, consultation with State Agencies, and public comments,
I have determined that the Proponent must submit a DEIR for the entire project. I have declined
to grant a Phase 1 Waiver because the EENF has not sufficiently demonstrated that the project is
consistent with the criteria for a Phase 1 Waiver.
The Proponent has not demonstrated that the requirement to prepare an EIR for the
project would create a hardship that is not based on delay in compliance by the Proponent.
MEPA review is intended to occur early in the project development process to support
environmental planning and can be initiated at the conceptual planning stage. Local review of a
project can occur prior to, concurrent with or upon conclusion of MEPA review. The Proponent
has been engaged in an extensive development and review process with the City of Somerville.
In addition, the Proponent has worked closely with the MBTA regarding infrastructure for Union
Square Station and made significant and valuable commitments that will benefit GLX and the
Phase 1 development. I acknowledge support for the Phase 1 Waiver from the City and many
commenters who note the importance of the project to Union Square Station and for achieving
local development goals. I acknowledge and appreciate the Proponent’s commitment to these
processes; however, MEPA review could have been initiated much earlier with adequate time to
advance the review such that the hardship, as described by the Proponent, would have been
avoided.
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Phase 1 exceeds the threshold for a mandatory EIR because it will generate more than
3,000 unadjusted adt. MEPA review thresholds identify projects or aspects thereof that are likely
to cause Damage to the Environment. Mandatory EIR thresholds identify projects or aspects
thereof that are presumed to have particularly significant environmental impacts and for which
an EIR is presumed to benefit the project and the environment. A Waiver must be based on a
rebuttal of these presumptions. An EENF to support a Waiver request must include detailed
analysis and mitigation, commensurate with information typically provided in an EIR. The
EENF did not demonstrate that the potential environmental impacts of Phase 1, taken alone, are
insignificant.
The redevelopment of this site located in proximity to transit, has been closely planned
and coordinated with the GLX project and local planning goals and zoning, and will result in less
environmental impacts than a greenfield development. Although I decline to grant the Phase 1
Waiver, I anticipate that the Proponent can demonstrate, through subsequent review documents
that environmental impacts can be adequately avoided, minimized and mitigated. State Agencies
have identified, and will continue to address, concerns and information necessary to support
project permitting. In addition, concurrent State and local review may further support efficient
permitting of the project.
The DEIR should be prepared in accordance with the Scope below. I encourage the
Proponent to continue dialogue with the City, State Agencies and interested parties prior to and
throughout the preparation of the DEIR to address concerns.

SCOPE
General
The DEIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content,
as modified by this Scope. The DEIR should clearly demonstrate that the Proponent has sought
to avoid, minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment to the maximum extent feasible.
Project Description and Permitting
The EENF provided a conceptual-level analysis of the Full Build project. The EENF
generally identified anticipated impacts of the project and potential mitigation measures. The
DEIR should include plans of the entire project site that clearly document ownership, ROW,
easements, and other restrictions. It should include a description of the proposed project, design
of the buildings, and planned uses based on the level of project design. It should identify project
phasing and the design level of each phase (e.g., conceptual, 25%, 50%, etc.) at the time the
DEIR is filed. It should describe changes to the project since the filing of the EENF. The DEIR
should include site plans for existing and post-development conditions at a legible scale and
proposed conditions plans illustrating elevations and structures. Plans should identify stormwater
management systems and utility connections associated with the project. The DEIR should
identify mitigation to offset construction period and long-term environmental impacts, including
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detailed plans of open space, infrastructure, site remediation, pedestrian and bicycle facilities and
any roadway and intersection modification and other mitigation measures.
The DEIR should provide a description and analysis of applicable statutory and
regulatory standards and requirements, and a discussion of how the project will meet those
standards. It should include an updated list of required State permits, Financial Assistance, or
other State approvals and provide an update on the status of each of these pending actions. The
DEIR should provide an update on any actions undertaken by the SRA or others to implement
the URP, and review the project’s consistency with the URP. It should include additional
information submitted during the review period.
Alternatives Analysis
The EENF provided analyses of alternatives developed during the planning process. In
the case of the Full Build, the analysis was limited to alternatives involving different ratios of
uses within an overall development buildout of approximately 2.3 million sf. Phase 1
alternatives varied little with respect to density and level of impacts. The analysis of Full Build
alternatives did not compare environmental impacts of the alternatives.
The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to consider what effect changing the
parameters and/or siting of a project, or components thereof, will have on the environment,
keeping in mind that the objective of the MEPA review process is to avoid or minimize damage
to the environment to the greatest extent feasible. The analyses of both Full Build and Phase 1
alternatives, while reflecting iterations of development concepts considered during the planning
process and assessing consistency with planning objectives, do not sufficiently evaluate
alternatives that could avoid, minimize and mitigate environmental impacts.
The DEIR should include a revised alternatives analysis for Phase 1 and Full Build.
Because of the limited geographic scope of the URP, the alternatives should include
development scenarios that vary in terms of development densities and levels of environmental
impacts, including Reduced Build alternatives. The DEIR should provide, where possible, a
quantitative comparison of the alternatives with respect to traffic impacts, water and sewer use,
air quality, GHG emissions and cultural resources. I encourage the Proponent to further review
design refinements developed by the Union Square Neighborhood Council and incorporate any
feasible elements that minimize impacts.
Land
The DEIR should quantify the total amount of alteration associated with the Full Build
project. It should show areas of land alteration for buildings, roadways, parking, wastewater,
water and stormwater infrastructure, lawns and landscaping, and other project components. The
DEIR should describe pre- and post-construction ground elevations. The DEIR should identify
ROWs, including former railroad ROW subject to MassDOT approval. The DEIR should
provide an overview of the land acquisition and disposition process for subsequent phases of the
project.
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Traffic and Transportation
The Phase 1 TIS presented in the EENF was based on a mode share projection of 60
percent non-vehicular use and an assumption of no background growth, including no growth in
traffic volumes associated with other development projects in surrounding areas that could affect
traffic operations in the transportation study area. The EENF did not provide sufficient data or
analysis to support these assumptions.
The DEIR should provide a revised TIS applicable to Phase 1 and the Full Build project
that incorporates a 0.25-percent annual growth rate. Alternately, the DEIR may provide data and
analysis in support of the assumption of no background growth in trips. As noted above, data in
support of this assumption was provided by the City of Somerville for six of the transportation
study area’s 37 intersections. The DEIR should discuss why it is appropriate to apply the trends
observed for the six intersections to all study area intersections. The DEIR should provide a
detailed discussion of how the mode share can be achieved, including any enforceable
mechanisms that may be employed by the City. It should detail all transportation-related
projects that have been or will be undertaken by the City or state agencies that affect or may
affect project-related transportation conditions. The DEIR should provide a more detailed
analysis of the proposed parking supply for Phase 1 and the Full Build, including a comparison
to the number of spaces required for each phase based on ITE Parking Generation, 4th edition.
The TIS did not include any background growth in its analysis of future transit,
pedestrian and bicycle conditions. It anticipated that transit trips would be distributed among
MBTA bus lines and the Green Line as ridership on some lines increases while ridership
decreases on others. City requirements for reducing vehicular trips will encourage greater use of
transit, among other modes. For both Phase 1 and the Full Build, the DEIR should evaluate
ridership conditions on bus lines and the Green Line based on projections of background growth
in trips and ridership growth on the MBTA system. It should address the City of Cambridge’s
concern that the added vehicular trips associated with the Full Build and Phase 1 projects may
impact bus operations.
For the Full Build project, the DEIR should include a traffic study prepared consistent
with the EEA/MassDOT Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) Guidelines issued in March
2014, MassDOT’s comment letter, and this Scope. The analysis should provide a comprehensive
evaluation of the project’s use of area roadways, public and private transit, pedestrian and
bicycle facilities, and other transportation modes. It should describe existing conditions, include
a plan of the transportation study area, and identify the proposed site access and egress. It should
provide counts of existing traffic in the study area and include projections for future traffic
conditions under No Build, Build, and Build with Mitigation scenarios. A seven-year planning
horizon should be used. As noted above, future traffic conditions should incorporate background
growth due to nearby planned development projects and an overall annual growth in traffic
volumes or provide documentation to support the assumption of no background growth. The
analysis should describe the Full Build project’s anticipated transportation impacts and identify
appropriate mitigation measures. The Proponent should indicate a clear commitment to
implement proposed mitigation measures and describe the timing of their implementation,
including whether measures are implemented based on phases of the project or occupancy levels.
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The DEIR should identify projects that have or will be completed by the City that will affect
transportation conditions. It should identify all mitigation measures, including TDM, roadway
mitigation and pedestrian, bicycle and transit improvements, and outline a transportation
monitoring program. It should include MassDOT’s recommendations for monitoring
multimodal travel to and from the site.
Air Quality
The DEIR should include a mesoscale analysis prepared in accordance with MassDEP’s
Guidelines for Performing Mesoscale Analysis of Indirect Sources. The analysis should use data
consistent with the project’s traffic analysis to evaluate potential traffic-related air emissions in
Existing Conditions, Future No-Build, and Future Build Scenarios. As noted by MassDEP, the
traffic and mesoscale analyses presented in the EENF assumed no traffic background growth
between the Existing 2018 and Build 2025 conditions, an unusual assumption based upon typical
data for the Somerville and the metropolitan Boston area. Data assumptions used in the traffic
analysis, as identified previously, should be reflected in the mesoscale analysis for both Phase 1
and the Full Build. Furthermore, while Future No-Build and Future Build Condition air pollutant
emissions will likely see improvements due to changes in vehicle emissions reduction
technology, the DEIR should identify and adopt, as feasible, mitigation measures to reduce
overall project-related vehicle trips and associated pollutants to further the Commonwealth’s
goal of reducing GHG emissions from transportation sources. These may include trip reduction,
mode shift incentives, and use of technology (e.g., electric vehicle infrastructure) in an effort
I received many comments from residents concerned about the public health risks
associated with air emissions from traffic generation. Commenters have noted the potential
impacts of locating residential development adjacent or proximate to sources of ultra-fine
particulate matter (UFP). I encourage the Proponent to incorporate measures to avoid and
minimize potential impacts including site design, location of air intakes, and installation of HighEfficiency Particulate Air (HEPA) filters into the HVAC system. The DEIR should review all
measures to be undertaken by the project to minimize vehicle trips and impacts to air quality. I
encourage the Proponent to design public open spaces in a manner that will minimize pedestrian
exposure to emissions from idling vehicles.
Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Adaptation and Resiliency
The DEIR should expand the analysis of climate change impacts and resiliency measures
to the Full Build and provide greater detail with respect to Phase 1. The DEIR should review the
findings of the City’s CCVA as relevant to Union Square.
For the Full Build project, the DEIR should review features of the project design that
will increase the resiliency of the site to likely climate change impacts, including measures to
address potential impacts associated with storms and flooding. The DEIR should consider
adopting measures to maintain the operational capability of energy and other systems, such as
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on-site energy generation, backup generators and fuel supplies, and elevating critical systems
above the first-floor level.
The DEIR should discuss potential effects of climate change to the project site. The
DEIR should identify site elements that will be designed to minimize impacts associated with
more frequent and intense storms and with extreme heat waves including, but not limited to:
•
•

•
•

Ecosystem-based adaptation measures, such as integration of tree canopy cover, rain
gardens, low impact development (LID) stormwater management techniques, to reduce
the heat island effect and mitigate stormwater runoff;
Use of on-site renewable energy or CHP systems may provide added resiliency during
periods of power loss during storms. Storm response actions and resiliency measures
could be incorporated into leasing agreements or Tenant Manuals and be considered as
part of guidance related to tenant fit-out of commercial space;
Protection of emergency generator fuel supplies from effects of extreme weather and
flood proofing; and
Expansion of the size of emergency generators (beyond the 8-10 hour run time) to allow
operation of select common areas and other emergency and life safety systems for a
period of time beyond code requirements, specifically in residential buildings.

To assist in the evaluation of climate change resiliency and adaptation measures the
Proponent should review EOEEA’s Climate Change Adaptation Report (September 2011)
(http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/eea/energy/cca/eea-climate-adaptation-report.pdf) and, if
available prior to the filing of the DEIR, the State Hazard Mitigation and Climate Adaptation
Plan which is scheduled to be released in September.
GHG Emissions
The DEIR should include a GHG analysis that demonstrates consistency with the
objectives of MEPA review, one of which is to document the means by which Damage to the
Environment can be avoided, minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.
The Preferred Alternative appears to include energy-efficient HVAC systems that offset
the energy losses associated with a relatively lower-performing vertical envelope. For the Phase
1 project, the DEIR should include the additional analyses of GHG mitigation measures
requested by the DOER, including building envelopes that exceed prescriptive standards
combined with HVAC systems and lighting proposed in the Preferred Case. It should provide an
update on the feasibility of on-site renewable energy generation, including a review of financial
incentives available from DOER and utility programs. As noted by DOER, if designed to
Passive House standards with high-performance building envelopes, the Phase 1 residential
building could minimize GHG emissions by almost 70 percent and could be eligible for
significant financial; incentives. I encourage the Proponent to use this highly visible project to
take on a leadership role in promoting Passive House residential buildings in Somerville and
Massachusetts.
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The DEIR should include an analysis of GHG emissions and mitigation measures in
accordance with the standard requirements of the Policy, which requires projects to quantify
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and identify measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate these
emissions. The analysis should quantify the CO2 emissions associated with building energy use
(stationary sources), transportation-related emissions (mobile sources) and lost carbon and
sequestration associated with the extensive land alteration. The DEIR should identify and
commit to mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions.
As noted by DOER, the project could offset stationary-source GHG emissions by using
strategies identified above. In addition to mitigating GHG emissions, the measures recommended
by DOER may reduce costs by eliminating the need for gas service to the site, reducing costs and
building area associated with large HVAC systems, and lower utility costs for tenants. The
project could be eligible for financial incentives from the MassSave program and Alternative
Energy Credits (AEC) for renewable thermal production, including heat pumps. The
Commonwealth’s SMART program provides the opportunity for the City or developer of the
project to benefit directly by selling energy generated from rooftop solar PV to the utility.
Stationary sources
The DEIR should include an analysis that calculates and compares GHG emissions
associated with: 1) a Base Case that conforms to the 9th Edition of the Massachusetts Building
Code. The GHG analysis should clearly demonstrate consistency with the objectives of MEPA
review, one of which is to document the means by which Damage to the Environment can be
avoided, minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. The DEIR should identify
the model used to analyze GHG emissions, clearly state modeling assumptions, explicitly note
which GHG reduction measures have been modeled, and identify whether certain building
design or operational GHG reduction measures will be mandated by the Proponent to future
occupants or merely encouraged for adoption and implementation. The DEIR should include the
modeling printouts for each alternative and emission tables that compare base case emissions in
tons per year (tpy) with the Preferred Alternative showing the anticipated reduction in tpy and
percentage by emissions source (direct, indirect and transportation). Other tables and graphs,
such as the table of mitigation measures recommended by DOER, may also be included to
convey the GHG emissions and potential reductions associated with various mitigation measures
as necessary. The DEIR should provide data and analysis in the format requested in DOER’s
letter.
The DEIR should present an evaluation of mitigation measures identified in the GHG
Policy Appendix and in DOER’s comment letter. In particular, the feasibility of each of the
mitigation measures outlined below should be assessed for each of the major project elements,
and if feasible, GHG emissions reduction potential associated with major mitigation elements
should be evaluated to assess the relative benefits of each measure. The DEIR should explain, in
reasonable detail, why certain measures that could provide significant GHG reductions were not
selected – either because it is not applicable to the project or is deemed technically or financially
infeasible. At a minimum, the DEIR should consider the following GHG mitigation measures:
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Incorporation of high-efficiency continuous roof and wall insulation and
avoidance of glass curtain wall assemblies to minimize heat loss and uncontrolled
infiltration through the building envelope;
Use of high-albedo roofing materials;
Installation of high-efficiency HVAC systems with adequate numbers of thermal
zones to support temperature controls and responsive controls such as
economizers and demand controlled ventilation;
Use of heat recovery systems;
Installation of rooftop solar PV systems;
Minimization of energy use through building orientation and assessment of solar
gain, day-lighting and viability of PV systems;
Incorporation of lighting motion sensors, climate control and building energy
management systems;
Installation of LED lighting, both exterior and interior;
Use of cold climate heat pumps; and
Development of a tenant manual to encourage energy and water conservation,
recycling, use of Energy Star rated appliances to reduce plug loads, and other
energy-efficiency measures that could be implemented as part of the “fit-out” of
the tenant space.

The DEIR should note whether the project will seek certification by the Green Building
Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) rating system, and if so, to
what level. If applicable, the DEIR should identify specific measures that will be incorporated
into the project design to achieve the LEED certification.
The DEIR should thoroughly analyze the feasibility and benefits of incorporating on-site
energy generation and renewable energy sources. At a minimum, the DEIR should analyze the
feasibility of employing solar PV systems and document the expected energy savings and
reduction in GHG emissions. I encourage the Proponent to consult with DOER regarding this
analysis to ensure that compliance with the building code and site and source energy accurately
reflect the benefits of CHP. The DEIR should include an analysis of utility company incentives,
AEC and other incentives for implementing on-site renewable energy generation and evaluate
the applicability of the incentive programs to the project.
The DEIR should describe the potential output of one or multiple rooftop solar PV
systems, an economic analysis associated with a first-party or third-party installation, and an
analysis of how mechanical systems could be arranged to maximize the area that could be
dedicated to PV systems. This analysis should include assumptions about available rooftop
areas, potential system outputs, and installation costs ($/watt). The Proponent should refer to
DOER’s comment letter and additional information on DOER’s web site
(http://www.mass.gov/eea/energy-utilities-clean-tech/renewable-energy/solar/). Roofs should be
constructed in such a way that they are “solar ready” in order to facilitate future installation of
PV systems. If PV is not financially feasible, the Proponent should commit in the DEIR to
revisit the PV financial analysis on a regular basis and to implement PV when the financial
outcomes meet specified objectives.
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Mobile Sources
The GHG analysis should include an evaluation of potential GHG emissions associated
with mobile emissions sources. The DEIR should follow the guidance provided in the Policy for
Indirect Emissions from Transportation to determine mobile emissions for Existing Conditions,
Build Conditions, and Build Conditions with Mitigation. The Proponent should thoroughly
explore means to reduce overall single occupancy vehicle trips. The DEIR should also review
measures to promote the use of low-emissions vehicles, including installing electric vehicle
charging stations and providing designated parking spaces for these vehicles. More information
on electric vehicle infrastructure can be found at the following websites:
http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/electricity.html and
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/OIPP/docs/EVDeployGuidelines3-1.pdf. The Build with
Mitigation model should incorporate TDM measures and any roadway improvements
implemented by the project, and document the reductions in GHG emissions associated with the
mitigation.
Mitigation
The DEIR should include a commitment to provide a self-certification to the MEPA
Office at the completion of each phase of the project. It should be signed by an appropriate
professional (e.g. engineer, architect, transportation planner, general contractor) indicating that
all of the GHG mitigation measures, or equivalent measures that are designed to collectively
achieve identified reductions in stationary source GHG emission and transportation-related
measures, have been incorporated into the project.
Hazardous Waste
During the review period, the Proponent distributed to the Union Square Neighborhood
Council additional background information about contaminated soils at the Phase 1 site and the
process and schedule for soil remediation. This information, and an update on any analysis of
soil contamination and/or remediation measures undertaken or commenced since the EENF was
filed, should be included in the DEIR. For the Full Build, the DEIR should include a chapter that
reviews MCP-regulated releases affecting the site, describes any necessary remediation activities
at the site or at off-site locations necessary to remediate on-site conditions, and provides an
update on the status of these activities. The DEIR should identify construction-period mitigation
measures to protect public health.
Stormwater
The DEIR should include an analysis of existing and proposed stormwater conditions at
the site, including an analysis of peak runoff volumes and rates. It should review the City’s
drainage system and identify any proposed improvements that will affect the project. The DEIR
should include a more detailed discussion of the City’s overall plans for stormwater management
in Union Square. As noted by the MWRA, the City is also planning to construct a pumping
station on Poplar Street and will pump stormwater into the MBTA’s drainage system under
certain conditions.
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The DEIR should provide plans of all elements of the stormwater management system
and address the project’s compliance with each requirement of the SMS, including measures to
maintain predevelopment peak discharge rates and volumes and remove at least 80 percent of the
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) in stormwater. The DEIR should include a detailed review of LID
techniques for stormwater management and incorporate these measures into the project design to
the greatest extent possible. The DEIR should review the use of pervious pavement,
raingardens/bioretention areas, bioswales, tree box filters, and green roofs, and analyze the
potential onsite reuse of roof runoff for irrigation purposes. The DEIR should identify any
applicable Total Maximum Daily Load limits and identify measures incorporated into the project
design of the stormwater management system to meet those limits.
Water Supply and Wastewater
The DEIR should review the City’s water and sewer infrastructure serving Union Square
and any proposed improvements. It should provide analyses of the capacity of these systems and
document that project-related flows can be accommodated. It should identify water conservation
measures that will be incorporated into the project design, such as reusing grey water and
rainwater for toilet flushing and irrigation, low-flow plumbing fixtures, limits on outdoor water
use, and drought-resistant plants for landscaping.
Cultural Resources
As recommended by MHC, the DEIR should identify cultural resources in the vicinity of
the project and provide an analysis of its impacts on those resources. The MHC comment letter
indicates that the Phase 1 project is unlikely to affect significant historic or archaeological
resources.
Construction Period
The DEIR should identify construction-period impacts and mitigation relative to noise,
air quality, wetlands and water quality, and traffic. It should describe truck routes and other
mitigation measures that will be implemented to minimize impacts to residential areas by trucks
travelling to the site during the construction period, including placement of fill. Construction
equipment should use engines meeting Tier 4 federal emissions standards, or if unavailable,
confirm that the project will require its construction contractors to use Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel
fuel, and discuss the use of after-engine emissions controls, such as oxidation catalysts or diesel
particulate filters. The DEIR should include a list of the engines, their emission tiers, and, if
applicable, the best available control technology for the engines. More information regarding
construction-period diesel emission mitigation is available at https://www.mass.gov/guides/reducingair-emissions-from-diesel-construction-engines.
The DEIR should provide detailed information regarding the project’s generation,
handling, recycling, and disposal of construction and demolition debris (C&D) and identify
measures to reduce solid waste generated by the project. I strongly encourage the Proponent to
incorporate C&D recycling activities as a sustainable measure for the project.
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Mitigation and Section 61 Findings
The DEIR should include a separate chapter that summarizes measures to avoid,
minimize and mitigate environmental impacts and to provide public benefits. For each phase,
the DEIR should include draft Section 61 Findings for the SRA and any other Agency that will
take Agency Action. The proposed Section 61 Findings should specify in detail all feasible
measures that the Proponent will take to avoid, minimize and mitigate potential environmental
impacts to the maximum extent practicable. The draft Section 61 Findings should clearly
identify parties responsible for funding and implementation, and the anticipated implementation
schedule that will ensure mitigation is implemented when appropriate in relation to
environmental impacts.
Responses to Comments
The DEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter
received. In order to ensure that the issues raised by commenters are addressed, the DEIR should
include direct responses to comments to the extent that they are within MEPA jurisdiction. This
directive is not intended, and shall not be construed, to enlarge the scope of the DEIR beyond
what has been expressly identified in this certificate.
Circulation
The Proponent should circulate the DEIR to those parties who commented on the EENF,
to any State Agencies from which the Proponent will seek permits or approvals, and to any
parties specified in section 11.16 of the MEPA regulations. Several commenters submitted
comments electronically without providing a mailing address. The Proponent should distribute
the DEIR to these commenters via email. A copy of the DEIR should be made available for
public review at the Somerville Public Library.

August 31, 2018
Date

Matthew A. Beaton

Comments received:
07/16/2018
07/30/2018
08/03/2018
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08/10/2018
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John M. Connolly
Somerville Catholic Collaborative
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Jacinta Areme
Valerie Zinkus
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Mary Jo Conelly
Penelope Taylor
Jeff Byrnes, Somerville YIMBY Steering Committee
Sandra Brown
Justin D. Sofia
Anne Nagle
Stuart Landucci
Joshua Van Dyke
Thomas Bent
Jean Martelli
Paul Keefe
Cheryl Horan
Peter Brown
Tori Antonino and Renee Scott, Green and Open Somerville
Wendy Landman, WalkBoston
Stephen V. Mackey, Somerville Chamber of Commerce
Union Square Neighborhood Council
Sandra L. McGoldrick
Robert J. McGovern
Bill Cavellini
Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT)
Tori Antonino
Mayor Joseph A. Curtatone, City of Somerville
Richard Curran
Jim Harvey
Maryann Heuston
Andrew Wade
Yao Xiao
Jacob Kramer
Wig Zamore
Zac Zasloff
Rachel Weil
Department of Energy Resources (DOER)
Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC)
Robert McWatters
Malcolm Cummings, Fossil Free Somerville
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection – Northeast Regional
Office (NERO)
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection – Bureau of Air and
Waste
Edward Doherty
Seth Grady
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA)
Jimi and Tolu Becks Oke
Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC)
Brett Levy
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Ellin Reisner, Somerville Transportation Equity Partnership
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Barbara Steiner
Anson Stewart and Mike Firestone
Gary S. Trujillo
Phillip Parsons, Union Square Main Streets
John R. Wiseman
Fred Berman
Josh Carel
City of Cambridge
Sara Claudia Murrow
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To:

Alex Strysky, MEPA Reviewer
Alexander.Strysky@state.ma.us

RE:

EEA #15889

To Whom It May Concern:
Please approve the MEPA application for a waiver for Phase 1 of the union square project. US2
has been a trustworthy partner for our community, and has helped Somerville realize a number of
its planning goals, including the expanded Green Line. It makes no sense for the state to require
the first phase of the project—which includes infrastructure that is vital to the new station—to
wait until after the train station to open. That will mean a longer construction period (and longer
period of construction impacts), and a less-utilized, less-attractive train station when it opens. It
also means that the City will have to wait to receive all of the public benefits it has been
promised, like tax revenues and permanent jobs.
The project has been in the making for over a decade. During that time, the City has studied the
project’s impacts at length. More recently, the master developer has engaged the public in a
comprehensive way, which is reflected by the Coordinated Development Special Permit for the
project. We need the waiver to build on all of the cooperative work the City has put in with US2
to help us realize the benefits of this project.
Sincerely,
Courtney O’Keefe
Somerville Local First

Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jack Connolly <jackconnolly422@gmail.com>
Friday, August 03, 2018 4:01 PM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
EEA# 15889

Mr. Alexander Strysky
MEPA Office
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street
Suite 900
Boston, Massachusetts 02114
Dear Mr. Strysky
The proposed “Phase 1 Waiver” for the Union Square development project is of vital importance to the City of
Somerville. As a former City Alderman, I would like to express my support of the issuance of a Phase I Waiver
for the redevelopment. US2 is the developer for the project and they have worked cooperatively with the City
of Somerville for many years. US2 and city officials have worked hard, together with the community, to come
up with a development plan and project that reduce the effects on the City. All of the involved parties have
examined the impact of the development from every angle and have taken the appropriate planning and zoning
measures to come up with a development that works for Somerville. As an Alderman, I helped to pass some of
those zoning measures.
The development will create a surge of economic activity in the area around Union Square. The mixed uses
planned for the development will drive folks to Union Square. More importantly tax revenue from the
development will greatly assist Somerville in meeting its costs. I would also like to mention that a Phase 1
Waiver will allow a portion of the development to be completed simultaneously with the completion of the new
MBTA Green Line station, which would greatly improve the success of the new station as well as the
development.
The Union Square development has been under review for many years, so I ask that you grant a Phase I Waiver
to advance the development one step closer to the finish line.
I welcome your call or questions anytime: I am glad to speak at length regarding the extremely positive
benefits that this Union Sq. development project will bring to the City of Somerville.
With My Very Best Regards,
JACK
John M. Connolly
Mobile phone 617-838-7077
17 Winslow Ave. Somerville MA 02144
Former Ward Six Alderman and Alderman at Large 1984-2017
City of Somerville MA
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff Byrnes <jeff@somervilleyimby.org>
Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:21 PM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Re: Union Square - EEA#15889

Via e-mail to: alexander.strysky@state.ma.us
Re: Union Square - EEA#15889
Matthew Beaton, Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Dear Secretary Beaton:
We write in support of the Union Square “D2” project receiving accelerated review and moving toward approval.
Somerville YIMBY — Yes In My Back Yard — is a group of Somerville residents advocating for smart growth that
benefits everyone. We’re a part of a nationwide movement to increase the amount of housing available to people in
cities that have suffered from gentrification and expensive market rate housing. Like our friends A Better Cambridge,
we support eco-friendly density and transit-centered growth to create vibrant, walkable, bikeable, livable
neighborhoods with plenty of housing for all. We believe that our cities and towns are great places, and we should
welcome people who want to be here by creating plenty of housing for new neighbors of all income levels.
We appreciate the work that US2 has done to engage in an extensive community planning process to shape the
proposed project, particularly the first phase, and would like to see this first phase move forward in parallel with the
new Union Square Station.
The project clearly meets the “severability” criteria for a Phase 1 Waiver, since it is a separate block from other
phases of the overall Union Square revitalization project.
In addition, it provides clear environmental benefits:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Construction begins with site remediation, alleviating concerns about ground contaminants.
The project is tightly linked with upgraded sewer and storm systems, which will reduce water contamination
and improve climate resiliency
The project is critical to the completion of the Union Square MBTA station, which will enable Somerville to
reduce car travel and increase sustainable mobility.
Construction includes separated bike lanes and bike parking, again enhancing sustainable mobility for the
community.
The buildings on the site will be LEED Gold certified, with all the attendant environmental benefits that
certification implies.
Increased commercial and residential density near transit hubs like Union Square reduces auto trips and
carbon emissions and is broadly in keeping with the sustainability goals of the city and the state.

This long-awaited development is an important part of both environmental and community goals for the city of
Somerville. Please approve its MEPA Phase 1 Waiver and help it reach completion on time.
Sincerely,
Somerville YIMBY Steering Committee
-Somerville YIMBY
somervilleyimby.org
@SomervilleYIMBY
1

facebook.com/SomervilleYIMBY
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Justin Sofia <justin.sofia@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 15, 2018 5:13 PM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Supporting Phase 1 Waiver for GLX

Hello,
I'm a citizen and resident of Somerville and I want to voice my support for granting expedited review of block
D2 before the other six parcels.
It's my understanding that this will save time in getting the GLX off the ground, which will be beneficial for
many reasons:
•
•
•

Transit-oriented development is perhaps the most environmentally friendly thing we can do - less cars is
very important!
Site remediation is the first step in the construction process, so getting to the construction process
quickly allows remediation to happen faster.
The project meshes nicely with sewer and water improvements to reduce any water contamination.

Thank you!

JUSTIN D. SOFIA
LinkedIn
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Monday, August 20, 2018
Matthew A. Beaton
Secretary Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
Attention: MEPA Office – c/o Alex Strysky alexander.strysky@state.ma.us
Re: Union Square – EEA No. 15889 (Union Square Revitalization Project)
Dear Secretary Beaton:
I write today to express my support for US2’s Phase 1 Waiver for the Union Square
Revitalization Project. The project will generate economic development to support local
businesses and the tax revenue created by the project will allow the City of Somerville to
address key infrastructure needs in the square. First, the project will finance desperately
needed sewer upgrades designed to stop the regular flooding that occurs in the square.
Second, the first phase of the project will construct 90 bicycle parking spaces for the new
Union Square MBTA Station along with all of the station’s ADA and pedestrian access. That
station will lessen traffic and provide a long missing public transportation link to
Somerville residents.
I look forward to the redevelopment of Union Square and earnestly welcome the change
this project will bring. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
___________________________
Annie Nagle

Monday, August 20, 2018
Matthew A. Beaton
Secretary Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
Attention: MEPA Office – c/o Alex Strysky alexander.strysy@state.mau.us
Re: Union Square – EEA No. 15889 (Union Square Revitalization Project)
Dear Secretary Beaton:
I write today, to offer my support a MEPA Phase 1 Waiver for the Union Square
Revitalization Project.
The redevelopment of the D2 block is vital to the future of Union Square. The project
will transform Union Square into a mixed-use employment center that will allow
residents to live in close proximity to transit and work.
The Phase 1 Waiver will allow US2 to proceed with construction of all of the access
necessary to open the MBTA’s Union Square Station. That access includes handicapped
ramps, the Ride Drop-off, bike racks and an employee lounge. Without these features,
the station cannot open. By allowing US2 to proceed, it can coordinate with the MBTA’s
construction team to maximize efficiencies and limit the construction time necessary to
complete both projects.
I appreciate the opportunity to voice my support for this project. I look forward to
enjoying the benefits alongside residents, business owners and visitors to the square.
Sincerely,
Stuart Landucci

Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joshua Van Dyke <josh@nucafe.com>
Monday, August 20, 2018 3:17 PM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
EEA No.15889 (Union Square Revitalization Project)

Dear MEPA Office:
As the owner of NU Kitchen, a café located at 195 Washington Street in Union Square, Somerville, I am both
personally and professionally invested in the growth of this neighborhood. I wanted to write to express my
support for the redevelopment of this neighborhood by US2.
The community’s vision of Union Square as an employment center built around transit is one that will benefit
everyone – residents, businesses and current and future employees. Opening the new Green Line station in
Union Square at the same time as the first phase of development proposed by US2, so it can be supported by
retail space and an adjacent public plaza, bicycle parking and station amenities when it opens, which will help
grow Union Square as a destination for commerce and activity. US2’s support for key pedestrian and bicycle
improvements and its commitment to a forward-thinking transportation management plan and reduced parking
will bolster this growth.
I look forward to the day when my business is full of new workers and residents in Union Square and when the
majority of my patrons arrive by bicycle, by foot or by bus/MBTA. I believe that day will come sooner with the
completion of the GLX project and the redevelopment of the D-2 parcel.
Please let me know if I can be of any assistance as you evaluate US2’s MEPA application and waiver request.
Sincerely,

Joshua Van Dyke
Founder & CEO, NU Kitchen
www.nucafe.com
Right-click here to download pictures. To help protect y our priv acy , Outlook prev ented automatic
download of this picture from the Internet.
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23F Allen Street – Union Square
Somerville, MA. 02143

August 21, 2018

RE: EEA No. 15889
Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MEPA Review
http://unionsquareneighborhoodcouncil.org/2-uncategorised/142-15889-mepa-consultation-session
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Union_Square_station_(MBTA_Green_Line_%22E%22_Branch)

Mr. Alex Strysky – Agent
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
phone: 617-626-1025
fax: 617-626-1181
Email: env.internet@state.ma.us
Dear MEPA Secretary Matthew A. Beaton;
I have lived at 23f Allen Street (front) but my family owns 21, 27A and 27 B and both 23F and 23 Rear
for over 25 yrs. My husband, Frank passed away about a year ago and I am naturally anxious to
preserve his legacy both for myself and my family.
I have recently learned more details about the planned GLX Green Line extension to Union Square and
the US2 developer’s plans for the D2 block on the corner of Somerville Ave. and Prospect Streets. As
I understand it the present design calls for a three story 300 car parking garage to be built above ground
in the center of this lot with a busy access road running parallel to Allen Street.
I am very concerned that this design will result in much disruption of my daily life, added noise and
vehicular pollution in the area and diminished value to my properties as well as discouraging tenants
from moving into this neighborhood.
In addition, the proposed MBTA station rather than welcoming riders into our historic Union Square
shopping and restaurant district will provide a barrier and obstacle to commerce which new arrivals are
asked to ‘walk around’ rather than be ‘invited into’ benefiting more the new occupants of a 25 story
apartment tower as opposed to the long-standing residents of the community.
Unlike the proposed D2 parking garage which is part of the present proposed US2 plan, Norman B.
Leventhal Park at Post Office Square in Boston’s financial district illustrates what can happen when a
visionary idea is realized through excellent design. Enormously popular from the day it opened, this
1.7-acre park is often credited with jump-starting Boston’s downtown revival. Built on the roof of a 7level underground garage, it continues to be a model of public-private cooperation and stands as an
exemplar of contemporary design in harmony with its urban surroundings. The Park at Post Office

Square has become a model for center city parks in the 21st century, cited by designers, public
advocates, municipal officials and educators, alike. (https://www.asla.org/2014awards/381.html )
Fortunately, the Neighborhood Council Built Environment Committee has had suggestions from at
least four groups as to how the present US2 design might be improved with little basic change to their
needs (https://docs.google.com/document/d/1DTyUjzFT6meYCXaq-vM852wXjBczfYpOTLIHjqPZzs/edit ). Philip Parsons who was Dir. Of Planning for Harvard Univ., Prof. Anne Tate,
who’s husband—the Rev. Bob Massie—is running for governor, Tim Talun, Wig Zamore—an expert
on polution and urban design issues, Tim Talun, Janne Corneil, Sarah Radding, Bill Cavellini, and
Rene Scott among others have taken there time to offer possible suggestions for improvement.
I only wish that I and my neighbors and friends had been better informed and updated as to the
proposed plans for this redevelopment which is literally in our back yards. Naturally, we are very
concerned about noise pollution, traffic and disturbances during the early morning and late night hours
along this service road which backs into our homes and is planned over an existing brownfield area
which might migrate into our area where tenants, family and grandchildren are living. We’re also
anxious about the rodent population in the neighborhood, traffic, exhaust pollution and other
disturbances to our normal way of life. Rather than having an open access to Union Square and the
new MBTA station, it seems that this area between Allen Street and the Target store will be isolated
and barricaded into a small corner of the city.
Thank you for your kind consideration of these matters. I appreciate the efforts of your department to
ensure the safety and well-being of the resident community as well as the future development and
newcomers invited into the region. We all need safeguards to protect our community and future
development in the city. Thanks again!

Cordially,

Mrs. Jean Martelli (617)-666-1494 (home)
http://unionsquareneighborhoodcouncil.org/
D2 Parcel Project
The Design Review Committee met on Monday, August 20 to consider a new design proposal from
US2. A public comment period was permitted, which was used by those attending mostly to express
their dissatisfaction with the proposal. Another meeting is scheduled for August 30, before which
public comments will be accepted in writing. More details will be provided soon. Three alternative
designs for the D2 project have been submitted to the Built Environment Committee and the USNC
board, both of which endorsed the underlying design principles embodied in those designs.
http://unionsquareneighborhoodcouncil.org/images/docs/180813D2%20Site%20Design%20Alternatives.pdf

MEPA Review Office
c/o Alex Strysky: alexander.strysky@state.ma.us
Subject: EEA No.15889 (Union Square Revitalization Project)
Dear MEPA Office:
I am writing as a local business owner to voice my strong support for the Union Square Revitalization
Project proposed by US2.
I am the owner of Green Cab in Boynton Yards. We have been in business in Somerville since the 1970s.
I was also born and raised in Somerville and still have strong ties to Somerville and it’s residents. I believe
strongly in the Union Square neighborhood, I have been an active participant in the Union Square planning
process, and I look forward to seeing the neighborhood’s revitalization move forward.
The community has worked long and hard, in close cooperation with US2, to develop a shared vision of
Union Square as an commercial and employment hub built around the new Union Square green line
station. It is critical that we now move forward with approvals for the US2 project, so the new Green Line
station in Union Square can open at the same time as the first phase of development proposed by US2.
This will allow the new station to be supported and complemented by new retail, residential and office
space, adjacent public civic spaces, and other new community amenities – all open when the station
opens.
I see the Union Square revitalization project as a way for my business to grow and expand here in
Somerville, bolstered by an influx of new workers and residents coming to a redeveloped Union Square. I
support the issuance of a MEPA Phase 1 Waiver so that Somerville may begin to enjoy the many public
benefits promised by this project.
Sincerely,
Cheryl Horan

Tuesday August 21, 2018
Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office / MEPA Analyst Alex Strysky
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Via email to Mr. Alex Strysky
RE: EEA#15889, ENF, Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MA
Dear Secretary Beaton,
The proponent US2 and SRA are requesting a phase 1 waiver for the Union Square
Redevelopment in Somerville MA. Green and Open Somerville, an environmental activist group
submit our commentary below.
The importance of getting as this project right should be the main driver for the developers and
the community. But since this is not always the primary concern of developers, the community
needs to hold this process to account. We must be responsible to the current and future
populations of Somerville. We must take our responsibilities of being attentive stewards of the
land and this process seriously. We must have as much oversight as possible to create a
sustainable and healthy Union Square.
Because of the impacts on climate change, the way we build now determines our survival as a
species. Union Square must to ready for all the changes in weather patterns that will come and
our built environment must be able to withstand this, otherwise why are we even building in this
floodplain. This is a never before experienced moment in human history. Skipping steps that
would reduce the number of agencies paying attention to this project, reduces our chances of
getting it right. Our built environment determines our future.
Here’s why US2’s request for a waiver should not be granted.

Onsite pollution from traffic
GLX largest light rail investment in 60 yrs. Union Square station represents the single largest
investment of a light rail single station in at least 60 yrs. The degree to which the benefits of the
T station is dependent on the design and execution of development of the D2 parcel especially
the public open spaces cannot be overstated.
It is clear that the initial filing is not optimal. Because D2 lies between the new station and the
heart of Union Square and its revitalization, the accommodations of travel to and from the station
need to be as welcoming and efficient as possible, with the public space facilitating those
connections, especially parks and the plaza. In the best case there would be large public space in
the center of D2 away from the noisy polluted busy streets like Prospect St. Protected open space

in middle will be most valuable to everyone healthfully, fiscally and aesthetically. It creates an
immediate sense of place.
Garages could be on the periphery or underground, but not in the middle of this development.
SRA and US2 have had many years in which to investigate and determine the types and extents
of onsite pollution. Their likely evolution in time and how best to minimize human and natural
impacts from that pollution and the implications for design of the parcel have yet to be
determined because we don’t have that information yet. (we don’t have that knowledge to derive
the impact).
It is of significance that US2 went above the EIR threshold in trips generated and in parking.
Union square traffic does not function well now, and is not going to function well anytime in the
future. We would look forward to working with the developer on this to come up with solutions
to reduce car uses and to work with the city to find ways to encourage more sustainable
transportation, walking, biking, public transport etc. We appreciate the continued engagement of
MEPA office consistence with its obligations and responsibilities both to the population and the
other state agencies involved.
Surrounding Neighborhoods
We do not believe that the full possible extent of impacts on surrounding properties and people
have yet been studied and we would appreciate the involvement of the city of Somerville and the
state agencies to assist in figuring this out.
The city and the SRA have an interest in extensive redevelopment of the D Parcels in Union
Square, Boynton yards and the Target site, which directly surrounds the neighborhoods. These
include properties on Allen, Linden, Charlestown and Merriam Street. These residential
neighborhoods will be severely impacted if the current design of D2 were to proceed with its
giant 3 story above ground garage (300 parking spots) looming over and abutting the backyards
of the long-term property owners of Allen street.
This neighborhood has been under-represented throughout this process.
These neighborhoods offer a large opportunity of higher density, more energy efficient multiunit
family housing in a greener environment. For that to occur the D2 parcel and the other
designated parcels need to be designed in the way that enhances the development of that
neighborhood instead of squelching it.
Poor design of the D2 parcel has negative environmental impacts
The Union Square Neighborhood Council recently made a proposal regarding the D2 design.
We ask the city and the developers that any final design for the D blocks support certain principles
exemplified in the alternate designs of D2. Namely that:
•
•
•

parking be underground
there be a physical and visual connectivity between US and T station
the D2 plaza be at the interior of the D2 parcel protected by buildings

•
•
•

a consideration of future development of Allen St, Merriam St, and Linden St
Civic space be programmable
There be connectivity of green space and publicly accessible nature of any open space

These proposals are not reflected at all in the current D2 design!
Below is the link to our alternate designs from the community which the proponent is NOT
considering.
http://unionsquareneighborhoodcouncil.org/images/docs/180813D2%20Site%20Design%20Alternatives.pdf
Arguments from US2
The proponents are citing hardship and are arguing that they want their project be granted this
waiver so that construction can be coordinated with that of the Union Square T station. But US2
has not promised that they would deliver by that date neither collaterally, nor fiscally. The T is
not dependent on private development. It will proceed with the ability for other development to
proceed.
In conclusion, we know that the best possible future can only be created through the
collaboration of the city the community and the developers. We look forward at working with the
city, the developers and the community to create the best design possible for the financial and
environmental sustainability of Union Square.
We recommend that the MEPA office not grant this waiver.
Sincerely,
Green and Open Somerville
Tori Antonino
Renee Scott
http://greenopensomerville.blogspot.com/

	
  
	
  

	
  

August  21,  2018  
  
Matthew  Beaton,  Secretary  
Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs  
Attn:  MEPA  Office,  Analyst  Alex  Strysky  
100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900  
Boston,  MA  02114  
  
Re:  Union  Square  Redevelopment  15889  
  
Dear  Secretary  Beaton,  
  
WalkBoston  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposal  for  Phase  I  of  the  Union  
Square  Redevelopment  in  Somerville.  We  offer  our  comments  on  the  pedestrian  issues  associated  
with  this  project.    
  
Our  comments  focus  on  the  general  approach,  open  space  in  the  initial  development  and  the  
pedestrian  connections  between  the  new  station  and  the  older  portions  of  Union  Square.    
  
The  project  in  general    
WalkBoston  is  excited  about  the  generous  inclusion  of  elements  in  this  project  that  will  enhance  
and  encourage  pedestrian  movement  throughout  the  area.  In  addition,  the  process  leading  to  this  
proposal  seems  to  have  been  handled  well  by  the  city,  its  residents  and  the  proponent.  We  
enthusiastically  support  the  request  for  a  Phase  I  waiver.  
  
This  proposal  is  exciting,  as  it  marks  the  beginning  of  a  larger  project  that  will  transform  Union  
Square.  The  3.5  acre  site  with  the  proposed  initial  buildings  will  be  the  beginning  of  a  
concentration  of  development  around  the  upcoming  Union  Square  Green  Line  station  which  it  
directly  abuts.  The  buildings  are  intended  to  be  the  first  link  between  the  new  transit  station  and  
the  existing  intensive  uses  in  what  is  traditionally  known  as  Union  Square,  which  begins  at  the  
intersection  of  Somerville  Avenue  and  Prospect  Street  and  extends  toward  Bow  Street.    
  
Open  Space  
Although  the  initial  pedestrian  connections  are  located  on  only  one  side  of  Prospect  Street,  they  
will  bring  about  extensive  change  to  this  appearance  of  this  old  industrial  street.  The  open  space  
lining  the  east  side  of  Prospect  Street  is  an  elongated  triangle,  the  base  of  which  is  a  wide  
entrance  to  the  new  transit  station.  The  triangle  extends  north,  narrowing  to  become  a  traditional  
sidewalk  as  it  nears  Somerville  Avenue.  The  promise  of  this  space  lies  in  the  proponent’s  
encouraging  intentions  to  add  extensive  plantings  and  large  trees  in  15,000  square  feet  of  open,  
publicly  accessible  civic  space  with  500  linear  feet  of  seating  options.  The  design  of  the  space  
could  result  in  pedestrians  being  enveloped  in  the  space  and  not  noticing  that  the  other  side  of  
the  street  is  not  quite  as  handsome  –  an  effective  way  to  energize  the  space  until  development  
occurs  around  it.  
  

MAKING MASSACHUSETTS MORE WALKABLE
Old City Hall | 45 School Street | Boston MA 02108 | T: 617.367.9255 | F: 617.367.9285 | info@walkboston.org | www.walkboston.org	
  

The  space  is  to  be  available  to  be  programmed  for  a  variety  of  activities.  Transit  connections  from  
the  Green  Line  Extension  as  well  as  a  dedicated  bus  lane  on  Prospect  Street  will  lead  to  substantial  
pedestrian  density  and  transit  interactions  to  support  the  beginning  of  prosperity  for  this  new  
development  district.    
  
Pedestrian  connections  
The  proposal  calls  for  two  tall  buildings  at  each  end  of  the  site:  a  25-‐story  building  marking  the  
portion  of  the  site  closest  to  the  transit  station  and  a  10-‐story  building  marking  the  end  of  the  site  
at  Somerville  Avenue.  A  six-‐story  link  between  the  two  taller  buildings  will  include  a  parking  
garage  plus  residences.  A  total  of  450  residences  will  be  included.    
  
The  northernmost  building  at  the  corner  of  Somerville  Avenue  and  Prospect  Street  will  be  
primarily  commercial  office  or  lab  units  located  above  first-‐floor  retail  spaces.  Retail  spaces  
continue  along  Prospect  Street,  lining  the  pedestrian  way  between  the  transit  station  and  
Somerville  Avenue.  A  unique  feature  is  the  intention  of  the  proponent  to  provide  13,000  square  
feet  of  space  for  Arts  and  Creative  Enterprise  (ACE)  space,  defined  as  live/work  units,  fabrication  
or  maker  space,  co-‐working  or  other  arts  programming.  The  proponent’s  intention  is  based  on  
encouraging  a  creative  economy  to  thrive  in  the  midst  of  an  embryonic  urban  employment  center.  
ACE  space  can  be  especially  attractive  to  pedestrians,  and  enliven  the  ground-‐floor  uses  of  the  
proposed  new  buildings.    
  
Of  particular  interest  to  pedestrian  advocates,  and  not  fully  explained  in  the  documentation  on  
Phase  I  of  the  project,  is  the  intention  of  the  developer  for  the  space  that  separates  the  10-‐story  
building  at  the  north  end  of  the  site  and  the  remainder  of  the  structures  to  the  south.  This  looks  
on  the  plan  like  a  street,  but  is  quite  narrow.  No  intersection  for  vehicular  traffic  is  indicated  by  
the  plan  to  allow  a  physical  roadway  between  this  street  and  Prospect  Street;  such  a  connection  
would  cross  the  wide  pedestrian  spaces  lining  Prospect  Street  and  would  seem  to  be  potentially  
annoying  and  disruptive  to  pedestrian  flows  along  Prospect  Street.  This  street  contrasts  with  
others  intended  to  serve  vehicles,  which  are  clearly  aligned  to  the  rear  of  the  proposed  buildings  
and  do  not  interfere  with  the  proposed  pedestrian  way  along  Prospect  Street.  The  proponent  
should  clarify  the  purpose  and  potential  uses  of  this  thoroughfare.  
  
Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  comments.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
  
  
  
Wendy  Landman  
Executive  Director  
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2 Alpine Street, P.O. Box 440343 Somerville, MA 02144
www.somervillechamber.org

August 22, 2018
Matthew A. Beaton
Secretary Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
Attention: MEPA Office – C/O Alex Strysky alexander.strysky@state.ma.us
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, MA 02114
RE: EEA# 15889 Union Square Redevelopment Project
Dear Secretary Beaton:
On behalf of the Somerville Chamber of Commerce I am writing in support your issuance of a Phase 1
Waiver for the Union Square Redevelopment Project being undertaken by US2.
The Union Square Redevelopment Project and the Green Line Extension have under gone exhaustive
public planning processes over the course of the past decade. The Union Square Project is expected to
generate millions of dollars in revenue for the City of Somerville in the coming years. A significant
portion of this revenue will be generated upon the completion of the project’s first phase occurring on
the “D2 Block”. The City of Somerville will use these revenues to meet its financial obligations with
respect to the Green Line Extension project. As such, it is in the public’s interest that the first phase of
the Union Square project be completed as expeditiously as possible so that Green Line Extension
obligations can be met in a timely manner.
A Phase 1 Waiver for the Union Square Project will also mean that the new Green Line station in Union
Square can be supported by retail space and an adjacent public plaza, bicycle parking and station
amenities when it opens. Such development will help grow Union Square as a destination for
commerce and activity – the mixed use employment center that we hope it will be – rather than
opening in the middle of an active construction site. Granting a Phase 1 Waiver will eliminate that
problem and will also help expedite other phases of the overall project. In turn, additional development
will be stimulated for existing and new small businesses in Somerville and the region.
We are happy to discuss our support of a Phase 1 Waiver upon your request, and point out that
additional, more-detailed public benefits of the early completion of Phase 1 of the Union Square Project
are described in the MEPA filings submitted by US2 to your office.
Sincerely,

Stephen V. Mackey, President/CEO
smackey@somervillechamber.org O 617-776-4100 M 617-413-5071

Union Square Neighborhood Council
MEPA Comment Letter
21AUG2018

Wednesday, August 22, 2018
Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office / MEPA Analyst Alex Strysky
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Via email to Mr. Alex Strysky
RE: EEA#15889, ENF, Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MA
Dear Secretary Beaton,
The Union Square Neighborhood Council is a publicly elected representative body created in December
2017 dedicated to serving the Union Square community, addressing the neighborhood’s concerns, and
advocating for the community member’s needs.
We, the Union Square Neighborhood Council (USNC) Board Members, appreciate the work the
Proponent, US2 and the Somerville Redevelopment Authority (SRA) have dedicated to creating the
extended Environmental Notification Form (ENF) submitted to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy
Act for a Phase 1 Waiver Request. Upon thorough review of this document, we would like to submit the
following comments regarding the content of the Phase 1 Waiver Request.
A. Phase 1 Waiver Request Reasoning
We understand the concerns raised by the Proponent for requesting a Phase 1 Waiver Request. The
primary incentive described as, “deliver[ing] critical components required for the full functionality of the
future Union Square Station….include[ing] an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant
connection from the Prospect Street sidewalk to the new station platform, a drop-off/pick-up area for
the MBTA’s The Ride paratransit program, sheltered and secure bicycle parking and MBTA end-of-line
facilities including an MBTA employee breakroom, janitor closet and restrooms,” is appreciated by the
Council. We are concerned though, that no legal document has been executed describing such necessity
between the MBTA and the Proponent for full functionality of the extension. For the Proprietor to focus
heavily on this reasoning as being a burden to a delay in the project, the Council would expect a binding
document between the two entities exist to support the necessity for a Phase 1 Waiver. We have asked
the Proponent to provide such supporting documentation. Confirmation of the existence of such a
document has not been provided to the Council.
B. Errors in Waiver Request
Two obvious errors were found in the document supplied by the Proponent that could be crucial to the
environmental impact the Project imposes. In EEA #:15032, the original ENF submitted by the Somerville
Redevelopment Authority in 2013, the watershed for the project is classified as the “Mystic River
Watershed”. In this filing, the watershed is erroneously classified as the “Charles River Watershed”. This
is a crucial detail as the Mystic River Watershed is categorized by the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) as
a § 303(d) pathogen impaired segment in the Draft Pathogen Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Report
for Boston Harbor.
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MEPA Comment Letter
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B. Errors in Waiver Request (continued)
The second error in the Waiver Request is on pg 18 stating, “This AUL [Notice of Activity and Use
Limitation] will be retracted as this property [26 Bennett St.] is part of the site remediation and the
improvements caused by the cleanup of the adjacent Kiley Barrel site in 2015.” The AUL was not actually
remediated with the Kiley Barrel Site. The areas cleaned by Kiley Barrel are: 264-266 Somerville Ave., 9
Milk Place, 10 Milk Place, 14 Bennett St., 8 Bennett St., and 20-22 Prospect St.
C. Alternatives Analysis
The alternative analyses provided in the Waiver are artifacts from the original process in determining
what would be suite the D2 Parcel. The Proponent did not propose these alternatives to the community.
D. Transportation
According to the Proponent, the transportation report submitted in the Waiver only considers the
impact of Phase 1 of the Project. The Council would like to see a comprehensive traffic report to
determine the cumulative traffic burden Union Square will endure during and after all Phases are
complete. Please refer to Section L for further discussion.
The Proponent did not discuss transportation concerns with the appropriate MassDOT personnel which
could produce errors in the analysis/environmental impact. The Council would like to see that all
appropriate personnel are consulted for each matter.
E. Infrastructure
The Proponent only considers the impacts of Phase 1 in the infrastructure analysis. The Council would
like to know what cumulative impacts the Project would have on infrastructure as it currently exists.
The Proponent also does not consider ride shares, The Ride, and deliveries for Massachusetts
Stormwater Management Standard #5. The consideration of these in addition to the proposed parking
space sharing program the Proponent anticipates would likely equate 1,000 vehicle trips specifically to
the Phase 1 Project site.
The Council would also like to see a long-term Operations and Maintenance Plan included in the Waiver
prior to MEPA’s review.
The Proponent does not provide any concepts other than the culvert and 70% permeable surfaces to
reduce the amount of stormwater runoff onto adjacent lots. This is concerning to the Council as D2 is
identified as a historic flooding area in Union Square. Specifically of concern is the risk of flooding on the
Union Square Station due to increased stormwater runoff. The Council would like to see a thorough
proposal from the Proponent to minimize stormwater runoff.
F. Historic Resources
The Council would like clarification on Figure 8-18. Are the shadows from the proposed buildings
significant for a MEPA Threshold?
G. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis
The Council would like confirmation that a pool (proposed by the Proponent in May 2018)
qualifies as a ‘green roof’.
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G. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis (continued)
The Council would recommend the following:
Adding a Nest or thermostat equivalent to the residential units to assist in energy
reduction/savings.
Primarily using revolving doors when possible at entrance ways (secondary to ADA
considerations).
The Council would like to see the Proponent develop a working relationship and consulting along the
process with local universities who are leading innovation in energy conservation and sustainable
development.
The 2025 Build scenarios presented in the Traffic GHG Results are not accurate because data from the
entirety of the Project is considered. There are 3 adjacent parcels that will likely be developed or be in
the process of being developed that will significantly change the traffic and GHG emission estimates.
The MOVES program is a regional analysis containing ‘Super Sights’ for a developer’s reference.
Considering the local changes and total 117 acre redevelopment proposed for Somerville, the Council
would prefer to see targeted traffic and GHG emission studies specific to the three cohorts of the total
redevelopment in Somerville. MOVES also does not consider the health consequences of Ultrafine
Particles emitted from cars. One of the most well known consequences found in humans are respiratory
diseases. The City published “The Wellbeing of Somerville Report ” in 2017 which defines the morbidity
and mortality rate of residents in Somerville, specifically respiratory complications. The Council would
like to see the Proponent work with local universities leading the initiative testing epidemiologic
consequences from traffic pollution.
H. Hazardous Materials
The Council advises the Proponent discuss asbestos clean up in the ENF as the two buildings left on the
D2 parcel almost certainly have it in the infrastructure.
Provided the extensive history of the 17 RTNs assigned by MassDEP, the Council requests a thorough
analysis and remediation plan be submitted to the ENF rather than the 1.5 page overview of the
Proponent’s incentives to remediate the D2 parcel.
TRC released a Phase 5 Status Report (Status Report No. 4) on June 5, 2018 to give an update on the
Kiley Barrel Site (RTN 3-2849). In the recent samples collected on the site in April 2018, one groundwater
sample resulted in higher concentrations of vinyl chloride. A reason for this increase was determined as
‘unknown’ in the report. The Council requests the Proponent consider other means of remediation than
the proposed vapor mitigation system for this contaminant provided the dangers associated with the
chemical.
In addition to the increased vinyl chloride concentration follow up, the Council requests the Proponent
work with the City to install air monitoring systems in the immediate abutters to the Kiley Barrel Site
who have not had air quality and contaminant monitoring. Those abutters are 9 Allen St. and 11 Allen St.
Finally, central to the D2 parcel is 26 Bennett St. (RTN 3-29452). This site was last sampled in 2010 when
MassDEP filed an AUL on the site. At the time the following contaminants were detected: antimony,
barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, nickel, vanadium, zinc, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).
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H. Hazardous Materials (continued)
Most of the contaminants were present 0-3 feet in the soil. A 120-day release condition reported
cadmium, chromium, lead, nickel, and zinc in both soil and groundwater on the site. Coal and coal ash
were found throughout the property. Further testing confirmed the presence of cadmium and
chromium under Bennett St. and zinc in residential soils. The associated risks for these contaminants are
provided below:
1. Class A carcinogens via inhalation:
a. Hexavalent chromium
b. Nickel
2. Class B1 carcinogens via inhalation:
a. Cadmium
3. Class B2 carcinogens
a. Lead
b. PCBs
At the point of the AUL filing, the primary risks were considered for commercial workers, visitors or
trespassers, children, utility workers, construction workers. Their health is likely at highest risk through
direct contact and incidental ingestion during construction as well as inhalation of dusts. The Council
requests the Proponent respect the worker’s health concerns and appropriately advise the employees
to wear sufficient personal protection equipment while working on and adjacent to the site.
All SDS files have been provided via hyperlinks to their respective element/chemical.
The AUL is defined under the condition of “No Significant Risk of Harm to Human Health, Safety, Public
Welfare or the Environment” so long as the AUL is implemented. Under the AUL, the site is not suitable
for residential, child’s school, child’s daycare, institutional, playground or active recreational use. No
gardening of edible produce is allowed. Only commercial, industrial or passive recreational use is
permitted as long as soils remain coverence with protective barriers. The Council is concerned some of
the current proposed development might contribute to unnecessary exposure to the community health
risks if remediation is not efficiently followed through.
I. Air Quality
The Council is concerned the MOVES methodology is not an accurate representation of the Air Quality in
Union Square, specifically because the Proponent used super sites in Kenmore Square and Harrison Ave.
in Boston. These sites do not share similar air quality measurements as Somerville, Everett, Revere,
Malden, and Medford do. The Council is requesting the Proponent identify super sites more similar to
the concentrations found in Somerville or consult with a local university to study hyper-local gas
concentrations in the air.
J. Construction Impacts
With consideration of the contamination and health risks for construction workers, the Council is
requesting a thorough construction management plan be submitted for each anticipated phase of
construction (remediation to interior completion) at the earliest possible time allowable.
The Council is also requesting a transportation impact report be generated for Phase 1 and the
consecutive Phases to provide an accurate analysis of trips and emissions.
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K. Special Review Procedure
Based on the original MEPA Environmental Notification Form (ENF) submitted by the Somerville
Redevelopment Authority (SRA) in 2013 EEA #:15032, the Union Square Urban Revitalization Plan was
intended to encompass 117 acres divided amongst the Prospect/Webster Corridor (Union Square),
Boynton Yards, and Medford/McGrath Corridor. Considering the evolution of the project since 2013, it is
understandable that US2, the Master Developer for Union Square, would choose to file independent an
independent ENF from the Boynton Yards and Medford/McGrath Corridor. The Council requests the
Proponent consider re-submitting an ENF through a Special Review Procedure under 301 CMR 11.09.
The support for such a request is provided below:
1. Special Review Procedure qualifications
a. Project in Phases - this Project is currently proposed to be 3 phases
b. Lapses of time between review documents - this Project is estimated to last 20+ years. If
a single EIR is granted by MEPA now and Notice of Project Changes are not necessary, all
thresholds will be outdated jeopardizing the sustainability of the development in Union
Square.
c. Shortened or extended review periods - not every parcel is as complicated as D2 but
holds their own unique thresholds that should be reviewed by MEPA.
d. Coordination of MEPA review with other environmental or developmental review and
permitting processes - as the original ENF for Somerville Redevelopment describes,
there are two other areas adjacent to Union Square that are and will be developed. This
would be ideal for each of the developers to use a conglomerate of data and analysis for
the area to clearly define the impacts on the neighborhood(s).
2. CAC
a. The USNC is a 15 member board representing a mandated variety of backgrounds in the
community to handle such tasks as the efforts required to fulfill the roles of a CAC for a
Special Review Procedure.
3. Segmentation
a. As stated by MEPA Regulations 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c), “In determining whether a Project
is subject to MEPA jurisdiction or meets or exceeds any review thresholds, and during
MEPA review, the Proponent, any Participating Agency, and the Secretary shall consider
the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate
phases or segments thereof.”
b. Additionally, as described in this letter, the Council has requested the cumulative data
and analyses be submitted for an accurate review.
4. Area-wide Review
a. This is a Master Developer partaking in a Redevelopment area
b. One of the biggest items lacking in this Waiver Request are alternatives to the proposed
Project. It could be of benefit to the Proponent to file under an area-wide review for
assistance.
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Overall we, the Council, are pleased to see that the Proponent has made progress on data collection and
analysis to submit to MEPA. At this point in time, we do not believe the data are sufficient and the
analyses are accurate enough to support a Phase 1 Waiver Request. Furthermore, due to the extensive
history of contamination at the site, we request that a full EIR or Special Review Procedure be
completed to ensure all thresholds are reviewed and environmental and public health impacts are
completely considered during this redevelopment.
Please do not hesitate to contact the Council with any questions or concerns.
Sincerely,
The Union Square Neighborhood Council
Afruza Akther
Tori Antonino
Ben Baldwin, Secretary
Joanne Berry, MEPA comment author
Ben Bradlow
Ann Camara
Bill Cavellini, Co-Chair
Mike Firestone
Michèle Hansen
Jacob Kramer
Andrea Lizama
Erik Neu
Pennie Taylor, Treasurer
Ganesh Uprety
Rachel Weil, Co-Chair
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LAW OFFICE OF

Robert J. McGovern, P.C.
____________
50 Moore Street, Unit 1
Somerville, Massachusetts 02144
Rob@RMcGovernLaw.com
(617) 608-4716

August 22, 2018
Matthew A. Beaton
Secretary Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
Attention: MEPA Office – C/O Alex Strysky alexander.strysky@state.ma.us
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
RE: EEA# 15889 Union Square Redevelopment Project
Dear Secretary Beaton:
As the owner of the Law Office of Robert J. McGovern, P.C. and a proud Somerville
resident, I am both personally and professionally invested in the growth of our community. I
write today to express my sincere support for the redevelopment of this neighborhood by the
US2 project. I believe strongly in the Union Square neighborhood and have been participating in
this project through the planning process. I look forward to the vibrancy this project could add to
our home with the approval of a waiver for Phase 1.
The proposed project will be key to the revitalization of Union Square as a transit
orientated center. The project adds tremendous value to Union Square and has been designed to
best service our friends, families, visitors to our neighborhood, and support our local business
owners.
I am excited for the revitalization of Union Square to begin and support the issuance of a
Phase 1 Waiver, so Somerville may begin to enjoy the many public benefits promised by this
project.
Sincerely,

Robert J. McGovern

Secretary Matthew Beaton
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
Attn. MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
Dear Secretary Beaton,
Please find below my request that you deny the waiver request (EEA#15889) for Phase One of the Union
Square (Somerville) Redevelopment.

Response to MEPA Phase One Waiver Request EEA No. 15889
Development according to Union Square Station Associates will mean: a nightmare of rush-hour traffic
jams, main streets choked beyond capacity, neighborhood side streets unsafe for anything but a steady
stream of automobiles trying to avoid gridlock at key intersections, almost 1000 cars going around and
around in circles looking for parking spaces, flooding, sharply increased noise levels and air pollution,
and, close to 5000 workers seeking housing in Somerville adding to the already-astronomical housing
pressures.
This is what Union Square Station Associates admits to in their request for a waiver on Phase One of
their $1 billion, 15 acre, 2.4 million square foot development. The actual impacts will be much worse.
They admit that MEPA Thresholds have been met on the Phase One site for transportation, waste water
service, and soil contamination. US2 suggests solutions for some of these impacts, but for most they
throw up their hands, saying that there is no solution, or that it’s a regional problem that calls for a
regional solution…without suggesting how they can contribute to the regional solution. The solutions
that they do suggest will require the expenditure of millions of dollars, but they say little about how
much money and who pays.
US2’s development plans for the Union Square Revitalization Area, as documented in all agreements
with the city of Somerville, the Somerville Redevelopment Authority, and the Somerville Planning Board,
are three times the size of the area in Phase One submitted for review to MEPA. The three phases are
planned to follow in close proximity to one another, over a period of at least twenty years. By
submitting for approval, one phase at a time, and asking for a waiver, US2 is engaging in a not-to-vailed
attempt to minimize the full environmental impact of their plans.
US2’s own consultants, by throwing up their hands saying that there are no solutions for some of the
problems, or casting them as requiring regional solutions, have made a case for why this development
should not be built according to the current plan. At the same time, by requesting a waiver, US2 is
trying to avoid examining the range and extent of environmental impacts created by a genuine reduceddensity alternative plan as required by a full environmental review.
In a full environmental review the developer would probably be required to examine an alternative plan
for development that is at least 20-30% less dense than the current proposal. The Somerville Board of
Aldermen, Somerville Redevelopment Authority, and the Somerville Planning Board need to see what
such an alternative looks like so that they can evaluate the tradeoffs for a more dense vs. a less dense
development. If even the less dense plan is environmentally unsound, then further reductions might be
made. US2 must add to, correct, and improve on their data, methodology, analysis, and conclusions in
the various environmental impact areas as detailed further in this letter.
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But first, it is important to address the contentions that US2 and its consultants have made to argue for
a determination of waiver appropriateness. The first of these claims is undue hardship. The applicant
has not documented the original timetable for construction and the revised timetable resulting from
said delays as a result of regulatory or other causes. And, the applicant has not submitted any
alternative solutions to this altered timetable, such as possible expedited construction times as a result
of favorable contractor and construction trade agreements. The public and the Secretary are expected
to take the developer’s word for it without any evidence.
The second of these claims is that the potential environmental impacts of Phase One alone, are
insignificant. There is a lot of evidence presented to support this claim. But, all of it pales in the face of
inadequate, incomplete, and incorrect examination of these impacts. And, when consultants throw up
their hands on traffic impacts or talk about regional solutions without describing how this development
takes responsibility for the part of the regional problem that they are contributing to, then you can’t say
that impacts are insignificant.
Ample and unconstrained infrastructure facilities and services do not exist to support Phase One. Many
of these facilities and services are only in the planning stages, or under construction as of this date.
Examples include the Nunziato Field storm water storage project and the separation of storm water and
sewage systems on Washington Street and Somerville Avenue.
The project is not severable. There are many elements of phase two and three that fill out
commitments made by the developer as to the overall conformance with Somervision, the
Neighborhood Plan and the CDSP. If phase two and phase three are not built, Phase One’s
environmental impacts would not be fully mitigated.
Lastly, it is hard to imagine a set of conditions that can address all the shortcomings of this filing so that
it ensures due compliance with MEPA and 301 CMR11.00 prior to commencement of any other phase of
the project.
Alternative development options – a lower density alternative
On the one hand the applicant represents that their lower density plan is The Neighborhood Plan. Then,
it represents that the lower density plan just replaces a hotel with a life sciences building. Which is it?
And to characterize The Neighborhood Plan as one that has the full community support is untrue. In
either case, there is an assumption that all the applicant has to do is subtract some square footage and
then said plan can be used to measure the lesser environmental impact. This is not true. A real lower
density alternative would reveal how different mix of uses, lower square footage, and different design
layouts alter the benefits and problems to the environment. A real lower density alternative would be
20-30% less dense than the current US2 plan.
Mitigation - Unanswered questions and insufficient responses to environmental conditions & impacts
Transportation and Traffic
When the highly-touted rerouting of two way traffic on Webster and Prospect Streets was implemented
this past year traffic backups multiplied many fold, creating many more E and F rated intersections in
and around Union Square. These are not reflected in the applicant’s traffic counts and resulting
calculations as they refer to anticipated air quality. Yes, the exclusive bus and bike lanes improved those
modes. But, the claim that auto trips diminished is belied by the fact that the next alternative route over
the railroad tracks to the east, on Warren Street in Cambridge, experienced a heavy increase in traffic by
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autos trying to avoid the new backups. Did the applicant measure this increase? The answer is NO. It
was not one of the 30 + intersections that were measured. So, we don’t know whether anyone got out
of their cars or took another route. There was also a marked increase in short turning lanes, further
aggravating congestion and delays on Webster and Prospect.
Because so many intersections are already failing without the addition of 1000 US2 development cars, it
is imperative that the developer do more than report annually on the effectiveness of their Mobility
Management Plan. At a minimum, it should give up-to-date reports every six months. There should be a
continuous monitoring with in-street car count strips at critical locations. While the shared parking,
bicycle parking opportunities, separating parking spaces from leases, and incentives for transit use are
steps in the right direction, there are too many places where the language is not proactive enough.
Examples include:- transit passes “encouraged”; when reach a “certain level” then act to mitigate; and,
“may be able” to make bulk purchases of passes (for bikes and transit), so as to provide them free to
residents. What are the thresholds that trigger such actions?
The air pollution numbers don’t factor in construction vehicle effects on congestion and air quality.
There’s mention that construction workers arrival times are off peak in the morning…only partially true.
They fail to mention the afternoon peak, which begins at 3 PM, leaving time for many construction
workers.
Infrastructure
The applicant talks about “increasing the city’s resilience to weather events”, but it can’t stop the
flooding that historically and regularly occurs on this site without the separation of storm and sewer
pipes and the Nunziato Field storm water holding facility.
Soil Contamination
A lot has been said and written about soil contamination on all of the parcels making up Phase One land.
In particular, the former Kiley Barrel site has been the subject of many cleaning operations and some
environmental reviews. Has an adequate three dimensional study been done of the effects of flooding
on the remaining soil contaminants and the close-to-the-surface water table? If not, shouldn’t it be part
of the Scope of a full EIR? What is it about the plan to cap some of the contaminants that might alter
the possibility of alternative lower-density plans including underground parking as one of their
elements?
Open Space and Sustainability
The applicant trumpets the provision of new quality, publically-accessible open space. But, it falls far
short of the 30% called for in the Neighborhood Plan and Somervision. Not enough of the open space
surfaces are permeable…let alone green. Without more green space, the heat island effect and flooding
possibilities will continue to be a problem. And, US2 has chosen to place the major open space for
Phase One smack up against the most polluted street bordering the whole Union Square Revitalization
District….Prospect Street. How can it be considered quality space when particulates will be raining
down on the people sitting there?
Affordable Housing and Jobs/Workforce Development
Most observers know that displacement has already begun as surrounding rents rise dramatically as
landlords anticipate the arrival of the Green Line and associated new development. In order to address
this in any substantial way a two-pronged approach needs to be immediately employed. More
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affordable housing and opportunities for better-paying jobs have to be front-loaded in order to have the
desired effect. Mitigation cannot be effectuated any other way. So, job linkage and housing linkage
fees that are linked to square footage of commercial development already built do nothing to mitigate
the pressures that displace residents in the Union Square area. The money comes too late, mostly after
the third phase of development. This is another argument for why Phase One is not severable from the
rest of the development for evaluating environmental impacts.
Small business relocation and displacement
Much of what makes Union Square unique and attractive to nearby residents and others alike is the
diverse character of the businesses and services that are there now. Rising rents are pushing some of
these establishments out. The applicant has no comprehensive solution to this trend. What would
happen if the applicant offered space in the new development, at their current rent level, to any one of
these aforementioned businesses that was displaced?
Environmental Impacts of Construction
As mentioned before, the traffic and air quality analysis doesn’t take into consideration the emissions
from construction workers commuting nor the emissions from construction equipment itself. It would
be helpful to see more robust commitment to address the effects of this equipment idling. That is,
instead of “No Idling” signs, how about banning idling? Instead of saying that turning off idling
equipment is “expected”, say it will be required. Instead of encouraging the use of low-sulfur fuels, how
about requiring it? In addition, there are no specific plans for construction worker parking and only a
promise to evaluate whether to commit to the Massachusetts Clear Air Construction Initiative.
Description of the Site
The waiver request does not show evidence of site control. The city still owns much of the land
designated for Phase One. And, many of the parcels in phases two and three are not under US2’s
control. The description of the entire development area is misleadingly negative. Except for the bulk of
the Phase One site, which is almost entirely vacant, there are viable, well-maintained retail, commercial
and light industrial spaces. One would expect that this realization should change how the applicant
approaches all aspects of mitigation. This factor alone suggests that the applicant is not in a legitimate
position to be granted a waiver for Phase One.
I hope that all of the above questions, observations and contentions have made a case for a denial of
#EEA 15889, the request for a waiver on Phase One of the Union Square Redevelopment. Thank you for
your patience in reviewing my request.

Sincerely,
Bill Cavellini, Co-Chair
Union Square Neighborhood Council
33 Oak Street
Somerville, MA 02143
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August 23, 2018
Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office / MEPA Analyst Alex Strysky
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Via email to Mr. Alex Strysky
RE: EEA#15889, ENF, Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MA
Dear Secretary Beacon
My name is Tori Antonino, I live on Prospect Hill right outside Union Square. I have been engaging in
this development process for several years. I am an environmental advocate and am committed to
creating a healthy sustainable Union Square.
After attending the MEPA information session on August 2 and reviewing the proponent’s application,
my determination is that the proponent US2 not be granted the waiver and here’s why.
Public Process
While going over the document I was struck at how exhaustive the public process appears to have
been. It has been long and people are frustrated, but it has failed to produce a design that reflect the
values that came of these years long process. We ordained documents and wrote policy on having a
healthy, equitable, environmentally sustainable, activated urban transit center have a public realm that
invites, excites and stays true to our goals of SOMERVISION goals of connectivity, sense of place and a
prioritization of people.
If ordained documents of community values and years long process fail to create what we envisioned
then it means the process is not done and the proposal is not satisfactory.
Phase 1 design
What is not in US2’s proposal is how vocally critical and unsatisfied the majority of the community is
towards this Phase 1 design. The public realm is in an unhealthy location. There is no sense of place.
There are no sightlines that identify where you are save for the 24 story tower that greets you on
arrival. There is a behemoth of a three story above ground parking garage looming over residential
neighborhoods. Where the need for residents to access green and open spaces is essential for physical
and mental health and where environmental justice and valuing open spaces have been historically
absent throughout Somerville’s development, US2 has delineated the largest green and open space on
the D2 parcel to be a private amenity space for residents in the tower. It occupies the entire roof of
the parking garage.

Traffic impacts and residents’ health
I am also concerned that the traffic impacts have not adequately been studied. I worry about
increasing people’s exposure to particulate matter by putting the main civic space adjacent to Prospect
Street. The error US2 made in their application stating that 22 Bennet Street had been part of the toxic
Kylie Barrel site remediation of 2013 makes me certain the proponents are unconcerned about the
health of people here.
US2 has passed the EIR threshold in trips generated and parking. This alone should be enough to deny
a waiver, but I’ll try to put a finer point on it. As the current design shows the largest chunk of civic
space will be adjacent to least five hours of bumper to bumper weekday traffic. This is before anything
is built, before the +4,992 (unadjusted) new trips predicted for phase 1 are generated.
That means the plaza and the people encouraged to be there will be blanketed with pollution and
particulate matter throughout the day. Although regulations may have yet to catch up, the science on
particulate matter is in. These ultra-fine particles wreak havoc with people’s health causing asthma,
cancer, cardiovascular illness, autism and other illnesses.
More immediately, it means the air will be heavy with exhaust. It will be hot, noisy and without shade.
This is not the experience we want for those who come to Union Square. The public realm gives a place
its identity. I want people to remember Somerville for its green, healthy and vibrant civic space not for
its gray polluted one that poses a health risk to the people who use them.
I would like to see US2 investigate the health impacts of the particulate matter generated in this plaza.
Since the public realm will guide our pathways throughout the day, we need to build them with the
health of the people in mind first.
Below is the US2 design proposal with the plaza bordered by Prospect Street and the train tracks.

Here is a concept of what I would like Union Square Station to look more like:

The plaza is protected by the buildings. When you get off the train there is an immediate sight line to
the Prospect Hill Monument and the Old Post Office.

This design came out of a recent community design charrette, where 3 teams of architects, planners
and visioners were given different challenges to come up with a better design. The one shown has a
single layer of underground parking across the D2.2 parcel and was created by Tim, Talun and Anne
Tate.
Slideshow presentation:
http://unionsquareneighborhoodcouncil.org/images/docs/180813D2%20Site%20Design%20Alternatives.pdf

I share all this work with you because I am a passionate resident, one of many, who is determined to
get this project right. We ask that the secretary not grant this waiver. We need as much oversight and
assistance from outside agencies as possible. We want to build a square that is healthy, sustainable,
equitable. We look forward to working with MEPA, the developer, the MBTA and the city to taking
steps to make this possible.

Thank you for your attention,
Tori Antonino
Boston Street, Somervile

City of Somerville Comment Letter – EEA #15889 (Union Square Redevelopment EENF)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The City of Somerville has committed itself to a Net Zero carbon emissions target to be achieved
by 2050. Our existing conditions Greenhouse Gas Inventory indicates that approximately 34%
of the City’s emissions are generated by transportation sources (primarily private automobiles).
The City’s strategies related to promoting public transit, walking and bicycling are intended to
offer our residents and workers an authentic choice to reduce reliance on the private automobile,
and therefore reduce the City’s transportation sector emissions.
As discussed in this comment letter, the Proponent is required to construct and contribute to a
variety of public transit, pedestrian and bicycle mobility infrastructure that will directly advance
the City’s low-carbon mobility goals. The strict limitations on parking for the Phase 1 Project, as
well as the Transportation Demand Management framework the Proponent has committed to will
discourage Project-related automobile trips and emissions.
During the Proponent’s Coordinated Development Special Permit process, the City identified a
number of building performance questions that will be addressed during the Design and Site Plan
Review stage of local zoning review. The City looks forward to the next phase of local review
on these elements of Project design.

Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Schwalbert, Nick (EEA) on behalf of internet, env (EEA)
Thursday, August 23, 2018 11:56 AM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
FW: EEA No. 15889
Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville
UnionSQMEPA82418d.docx; UnionSQMartelli82118.docx

MEPA Review

FYI
Nicholas Schwalbert
617-626-1022
From: Richard Curran [mailto:frcurran@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2018 11:52 AM
To: internet, env (EEA); Richard Curran
Subject: RE: EEA No. 15889
Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MEPA Review

http://unionsquareneighborhoodcouncil.org/

Union Square Neighborhood Council
unionsquareneighborhoodcouncil.org
What is the Neighborhood Council? Somerville's Union Square Neighborhood Council was created to
help shape the future of Union Square as an increasingly inclusive and vibrant neighborhood and
commercial center built around the aspirations of the people who live and work here.

http://unionsquareneighborhoodcouncil.org/images/docs/180813-D2%20Site%20Design%20Alternatives.pdf

D2 Site Design
Alternatives
BEC August 13 2018

Three design teams
August 1 workshop at Bow Market

1. Tim Talun, Anne Tate
2. Janne Corneil, Sarah Radding
3. Wig Zamore, Bill Cavellini, Rene Scott
•
1

Observing: Sue Thomas, Planning, City Hall
The following slides were used to accompany a presentation, and when viewed
in
isolation do not convey the substance of the presentation.
Notes which convey a sense of design criteria and objectives have been
prepared
to accompany these slides.

2

Somerville Catholic Collaborative
Patronage of St. Joseph (1869)
St. Catherine of Genoa Church & School
St. Ann's Parish

August 2, 2018
RE: EEA No. 15889
Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MEPA Review
http://unionsquareneighborhoodcouncil.org/2-uncategorised/142-15889-mepaconsultation-session
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Union_Square_station_(MBTA_Green_Line_%22E%
22_Branch)
Mr. Alex Strysky – Agent
Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
phone: 617-626-1025
fax: 617-626-1181

Executive Office of Energy and

Email: env.internet@state.ma.us

Dear MEPA Secretary Matthew A. Beaton;
Next year the Patronage of St. Joseph will celebrate 150 yrs as a parish. The Somerville
Times recently reported on Rt. 28 “Monsignor McGrath Highway”--the longest state
numbered road in Massachusetts which is named after the former pastor at St. Joseph’s who
served for over 65 yrs in Union Square. [ http://www.thesomervilletimes.com/archives/85393] The present church dates
back to 1874 and the other structures on the corner of Washington St. and Webster Ave. represent a significant segment of
the Union Square area. My brother’s parish (Fr. Joseph is administrator), Sacred Heart in East Cambridge celebrated 175
yrs last year and was assembled when the present area of Cambridge and Somerville was grassland and largely unsettled.
As a result, the Catholic community in this area has witnessed and been part of much of the recent history of this area.
[https://archive.org/details/storyofsomervill00haley ]
The citizens are glad to see improvements and the promise of renewal taking place in what has been a somewhat blighted
region. We’re anxious to accept new employment opportunities and excited about proposed new neighbors expanded our
already diversified community. At the same time we are vigilant and concerned about this process taking place in an
orderly and well thought-out manner. [https://discoverusq.com/ ]
It was just four years ago this week that a rare tornado hit the Revere Beach area nearby and resulted in $180,000 flooding
damage to our lower church area at St. Joseph’s. This is just one of several flooding incidents which have inundated Union
Square over the years. Steps have been taken to address drainage concerns and agreements have been made, I understand,
to expand MWRA connections separating sewrage which is sent to the Nut Island Headworks from rainwater runoff but one
wonders if this arrangement is sufficient to address new construction demands with more impermeable acreage and drainage
allowances. [http://www.mwra.state.ma.us/03sewer/html/sewnitp.htm]
Union Square has received state funding through MassWorks grants
[https://www.bizjournals.com/boston/news/2016/11/10/state-awards-grant-to-somerville-kicking-off-1b.html] but one
wonders if this is sufficient to meet future needs in light of the massive redevelopment plans as proposed.
Nunziato Field and Dog Park is the location of an important stormwater infrastructure project aimed at ameliorating
flooding in the Union Square neighborhood in times of intense rain events. [https://www.somervillema.gov/nunziato ]
Scout Magazine in Somerville has referred to ‘Storage Wars’ when decribing the proposed Nunziato playground underwater
tanks. [http://scoutsomerville.com/nunziato-field-stormwater-management/ ]
Lincoln Park near St. Joseph’s also has a storage water arrangement as part of its planning.
[https://www.mackaycompanies.com/lincoln-park---somerville.html ]
If I may quote from recent writeups on Union Square’s history….[c.f.: unionSQsomervillemuseum52518.docx attachment]
By the middle of 19th century, Somerville was an industrial center, attracting immigrants in search of work in the Boston

area. The city’s proximity to the capital allowed it to function as a “vestibule” to Boston, said architectural historian Edward
Gordon, who currently works at the Old Schwamb Mill Museum in Arlington.
In the 1830′s, the Boston and Lowell Railroad ran through East Somerville, and freight and passenger lines on the Fitchburg
Railroad paralleled Somerville Ave. The railroads attracted additional industries seeking easy access to shipping and
transportation. The Middlesex Canal also ran through East Somerville and fell into Charles River Bay, where Sullivan
Square is today.
When Somerville separated from Charlestown in 1842, the immigrant population was largely Irish, but in following years,
the city saw an increase in Canadian migration.
Many immigrants worked at the Middlesex Bleachery and Dye Works, located at the intersection of Central St. and
Somerville Ave., where Conway Park is today, according to Gordon. Others worked at American Tube Works, which is
now a working space for local entrepreneurs, and in brick-making, meat-packing and glass-making.
Consequently, brownfield remediation [https://www.epa.gov/brownfields ] is an ongoing concern particularly on the ‘D2’
lot at the intersection of Washington St., Somerville Ave. and Prospect St. where the Union Square MBTA station will be
built.
[https://ofmpub.epa.gov/apex/cimc/f?p=CIMC:73:::NO:73:P71_WELSEARCH:02143%7CZipcode%7C%7C%7C%7Ctrue
%7Ctrue%7Ctrue%7Ctrue%7Ctrue%7Ctrue%7C%7C-1%7Csites%7CN%7Cbasic ]
Justifiably, Somerville has been awarded clean-up grants in the past
[https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyNET.exe/P100KX42.TXT? ] but, as witnessed by the discussions at our 8/2/18 MEPA
gathering in the Somerville Public Safety building, there are many serious environmental concerns remaining particularly as
they relate to the former Kiley Barrel site. [https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyNET.exe? ]
[https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2016/08/rv/bst1112.pdf ] http://mass.gov/dep/
Presently, the US2 design for the ‘D2’ plot which was shown at the public safety building open house a couple of months
ago indicates a three story garage with a service road parallel to Allen St. which will cause excessive noise and disruption of
the homes in the Allen St. area. Since there seems to be a 22 to 30 ft. clay strata beneath the ‘D2’ plot and since a good part
of the ‘D2’ soil seems to be contaminated, might it not be a solution to remove this 30 Ft. top layer and put the garage
parking below ground similar to what is planned for the King Open School Project nearby on Ca mbridge St. Cambridge?
Beneath the ground in this area we have Millers River which was used for many years as a dumping ground for industrial
waste and still is a factor of concern today.
[ https://ipfs.io/ipfs/QmXoypizjW3WknFiJnKLwHCnL72vedxjQkDDP1mXWo6uco/wiki/Millers_River_(Middlesex).html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Millers_River_(Middlesex) ]
At the moment, Union Square is at a standstill in the midst of gridlock. Already narrow and dangerous streets are further
confined by ongoing infrastructure repairs and upgrading. A new $150,000 traffic signal network needs to be ‘tweeked’ to
assure the smooth flow of vehicles. Two way traffic has been re-introduced to Prospect St. and Webster Ave. along with
added bike lanes and on street parking as well as bus drop off stations thus complicating the driver’s existence. The city has
always been a ‘drive-through’ option for neighboring Cambridge and abutting towns. I’m told that 80% of existing traffic
merely ‘passes through’ without providing any economic benefit to Somerville. Also, I understand that all of the seven
interesections near Union Square have an ‘F’ rating in terms of efficiency and safety. Cars/trucks/buses which are ‘idling’
in stalled traffic will spew out even more pollutants than those which are ‘breezing through’ a roadway or intersection.
Mr. Randy Creel, a parishoner, is a division manager for the Ford Motor Co. in Michigan with a desk not far from Henry
Ford III, the son of Edsel. Of course, the first Ford factory outside of Dearborn, MI was on the Charles River at the B.U.
bridge before it moved to an Edsel assembly plant in Somerville (hence, the Assembly Row development). Mr. Philip
Parsons, a former Dean of Planning at Harvard Univ. was working for Audi to designate Somerville as a model city looking
to the future of the car industry. Both Ford and Audi are interested in our city because it remains one of the most densely
populated areas (#15 ?) in the nation. However, after the ‘Big Dig’ tunnel poured traffic onto Rt. #93 and surrounding
roadways, the courts mandated the present extension of the MBTA GLX line – the ‘E’ branch to Somerville and Medford.
Moreover, the new Encore (formerly Wynne) Casino scheduled for completion in June, 2019 (a $2.5 billion project) is only
two miles from Union Square and will undoubtedly pour even more trucks, cars and buses onto our jammed roads. New
developments nearby in Cambridge such as the King Open School on Cambridge St. and massandmain.com in central
square the six building MIT Innovation Center on Main St. are sure to increase the volume of traffic in the area. In addition,
the Assembly Row expansion—Xsembly--will only increase traffic on the Monsignor McGrath (Rt. #38) Highway. This

$2.5 billion development continues to transform a significant region of the 4 sq. mile city footprint.
[ https://www.bizjournals.com/boston/news/2018/08/01/boeing-mit-to-open-autonomous-flight-research.html ]
[https://patch.com/massachusetts/somerville/somervilles-assembly-row-whats-coming-2018 ]
[https://boston.curbed.com/2017/2/15/14614666/somerville-assembly-row-expansion-apartments-condos-hotel-officebuilding ]
According to a Globe report, “At least 13 people have been killed while bicycling on city streets in the last five years.”
[http://www.wbur.org/cognoscenti/2015/09/04/bike-safety-in-boston-simon-waxman ] In 2009 alone, the last year for which
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention collected metro-region data, there were 244 automobile fatalities in the
Boston area. Nationwide, there were 623 cyclist deaths in 2013, compared to nearly 34,000 automobile drivers and
passengers, again according to the CDC. New segregated bike paths and corridors such as Western Ave. near Central
Square in Cambridge and other safety measures have been increased in recent months. Nonetheless, Cambridge and
Somerville have some of the most dangerous bike pathways in the State.
[ gis.massdot.state.ma.us/maptemplate/topcrashlocations ]
Beacon St. to Inman Square in Cambridge, for example, is listed as one of these most dangerous biking regions as well as
Prospect St. in Cambridge and Bow St. in Union Square. [ https://bostoncyclistsunion.org/advocacy-campaigns/bikewaysfor-everybody ]
If we’re relying on the new Union Square MBTA station to handle 6,000 riders each day, there are some serious
accessibility issues which must be faced. The JFK/UMASS MBTA Station in Dorchester (Kosciuszko Circle) which has a
similar drop off arrangement on a bridge similar to Somerville has an Elevator and Escalator (up only). Handicapped
accessibility is therefore an issue. At the moment there are only planned ramps which will run along beside Prospect St. in
a scrap of noisy, polluted left over land with a view under the Prospect St. roadway which is hardly inviting or healthy for
pedestrian safety. Instead of encouranging foot traffic through a central courtyard within the building complex; this area has
been designated as an exclusive ‘resident only’ amenity and residents must ‘walk around’ the site when entering or exiting
the Green Line trolleys according to most recent plans. The Kosciuszko Circle roadway near the UMASS/JFK station has
been called, “A Way Out of the City’s Roadway from Hell...” (Boston Globe – July 25, 2015) – Is this a warning to Union
Square? [ https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2015/07/25/fix-traffic-circle-can-come-too-soondorchester/Vhd7pm3gq4dClPpmtU5WoK/story.html ]
Big Dig/Pollution—Emissions/Tufts Study – Court orders extension of Green Line
A growing body of scientific evidence suggests that that chronic exposure to motor vehicle pollution can trigger health
problems such as asthma and cardiovascular disease. These associations constitute a major public health concern and also
present issues of environmental justice, since many of the population living near major roadways are from low-income or
minority groups. [ https://valleyadvocate.com/2010/04/29/motor-vehicle-pollution-social-justice-and-public-health/ ]
Few, if any, other large American urban areas have a major interstate buried in a tunnel that runs directly beneath the heart
of the city. Before the Big Dig sank Boston's Interstate 93 beneath the city, the pollution from car exhaust was distributed
widely along the length of the highway. Now, it is concentrated in and around the tunnel system. Before Tufts Professor
John Durant, proposed this project, no one had focused on analyzing air dispersal patterns from the northbound and
southbound Central Artery Tunnel exits. Results ranked Somerville as the city with the highest rate of lung
cancer and heart attack deaths in the region, with 35 excess deaths — those over the number that are
statistically expected per square mile, compared with just 3 in Milford. Research has demonstrated pollution's
negative health effects on the cardiovascular system, the respiratory system, and on cognitive function.
[ https://engineering.tufts.edu/news/2017/04/modeling-air-pollution-boston
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2016/04/13/new-evidence-dangers-living-nearhighways/hVyqTnY4iyn9YRoNSwWtGI/story.html
Green & Open Space – SomerVision – Neighborhood Plan – Comprehensive Design – LOCUS – Smart Cities
SomerVision is the city’s comprehensive neighborhood plan. [ https://www.somervillema.gov/somervision ] Beginning in
2009, Somerville residents and City planning staff engaged in a lively community planning process with the goal of creating
“SomerVision: Somerville’s Comprehensive Plan 2010-2030.” After more than fifty meetings, visioning sessions, and
public workshops the final SomerVision plan was endorsed by the Board of Aldermen and adopted by the Somerville
Planning Board in April of 2012. SomerVision is aimed at long-range, city-wide planning objectives based on communitygenerated values and vision. Somerville is always changing and the SomerVision plan helps ensure that our city continues
to be an exceptional place to live, work, play, and raise a family. Appendix 2: p. 141-143 refers to 125 acres with 25
acres in the Union Square neighborhood out of the 2,640 acres in the city’s four square mile coverage – areas to conserve,
enhance, and transform. 5 Acres in Union Square seem to be designated for open space—however, the US2 plan doesn’t
seem to meet these comprehensive goals. The open space (on top of the three story garage in the middle of the lab, retail
and 25 story apartment complex is apparently designated as an amenity for owners/renters which is not open to the public.

Is the US2 plan compatible with the Neighborhood Plan and other citywide comprehensive projections?
Today the tallest building in Union Square is Fr. Properzi Towers on Warren Ave. which is named after the priest who
founded St. Anthony’s on Properzi Way off Somerville Ave. (75 yrs Italian and 25 yrs Brazilian) by the Scalibrini Fathers.
Properzi Manor, Somerville | 230498 | EMPORIS
Properzi Manor is a 11-story low-rise building in Somerville, Massachusetts, U.S.A.. View a detailed profile of
the structure 230498 including further data and descriptions in the Emporis database.
This image
cannot currently
be display ed.

https://www.emporis.com/buildings/230498/properzi-m
On the other hand, it was just a year ago that a cladding issue covering Grenfell Towers in London resulted in tragedy.
[https://www.thesun.co.uk/news/3804113/cladding-grenfell-tower-fire-london-latest/ ]
The Grenfell Tower fire broke out on 14 June 2017 in the 24-storey Grenfell Tower block of flats in North Kensington,
West London, United Kingdom. It caused 72 deaths, including two who later died in hospital.[1][2] Over 70 others were
injured and 223 people escaped.[3][4][5][6][7][5][8] It is the deadliest structural fire in the United Kingdom since the 1988
Piper Alpha disaster and the worst UK residential fire since the Second World War.
[https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grenfell_Tower_fire
https://www.thesun.co.uk/news/3805218/grenfell-tower-fire-cause-cladding-doors-start/ ]
We must be sure that any high rise buildings especially (and one or two 25 story apartment units are already proposed on
Prospect St. and Webster Ave.) have adequate exit/fire escape routes as well as fire retardant materials used in construction.
In addition, much of the Boston coastal area is made up of island and filled-in wetlands/marshlands. This could mean that
the region is unstable especially for high rise buildings. Sixty Minutes (Channel #4 ABC) recently (Sun—8/5/18) covered
the story of Millennium Towers in San Francisco which has been discovered to be leaning due to a problem with the
bedrock foundation. This 58 story skyscraper has sunk 17 inches and tilted 14 inches since it was completed in 2008.
Boston has also been debating for several months the ‘shadow’ issue
Serious consideration should also be given to the Barr Report on Rising Tides/Sea level in the Boston harbor coastline.

PREPARING FOR THE RISING TIDE SERIES
VOLUME 2 | AUGUST 2014
https://www.massport.com/media/266263/Report_Designing-with-Water_BHA-and-Sasaki.pdf

PREPARING FOR THE RISING TIDE SERIES
VOLUME 2 | AUGUST 2014
DESIGNING WITH WATER
CREATIVE SOLUTIONS FROM
AROUND THE GLOBE
Preparing for the Rising Tide (2013) provided
an initial assessment of Boston’s vulnerability
to coastal flooding due to storm surges and
sea level rise.
Nearby projects in East Cambridge (my brother’s territory) such as the King Open School Design scheduled for completion
in 2020 promise rainwater harvesting, geothermal heating, photo-voltaic panels, solar-thermal, photo-voltaic shade system,
drought tolerant plantings, and subterranean parking.
https://www.bdcnetwork.com/sites/default/files/Screen%20Shot%202017-10-28%20at%2012.07.43%20PM_0.png
https://www.bdcnetwork.com/new-elementary-school-cambridge-mass-aims-being-pilot-city%E2%80%99s-nzecommitment
https://www.cambridgema.gov/departments/citymanagersoffice/kingopenandcommunitycomplexproject
http://www.arrowstreet.com/2016/09/king-open-and-cambridge-street-upper-schools-community-complex-groundbreaking/
https://www.bizjournals.com/boston/news/2018/08/01/boeing-mit-to-open-autonomous-flight-research.html
http://massandmain.com/
A couple of days ago I noticed in the Wall Street Journal mention of the exterior walls of 570 Broome St. == a 54-unit
condo project under construction in Manhattan--which will be made of a durable stone product called 'sintered stone', which
is treated with a specialized liquid form of titantium dioxide that breaks down air contaminants. The facade is coated with a
spray-on solution called Pureti. The treatment, which is water-based, provides 570 Broome with the purifying power of 500
trees—which is basically like taking 2,000 cars off the road for a year. All part of the environmental considerations--green

roofs, LEEDS gold rating for smart building

https://www.mbta.com/news/2013-12-06/somerville-po..

Somerville poised to grow along Green Line
Posted on December 6, 2013

By Steven A. Rosenberg, Boston Globe
Mayor Joseph A. Curtatone stood on a bridge in Union Square that can be seen from Prospect Hill, where
George Washington ordered his troops to raise the Grand Union flag on New Year’s Day in 1776….From the
bridge, where the new Union Square station is expected to be completed in 2017, Curtatone pointed to a gritty
metal scrapyard and a used plumbing and heating supply shop next to a set of commuter rail tracks. “This will
change,” said Curtatone, looking over the 3.8-acre site, where up to 600,000 square feet of new development is
expected — including buildings as high as 10 stories — with the subway stop as its hub. “It’s the transformation
that we all dreamed about.”
In economic terms, Somerville has been able to quantify the benefits. By 2030, the cityprojects that 17,300 new
jobs and 3,600 residential units will be created around Union Square and at the Washington Street station
nearby, which is also expected to open in 2017.
The new jobs are expected to help keep more people in the city. These days, just 15 percent of the workforce
works in Somerville or lives within walking distance of Davis Square or Sullivan Square, according to the city. By
2019 — when the Gilman Square, Lowell Street, and Ball Square stations are expected to begin operating in
Somerville — 85 percent of the city will live within walking distance of an MBTA station.
Investors will have a chance to redevelop 192 acres throughout the city….By giving people the option to take the
light rail to work, it will cut down on car pollution — which has taken its toll on Somerville residents, especially
those who live near I-93 and routes 28, 38, and 99, said Wig Zamore, a Somerville real estate project developer
who has volunteered to help coordinate studies with Tufts University on the health impact of cars and diesel
trains on the city’s roughly 77,000 residents.
According to Zamore, for those who live near Somerville’s highways, heart disease mortality is highest. On I-93
alone, 150,000 vehicles pass by the city each day, and up to 60,000 cars and trucks travel along Route 28 in
Somerville. In addition, up to 200 commuter-rail diesel trains rumble through the city each day.
The impact of the air pollutants from the vehicles has been deadly, according to a study prepared by Zamore.
Results ranked Somerville as the city with the highest rate of lung cancer and heart attack deaths in the
region, with 35 excess deaths — those over the number that are statistically expected per square mile,
compared with just 3 in Milford.
With the Green Line extension is expected to add 45,000 daily riders by 2030 and eliminate 25,728 daily vehicle
miles from the roads, the project will reduce congestion and pollution emissions, according to Ellin Reisner,
director of the Somerville Transportation Equity Partnership . Zamore, who also volunteers for the partnership, is
also working with Tufts University on a new study to help improve air quality next to Somerville’s busiest
roads, such as I-93.
You don’t need to see the memorial tombstone at 197 Washington St. recalling the death of James Miller (65) on
April 19, 1775 who was fleeing the British after the Battle of Bunker Hill in what was another part of Charlestown
(last year Somerville celebrated separating 175 yrs ago from Charlestown). He was, as it says, “too old to run”.
Or you don’t need to look up Prospect Hill in David McCullough’s book “1776) or Nathaniel Philbrick’s “Bunker
Hill: A City, A Seige, A Revolution” to know that there’s a lot of history surrounding Union Square. Opposite St.
Joseph’s Church on the corner of Washington, Webster and Somerville Ave. you will also find another
tombstone monument marking the site of the Civil War recruiting stand in 1863 for the Union Army a century
later! More recently, the Somerville Museum on Central St. has had an exhibit on the industries of Union Square

where Corning Glass got its start along with Marshmellow Fluff and others.
[http://www.thesomervilletimes.com/archives/78384
Unlike other Boston development zones, Union Square is not an abandoned railroad yard (Cambridge Crossing/
Northpoint), or a former docklands and parking lots (Seaport District) but, rather, one of the most densely
populated regions of the country with a long history of major historic events. It’s a challenge for any developer to
try and resurrect the glory of its history—a hidden gem with great potential—a site that only two miles from
Boston City Hall and about a mile from the “Innovation Hub of the East Coast” (Kendall Square MIT). However,
given it’s roots in our nation’s military – USAA, the major investor behind the recent $1.5 billion first phase –
should be glad to accept this challenge to unearth one of the nations treasures.
Unfortunately, the present design for the D2 plot and MBTA station presents the back end of a three story
parking garage to those entering and exiting the station. Pedestrians are forced apparently to ‘walk around’ the
25-story apartment tower, research labs and private ammenity rooftop green space rather than highlighting the
history and industrial achievements of the area riders are ‘pushed off’ to the margins along ascending ramps of
grass and walkway parallel to Prospect St. and viewing the underbelly of the bridge (unless creative landscaping
shields the view) beside carbon emitting vehicles caught in a logjam of traffic while citizens are asked to relax
with their refreshments while witnessing a certain degree of chaos.
Green and open space enhances and enriches the value of a complex and is refreshing and invigorating for the
residents and visitors. Energy efficient and sustainable buildings are farsighted investments. As one of the
longest inhabitants of this neighborhood/parish, might I suggest that the developer US2 would be advised to
continue their diligent efforts in helping our city to overcome the blight and decay of the past and accept the
challenge of moving forward but not in haste to develop the best possible plan that meets our needs today and
tomorrow. Please consider the issues outlined about and listed below before granting a waiver for the
environmental and other civic concerns of the city. Thanks for your consideration.
Areas of Concern:
http://www.thesomervilletimes.com/archives/85139
Historicity of Prospect Hill (1st Grand Union Flag/Washington & Continental Army) Recruiting for Union Army
Industries of Union Square – Corning Glass, Beacon Roofing, Nissenbaum, Marshmellow Fluff
Waste Water Management/Rainwater Runoff Separation – Nut/Deer Island Facilities
Infrastructure – water/sewrage, high speed internet
Millers River – Mystic River & Charles River Watershed
Marshlands/Rising Tides—Sea level Issues
Brownfields
SomerVision – 125 acres green space – city approved comprehensive plans
Green & Open Space – congruent with SomerVision and Neighborhood Plan – comprehensive city vision
Design Issues – garage – Allen St. Traffic
Bike and Pedestrian Safety
Runoff Water Problems
Traffic – intersections rated “F” – particulate pollution – Tufts Univ. study [Ford & Audi Model City Plans]
Encore (Wynne) Casino traffic
Assembly Row Expansion – X-sembly
Millennium Towers (58 story skyscraper in San Francisco) tilting/sinking – bedrock issues --- also SHADOW Issues
Winthrop Towers/Shadow Law/Boston Commons
MBTA Head Station Terminal – rest area and facilities for workers (provided by US2) at Union Square Somerville
Handicapped Accessibility – Drop Off area – does it serve special needs, elderly, challenged clients?
Environmental Protection Plans at Construction Sites

Sincerely,

Fr. Richard G. Curran, Ed.D.

Somerville Civic Advisory Committee Member
Patronage of St. Joseph
264 Washington Street – Union Square
Somerville, MA. 02143-3313
Tel: (617)-666-4140 or (617)-666-2087
Cell: (774)-269-2256
e-mail: frcurran@hotmail.com

ATTACH:
UnionSquareSomervilleMuseum52518.docx
PollutionSmogLondon1952.docx
https://nextcity.org/features/view/the-city-where-real-estate-developers-and-housing-activists-agree-to-agree
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2014/07/28/severe-thunderstorm-warning-issuedboston-area/niu44DD0yg1PiTCbOsVyXL/story.html
https://boston.cbslocal.com/2014/07/28/national-weather-service-investigating-possibletornado-in-revere/
Revere hit by tornado - The Boston Globe

https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2014/07/28/sever... Proxy Highlight
Jul 28, 2014 ... REVERE — A rare tornado roared through this seaside city with terrifying force
Monday, uprooting hundreds of trees, ripping roofs off houses, ...
EPA Mapping Brownfield Sites on ‘D2’ – US2 Development Site in Union Square Somerville, MA.:
https://map22.epa.gov/arcgis/rest/directories/arcgisoutput/Utilities/PrintingTools_GPServer/_ags_4e8fc
84547294adab2b74e41c35460a1.pdf
https://2xbcbm3dmbsg12akbzq9ef2k-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wpcontent/uploads/2015/10/SomerVision-Comprehensive-Plan-with-Appendices-Adopted-April-192012.pdf SomerVision 2012
SomerVision | City of Somerville
https://www.somervillema.gov/somervision Proxy Highlight
“SomerVision captures our best thinking on diversity, community, economy, accessibility, sustainability, and
innovation and wraps it into one set of goals, policies ...

• SomerVision - Somerville by Design
https://www.somervillebydesign.com/planning/somervision/ Proxy Highlight
Beginning in 2009, Somerville residents and City planning staff engaged in a lively community planning process
with the goal of creating “SomerVision: ...
• SomervillebyDesign – Somerville || Neighborhood || Planning ...
https://www.somervillebydesign.com/ Proxy Highlight
We pursue these goals by administering and implementing the SomerVision comprehensive plan, which
addresses the City's goals, policies, and actions for the ...
• SomerVision Comprehensive Plan, Adopted April 19, 2012.indd
https://2xbcbm3dmbsg12akbzq9ef2k-wpengine.netdna-s... Proxy Highlight
Apr 19, 2012 ... SomerVision. City of Somerville, Massachusetts. Comprehensive Plan | 2010- 2030. Endorsed
by the. Somerville Board of Aldermen. April 12th ...
• SomerVision Sees 6,000 New Homes, Lots of Green Line Riders ...
https://boston.curbed.com/2012/5/30/10367004/there... Proxy Highlight

May 30, 2012 ... There are many juicy morsels in Somerville's SomerVision (first of all, love the name). The final
version of the 20-year master plan, three years ...

• SomerVision and Neighborhood Planning – Somerville Zoning
https://www.somervillezoning.com/zoningandsomervision/ Proxy Highlight
SomerVision and Neighborhood Planning. Click to enlarge: Maintained by the City of Somerville's Planning
Department. Email us your feedback at:.
1. Brownfields Grant Fact Sheet: Somerville, MA | ...
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cfpub.epa.gov/bf_factsheets/gfs/index.cfm?xpg_id=7404&...Cached
Brownfields; Fact Sheet Search; Somerville, MA; ... be used to conduct Phase I and Phase II environmental site
assessments in the East Somerville and Union Square areas.
brownfields success in new england - EPA
www.epa.gov/region1/brownfields/success/07/Somerville_MA...
heart of the Union . Square, which is . the City’s most . ... 30 Allen Street, Somerville, MA | Brownfield Success in New
England Author: US EPA New England Subject:
EPA Awards Over $1 Million in Brownfields Grants...
yosemite.epa.gov
› Newsroom
› News Releases By Date
EPA Awards Over $1 Million in Brownfields Grants to Somerville ... to the city of Somerville, Massachusetts. ... Kiley
Barrel site in the Union Square ...
Brownfields 2011 Cleanup Grant Fact Sheet ...
nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=P100EJ1N.txtCached
^ Brownfields 2011 Cleanup Grant Fact Sheet ^ Somerville, MA EPA Brownfields Program EPA's Brownfields ...
Cleanup efforts will focus on the Union Square ...
Brownfields 2010 Assessment Grant Fact Sheet ...
nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=P100KX42.txtCached
Brownfields 2010 Assessment Grant Fact Sheet ^ Somerville, MA EPA Brownfields Program EPA's Brownfields ... in
the East Somerville and Union Square ...
Analysis of Brownfield Cleanup Alternatives...
www.somervillema.gov/calendar/analysis-brownfield...Cached
... Somerville, MA. ... The Site is located in Union Square and consists of eight ... Comments about the proposed project
and Analysis of Brownfields Cleanup ...
MASSACHUSETTS BROWNFIELDS SUPPORT TEAM (BST ... -...
www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dep/cleanup/bst1112.pdf
MA BROWNFIELDS SUPPORT TEAM ... revitalize the historic Union Square neighborhood ... Somerville BST has
been assisting the City to
Brownfield Renewal
www.brownfieldrenewal.com/poy-winners2012.htmlCached
Brownfield Renewal Person of the Year 2015 | 2014 | 2013 | 2012 | | | ... City of Somerville, MA, ...
Union Square Development Update | Somerville, MA...
patch.com/massachusetts/somerville/union-square...Cached
Somerville, MA, Feb. 24, 2015 ... since early January residents have been trudging to meetings about the future of Union
Square in the old Post ... brownfields and ...
Union Square Revitalization Study Neighborhood...
www.somervillema.gov/sites/default/files/documents/union...
Union Square, Somerville, MA Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area Plan April 02 Union Square ... Brownfields
Economic Development Program ...
Brownfields Grant Fact Sheet: Somerville, MA | Brownfields and ...
https://cfpub.epa.gov/bf_factsheets/gfs/index... Proxy Highlight
EPA has selected the City of Somerville for a brownfields assessment grant. ... II environmental site
assessments in the East Somerville and Union Square areas.

• EPA Grant Boosts Available Funding for Brownfield Assessment and ...
https://www.somervillema.gov/news/epa-grant-boosts... Proxy Highlight

Oct 19, 2015 ... EPA Grant Boosts Available Funding for Brownfield Assessment and Cleanup ... “ From
Maxwell's Green on Lowell Street to the former Kiley Barrel Site in Union Square, this ... 2528 or by email at
amaher@somervillema.gov.

• Major Investor Signs On To Union Square Redevelopment - Patch
https://patch.com/massachusetts/somerville/major-i... Proxy Highlight
Jun 5, 2018 ... SOMERVILLE, MA – The redevelopment of Somerville's Union Square has a major investor
backing it. Financial services company USAA is ...
• Massachusetts' Brownfield Support Team Initiative: program design ...
https://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/81626 Proxy Highlight
Massachusetts' Brownfield Support Team Initiative : program design and implementation ... in Chicopee and the
Kiley Barrel site in Somerville's Union Square.
• somerville union square briefing book - Smart Growth America
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/app/legacy/document... Proxy Highlight
Union Square Neighborhood Plan – Somerville By Design . ..... Eastern Somerville (1) City of Somerville
Massachusetts. U.S.. Population ..... the City is actively involved in cleaning a brownfield site at Prospect Street
and Somerville Avenue,.
• The City Where Real Estate Developers and Housing Activists ...
https://nextcity.org/features/view/the-city-where-... Proxy Highlight
Nov 3, 2014 ... Unassuming Somerville, MA. is denser than San Francisco, with ... Among them is a stop in hip
Union Square poised to be a catalyst ... The vacant lot at
Uber, Lyft drivers are making city traffic worse, studies find
https://nypost.com/2018/02/25/uber-lyft-drivers-are-making-city-traffic-worse-studies-find/ Proxy Highlight
Feb 25, 2018 ... A study released in December found that large increases in the number of taxis and ride-sharing
vehicles are contributing to slow traffic in ...

• Lyft, Uber increase traffic 180% in major cities - Curbed SF
https://sf.curbed.com/2018/7/27/17622178/uber-lyft-cause-traffic-streets-conge... Proxy Highlight
6 days ago ... Bruce Schaller, a transit consultant who served as deputy commissioner for traffic and planning in
New York City, released a new report ...
• Uber and Lyft are creating a traffic problem for big cities - CNN Money
https://money.cnn.com/2017/10/11/technology/future/ride-hailing-cities-public-transit/ Proxy Highlight
Oct 11, 2017 ... The popularity of Uber and Lyft is increasing traffic in big cities and driving people away from
public transportation. New research from the UC ...
• Uber and Lyft Make New York City Traffic 'Unsustainable' - CityLab
https://www.citylab.com/transportation/2017/12/how-to-fix-new-york-citys-uns... Proxy Highlight
Dec 21, 2017 ... How to Fix New York City's 'Unsustainable' Traffic Woes ... And they increased the amount of
miles traveled by for-hire vehicles around ...
• Uber and Lyft Mean More Congestion, Trips, and Miles - CityLab
https://www.citylab.com/transportation/2017/10/the-ride-hailing-effect-more-... Proxy Highlight
Oct 12, 2017 ... A comprehensive survey in major U.S. cities finds Uber and Lyft ... Climate change combatant or
urban traffic snarler? ... But commuter rail is a complementary mode—there was a 3 percent increase in use
among ride-hailers .
• The route had heavy traffic | Uber Rider Help
https://help.uber.com/h/56608829-2da6-48f1-89c2-4b8c6f90f6d3 Proxy Highlight
Trip time and route distance can be impacted by heavy traffic, road construction, or other external factors. We
are unable to adjust fares that are higher than ...

• Uber and Lyft are creating traffic, not reducing it, says report ...
https://www.businessinsider.com/uber-lyft-creating-traffic-cities-bruce-schaller-2018-7 Proxy Highlight
Jul 27, 2018 ... Uber and Lyft are creating more traffic and congestion instead of ... like Uber and Lyft —
passengers using those services increased 37% from ...
Fix to traffic circle can't come too soon in Dorchester - The Boston ...

https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2015/07/25/fix-t... Proxy Highlight
Jul 25, 2015 ... It's 8:40 a.m. on Kosciuszko Circle. And that's the third collision in less than two hours. Most
drivers don't know the official name of this ...

• How the Boston area's most maddening intersections got that way ...
https://www.bostonglobe.com/magazine/2017/08/08/ho... Proxy Highlight
Aug 8, 2017 ... ... destination is Newton Corner — a ring of roadway above the Mass. ... on my way to
Kosciuszko Circle in Dorchester, the dreaded devil rotary.
• Kosciuszko Circle on National Registry of Historic Places ...
https://www.dotnews.com/2015/kosciuszko-circle-nat... Proxy Highlight
Jul 16, 2015 ... Kosciuszko Circle on National Registry of Historic Places ... for the roadways as well as a review
by the Massachusetts Historical Commission.
• Driving in circles - The Boston Globe - Boston.com
archive.boston.com/news/local/articles/2006/08/03/... Proxy Highlight
Aug 3, 2006 ... ... your rotary -- the Arborway in Jamaica Plain, Route 16 in Somerville, Kosciuszko Circle in
Dorchester -- and you'll find endless horror stories.
• Monuments - Dorchester Historical Society
www.dorchesterhistoricalsociety.org/index.php/monuments Proxy Highlight
The Tadeusz Kosciuszko monument is located at Columbia Circle. ... John W. McCormack was a
Massachusetts State Representative from 1920 to 1922, ...
• Kosciuszko Circle: A little history - Caught In Dot
www.caughtindot.com/kosciuszko-circle-little-history/ Proxy Highlight
Nov 28, 2017 ... So Columbia Road from Kosciuszko Circle to Farragut Road, Old Colony Avenue between
Pacuska Circle and its intersection with Columbia ...
• News to you? Boston has the worst traffic in the country! - Caught In ...
www.caughtindot.com/news-to-you-boston-has-the-wor... Proxy Highlight
Jun 12, 2018 ... Have you seen the traffic at Kosciuszko Circle? Or how about the nightmare of Neponset Circle
and Dot Ave! The gridlock can start as early at ...
• Morrissey Boulevard - Wikipedia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Morrissey_Boulevard Proxy Highlight
To, Kosciuszko Circle. Construction. Inauguration, =1924. Morrissey Boulevard is a six-lane divided coastal road
in the Dorchester neighborhood of Boston, Massachusetts.
• Old Harbor Reservation Parkways - Wikipedia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Old_Harbor_Reservati... Proxy Highlight
The Old Harbor Reservation Parkways are three historic roads in the Old Harbor area of Boston. They are part
of the Boston parkway system designed by Frederick Law Olmsted. They include. all of William J. Day Boulevard,
running from Castle Island to Kosciuszko Circle along Pleasure Bay and the ... of Columbia Road running
southwest from Kosciuszko Circle into Dorchester ...
• Columbia Road Greenway Design - Northeastern University
www.northeastern.edu/peter.furth/wp-content/upload... Proxy Highlight Columbia Road in Dorchester is a 2.5mile long street with 14 signalized .... endpoints (Blue Hill Ave and Kosciuszko Circle), the intersection with the I93 ramps, ...

Modeling air pollution in Boston - Tufts University School of ...
https://engineering.tufts.edu/news/2017/04/modelin... Proxy Highlight
Oct 3, 2016 ... Senior Jenny Skerker spent the summer studying air pollution around ... From automobile
emissions to zwitterions, their summer research projects ... Before the Big Dig sank Boston's Interstate 93
beneath the city, the ... “I didn't realize that it would take more than half of my summer just to process the data.

• New evidence of the dangers of living near highways - The Boston ...
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2016/04/13/new-e... Proxy Highlight
Apr 14, 2016 ... A new study of Boston residents who live or spend a significant amount of time near Interstate
93 has found that their ... and exhaust vents for Big Dig tunnels, making the park one of the most polluted places
in Boston. .... 'I'm never going to forget it': Steve Pearce and the game of a lifetime · Suit alleges ...
• Motor Vehicle Pollution, Social Justice and Public Health
https://valleyadvocate.com/2010/04/29/motor-vehicl... Proxy Highlight
Apr 29, 2010 ... Health effects from UFP emissions may be more serious than ... Asthma is just one potential
health concern, but is one for which large datasets are readily ... Exposure and Health (CAFEH) study by the
Tufts University School of ... near the I-93 corridor (http://www.tufts.edu/med/phfm/CAFEH/CAFEH.html).
• Digging Up Trouble / The Health Risks of Construction Pollution in ...
www.sandiegohealth.org/air/ucsusa/Digging-up-Trouble.pdf Proxy Highlight
Construction Equipment Emissions Compared with a New “Big Rig”. 4 ... I am especially grateful to Hien Tran,
Kim ... This study analyzes air pollution caused by.
• The Tufts Daily
https://tuftsdaily.com/news/2018/01/18/green-line-... Proxy Highlight
Jan 18, 2018 ... ... mitigation under the Clean Air Act for the “Big Dig” highway project, ... “Tufts University
enthusiastically supports the Green Line Extension ... MassDOT will pay for an environmental impact study and
design for the Route 16 extension, ... air pollution, Barber noted, and their residents are more likely to rely ...
• Health effects of transport-related air pollution - WHO/Europe - World ...
www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/74715... Proxy Highlight
Air pollution 2.Air pollutants 3.Vehicle emissions – adverse effects. 4. Environmental exposure 5.Health policy
6.Policy making 7.Europe. I. Krzyzanowski, Michal ...
• Cutting Carbon Emissions: Better Environment, Worse Economy ...
https://mediahub.unl.edu/media/4183 Proxy Highlight
Mar 5, 2015 ... Cutting Carbon Emissions: Better Environment, Worse Economy? ... ECONOMICS AT TUFTS
UNIVERSITY; [00:03:14.294]AND A RESEARCH ASSOCIATE. .... [00:10:35.368]AND A STUDY THAT I DID
WITH COLLEAGUES AT M I T .... [00:15:04.603]IT IS QUITE STRIKING HOW BAD THE POLLUTION IS.
• CO2 emissions are being 'outsourced' by rich countries to rising ...
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/jan/1... Proxy Highlight
Jan 19, 2014 ... Since 2000, annual carbon dioxide emissions for China and the other rising ... In addition, a
large and growing share of the carbon pollution ...
• Somerville poised to grow along Green Line | News | MBTA
https://www.mbta.com/news/2013-12-06/somerville-po... Proxy Highlight
Dec 6, 2013 ... ... Square put Somerville on the Red Line in 1984, the Big Dig was its unlikely champion. ... On I93 alone, 150,000 vehicles pass by the city each day, and up to
How Dangerous Is Riding In Massachusetts? | Boston Motorcycle ...

https://www.jeffreysglassman.com/how-dangerous-is-... Proxy Highlight
This won't completely eliminate the danger, but our Boston motorcycle accident lawyers at The Law
Offices of Jeffrey S. Glassman know it can significantly ...

• https://www.somervillema.gov/visionzero
Vision Zero aims to eliminate traffic fatalities and serious injuries on Somerville’s streets.
Launched by Mayor Joseph Curtatone in September 2017, Vision Zero Somerville reaffirms the City’s
commitment to multi-modal road safety

• Cycling In Massachusetts: Dangerous Motorists Fail To Yield ...
https://www.bikeattorney.com/cycling-in-massachuse... Proxy Highlight
Boston bicycle accident attorneys at The Law Offices of Jeffrey S. Glassman's BikeAttorney.com know well that
Massachusetts law gives bicyclists the right to use ...
• Motorcycle Accident Statistics in Massachusetts - Joel H. Schwartz, PC
https://www.joelhschwartz.com/motorcycle-accident-... Proxy Highlight
Motorcycle Accident Statistics in Massachusetts ... Proportionally, the situation for bikers in Massachusetts is not
very different from ... Traffic Danger Staying High.
• Harvard study: Odds of Boston cyclists being injured in accidents ...
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2016/11/30/harva... Proxy Highlight
Nov 30, 2016 ... The odds of cyclists being injured in an accident in Boston have ... Boston, Massachusetts -8/19/2015-- A bicyclist is silhouetted ... crosswalks, and rolling out the Hubway bike-share program in 2011. ...
For many, Amanda Phillips' death served as another reminder of the dangers of biking in Boston.
• If you crash... - Massachusetts Bicycle Coalition
www.massbike.org/if_you_crash Proxy Highlight
If you are lying in a place where you are not in danger, take a few minutes to relax, ... If the motorists involved in
the crash move their vehicles, note where their ...
Dangerous Roads in Massachusetts | Cambridge Car Accident ...
https://www.chelaw.com/dangerous-roads-in-massachu... Proxy Highlight
However, some roads in our state are more prone to accidents than others. If you have been injured on one of
Massachusetts' most dangerous roads, it is ...

•

Most Dangerous Intersections in Massachusetts [INTERACTIVE]
https://www.sweeneymerrigan.com/most-dangerous-int... Proxy Highlight
Below are the 10 intersections with the most injury accidents according to the Massachusetts Department of
Transportation. If you click and zoom around the ...

•

Top Crash Locations - MassDOT
gis.massdot.state.ma.us/maptemplate/topcrashlocations Proxy Highlight
Please note that creating presentations is not supported in Internet Explorer versions 6, 7. We recommend
upgrading to the latest Internet Explorer, Google ...

•

Boston Bike Accident Special Report : Law Offices of Mark E ...
https://www.marksalomone.com/boston-bicycle-accide... Proxy Highlight
Jun 2, 2017 ... Our law firm analyzes the causes of bicycle accidents in Boston. ... methods for preventing
bicycle accidents involving motor vehicles in Boston, Massachusetts. .... Most Dangerous Boston Streets,
Intersections for Cyclists.

•

Top 200 Most Dangerous Intersections in Massachusetts Illustrate ...
https://www.bostonpersonalinjuryattorneyblog.com/t... Proxy Highlight
Sep 25, 2011 ... Top 200 Most Dangerous Intersections in Massachusetts Illustrate Risks of ... for car, bicycle
Millennium Tower in San Francisco is still sinking, leaning ...
https://www.businessinsider.com/is-millennium-towe... Proxy Highlight
Jul 24, 2018 ... Millennium Tower is a luxury residential high-rise in San Francisco that has sunk 17 inches and
tilted 14 inches. Here's what we know about its ...

•

• San Francisco's leaning tower of lawsuits - CBS News
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/millennium-tower-san-... Proxy Highlight
The Millennium Tower opened to great acclaim with high-priced, posh apartments. But those accolades and
property values are sinking, along with the ...
• Sinking high-rise: The $500 million plan to fix SF's Millennium Tower ...
https://sf.curbed.com/2018/4/16/17242450/millenniu... Proxy Highlight
Apr 16, 2018 ... The 58-story Millennium Tower cost an estimated $350 million to build in 2008, but the cost to fix
the sinking and tilting skyscraper may climb ...
• Millennium Tower (San Francisco) - Wikipedia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Millennium_Tower_(Sa... Proxy Highlight
The building is leaning toward the northwest. ... is suing Millennium Partners, the City of San Francisco, and the
TJPA ...
• Apr 16, 2018, 4:37 am PDT A fix for the leaning Millennium Tower is in
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2018... Proxy Highlight
Apr 16, 2018 ... At one time the most expensive condominium development in San Francisco, the sinking and
leaning Millennium Tower may get repaired but ...
• Repairing San Francisco's Leaning Millennium Tower Requires an ...
https://edmdigest.com/mitigation/repairing-san-fra... Proxy Highlight
May 2, 2018 ... By David E. Hubler Contributor, EDM Digest. San Francisco's Millennium Tower may not last a
century, no less a millennium if an ...
• A brazen homeowner at San Francisco's leaning, sinking skyscraper ...
https://www.sfgate.com/technology/businessinsider/... Proxy Highlight
Feb 23, 2018 ... The situation at Millennium Tower, a San Francisco skyscraper that is sinking and leaning, is so
dire that residents have been selling their ...
• Pricey retrofit proposed for sinking Millennium Tower in SF ...
https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/matier-ross/ar... Proxy Highlight
Apr 16, 2018 ... Engineers have proposed an unconventional solution to the Millennium Tower's tilting troubles:
drilling piles down to bedrock to stabilize one ...
• San Francisco's Millennium Tower Keeps Leaning - Newser
www.newser.com/story/251293/with-no-fix-in-sight-s... Proxy Highlight
Nov 8, 2017 ... San Francisco's 58-story Millennium Tower has sunk 17 inches and tilted 14 inches to the
northwest since building started in 2006, reports 60 ...
• San Francisco's 'Leaning Tower' Has Residents Fuming : NPR
https://www.npr.org/2017/01/04/508241969/san-franc... Proxy Highlight
Jan 4, 2017 ... A luxury high-rise in San Francisco is sinking. The Millennium Tower has sunk more than a foot
since its completion in 2010. It's also tilting ...
Baker signs bill to allow proposed 775-foot ... - The Boston Globe
https://www.bostonglobe.com/business/2017/07/28/ba... Proxy Highlight
Jul 28, 2017 ... The Boston Common shadow fight is over. For now ... The building will cast new shadows on the
parks on many early mornings. Boston Mayor ...

• Galvin says Winthrop Square tower shadows ... - The Boston Globe
https://www.bostonglobe.com/business/2017/07/11/ga... Proxy Highlight
Jul 11, 2017 ... A rendering of Millennium Partners' proposed building on the site of the ... F. Galvin is not
backing down over shadows on Boston Common.
• Building Boom in Boston Casts Shadows on History and Public Space
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/07/11/us/boston-devel... Proxy Highlight

Jul 11, 2017 ... The Boston Common, near the corner of Boylston and Tremont Streets. Nearby buildings cast
substantial shadows in the area until about 10:30 ...

• A Shadow Cast Over Boston's Building Boom | Construction Law Zone
https://www.constructionlawzone.com/2017/07/a-shad... Proxy Highlight
Jul 27, 2017 ... The first law, the Boston Common Shadow Law restricts new shadows on the Boston Common
to the first after sunrise or 7:00 AM (whichever is ...
• Boston Common: Open Season on Open Space: Landslide 2017 ...
https://tclf.org/sites/default/files/microsites/la... Proxy Highlight
The building would cast a long shadow over the Boston Common in violation of the state's 1990 shadow law,
meant to protect the park from excessive amounts ...
• Tower Wins In Brief Beacon Hill Battle Over Shadow Law | Bostonomix
www.wbur.org/bostonomix/2017/07/31/beacon-hill-sha... Proxy Highlight
Jul 31, 2017 ... The proposed construction has raised concerns about the shadow to be ... "This common sense
change will better protect the Boston Common ...
• Local Throwing shade: Boston Common friends knock skyscraper plan
https://www.boston.com/news/local-news/2017/05/04/... Proxy Highlight
May 4, 2017 ... If a person is sitting on a bench and a building casts a shadow, they'll move ... The 50-acre
Boston Common was founded in 1634, making it the ...
• Shadow Law | Friends of the Public Garden
www.friendsofthepublicgarden.org/tag/shadow-law/ Proxy Highlight
Height of Winthrop Square Tower Lowered, Shadow Impact Still Felt on Parks ... Winthrop Square Home Rule
Petition Boston City Council | April 19, 2017.
• Boston shadows legal change doesn't mean Winthrop Square tower ...
https://boston.curbed.com/2017/7/31/16059484/bosto... Proxy Highlight
Jul 31, 2017 ... ... governing shadows that new buildings can cast in downtown Boston. ... shadows over certain
areas, including the Boston Common and the ...
• This digital 3-D model of Boston reveals the shadows cast by new ...
https://archpaper.com/2018/05/new-digital-3-d-mode... Proxy Highlight
May 9, 2018 ... On May 8, Boston's Planning & Development Agency (BPDA) released a ... by debates
surrounding shadows cast on the Boston Commons by new skyscrap
Manhattan's newest luxury building has the air-purifying power of ...
https://quartzy.qz.com/1269569/this-nyc-luxury-bui... Proxy Highlight
May 7, 2018 ... What's more, the façade of 570 Broome is crafted from sintered stone slabs of Neolith—a
materials brand that specializes in clean design.

• Checking In on 570 Broome; First U.S. Condo to Use Self-Cleaning ...
https://www.cityrealty.com/nyc/market-insight/feat... Proxy Highlight
Jun 4, 2018 ... 570 Broome is one of several new NYC residential developments taking the green ... titanium
dioxide nanoparticles on the Neolith sintered stone exterior. ... at 570 Broome Street; Hudson Square Condos
Start at $1.37 Million.
• A Condo Façade That Cleans Itself—and the Air Around It - WSJ
https://www.wsj.com/articles/a-condo-facade-that-c... Proxy Highlight
May 29, 2018 ... 570 Broome in Manhattan incorporates an exterior treatment that fights grime ... its first
residential application at 570 Broome Street in Manhattan, a 54-unit ... the company behind the sintered stone
slabs used at 570 Broome.
• 570 Broome brings 'attainable' condos to former church ... - Curbed NY
https://ny.curbed.com/2017/10/24/16535102/570-broo... Proxy Highlight

Oct 24, 2017 ... Joining Renzo Piano's 565 Broome Soho is now 570 Broome, a 25-story condo ... evidently in its
Neolith sintered stone slab-clad walls and interior stonework, ... FiDi landmark One Wall Street's new condos will
average $3M ...

• A Condo Façade That Cleans Itself—and the Air Around It - Mansion ...
https://www.mansionglobal.com/articles/a-condo-fac... Proxy Highlight
May 29, 2018 ... 570 Broome in Manhattan incorporates an exterior treatment that fights grime ... its first
residential application at 570 Broome Street in Manhattan, a 54-unit
Death by smog: London's fatal four-day pea-souper
Thousands are estimated to have died after a thick polluted fog engulfed London for four days in December 1952.
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/world/2016/12/13/scientists-say-theyve-solved-mystery-1952-london-killerfog/95375738/
The smog was so thick that visibility was just one metre.
Those with respiratory conditions, the young and the old were most vulnerable.
In response, the government passed the Clean Air Act to reduce the use of smoky fuels.
Witness speaks to Dr Brian Commins, who worked for the Air Pollution Unit set up at St. Bartholomew's hospital
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Maryann Heuston <mheuston@hotmail.com>
Thursday, August 23, 2018 9:08 AM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Redevelopment of Union Square ( EEA No.15889)

Secretary Matthew Beaton
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
RE: Redevelopment of Union Square (EEA No. 15889)
Dear Secretary Beaton:
I am writing to you today to request that your office grant a Phase 1 waiver for the redevelopment of Union
Square. The project is a very important part of the future of our City and will serve as an economic engine
driving millions of dollars into our economy. The project will revitalize the Union Square area and the
mixed use nature of the project will drive more activity to this part of the City.
During my time on the Board of Alderman for the City, I worked hand in hand with the Mayor and US2 on
the planning for this project. We carefully studied the impacts of the project and worked with US2 to
meaningfully address the impacts of this project. The redevelopment has undergone years and years of
meticulous planning and consideration.
I respectfully request that you grant the Phase 1 waiver for the project and bring this important piece of
our City’s future one step closer to fruition.
Sincerely,
Maryann Heuston

Maryann
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August 23, 2018
To Whom It May Concern:
I am a local resident of Union Square, Somerville, and this project is of direct
impact on me and my community. I sincerely hope you will let this vital project
proceed without undue hinderance, as it is vital to the prosperity of this
community.
Please approve the MEPA application for a waiver for Phase 1 of the union
square project. US2 has been a trustworthy partner for our community and
has helped Somerville realize a number of its planning goals, including the
expanded Green Line. It makes no sense for the state to require the first phase
of the project—which includes infrastructure that is vital to the new station—to
wait until after the train station to open. That will mean a longer construction
period (and longer period of construction impacts), and a less-utilized, lessattractive train station when it opens. It also means that the City will have to
wait to receive all of the public benefits it has been promised, like tax revenues
and permanent jobs.
The project has been in the making for over a decade. During that time, the
City has studied the project’s impacts at length. More recently, the master
developer has engaged the public in a comprehensive way, which is reflected by
the Coordinated Development Special Permit for the project. We need the
waiver to build on all of the cooperative work the City has put in with US2 to
help us realize the benefits of this project.
Sincerely,

Andrew Wade
24 Hanson Street #2
Somerville, MA 02143

Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Yao Xiao <xiaoyaoxy1@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 23, 2018 3:59 PM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Union Square Redevelopment Project, EEA #15889

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114

Dear Secretary Beaton,
This is Yao Xiao from 32 A Warwick St. Somerville. As a resident of Somerville, I am writing to
express my support for the Phase 1 waiver for the Union Square Revitalization Project.
I believe that the development of D2 will make great strides in improving the sewage and
infrastructure problems in Union Square. The development will provide handicap access to the Green
Line and hopefully encourage residents to take the T, getting more cars off the streets.
I look forward to the 2021 completion date of the Green Line. Without the waiver, I worry that these
improvements and access to the Green Line may not be available until 2022.
Thank you for allowing me the chance to express my support.
Sincerely,

Yao Xiao
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August 23, 2018
Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office / MEPA Analyst Alex Strysky
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Via email to Mr. Alex Strysky
RE: EEA#15889, ENF, Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MA
Dear Secretary Beaton,
I’m writing express my objection to the granting of a Phase 1 waiver to the proponents, with
particular emphasis on the unanalyzed impacts of particulate matter on pedestrians and
congregants in the proposed ‘Plaza’ that abuts Prospect Street.
This public space is designed in such a way to attract congregant and users, and encourage
them to linger. Unfortunately, it also abuts a gridlocked thoroughfare—Prospect Street—that
runs in 2 directions. This street is already graded an “F” for traffic, and will only get worse with
the increased usage from the development. This effectively what the law calls an “attractive
nuisance”. It lures people to a newly created plaza where they will have the opportunity to suck
down carcinogenic nanoparticles is creating a new public health hazard where there currently
is none.
This is particularly galling given the fact that the Green Line is only coming to Somerville
because of a lawsuit about mitigating pollution from I-93, which cuts through the East part of our
city. Now, new risks to public health are being introduced by luring people to an area of
heightened local pollution.
Solutions to this have been proposed. All three alternatives proposed by our Neighborhood
Council’s Design Committee place the Plaza behind a built structure, in an area enclosed by
buildings. This design would shield recreants from the harmful plumes of nanoparticles, and
make it a much safer and enjoyable place to congregate.
I urge MEPA to not grant the waiver, and direct the proponents to investigate and pursue a
design that does not attract the public to a hazardous pollutant-filled plaza. This is essential
mitigation that the proponents have not addressed, and it should be disqualifying.
Sincerely,
Jacob Kramer
8 Quincy St. Somerville, MA 02143
Board Member of the Union Square Neighborhood Council

Wig Zamore
13 Highland Avenue #3
Somerville MA 02143
617-625-5630
wigzamore@gmail.com
August 23, 2018
Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office / MEPA Analyst Alex Strysky
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Via email to Mr. Alex Strysky to alexander.strysky@mass.gov
RE: EEA#15889, Expanded ENF with Phase 1 Waiver Request, Union Square Redevelopment,
Somerville MA
Dear Secretary Beaton,
I am writing with a request that you deny the Phase 1 Waiver for the Union Square Re-development
(#15889) but with great longer term enthusiasm for this new era of Union Square evolution. The D2
Block lies between the new GLX T-Stop, re-development potential in almost all directions and
environmental justice neighborhoods to the East and Northeast. It is THE keystone block.
D2 is the single most important block to be developed not only in this particular 2.4 million square
foot mixed use development proposed by US2 and the SRA, but also the single block in all of Union
Square that is least separable from our exciting and evolving urban mixed use center. It is
inseparable from the rest of the D Block re-developments and their more sustainable future.
The new Union Square GLX T-Stop being developed by the MBTA adjacent to D2 is the largest
Massachusetts investment in a light rail spur and single station in over 60 years. This new electric
transit facility, fought for by residents, businesses and local leaders for the last two decades, must
serve daily visitors and residents in all directions if we are to build a more resilient Somerville.
Currently, the planned path of travel to the T-Stop from the heart of Union Square at the
intersection of Washington Street, Somerville Avenue and Prospect Street lies in the middle of the
most traffic polluted portion of Union Square. The planned path of travel from the heart of Union
Square also has many steps, and will not allow mobility challenged T users to share the same route.
The proposed D2 path to the T-Stop, shown as a retail intense area adjacent to Prospect Street,
will not be a great place to hang out. Traffic levels are expected to increase with development of
the D Blocks and there will be increases in pollution intensity brought on by the canyon effect of
higher buildings and greater street wall frontage on these most congested streets of Union Square.
Tufts University, the Somerville Transportation Equity Partnership and the City of Somerville have
worked together on some of the most advanced environmental epidemiology studies of traffic
pollution and cardiovascular biomarkers of risk, such as C Reactive Protein and Interleukin 6. We
have shown in those areas of Somerville studied most intensely that there is a significant
relationship between traffic ultrafine particulate exposure (UFP PNC) and these health risks. Our
studies have been funded by US NIH, US HUD and US EPA, as well as the Kresge Foundation.

I would be happy to make available to you a dozen or two of our “CAFEH” studies upon request.
Other things being equal, those who live within 50 to 100 meters of very busy roadways in
advanced economies should expect to incur 50% or more increased risk of annual cardiovascular
and lung cancer mortalities, and similar increases in incidence of childhood asthma and autism.
I am attaching several excellent whole city environmental epidemiology studies from Stockholm,
Copenhagen and Vancouver showing these increased traffic pollution mortality risks, and studies
from California showing the increased risks of childhood asthma and autism spectrum disorders.
Note that all but the ASD studies are well-established, while the ASD literature is still evolving.
Furthermore, the future D2 Block also hosts the most intense known but unresolved ground
pollution in Union Square, with 17 recorded sites of concern to Mass DEP and US EPA. The EENF has
a mere page and a half of text very vaguely describing the number of polluted sites of concern, and
containing little information on recent testing of the D2 Block, or future mitigation strategies.
I fervently hope that the development of the D Blocks will be everything that Somerville citizens
could hope for, and also robustly profitable for the project proponents. Improved long term live
work balance is critical to Somerville’s future. I am a firm supporter of Somerville’s
Comprehensive Plan, SomerVision, and its balanced goals of 6000 new housing units, 20%
affordable, 30,000 new jobs, and 125 new acres of green and open space, accompanied by more
sustainable clean transit, and active transport in the form of better walking and biking facilities.
Thank you for considering these comments.
Most Respectfully, Wig Zamore

Environmental Health Perspectives doi:10.1289/ehp.1408698

Supplemental Material
A Study of the Combined Effects of Physical Activity and Air
Pollution on Mortality in Elderly Urban Residents: The Danish Diet,
Cancer, and Health Cohort
Zorana Jovanovic Andersen, Audrey de Nazelle, Michelle Ann Mendez, Judith GarciaAymerich, Ole Hertel, Anne Tjønneland, Kim Overvad, Ole Raaschou-Nielsen, and Mark J.
Nieuwenhuijsen
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AirGIS Human Exposure Modelling System
AirGIS (Jensen et al. 2001) is based on a geographical information system (GIS) and used for
estimating traffic-related air pollution and has high temporal (an hour) and spatial (individual
address) resolution. AirGIS (see: http://AirGIS.dmu.dk) calculates air pollution at a location as
the sum of three contributors: (1) local air pollution from street traffic, calculated with the
Operational Street Pollution Model (Berkowicz R 2000) (OSPM) from data on traffic (intensity
and type), emission factors for each vehicle type and EURO class, street and building geometry,
and meteorology; (2) urban background, calculated from a simplified urban background (SUB)
procedure (Berkowicz et al. 2008) that takes into account urban vehicle emission density, city
dimensions (transport distance), and average building height (initial dispersion height); and (3)
regional background, estimated from trends at rural monitoring stations and from national
vehicle emissions (Jensen SS 1998). Input data for the AirGIS system come from various
sources: a GIS-based national street and traffic database, including construction year and traffic
data for the period 1960–2005, (Jensen SS et al. 2009a) and a database on emission factors for
the Danish car fleet (Berkowicz R et al. 2006; Ketzel M et al. 2007), with data on light- and
heavy-duty vehicles dating back to 1960, built and entered into the emission module of the
OSPM. A national GIS database with building footprints supplemented with construction year
and building height from the national building and dwelling register, national survey and
cadastre data-bases, and a national terrain-evaluation model, provided the correct street geometry
for a given year at a given address. With a geocoded address and a year, the starting point is
specified in place and time, and the AirGIS system automatically generates street configuration
data for the OSPM, including street orientation, street width, building heights in wind sectors,
traffic intensity and type, and the other data required for the model. Air pollution is calculated in

2

2m height at the façade of the building. The AirGIS system has been successfully validated
(Berkowicz R 2008; Raaschou-Nielsen O et al. 2000) and used in a number of studies, few early
examples listed here (Jensen SS et al. 2009b; Hertel O et al. 2001; Hertel O. et el. 2008).
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Table S1. Adjusted associationsa of total and cause-specific mortality with cycling among 52,061
participants in Diet, Cancer and Health cohort, by intensity of cycling and different levels of NO2.
Physical Activity

Total mortality (n = 5,534)
Does not cycle
Cycles 0.5-4 h/week
Cycles >4 h/week
Cancer mortality (n = 2,864)
Does not cycle
Cycles 0.5-4 h/week
Cycles >4 h/week
Cardiovascular mortality (n = 1,285)
Does not cycle
Cycles 0.5-4 h/week
Cycles >4 h/week
Respiratory mortality (n = 354)
Does not cycle
Cycles 0.5-2 h/week
Cycles >4 h/week
Diabetes mortality (n = 122)
Does not cycle
Cycles 0.5-2 h/week
Cycles >4 h/week

Low NO2
3
(< 15.1 µg/m )
HR (95% CI

Moderate NO2
3
(15.1-23.9 µg/m )
HR (95% CI

Very high NO2
3
(≥ 23.9 µg/m )
HR (95% CI

p-value

1.00
0.87 (0.79, 0.95)
0.82 (0.72, 0.93)

1.26 (1.15, 1.39)
1.00 (0.91, 1.10)
1.02 (0.92, 1.14)

1.39 (1.22, 1.58)
1.10 (0.96, 1.26)
1.19 (1.01, 1.40)

0.52

1.00
0.97 (0.86, 1.10)
0.91 (0.76, 1.08)

1.22 (1.07, 1.39)
1.09 (0.96, 1.23)
1.14 (0.99, 1.33)

1.36 (1.13, 1.64)
1.19 (0.98, 1.45)
1.16 (0.92, 1.47)

0.71

1.00
0.83 (0.68, 1.01)
0.73 (0.55, 0.96)

1.36 (1.13, 1.64)
1.09 (0.90, 1.31)
0.98 (0.78, 1.23)

1.78 (1.39, 2.29)
1.21 (0.91, 1.61)
1.38 (1.00, 1.91)

0.78

1.00
0.56 (0.39, 0.81)
0.49 (0.28, 0.85)

1.02 (0.74, 1.40)
0.72 (0.51, 1.02)
0.57 (0.37, 0.88)

0.73 (0.45, 1.18)
0.48 (0.26, 0.89)
0.57 (0.29, 1.12)

0.78

1.00
0.69 (0.35, 1.34)
0.55 (0.21, 1.47)

1.36 (0.79, 2.37)
0.86 (0.46, 1.61)
0.75 (0.36, 1.56)

1.20 (0.56, 2.53)
0.69 (0.25, 1.84)
0.56 (0.16, 1.91)

0.98

b

HR hazard ratio; CI confidence interval.
a

Adjusted for NO2, gender, calendar year, and mutually for other three physical activities, occupational

physical activity, smoking status, smoking intensity, smoking duration, alcohol intake, environmental
tobacco smoke, education, fruit and vegetable intake, fat intake, risk occupation, mean income in
municipality, and stratified by marital status. bp-value for interaction.
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Table S2. Adjusted Associationsa of total and respiratory with different types of physical activities in
52,061 participants in Diet, Cancer and Health cohort with definition of high NO2 above 90th percentile
(23.9 µg/m3).
Physical Activity

Total natural mortality (n = 5,534)
Sports
Cycling
Gardening
Walking
Respiratory mortality (n = 354)
Sports
Cycling
Gardening
Walking

Main Model
Interaction Model Interaction Model
b
Fully Adjusted Moderate/Low NO2
High NO2
p-value
3
3
HR (95% CI)
(< 23.9 µg/m )
(≥ 23.9 µg/m )
HR (95% CI)
HR (95% CI)
0.78 (0.73, 0.82)
0.83 (0.78, 0.88)
0.84 (0.79, 0.89)
0.96 (0.88, 1.06)

0.78 (0.74, 0.83)
0.84 (0.79, 0. 88)
0.86 (0.80, 0.92)
0.96 (0.87, 1.07)

0.74 (0.63, 0.87)
0.81 (0.71, 0.93)
0.78 (0.72, 0.91)
0.95 (0.72, 1.27)

0.38
0.48
0.79
0.85

0.60 (0.47, 0.77)
0.62 (0.50, 0.77)
0.63 (0.50, 0.79)
0.71 (0.51, 0.97)

0.62 (0.47, 0.80)
0.61 (0.48, 0.77)
0.61 (0.48, 0.78)
0.73 (0.52, 1.02)

0.57 (0.28, 1.18)
0.74 (0.39, 1.38)
0.79 (0.42, 1.51)
0.67 (0.24, 1.83)

0.98
0.62
0.35
0.65

HR hazard ratio; CI confidence interval.
a

Adjusted for NO2, gender, calendar year, and mutually for other three physical activities, occupational

physical activity, smoking status, smoking intensity, smoking duration, alcohol intake, environmental
tobacco smoke, education, fruit and vegetable intake, fat intake, risk occupation, mean income in
municipality, and stratified by marital status. pbp-value for interaction.
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Table S3. Adjusted associationsa of total and respiratory mortality with different types of physical
activities in 13,948 participants in Diet, Cancer and Health cohort who lived in inner Copenhagen
(Frederiksberg and Copenhagen municipalities, with 75th percentile of NO2 of 24.0 µg /m3).
Physical Activity

Total natural mortality (n = 2,053)
Sports
Cycling
Gardening
Walking
Respiratory mortality (n = 163)
Sports
Cycling
Gardening
Walking

Main Model
b
Fully Adjusted
HR (95% CI)

Interaction Model
Moderate/Low NO2
3
(< 24.0 µg/m )
HR (95% CI)

Interaction Model
High NO2
3
(≥ 24.0 µg/m )
HR (95% CI)

0.77 (0.70, 0.85)
0.86 (0.78, 0.94)
0.84 (0.76, 0.92)
0.90 (0.77, 1.06)

0.79 (0.70, 0.88)
0.88 (0.79, 0.99)
0.86 (0.77, 0.95)
0.89 (0.74, 1.08)

0.75 (0.62, 0.90)
0.82 (0.69, 0.97)
0.79 (0.66, 0.94)
0.90 (0.65, 1.27)

0.67
0.40
0.51
0.81

0.52 (0.36, 0.77)
0.74 (0.54, 1.02)
0.66 (0.47, 0.93)
0.77 (0.45, 1.29)

0.58 (0.38, 0.88)
0.73 (0.51, 1.04)
0.68 (0.46, 0.99)
0.88 (0.48, 1.61)

0.41 (0.16, 1.05)
0.84 (0.40, 1.76)
0.71 (0.32, 1.55)
0.49 (0.16, 1.52)

0.57
0.72
0.95
0.36

p-value

b

HR hazard ratio; CI confidence interval.
a

Adjusted for NO2, gender, calendar year, and mutually for other three physical activities, occupational

physical activity, smoking status, smoking intensity, smoking duration, alcohol intake, environmental
tobacco smoke, education, fruit and vegetable intake, fat intake, risk occupation, mean income in
municipality, and stratified by marital status. bp-value for interaction.
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Changes in Residential Proximity to Road Traffic and the
Risk of Death From Coronary Heart Disease
Wen Qi Gan,a Lillian Tamburic,b Hugh W. Davies,a Paul A. Demers,a,c Mieke Koehoorn,a,c
and Michael Brauera
Background: Residential proximity to road traffic is associated with
increased coronary heart disease (CHD) morbidity and mortality. It
is unknown, however, whether changes in residential proximity to
traffic could alter the risk of CHD mortality.
Methods: We used a population-based cohort study with a 5-year
exposure period and a 4-year follow-up period to explore the
association between changes in residential proximity to road traffic
and the risk of CHD mortality. The cohort comprised all residents
aged 45– 85 years who resided in metropolitan Vancouver during the
exposure period and without known CHD at baseline (n ⫽ 450,283).
Residential proximity to traffic was estimated using a geographic
information system. CHD deaths during the follow-up period were
identified using provincial death registration database. The data were
analyzed using logistic regression.
Results: Compared with the subjects consistently living away from
road traffic (⬎150 m from a highway or ⬎50 m from a major road)
during the 9-year study period, those consistently living close to
traffic (ⱕ150 m from a highway or ⱕ50 m from a major road) had
the greatest risk of CHD mortality (relative risk 关RR兴 ⫽ 1.29 关95%
confidence interval ⫽ 1.18 –1.41兴). By comparison, those who
moved closer to traffic during the exposure period had less increased
risk than those who were consistently exposed (1.20 关1.00 –1.43兴),
and those who moved away from traffic had even less increase in the
risk (1.14 关0.95–1.37兴). All analyses were adjusted for baseline age,
sex, pre-existing comorbidities (diabetes, chronic obstructive pulSubmitted 30 September 2009; accepted 23 January 2010.
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monary disease, hypertensive heart disease), and neighborhood
socioeconomic status.
Conclusions: Living close to major roadways was associated with
increased risk of coronary mortality, whereas moving away from
major roadways was associated with decreased risk.
(Epidemiology 2010;21: 000 – 000)

A

growing body of epidemiologic evidence has demonstrated that long-term exposure to ambient air pollution,
especially fine particles, is associated with increased cardiovascular morbidity and mortality.1,2 Several cohort studies
suggest that coronary heart disease (CHD) is more strongly
associated with fine particulate air pollution than are other
cardiovascular outcomes.3,4 In metropolitan areas, road traffic
is a major contributor to air pollution.5,6 A European study
estimated that approximately half of the adult mortality from
air pollution was attributed to traffic-related air pollution.7
Because exposure to traffic-related air pollution is extensive
worldwide, the corresponding adverse cardiovascular effects
may represent an important public health problem.1
The concentrations of traffic-related air pollutants decrease exponentially from major roadways and typically approach background concentrations within about 150
meters.6,8 The distances from residences to major roadways
may therefore reflect spatial variability in the concentrations
of traffic-related air pollutants. Although traffic proximity
may also be associated with other exposures such as traffic
noise, it can serve as a simple and policy-relevant surrogate
for exposure to traffic-related air pollution.9,10 This metric
has been widely used in epidemiologic studies of the health
effects of traffic-related air pollution.9 –19
There have been a number of epidemiologic studies
examining the associations between residential proximity to
traffic and adverse cardiovascular outcomes including arterial
atherosclerosis11,12 and CHD morbidity and mortality.13–19
Although most of these studies have reported associations,
the findings are not entirely consistent. One critical limitation
of these studies is the assumption that baseline residential
exposure status is consistent during the entire follow-up
period; residential relocation after baseline enrollment has
generally been ignored. This unrealistic assumption may
www.epidem.com | 1
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result in exposure misclassification, and thus bias effect
estimates toward the null.
We conducted a large population-based cohort study
with detailed residential history information to investigate the
association between residential proximity to road traffic and
the risk of CHD mortality. Specifically, we examined the
following factors: (1) whether residential proximity to traffic
was associated with higher levels of exposure to trafficrelated air pollution; (2) whether living close to traffic was
associated with an increased risk of CHD mortality; and (3)
whether changing residences, and therefore changing proximity to traffic, was associated with an altered risk of CHD
mortality.

METHODS
Study Design
This population-based cohort study was conducted in
metropolitan Vancouver, Canada. We used linked administrative databases from British Columbia’s universal health
insurance system to assemble a population-based cohort
(eAppendix, http://links.lww.com/EDE/A405). This study included 2 stages: a 5-year exposure period (January 1994 –
December 1998), and a 4-year follow-up period (January
1999 –December 2002). Mortality information during the
follow-up period was identified from the provincial death
registration database. CHD mortality was compared between
study subjects with different residential-traffic-exposure profiles to determine the relationship between residential proximity to road traffic and the risk of CHD mortality. This study
was approved by the institutional review board of The University of British Columbia.

Study Cohort
All metropolitan Vancouver residents who met the
following criteria at baseline (January 1999) were included in
the cohort: (1) registered with the provincial health insurance
plan, which provides universal coverage to the resident population; (2) age 45– 85 years; and (3) without previous diagnosis of CHD. A small number (4%) of study subjects who
moved to other regions of the province during the 5-year
exposure period were included, all other subjects remained in
the study region during the exposure period.

Residential Proximity to Road Traffic
We categorized residential proximity to traffic
based on individual residential histories (eAppendix,
http://links.lww.com/EDE/A405), and whether a 6-digit residential postal code (area centroid) was located within 50 m
or 150 m of a highway or a major road during the 5-year
exposure period and the 4-year follow-up period. The study
subjects were divided into 4 groups:
1. Not exposed to traffic: consistently living away from
traffic until the end of follow-up;
2 | www.epidem.com

2. Consistent exposure to traffic: consistently living close to
traffic until the end of follow-up;
3. Moved close to traffic: changing residence from nonexposed to exposed to traffic during the exposure period and
retaining this exposure status until the end of follow-up;
4. Moved away from traffic: changing residence from exposed to nonexposed to traffic during the exposure period
and retaining this nonexposure status until the end of
follow-up.
Subjects with more than one change in exposure status
during the exposure period were excluded; those who
changed their exposure status during the follow-up period
were also excluded.
Depending on road types (highway or major road) and
distance from major roadways, residential proximity to
traffic was divided into 5 categories: (1) ⱕ50 versus ⬎50
m from a highway; (2) ⱕ150 versus ⬎150 m from a
highway; (3) ⱕ50 versus ⬎50 m from a major road; (4)
ⱕ150 versus ⬎150 m from a major road; (5) ⱕ150 m from
a highway or ⱕ50 m from a major road versus ⬎150 m from
a highway or ⬎50 m from a major road. Subjects living
within a specific distance were assigned to the exposure
group, while the rest were assigned to the nonexposure group
(eAppendix, http://links.lww.com/EDE/A405).

Traffic-related Air Pollution Assessment
We used high-resolution land-use regression models to
evaluate exposure levels to traffic-related air pollutants. Because the air pollution measurements did not cover the whole
study region, air pollution data were available only for a
subgroup of the cohort.
Using detailed residential history and corresponding
monthly concentrations of traffic-related air pollutants during
the 5-year exposure period, average concentrations of air
pollutants were calculated for each subject. Detailed methods
for the measurement of air pollutants in this study have been
described elsewhere.20,21 A brief description of traffic-related
air pollution assessment is available in the eAppendix
(http://links.lww.com/EDE/A405).

Coronary Heart Disease Mortality
A case of CHD death was defined as a death record in
the provincial death registration database with CHD (ICD-9
codes 410 – 414, 429.2 and ICD-10 codes I20 –I25) as the
cause of death. A small proportion of deaths were identified
using provincial hospitalization records: a hospitalization
death record with CHD as the principal diagnosis for a
hospital admission.
Subjects who had a hospitalization record with CHD as
the principal or primary diagnosis before baseline (on the
basis of data available from January 1991 to December 1998)
were regarded as previously-diagnosed CHD cases, and were
excluded from the analysis.
© 2010 Lippincott Williams & Wilkins
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Pre-existing Comorbidities
Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD)22
(ICD-9: 490, 491, 492, 496; ICD-10: J40 –J44), diabetes23
(ICD-9, 250; ICD-10, E10 –E14), and hypertensive heart
disease23 (ICD-9: 401– 404; ICD-10: I10 –I14) are independent risk factors for CHD. In addition, these chronic diseases
and CHD share common behavioral risk factors such as
cigarette smoking. In an effort to control the influence of the
pre-existing comorbidities and these common behavioral risk
factors, all diagnoses (not restricted to principal or primary
diagnosis) in a hospitalization record were used to identify
subjects with these comorbidities. One hospitalization record
with the diagnosis of any of these diseases during January
1991 to December 1998 was defined as the presence of
pre-existing comorbidities.

Neighborhood Socioeconomic Status
Individual-level income data were not available in this
study. We used neighborhood-income quintiles from the 2001
Statistics Canada Census data to approximate a subject’s socioeconomic status (SES). Neighborhood-income quintiles were
assigned to study subjects through their residential postal codes
(eAppendix, http://links.lww.com/EDE/A405).

Statistical Analysis
We compared the baseline characteristics among the
exposure groups using a 2 test for dichotomous variables,
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) for continuous variables, and Tukey’s post hoc analysis for pair-wise comparisons of continuous variables. Similarly, in a subgroup analysis for the subjects with air pollution data, we used ANOVA
and Tukey’s post hoc analysis to determine whether residential traffic-exposure profiles were associated with exposure
levels to traffic-related air pollutants.
To determine the association between residential proximity to traffic (predictor variable) and the risk of CHD
mortality (dependent variable), we first performed bivariable
logistic regression analysis using the nonexposed group as the
reference category. Then we performed multivariable logistic
regression analysis to adjust for age (quintiles), sex, neighborhood income (quintiles), and pre-existing comorbidities
including diabetes, COPD, or hypertensive heart disease (yes
or no). These analyses were repeated for different combinations of road types (highway or major road) and distances (50
or 150 m).
To examine the influence of age and sex on the risk of
CHD mortality associated with traffic exposure, we performed stratification analyses by age (⬍65 years, ⱖ65 years)
and sex, using the exposure category ⱕ150 m from a highway or ⱕ50 m from a major road.
The exposure category “ⱕ50 versus ⬎50 m from a
highway” had the largest effect estimates. We therefore used
this category to perform a sensitivity analysis in which we
© 2010 Lippincott Williams & Wilkins
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compared the relative risks of CHD mortality using various
distances from a highway and various frames of reference.
All analyses were performed using SAS 9.1 (SAS
Institute Inc., Cary, NC).

RESULTS
We use the road traffic exposure category “ⱕ150 m
from a highway or ⱕ50 m from a major road versus ⬎150 m
from a highway or ⬎50 m from a major road” to present the
overall results of this study. At baseline in January 1999,
there were 488,785 subjects who met the inclusion criteria. At
the end of follow-up, 38,502 persons (8%) were lost to
follow-up, mainly due to moving out of the province or dying
from other diseases. This left 450,283 subjects with complete
data; 210,128 persons (47%) changed their residences at least
one time during the 9-year study period, and 68,726 persons
(15%) changed their exposure status. We excluded 12,619
persons (3%) with multiple changes in exposure status and
22,871 (5%) who changed their exposure status during the
follow-up period. This left 414,793 subjects for analysis:
328,609 (79%) who consistently lived away from traffic,
52,948 (13%) who consistently lived close to traffic, 15,747
(4%) who moved close to traffic, and 17,489 (4%) who
moved away from traffic (Table 1).
The baseline characteristics of these subjects are summarized by the 4 exposure groups in Table 1. Fewer than half
(46%) of the subjects were male; the average age (SD) was 59
(11) years (range, 45– 83 years). Overall, compared with
those consistently living away from traffic, persons who
consistently lived close to traffic were older and more likely
to have lower neighborhood SES and pre-existing comorbidities.
Based on the land-use regression data that incorporated
high spatial resolution, persons who consistently lived close
to traffic were exposed to elevated concentrations of black
carbon, PM2.5, NO2, and NO during the 5-year exposure
period (Table 2). Furthermore, those once living close to
traffic were also exposed to higher concentrations of black
carbon, NO2, and NO; this increment was even larger for
those who moved their residences close to traffic.
During the follow-up period, 3133 people (3097 from
the death registration database and 36 from hospitalization
records) died of CHD, for an overall mortality rate of 7.6 per
1000 subjects. Compared with subjects consistently living
away from traffic, those consistently living close to traffic
were 69% (95% confidence interval 关CI兴 ⫽ 1.55–1.85) more
likely to die of CHD during the follow-up period. For those
who moved away from traffic during the exposure period,
there was a 4% increase in the risk of CHD mortality
(0.87–1.25) during the follow-up period compared with the
unexposed. For those moving closer to traffic during the
exposure period, the risk of CHD mortality increased 23%
(1.03–1.46) as compared with the unexposed. Adjustment for
www.epidem.com | 3
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TABLE 1. Baseline Characteristicsa of Study Subjects by Exposure Groupsb

Men
Age (years); mean (SD)
Age quintiles (years)
45–48
49–53
54–60
61–69
70–83
Comorbidity
Diabetes
COPD
Hypertensive heart disease
Any of the above
Income quintilesc
1
2
3
4
5

Not Exposed to Traffic
(n ⴝ 328,609)

Moved Close to Traffic
(n ⴝ 15,747)

Moved Away From Traffic
(n ⴝ 17,489)

Consistent Exposure to Traffic
(n ⴝ 52,948)

46
58.7 (10.4)

46
58.6 (10.2)

47
57.6 (10.0)

45
61.0 (10.9)

19
22
21
20
19
1.9
1.0
3.7
5.6
15
18
19
22
26

19
21
21
21
18

21
23
21
20
15

2.1
1.2
4.0
6.4

15
18
19
22
26

2.0
1.2
3.9
6.1

25
19
21
18
17

2.5
1.5
4.6
7.2

20
19
20
22
20

27
20
19
16
19

a

Percent, unless otherwise specified.
Traffic exposure was defined as ⱕ150 m from a highway or ⱕ50 m from a major road.
c
Quintile 1 represents the lowest and Quintile 5 the highest neighborhood income quintile.
b

TABLE 2. Average Concentrations of Traffic-related Air Pollutants by Exposure Groups
Not Exposed to Traffic
(n ⴝ 306,296)
Mean (SD)

Moved Close to Traffic
(n ⴝ 13,285)
Mean (SD)

Moved Away From Traffic
(n ⴝ 14,582)
Mean (SD)

Consistent Exposure to Traffic
(n ⴝ 50,502)
Mean (SD)

1.1 (0.7)
4.0 (1.6)
31.3 (7.9)
28.8 (8.2)

2.3 (1.1)
4.2 (1.6)
33.9 (7.5)
39.5 (13.4)

1.9 (0.9)
4.1 (1.6)
33.0 (7.6)
34.8 (10.7)

3.0 (1.5)
4.3 (1.8)
35.5 (7.9)
45.9 (16.6)

Black carbon (10⫺5/m)
PM2.5 (g/m3)
NO2 (g/m3)
NO (g/m3)

This is a sub-group analysis for the subjects (93%) with land-use regression data. Traffic exposure was defined as ⱕ150 m from a highway or ⱕ50 m from a major road.

baseline age, sex, pre-existing comorbidities, and neighborhood SES generally reduced the relative risks but did not
change the overall pattern of the results: the risk of CHD
mortality increased by 29% (1.18 –1.41), 14% (0.95–1.37),
and 20% (1.00 –1.43), respectively, for those consistently
living close to traffic, moving away from traffic, and moving
close to traffic, respectively (Table 3).
Similar CHD mortality patterns were observed when
the analysis was repeated using different road types and
distances (Table 3, Fig. 1). Figure 1 shows that the risk of
CHD mortality was strongly dependent on road types (traffic
volume) and the distances from major roadways. For example, for those consistently living close to traffic, the risk of
CHD mortality rapidly decreased when the distance from
traffic increased from 50 to 150 m, or when road type
4 | www.epidem.com

changed from a highway (21,000 –114,000 vehicles/day) to a
major road (15,000 –18,000 vehicles/day). Overall, compared
with consistently living away from traffic, consistently living
close to traffic was associated with the highest risk of CHD
mortality (Fig. 1); moving closer to traffic was associated
with an increased risk but lower risk compared with consistently living close to traffic. Moving away from traffic was
associated with a decreased risk but higher risk compared
with consistently living away from traffic.
For those consistently living within 150 m from a
highway or 50 m from a major road (vs. consistently living
⬎150 m from a highway or ⬎50 m from a major road), the
risk of CHD mortality was higher for men than for women
and higher for the younger (⬍65 years) than for the older
group (ⱖ65 years) (Fig. 2).
© 2010 Lippincott Williams & Wilkins
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TABLE 3. Association of Road Traffic Exposure With Coronary Heart Disease Mortality
Exposure Category
聿150 m Highway or 聿50 m major road
No. deaths/total number
Crude RR (95% CI)
Adjusted RR (95% CI)b
聿50 m Highway
No. deaths/total number
Crude RR (95% CI)
Adjusted RR (95% CI)b
聿150 m Highway
No. deaths/total number
Crude RR (95% CI)
Adjusted RR (95% CI)b
聿50 m Major road
No. deaths/total number
Crude RR (95% CI)
Adjusted RR (95% CI)b
聿150 m Major road
No. deaths/total number
Crude RR (95% CI)
Adjusted RR (95% CI)b

Not Exposed
to Traffica

Moved Close
to Traffic

Moved Away
From Traffic

Consistent Exposure
to Traffic

2271/328,609
1.00
1.00

131/15,747
1.23 (1.03–1.46)
1.20 (1.00–1.43)

124/17,489
1.04 (0.87–1.25)
1.14 (0.95–1.37)

607/52,948
1.69 (1.55–1.85)
1.29 (1.18–1.41)

3164/434,602
1.00
1.00

26/2304
1.55 (1.05–2.29)
1.44 (0.97–2.13)

21/2729
1.05 (0.69–1.62)
1.09 (0.71–1.69)

73/4343
2.33 (1.84–2.94)
1.54 (1.21–1.96)

2851/397,341
1.00
1.00

59/7016
1.18 (0.91–1.53)
1.22 (0.94–1.59)

62/8484
1.02 (0.80–1.32)
1.11 (0.86–1.44)

257/20,085
1.80 (1.59–2.05)
1.36 (1.19–1.55)

2674/370,505
1.00
1.00

90/10,534
1.20 (0.97–1.48)
1.16 (0.93–1.43)

88/12,935
0.95 (0.77–1.18)
1.07 (0.86–1.33)

330/31,073
1.49 (1.33–1.67)
1.15 (1.02–1.29)

1752/247,483
1.00
1.00

157/19,724
1.17 (1.00–1.38)
1.24 (1.05–1.46)

170/25,781
0.97 (0.83–1.14)
1.09 (0.93–1.28)

1024/112,093
1.35 (1.25–1.46)
1.11 (1.02–1.19)

The total number of subjects in each traffic exposure category is different due to exclusion of subjects with multiple changes in exposure
status and subjects who changed their exposure status during the follow-up period.
a
Reference category.
b
Adjusted for age, sex, neighborhood socioeconomic status, and pre-existing comorbidities.

FIGURE 1. Association of road traffic exposure with coronary
heart disease mortality by road types and distances. RRs adjusted for age, sex, neighborhood SES, and pre-existing comorbidities.

In the sensitivity analysis examining the effects of distances and reference groups, for those who moved away from
traffic during the exposure period, the effect estimates were very
close among the 3 groups (Fig. 3). However, for those who
moved close to or consistently lived close to traffic, the effect
estimates changed in response to different distances and refer© 2010 Lippincott Williams & Wilkins

FIGURE 2. Association of road traffic exposure with coronary
heart disease mortality by sex and age (traffic exposure was
defined as ⱕ150 m highway or ⱕ50 m major road). Adjusted for neighborhood SES and pre-existing comorbidities; the combined analyses (“Both”) were additionally adjusted for age (⬍65 years, ⱖ65 years); for the total group,
the analyses were additionally adjusted for age (⬍65 years,
ⱖ65 years) and sex.

ences used in the analysis, indicating that the observed association between residential proximity to traffic and the risk of
CHD mortality was sensitive to distances from highways and the
references used for comparison.
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FIGURE 3. Association of road traffic exposure with coronary
heart disease mortality by distances from highways. Adjusted for
age, sex, neighborhood SES, and pre-existing comorbidities.

DISCUSSION
In this large population-based cohort study with detailed residential-history information, living close to road
traffic was associated with an increased risk of CHD mortality. More importantly, a change in residential proximity to
traffic was associated with an altered risk of CHD mortality:
moving close to traffic was associated with a relatively
increased risk, whereas moving away from traffic was associated with a relatively decreased risk.
Previous studies examining the associations between
residential proximity to traffic and cardiovascular outcomes
have not reported entirely consistent findings. A cross-sectional study carried out in Germany with 4494 participants
found that living close to a major road was associated with
more severe coronary artery calcification.11 In contrast, a
recent study with 1147 participants in the United States found
no appreciable association between residential proximity to a
major road and abdominal aortic calcification.12 In a 13-year
cohort study of 13,309 people in the United States, Kan et
al13 found that residential traffic intensity was associated with
an increased risk of fatal and nonfatal coronary events.
Similarly, in a large case-control study, Tonne et al14 reported
that living near a major road was associated with a 5%
increase in the risk of acute myocardial infarction. A 13-year
cohort study of 4800 women in Germany also found that
living within 50 m of a major road was associated with
increased cardiopulmonary mortality.15 In contrast, in a
9-year Dutch cohort study with 117,528 participants, Beelen
et al16 did not find an association between residential proximity to a major road or residential traffic intensity and
cardiovascular mortality. Several studies have also reported
associations between exposures to traffic-related air pollutants such as nitrogen oxides and adverse cardiovascular
outcomes.17–19 Because of differences in traffic characteris6 | www.epidem.com

tics, study populations, meteorological and geographic conditions, study design, and statistical methods, it is difficult to
quantitatively compare the results from different studies.
Although the findings from these previous studies are not
fully consistent, the present study and most previous studies
suggest that residential proximity to traffic is associated with
increased risk of CHD mortality. Traffic-related air pollution
and other factors such as traffic noise may be responsible for
the observed association.
Compared with previous reports, this study has several
important strengths: First, this population-based cohort study
may be regarded as a natural experiment in which we took
advantage of detailed residential histories to investigate the
relationship between changes in traffic exposure status and
the risk of CHD mortality. Changes in residential proximity
to traffic were associated with an altered risk of CHD mortality in an exposure-response fashion.
Second, we used various road types (highway or major
road) and distances (ⱕ50 or ⱕ150 m) from major roadways
to assess residential proximity to traffic. The observed association was consistent across various combinations of road
types and distances. The effect estimate was dependent on
road types (traffic volume) and distances in a dose-response
fashion (Table 3, Fig. 1).
Third, residential proximity to traffic was consistent
with land-use-regression-model estimates for the concentrations of black carbon, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and nitric
oxide (NO) (Table 2). These results are consistent with those
of previous studies, and suggest that residential proximity to
traffic is a simple and specific surrogate that reflects spatial
variability of traffic-related air pollution.5,6 In a separate
analysis of associations between these 4 pollutants and the
risk of CHD mortality, we found that an interquartile range
elevation in the concentrations of black carbon was associated with a 6% (95% CI ⫽ 1.02–1.09) increase in the risk of
CHD mortality after adjustment for all the covariates and 3
other copollutants (PM2.5, NO2, and NO); the corresponding
relative risk for PM2.5, NO2, and NO was 1.00 (0.97–1.04),
1.04 (1.00 –1.09), and 1.02 (0.97–1.08), respectively (Gan
WQ, Koehoorn M, Daves HW, Demers PA, Tamburic L,
Brauer M. Submitted paper).
Fourth, this study found that 47% of study subjects
changed their residences at least once during the 9-year study
period, leading to a change in the residential traffic exposure
status in 15% of the subjects. When residential proximity to
traffic at the original address (January 1994) was used to
evaluate traffic exposure status (and subsequent residential
relocations were ignored), the corresponding adjusted RRs
(95% CI) for the 5 exposure categories were: 1.19 (1.10 –
1.29), 1.34 (1.10 –1.64), 1.27 (1.13–1.42), 1.09 (0.99 –1.21),
and 1.06 (0.99 –1.14) (Table 3, from the first to the fifth row).
Thus, previous studies that have not accounted for residential
relocation may have suffered from substantial exposure mis© 2010 Lippincott Williams & Wilkins
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classification. This may result in underestimations of the true
adverse health effects, and even false-negative results.
This study had several limitations that should be considered when interpreting these findings. The study cohort
was constructed using linked administrative databases that
did not include certain important information about individual cardiovascular risk factors (such as active or passive
smoking status, body mass index, and individual SES). To
partially control for these unmeasured risk factors, we adjusted for age, sex, neighborhood SES, and pre-existing
comorbidities including diabetes, COPD, and hypertensive
heart disease. Because these comorbidities and CHD share
common behavioral risk factors, adjusting for these preexisting comorbidities was presumably able to reduce the
influence of uncontrolled factors, such as cigarette smoking,
to some extent.24 However, these approaches cannot eliminate all confounding effects caused by unmeasured cardiovascular risk factors.
Cigarette smoking is the single most important risk
factor for CHD.25 If smokers are more likely to live near (or
move closer to) major roadways, the observed association
may be confounded by the effects of cigarette smoking.
However, previous epidemiologic studies have demonstrated
that the association of air-pollution exposure with the severity
of atherosclerosis11,26 or the risk of CHD mortality3,27 was
independent of cigarette-smoking status and even stronger
among never-smokers.3,11,26,27 For example, Pope et al3 reported that for each 10 g/m3 increase in annual average
concentration of PM2.5, the adjusted relative risk of CHD
mortality was 1.22 for never smokers, 1.15 for former smokers, and 1.16 for current smokers. Given these findings and
the lack of evidence to suggest that cigarette smoking is
related to changes in residential proximity to traffic, it is less
likely that the observed associations were due to confounding
effects of cigarette smoking.
Low SES is a risk factor for CHD28 and is also related
to other cardiovascular risk factors such as cigarette smoking,
obesity, and hypertension.29 –31 In some locations, people
with low SES are more likely to live close to major roadways.32 Individual SES is thus a possible confounder for the
observed association. In the present study, we used neighborhood-income quintiles to approximate the major differences
of economic status between subjects with various trafficexposure profiles. Although this method may induce a degree
of SES misclassification, some evidence has suggested that
this approximation is acceptable for group comparisons.33 In
addition, some studies have found that neighborhood SES is
associated with the risk of CHD independent of individual
SES, indicating that adjustment for neighborhood SES may
also reduce the influence of uncontrolled factors related to
neighborhood disadvantages.31 We used neighborhood income quintiles derived from the 2001 census data, which may
not accurately reflect the original neighborhood SES for
© 2010 Lippincott Williams & Wilkins
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subjects who changed their residences during the exposure
period (January 1994 –December 1998). Nevertheless, there
is evidence that the levels of neighborhood SES are well
correlated for those who change their residences.31
Residential proximity to traffic is a relatively crude
surrogate for exposure to traffic-related air pollution. Many
factors, such as wind direction, presence of street canyons,
and specific residence characteristics, may influence actual
residential exposure levels.34,35 Moreover, in the present
study, residential proximity to traffic was estimated using the
postal code centroid rather than the actual residential address.
In urban areas, a 6-digit postal code typically represents one
side of a city block or individual multiunit structures and is
therefore fairly precise. Still, this assessment of traffic proximity
will inevitably induce exposure misclassification. Furthermore,
as in previous studies, our exposure assessment can only approximately reflect the exposure levels at subjects’ residences,
which may not precisely reflect actual individual exposure levels. Mobility,36 outdoor activity, and indoor infiltration of air
pollutants37 may differ across study subjects. Nevertheless, all
these factors presumably cause nondifferential exposure misclassification, leading to underestimations of the true adverse
effects of residential proximity to traffic.
Finally, residential proximity to traffic signifies exposure not only to traffic-related air pollutants but also to
traffic-related noise. Some studies have indicated that trafficnoise levels are at least moderately correlated with the concentrations of nitrogen oxides38 and also with increased risk
of CHD.39 Therefore, it is possible that the increased risk of
CHD mortality observed in the present study may be associated with both traffic-related air pollution and traffic noise.
We cannot disentangle the effects of these 2 traffic-related
pollutants in the current analysis.
An enormous number of people are regularly exposed to traffic; therefore, traffic-related air pollution may
represent an important public-health problem. Using a
large population-based cohort study with detailed residential history information, we observed that living close to
traffic was associated with an increased risk of coronary
mortality, whereas moving away from traffic was associated with a decreased risk.
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Zac Zasloff <Zac.Zasloff@shoes.com>
Thursday, August 23, 2018 11:51 AM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
RE: EEA#15889

Dear Mr. Strysky,
My family and I have been residents of Union Square for 16 years. We are very excited about the benefits, including
many environmental benefits, that the Union Square Revitalization project will bring to our community after years of
careful planning.
The D2 site has been a vacant, contaminated site since 2013. The redevelopment will remediate the site and create new
places to live (including new affordable housing) and work as well as new green and open spaces. The project also
includes environmental building standards like LEED Gold and commitments to going further to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. I’m also excited about new pedestrian and bicycle improvements that will make our neighborhood easier to
navigate.
More than anything, I am excited to see the start of commercial development in Union Square that has been a goal for
Somerville for years. Commercial development relies on having
a successful MBTA Green Line Station located in Union Square. While US2 is not responsible for the development of the
green line rail, I understand the developer is responsible for creating employee facilities, ADA access to the platform, a
dedicated location for The Ride Drop-off/Pick-Up and pedestrian access through the D2 parcel to the platform. All of
these basic functions need to be available when Union Square Station opens in 2021.
Union Square residents and business owners have fought a long time to see the Green Line extension – a significant
environmental benefit itself. Delaying any further would be a disservice to all of the potential customers who have
waited a long time for reliable transportation. Please approve US2’s request for a Phase 1 waiver to ensure we don’t
have to wait any longer for GLX, commercial development or the project benefits.

Sincerely,
Zac Zasloff
12 Munroe St.
Somerville, MA 02143

1

Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office / MEPA Analyst Alex Strysky
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Via email to Mr. Alex Strysky
RE: EEA#15889, ENF, Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MA
Secretary Beaton,
I am a resident of Union Square, and also serve as the co-chair of the Union Square
Neighborhood Council, and a member of Fossil Free Somerville. I would like to write in
opposition to the proposed Phase 1 Waiver for the Union Square Redevelopment.
There are numerous reasons to oppose this waiver. The legacy of industrial uses in the D2 parcel
alone suggests that a thorough environmental impact review is necessary to ensure the health of
the land and groundwater. Samples taken from the D2 parcel in 2010 found several carcinogenic
contaminants within 3 feet of soil. Current sampling should re-evaluate the presence and
concentration of these contaminants, and the proper method for remediation. This review is key
to ensure the protection of our groundwater, and the future health of those inhabiting the living,
work and civic spaces.
The increased projected use of the D2 parcel extends beyond Phase 1, and the transportation and
infrastructure analyses should reflect this. In conjunction with the introduction of the Green Line
to Union Square, the development of lab and living spaces will increase the already-congested
Prospect Street. The Proponent has passed the threshold for the EIR in terms of vehicle trips and
parking, which translates to increased air pollution to the proposed civic space adjacent to
Prospect Street. If this space is to be truly civic, environmentally sound and enjoyable, it should
be protected from city congestion, not central to it.
Finally, the impacts of climate change will be significant, and thorough examination of
mitigation for flooding from storm events is critical. The City’s Climate Change Vulnerability
Assessment (CCVA) highlights the whole of Union Square as vulnerable to flooding. The
current drainage infrastructure (while being upgraded) does not have adequate adaptive capacity
to handle the increased severity of storms caused by climate change. Further, the consideration of
natural gas infrastructure alongside the lack of commitment to renewable energy do not suggest
contribution to the City’s objective for carbon neutrality in 2050.
To conclude, I oppose the waiver and I would recommend full environmental review for Phase 1
of the Union Square Redevelopment.
Sincerely,
Rachel J. Weil
Union Square Neighborhood Council, Co-chair
Fossil Free Somerville, Member

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

Matthew A. Beaton
Secretary

Karyn E. Polito
Lt. Governor

Judith F. Judson
Commissioner

21 August 2018
Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02114
Attn: MEPA Unit
RE:

Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville, Massachusetts EEA #15889

Cc:

Maggie McCarey, Energy Efficiency Director, Department of Energy Resources
Judith Judson, Commissioner, Department of Energy Resources

Dear Secretary Beaton:
We’ve reviewed the Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for the above-referenced project.
This phase of the project consists two parts: (a) 450 units of multifamily (399,000-sf) with
ground-floor retail; and (b) a 200,000-sf office. Key findings are as follows:
Multifamily:


Currently-planned emissions reduction is 14%. This could be
improved to 68% with Passivehouse, largely eliminating
emissions.



Passivehouse has attractive affordability: residents’ annual
utility costs would be reduced $2,100 (70% less). Over ten
years, residents would save about $10M.



With Passivehouse, the developer would be eligible for up to
$1.3M in Alternative Energy Credits plus other incentives
from the utility and Massachusetts Clean Energy Center.

Union Square Redevelopment, Massachusetts EEA #15889
Somerville, Massachusetts

Office:


The office portion of the project has an energy consumption that is about seven (x7)
larger than the energy consumption one would expect for a code-built office (250
kBtu/sf-yr versus 36 kBtu/sf-yr). See illustration below. This appears to be related to the
assumption that 60% of the floor area is assumed to contain laboratory uses with large
ventilation loads.



Currently-planned emissions reduction relies
on laboratory-use.
In addition, envelope
performance is being reduced, trading off
envelope performance in anticipation of lab
use.
(Planned envelope is 13% lowerperforming than prescriptive code.)



It is preferable that building mitigation not be
laboratory-use dependent and vertical envelope
performance should be set to at least code
performance.

Pathway to 68% Emissions Reduction for the Multifamily
Passivehouse appears to provide the best opportunity for emissions reduction. PV on the rooftop
would provide an additional benefit, as well. Together, mitigation could be increased by about
almost a factor of 5, from currently planned 14% to 68%. In summary, Passivehouse plus solar
PV on the roofs would make great strides toward eliminating emissions for this project.
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Passivehouse – Affordable and Resilient
Passivehouse is also affordable and resilient. Average unit utility cost would be reduced from
$2,800/yr to $700/yr, saving each unit about $2,100/yr. Across all units, these Somerville
residents would be saving about $10M in the first decade.
Passive multifamily usually costs more to build than code multifamily. An extensive study by
NYSERDA for a similar urban-setting residential multifamily tower found that Passivehouse
improvements cost about $8.88/sf more to build.
Massachusetts uniquely provides large incentives that a Passivehouse multifamily would quality
for which would reduce costs. These include:


Alternative Energy Credits, value of up to approximately $1.35M.



MassSave performance-based utility incentives for high-rise multifamily (to be
determined by the utility)



Massachusetts Clean Energy Center (MCEC) grants: up to $0.25M

Netting against the above incentives, Passivehouse multifamly would have a payback in under 3
years.
If the units are planned to be sold as condominiums, Passivehouse would actually cost the buyers
more than 60% less to own and operate from “day 1” as follows:


Referencing the illustration below, the average multifamily unit built to Code costs about
$2,800 per year for utilities.



In contrast, a Passivehouse unit costs about $1,000 per year for utilities (about $700 for
utilities and $300 to finance the Passivehouse improvements, netting incentives).
Based on:
- 5% cost of financing, 30
year term
- $8.88/sf for Passivehouse
premium cost per
NYSERDA
- Value of Alternative
Energy Credits and MCEC
incentives
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The above does not consider tax implications which would further improve affordability.
Passivehouse converts a utility liability into a tax-advantaged asset. The above also does not
include utility incentives. (These need to be determined by the utility.)
If the units are planned to be rental units, various models exist for the building owner to profit
which address “split incentive”. For example, the building owner charges rental rates that
include space condition (heating, cooling, and hot water, for example), benchmarking the rental
premium to Code-built apartment performance. In turn, the owner would actually be paying only
a fraction of this premium, resulting in profit.
Passivehouse also provides other attractive benefits to future tenants or buyers, including:





Noise reduction
Indoor air quality improvements
Comfort improvements
Higher quality doors and windows

Passivehouse would also greatly improve resiliency as Passivehouse units can stay warm (or
cool, in summer) for extended periods even with loss of active space conditioning equipment.
Office
As noted above, the office component of the project assumes that 60% of the floor area is
laboratory use. The assumption is potentially problematic, as follows:


Current mitigation level (12%) relies heavily on the large ventilation that would occur
with laboratory use. If the laboratory use does not materialize to the extent assumed
(now or in the future), the level of mitigation will diminish.



The building envelope performance is being traded away in anticipation of having large
ventilation loads. Envelope performance, therefore, relies on tenant mix, now and in the
future.



The proponent ran several analysis to show how higher performing envelope would
improve mitigation, coming to conclusion that envelope performance has little effect.
This conclusion is only valid under the conditions of high ventilation loads.

In summary, mitigation should rely less on tenant mix (lab vs. office) and more on fixed
improvements that can be implemented by the proponent. Further, envelope performance should
not be compromised.
Rooftop Solar PV
A thorough analysis of rooftop solar PV was provided, identifying about 25,000 sf suitable for
rooftop solar (250 kW). We recommend implementation of 250 kW of solar PV on this project.
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CHP
Similarly, a thorough analysis of CHP was provided. Various CHP sizes were investigated,
ranging from 75 kW to 250 kW in size, all having payback of less than 3 years. We recommend
implantation of CHP with size to be determined as the project develops.
Recommendations for Future Submissions
Our recommendations for future submissions are as follows:
1. Passive design for the residential portions of the project should be thoroughly evaluated.
As part of Passive evaluations, we recommend that a thorough investigation be
performed for: Alternative Energy Credits, utility benefits, MCEC grants, and other
incentives. We recommended meeting with the utilities to confirm incentive level,
including incentives for the high performance enabled by Passivehouse.
2. For the office and retail reduced envelope performance due to excessive windows and
curtain walls should be avoided.
3. For the office analyses, laboratory use should be assumed to be zero. Mitigation should
be shown to be independent of this tenant use.
4. Rooftop PV and CHP should be incorporated in the project.
Sincerely,

Paul F. Ormond, P.E.
Energy Efficiency Engineer
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Bob McWatters <bmcwatters12@gmail.com>
Friday, August 24, 2018 9:26 AM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)

From:
Sent:
To:

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Attn:

Matthew Beaton, Secretary

EEA No. 15889

RE:

Phase I Waiver for Union Square

S! ecretary Beaton:

I would like to express my support for a Phase I Waiver for the Union Square
project that is currently under review by the Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs. It is anticipated that the Union Square redevelopment will bring
in a great deal of revenue for Somerville in the form of tax revenue and the economic
activity that will flow from the project once completed. The redevelopment will also
inspire other developers to invest in Somerville and, in particular. the area around Union
Square.
As you are aware, the redevelopment of Union Square has been a hot topic in
Somerville for quite some time. I was formerly a member of the Somerville Board of
Aldermen and had the opportunity to work on the planning of the redevelopment,
1

including reviewing and approving the final zoning for the project. I can assure you that
for a decade Somerville and its elected officials have carefully studied the impacts of
redeveloping Union Square on the City, including from zoning, environmental and
permitting perspectives. It is very exciting to see all of those years of hard work paying
off into a wonderful project that will foster growth in Somerville.
A Phase I Waiver will bring the promise of the redevelopment closer to reality
and I ask that you issue it.

Sincerely,

Robert McWatters

On Aug 23, 2018, at 2:50 PM, Bob McWatters <bmcwatters12@gmail.com>
wrote:
<US2 - MEPA - Comment Letter (PFE 2).DOCX>
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Malcolm Cummings <malcolm.cummings@gmail.com>
Friday, August 24, 2018 4:43 PM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
RE: EEA#15889, ENF, Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MA

Friday August 24, 2018
Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office / MEPA Analyst Alex Strysky
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Via email to Mr. Alex Strysky
RE: EEA#15889, ENF, Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MA
Dear Secretary Beaton,
The proponent US2 and SRA are requesting a phase 1 waiver for the Union Square Redevelopment in
Somerville MA. I am deeply concerned that this waiver would eliminate the capacity of the community to fully
understand the environmental impact of the development until after construction has begun or been completed.
The waiver should not be granted.
The carbon footprint of this development must be minimized and well understood. Granting the waiver will
eliminate an important step in this process. The greenhouse gas emission analysis has not adequately quantified
the impact of this development, nor does the proposed design take sufficient measures to avoid, minimize or
mitigate the emissions. The outright rejection of building orientation as a method of energy efficiency gains is a
very unfortunate design choice on the part of the proponent. Building orientation can significantly impact the
passive heating and cooling performance of a building by optimizing sun exposure to various design features.
This is particularly important in how the orientation of the Phase 1 development may impact design elements of
the later phases of construction. Granting a Phase 1 waiver will allow construction to proceed before we
understand the impact on later phases.
The proponent does not have detailed construction drawings and is unable to commit to a high-performance
building envelope to improve heating energy efficiency. A high-performance building envelope is necessary for
this development to achieve low carbon emissions, especially in the absence of passive thermal efficiency
associated with building orientation as mentioned above. Changes to a building envelope after construction has
begun or been completed are often prohibitively costly. A waiver should not be granted in the absence of a
detailed analysis of and commitment to a high-performance building envelope.
Ultimately, a LEED Gold rating is completely insufficient for a building to reach zero carbon emissions by
2050 (Somerville’s stated goal) without major retrofitting in the near term. There are many other design options
for designing and analyzing a building of this scale, including passive house performance standards, that have
not been evaluated by the proponent. The Proponent has not used all the resource available to minimize
1

greenhouse gas emissions and should not receive a waiver. The community and commonwealth would be best
served by not granting this waiver.
Sincerely,
Malcolm Cummings
Fossil Free Somerville
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Charles D. Baker
Governor

Matthew A. Beaton
Secretary

Karyn E. Polito
Lieutenant Governor

Martin Suuberg
Commissioner

August 24, 2018

Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of
Energy & Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street
Boston MA, 02114

RE: Somerville
Union Square Redevelopment
EEA # 15889

Attn: MEPA Unit

Dear Secretary Beaton:

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has reviewed the
Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for the Union Square Redevelopment in Somerville,
submitted by Union Square RELP Master Developer LLC (US2) and the Somerville
Redevelopment Authority (SRA). The overall redevelopment, which is part of a state-approved
urban revitalization plan, includes approximately 15.7 acres of land spread out over seven parcels
identified as “D Parcels 1-7”. The proposed project includes the construction of approximately
2,397,000 square feet of commercial, residential, retail, arts, and creative economy uses as well as
new open spaces and parking. The Department provides the following comments.
Wastewater
The wastewater design flow for the proposed project is 286,834 gallons per day using the
design flows in Title 5 (314 CMR 15.203), although the ENF also suggests that only 50% of the
Title 5 estimates be used as an indicator of average daily flows. The final design flow for the
project will be subject to the approval of the City of Somerville Engineering Department, and
should conform to their sewer use ordinance and past practices in defining design flows. Since in
either event, the design flows will be well in excess of 15,000 gallons per day, MassDEP regulations
This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TTY# MassRelay Service 1-800-439-2370
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep
Printed on Recycled Paper

require that the City, as the sewer authority, imposes a requirement on the project proponent to
provide for removal of four gallons of infiltration and inflow for each gallon of new wastewater
design flow to be connected to the sewer system. The ENF indicates that the project will involve
removal of stormwater from the sewer system, but does not indicate the scope of that mitigation
work nor quantify the volume of stormwater to be removed. The project proponent shall work with
City staff to ensure that the 4:1 removal requirement is met.

Hazardous Waste/ Massachusetts Contingency Plan/M.G.L. c.21E
The project is proposed to be developed in three phases, with a waiver of MEPA approval
requested for Phase 1, which includes 3.5 acres associated with the majority of the D2 block. The
Proponents are seeking a waiver of Phase 1 in order to allow for the conveyance of the D2 block
from SRA to US2, so construction on the Phase 1 portion of the project can begin prior to the
completion of the full MEPA review.
The project area has been used historically for a combination of industrial, commercial, and
residential uses. Past uses have resulted in the release of oils and hazardous materials to the soil and
groundwater. The contamination includes polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), metals, petroleum
hydrocarbons, and polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in soil. Chlorinated volatile organic
compounds have been detected in the groundwater on a small portion of the Phase 1 Project area.
The entire project area includes a total of 26 Release Tracking Numbers (RTNs), with the Phase 1
Project area containing 17. In order to manage the 17 RTNs already assigned in the Phase 1 Area,
the Proponent proposes to work with MassDEP to complete the necessary work under one master
RTN. The Proponent will also work with EPA in order to comply with the Toxic Substances
Control Act (TSCA) and the federal regulations under 40 CFR 761.
There is presently one Activity and Use Limitation (AUL) within the Phase I Area, and one
AUL outside the Phase 1 Area. The AUL within the Phase 1 Area is at 26 Bennett Street (RTN 329452) and is associated with the former Prospect Iron and Steel. This AUL will be retracted as
additional site remediation and improvements are proposed at this property and the adjacent Kiley
Barrel site. The AUL outside the Phase 1 Area is for 9 Union Square (RTN 3-32294), and covers
an approximate area of 21,000 square feet. The Project design will maintain the obligations stated
in that AUL.
Approximately one-quarter of the Phase 1 Project site is the Former Kiley Barrel Disposal
Site (RTN 3-2849), which is located at the corner of Somerville Avenue and Prospect Street.
Cleanup at the Kiley Barrel Site has been conducted TSCA due the presence of PCBs greater than
50 mg/kg, as well as the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). The remediation included soil
removal to three feet below grade, and the installation of a three-foot soil and gravel cap. The site is
subject to final closure and the filing of an AUL in the future. Low levels of CVOC’s are present in
the southeastern corner of the Kiley Barrel Site, and the SRA is planning an in-situ groundwater
treatment and monitoring program. Based on the effectiveness of the in-situ treatment program, a
vapor mitigation system may be installed in buildings constructed on this portion of the Phase 1
Project Site.
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Based on site investigations, the remaining portion of the Phase 1 Project site is
contaminated with PCBs, metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and PAHs in soil. Concentrations of
PCBs greater than 50 mg/kg were identified in certain locations; therefore, the site will be cleaned
up in accordance with both TSCA and the MCP. Additional site characterization will be performed
to delineate the extent and volume of PCB contaminated soil on portions of the Phase 1 Project site.
A cleanup plan and notification will be submitted to the US EPA for approval, and appropriate
MCP response action reports will be submitted. The cleanup will include excavation and off-site
disposal of contaminated soils greater than applicable standards. Residual soil contamination will
be addressed, and the feasibility of approaching background will be evaluated as well as capping
with new site construction. The proposed Phase 1 development plan intends to minimize the areas
of significant underground space or parking in order to reduce the volume of contaminated soils to
be excavated. The anticipated timeframe for beginning remedial design is, at the earliest, Summer
to Fall of 2018.
Contaminated Soil and Groundwater:
The project proponent is advised that excavating, removing and/or disposing of
contaminated soil, pumping of contaminated groundwater, or working in contaminated media must
be done under the provisions of MGL c.21E (and, potentially, c.21C) and all other applicable
federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and bylaws. If permits and approvals under these
provisions are not obtained beforehand, considerable delays in the project can occur. The project
proponent cannot manage contaminated media without prior submittal of appropriate plans to
MassDEP, which describe the proposed contaminated soil and groundwater handling and disposal
approach, and health and safety precautions. If contamination at the site is known or suspected, the
appropriate tests should be conducted well in advance of the start of construction and professional
environmental consulting services should be readily available to provide technical guidance to
facilitate any necessary permits. If dewatering activities are to occur at a site with contaminated
groundwater, or in proximity to contaminated groundwater where dewatering can draw in the
contamination, a plan must be in place to properly manage the groundwater and ensure site
conditions are not exacerbated by these activities. A Licensed Site Professional (LSP) must be
employed or engaged to manage, supervise or actually perform the necessary response actions at the
site.
Air Monitoring:
Dust and/or vapor monitoring and controls are often necessary for large-scale projects in
contaminated areas. The need to conduct real-time air monitoring for contaminated dust and to
implement dust suppression must be determined prior to excavation of soils, especially those
contaminated with compounds such as metals and PCBs. An evaluation of contaminant
concentrations in soil should be completed to determine the concentration of contaminated dust that
could pose a risk to health of on-site workers and nearby human receptors. If this dust
concentration, or action level, is reached during excavation, dust suppression should be
implemented as needed, or earthwork should be halted.
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Ambient air monitoring should be conducted at the site perimeter and near areas of
excavation, stockpiling, and movement of soils contaminated with volatile organic compounds such
as trichloroethylene (TCE). Ambient air monitoring should be implemented using field
instrumentation capable of detecting low concentrations of TCE (ex: 1 ppbV TCE). A detailed air
monitoring plan should be developed prior to excavation activities to include monitoring frequency,
action levels, sampling the indoor air of nearby structures, as needed, and mitigation measures.
Capping of Contaminated Soil:
If capping of contaminated soil is needed to achieve a level of No Significant Risk,
MassDEP recommends the following capping design criteria. In unpaved areas, a minimum of
three feet of clean soil should be placed over the contaminated soil. This protective layer of clean
soil should be separated from the underlying contaminated soil by a geotextile or combination of
materials, which will provide both a brightly colored visual marker and a permeable fabric to
separate the clean soil from the contaminated soil. In paved areas, a minimum one-foot cap
consisting of clean soil, road base and the pavement layer should be placed over the contaminated
soil. Similar to unpaved areas, the contaminated soil should be separated from the clean soil or road
base using a visual marker and geotextile. In such cases, an Activity and Use Limitation (AUL),
prepared in accordance with 310 CMR 40.1012 would be necessary to identify the maintenance
requirements of the cap. It should also be noted that a cap constructed as an Immediate Response
Action or a Release Abatement Measure will not be considered a Permanent Solution until a Phase
III completed in accordance with 310 CMR 40.0850 demonstrates the lack of a feasible alternative,
as required by 310 CMR 40.0414(7) and 40.0442(4).
Potential Indoor Air Impacts:
Parties constructing and/or renovating buildings in contaminated areas should consider
whether chemical or petroleum vapors in subsurface soils and/or groundwater could impact the
indoor air quality of the buildings through vapor intrusion. All relevant site data, such as
contaminant concentrations in soil and groundwater, depth to groundwater, and soil gas
concentrations should be evaluated to determine the potential for indoor air impacts to existing or
proposed building structures. Particular attention should be paid to the vapor intrusion pathway for
sites with elevated levels of chlorinated volatile organic compounds such as tetrachloroethylene
(PCE) and trichloroethylene (TCE). MassDEP has additional information about the vapor intrusion
pathway on its website at https://www.mass.gov/lists/policies-guidance-technical-support-for-sitecleanup?_ga=2.165003519.1902262297.1534291448-758575996.1534291448#vapor-intrusion-.
New Structures and Utilities:
Construction activities conducted at a disposal site shall not prevent or impede the
implementation of likely assessment or remedial response actions at the site. Construction of
structures at a contaminated site may be conducted as a Release Abatement Measure if assessment
and remedial activities prescribed at 310 CMR 40.0442(3) are completed within and adjacent to the
footprint of the proposed structure prior to or concurrent with the construction activities.
Excavation of contaminated soils to construct clean utility corridors should be conducted for all new
utility installations.
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Activity and Use Limitations:
An Activity and Use Limitation (AUL) is a legal document that is recorded or registered at
the appropriate Registry of Deeds and identifies site conditions that are the basis for maintaining a
condition of No Significant Risk at a property where contamination remains after a cleanup. The
AUL identifies permitted and allowable site uses and activities that may occur at a property while
maintaining No Significant Risk. The AUL also identifies restricted uses and activities, which
could result in the exposure of people at or near the disposal site to remaining contamination if such
activities were to occur. The project proponent is advised that in cases where proposed activities
would not be consistent with a level of No Significant Risk and/or an existing AUL, additional
cleanup and the amendment or termination of the initial AUL and implementation of a revised AUL
would be necessary before the proposed activities could occur.
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR ALL PHASES
•

Prior to conducting Comprehensive Response Actions at a site that was previously Tier
Classified, the project proponent must file either a Tier Classification Extension and Transfer
Submittal pursuant to 310 CMR 40.0560(7) and (8), respectively, or a Revised Tier
Classification Submittal pursuant to 310 CMR 40.0570. If the project proponent is an Eligible
Person, filing a Revised Tier Classification Submittal pursuant to 310 CMR 40.0570 is required
to re-establish response action deadlines at the site, and must be provided within 120 days of
becoming an owner or operator of the site, unless MassDEP agrees to a later date. An Eligible
Person is defined as an owner or operator who did not own or operate the site at the time of the
release and who did not cause or contribute to the contamination at the site. M.G.L. c.21E § 5C
describes the liability exemption of an Eligible Person and provides the criteria necessary to
qualify for such exemption.

•

Prior to the installation of new utilities in public rights-of-way, utility easements, and/or private
property, the identification of existing disposal sites or suspected areas of contamination at
locations in proximity to the proposed utility work should be completed. Pre-characterization of
soil and/or groundwater in the areas of proposed utilities should be conducted to determine the
scope and expense of necessary mitigative actions. This pre-characterization work will help
determine the need for Utility-Related Abatement Measures, and expedite the implementation of
necessary utility installation work. The general provisions for Utility-Related Abatement
Measures are listed in the MCP at 310 CMR 40.0461.

•

In total, the project will create 3.5 acres of open space, with the largest concentration provided
by way of a new 0.61 acre Neighborhood Park planned for development in block D1.
Accessible soils at disposal sites where parks and recreation areas are proposed should be
carefully investigated in order to determine the nature and extent of contamination so
appropriate evaluations can be made regarding the need for either further remediation or
capping.

•

In areas proposed for development for which no releases have been previously reported to the
MassDEP, appropriate historical evaluations, and if necessary follow up soil and groundwater
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investigations, should be implemented to ensure that no contamination exists. For instance, the
D-3 Block was the former location of Union Glass Works that manufactured a full line of flint
glass products from 1854-1924. Traditionally, flint glasses were lead glasses containing around
4-60% lead (II) oxide. The manufacture and disposal of these glasses on site may have released
lead contamination to the environment.
•

The following Immediate Response Actions (IRA) have not been completed within the Phase 1
Area including: 1) RTN 3-30850 – 51 Allen Street; 2) RTN 3-31024 – 27 Bennett Street; 3)
RTN 3-31025 – 26-28 Prospect Street; and 4) RTN 3-30510 – 15 Bennett Street. Once US2
purchases the Phase 1 Area, as Owner of the site, they must continue Immediate Response
Actions and submit IRA Status Reports and IRA Completion Statements for the IRA’s listed
above.in accordance with 310 CMR 40.0410.



In order to manage the multiple RTN’s in the Phase 1 area, the Proponent is proposing to
conduct response actions under one master RTN. Managing response actions and MCP
deadlines for multiple disposal site RTNs may be accomplished through the application of a
Special Project Designation Permit in accordance with 310 CMR 40.0060.

The MassDEP Northeast Regional Office appreciates the opportunity to comment on this
proposed project. Please contact Joanne.Fagan@state.ma.us at (978) 694-3390 for further
information on MCP/Hazardous Waste issues. If you have any general questions regarding these
comments, please contact me at John.D.Viola@state.ma.us or at (978) 694-3304.
Sincerely,

John D. Viola
Deputy Regional Director

cc:

Brona Simon, Massachusetts Historical Commission
Steve Johnson, Joanne Fagan, MassDEP-NERO
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kirby, Christine (DEP)
Friday, August 24, 2018 9:06 AM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Viola, John D. (DEP)
Union Square Development - EEA No. 15889

These comments supplement the comments submitted by MassDEP’s Northeast Region on the Union Square
Development Project in Somerville (EEA No. 15889).
Air Quality Analysis:
The Expanded ENF included an analysis and supporting information on project-related air quality and GHG emissions
impacts. The mesoscale analysis was used to determine whether and to what extent the proposed Phase 1 project will
increase precursors to the development of ozone (volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx,)) and
project consistency with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), as applicable, in the project area. These
data indicated that background pollutant levels (SO2, PM10, PM2.5, NO2, CO, Ozone and Lead) representative of the
project area are present in concentrations below the NAAQS.
The mesoscale analysis evaluated VOC and NOx emissions within the project study area under the following scenarios: a
2018 Existing Condition; a 2025 No-Build (Base) Condition, and a 2025 Build Condition. As shown in the Expanded
ENF, the 2025 Build Condition exhibits an increase of NOx and VOC emissions compared to the 2025 Base Condition
due to the direct increase in vehicular traffic and increase delay times at project area intersections. NOx emissions are
projected to increase from 3.6 tons per year (tpy) to 3.8 tpy and VOCs emissions would increase from 6.6 tpy to 6.8 tpy,
respectively, between the 2025 Base Condition and the 2025 Build Condition. MassDEP notes that the projected 2025
Build Condition VOC and NOx emissions are less than those in the 2018 Base Condition, as improvements in vehicle
engine and emissions technologies are anticipated.
Due to the anticipated increase in project-related traffic trips, the EIR must include a mesoscale analysis prepared in
accordance with MassDEP’s Guidelines for Performing Mesoscale Analysis of Indirect Sources for the full build-out of
the project. The purpose of the mesoscale analysis is to determine whether and to what extent the proposed project will
increase precursors to the development of ozone (volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx,)) in the
project area to determine consistency with the Massachusetts State Implementation Plan (SIP). The mesoscale analysis
also should be used to meet the MEPA GHG Policy requirement to quantify project-related CO2 emissions. The Proponent
should use data consistent with the project’s traffic analysis to evaluate potential traffic-related air emissions in an
Existing Conditions, Future No-Build, and Future Build Scenario. MassDEP notes that the traffic and mesoscale analyses
presented in the Expanded ENF assumed no traffic background growth between the 2018 Base Condition and 2025 Build
Condition, an unusual assumption based upon typical data for the Somerville and metro Boston area. Data assumptions
used in the traffic analysis, particularly those associated with assumed background growth within the project area, should
be presented with supporting documentation in the EIR and reflected in the mesoscale analysis. Furthermore, while Future
No-Build and Future Build Condition air pollutant emissions will likely see improvements due to changes in vehicle
emissions reduction technology, the Proponent should identify and implement, as feasible, mitigation measures to reduce
overall project-related vehicle trips and associated pollutants. These mitigation measures should seek to offset projectrelated trip emissions through the elimination of trips, modal shift incentives, and use of technology (e.g., electric vehicle
infrastructure) in an effort to further the Commonwealth’s goal to reduce GHG emissions from transportation sources.
The EIR should include an updated mobile source GHG analysis using data consistent with the current Traffic Impact
Assessment Guidelines issued by MassDOT. Mobile source GHG emissions should be estimated for the Existing
Condition, Future No-Build Condition, Future Full Build Condition and the Future Full Build with Mitigation
Condition. The analysis should provide supporting data/documentation to demonstrate GHG reductions attributable to the
proposed Transportation Demand Management program, intersection improvements or other GHG mitigation
measures. To ensure that mobile source emissions mitigation measures related to mode share shift are achieved, the EIR
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should include a commitment to monitor and evaluate actual mode share data upon project completion and operation and
identify potential enhancement of TDM measures to achieve mode share estimates if they are not achieved.

_____________________________________
Christine Kirby
Assistant Commissioner
Bureau of Air and Waste
MassDEP
One Winter Street, Boston, MA 02108
617-292-5631
christine.kirby@mass.gov
Follow MassDEP on Twitter: http://twitter.com/MassDEP.
Visit our web site: mass.gov/dep
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Union Square Partners, LLC
Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Attention: MEPA Office
Re: Union Square Project, EEA #15889

August 24, 2018

Dear Secretary Beaton:
I am writing to urge you to issue a Phase 1 Waiver for the first phase of the Union Square
redevelopment project proposed by US2.
The redevelopment of Union Square and the accompanying extension of the Green Line are
long-awaited, vital catalysts for the Somerville economy. I own property in Union Square and
look forward with great anticipation to the commencement of US2’s Union Square
redevelopment project and the arrival of the Union Square Green Line station. I am concerned
that if US2’s request for a Phase 1 waiver is not granted, there will be further and unnecessary
delay in commencing the construction of the station and the adjacent first phase of the
redevelopment project. There has already been a lengthy and very public process for review
over the course of many years.
Granting a Phase 1 Waiver, so that the station can open on time and the adjacent first phase of
redevelopment can proceed, will allow critical neighborhood and regional benefits to move
forward, and will help minimize what may otherwise be a more drawn-out process. The first
phase of the Union Square redevelopment project is vital to transforming Union Square into
the-mixed use employment center that has been envisioned by this community, as has been
well-documented through an exhaustive community planning process. US2 has been a great
partner to the City and the community throughout, demonstrating a willingness to listen and
engage.
Given the tremendous resulting public benefits described above, I respectfully request that
MEPA grant US2’s request for a Phase 1 Waiver.
Thank you,

Seth Grady
Union Square Partners, LLC
Owner of 237 Washington Street, Somerville

Memo
To:

Kathleen Ronan

From:

MWRA
File:

179801783

Reference:

Frank Holmes
Stantec

Date:

August 16, 2018

Union Square Revitalization EENF (MEPA EEA No. 15889)

Thank you for organizing the meeting held on August 6th at the MWRA’s Chelsea facility to discuss the EENF for the
Union Square Revitalization project. Below is additional information to respond to the questions that we discussed at that
meeting:
1.

Project Program. The program described in the EENF is substantially consistent with the program described in
the approved Union Square Neighborhood Plan dated May 5, 2016. The Union Square Neighborhood Plan
contemplated approximately 2.3 million square feet (60% commercial and 40% residential) within the Union
Square Revitalization Project and the EENF program contemplates 2.4 million square feet (61% commercial and
39% residential).

2.

Project Schedule. The project phasing plan that was included in our master plan application is attached as
Exhibit A. Phase 1 is projected to be completed in 2021. Phase 2 delivery is currently projected for completion
in 2022-2023 (subject to market conditions). Phase 3 will follow Phase 2 and the individual buildings in Phase 3
will implemented individually as market conditions permit. The overall project is projected for completion by
2036.

3.

Stormwater Management and I/I Mitigation. The City of Somerville currently is addressing Infiltration and Inflow,
and reductions in combined sewer overflows, with a three-part coordinated program consisting of: the City’s’
Somerville Avenue Utility and Streetscape Project, the City’s proposed stormwater connection to the MBTA’s
drainage system, and a sewer separation project in the Spring Hill area. Phase 1 of the proponent’s overall
Union Square Redevelopment project, consisting of the D2 parcel, is critical to the funding of these initiatives.
Phase 1 private investment facilitated the $16 million MassWorks infrastructure grant that enabled the project.
Phase 1 also includes a $1 million infrastructure contribution, and Phase 1 real estate taxes will fund debt service
for the City’s infrastructure bonds for the Somerville Avenue Utility and Streetscape project.
The City’s $63 million Somerville Avenue Utility and Streetscape project is currently under construction and
includes a box culvert that will provide 800,000 gallons of stormwater storage to mitigate neighborhood flooding.
This project represents a significant investment the long-term goal of separating combined sewer throughout the
City as it will ultimately provide stormwater conveyance to the MBTA drainage system. In the short term, the
storage provided by the box culvert will also help reduce combined sewer overflows at Prison Point as it provides
new in-system storage.
The City has also entered into an agreement with the MBTA that will allow a connection from the City’s
stormwater system to the MBTA’s drainage system within the Green Line right of way south of Washington
Street. The agreement permits the City to pump stormwater into the MBTA system at a rate of 50 million gallons
per day so long as flood elevations remain 6-inches below the top of rail on the Fitchburg line. Under those flood
conditions, the City must curtail and eventually cease pumping until the track flooding recedes. To leverage the
agreement, in addition to completing the Somerville Avenue Drain, the City intends to proceed with the
downstream Poplar Street Stormwater Pump Station that will provide the connection to the MBTA system, and
the upstream Spring Hill Sewer Separation that will supply the separated stormwater. Once all three components
are complete, the connection will divert stormwater from approximately 200 acres from the City’s combined
sewer system to the MBTA’s stormwater system, which discharges to the Millers River and then to the Charles
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Kathleen Ronan
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Reference:

Union Square EENF

River, thereby conditionally removing significant stormwater volumes that currently drain to the Deer Island
Treatment Plant. .
In addition to the sewer separation described above, the City is also completing a manhole sealing program
throughout the City that will reduce infiltration by an estimated 120,000 gallons per day. The City is currently
conducting pipeline investigations to identify additional infiltration reduction opportunities.
It should also be noted that the City has formally adopted an I/I ordinance that requires 4:1 offsets for any
increase in wastewater flow. The proponent will comply with the City of Somerville’s I/I mitigation requirements.
For the Phase 1 project, the proponent will either contribute to the City for I/I mitigation (approximately $1
million), which will help to offset the City’s costs for their combined sewer separation and infiltration reduction
projects, or will privately execute I/I mitigation projects identified by the City that will remove I/I form the City’s
combined sewer system in an amount equal to at least four times the daily sewerage generation. In either case,
the proponent will work closely with the City to ensure that the I/I mitigation has been completed on or before the
delivery of the Phase 1 buildings.
4.

Potential MWRA Permit Requirements. In addition, we acknowledge that the following MWRA permits may be
required as the Union Square Revitalization project is implemented:
1.

If D2 project construction requires dewatering that will be discharged to the City’s combined sewer system
and that will eventually flow to the MWRA’s facilities, then we will obtain a Dewatering Permit from the
MWRA.

2.

If the laboratory use in the D2.1 building warrants a MWRA Industrial Waste, then we will obtain the same
from the MWRA.

3.

If the development of the D3 parcel requires building, construction, excavation or crossing a MWRA
easement or other property interest adjacent to the D3 site, we will obtain a MWRA 8(m) permit.

After your review, please let me know if you have any further questions or comments, or if you require any additional
information.

Stantec Consulting Services Inc.

Frank Holmes , PE, LEED AP
Principal
Phone: (617) 654-6059
Fax: (617) 523-4333
frank.holmes@stantec.com
c.

Greg Karczewski, Union Square Station Associates LLC
Brad Rawson, City of Somerville
Rich Raiche PE, City of Somerville
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EXHIBIT A

PHASE 1 (D5.1, D2)

ADDED
SF
245,000
399,000
644,000

PROGRAM
Commercial SF
Residential SF
CUMULATIVE TOTAL SF

Project Phase 1 will mark the beginning of the
transformation of Union Square into an urban
employment center. This phase understands the
current and future heart of the neighborhood,
Union Square Plaza, as foundational – and works
to bridge access to it from the new community
node that will be the Green Line Station. To that
end, Phase 1 anticipates the construction of the
D5.1 Block, the former Post Office, and the D2 Block
simultaneously as the spaces aim to be in operation
on or before the arrival of the Green Line extension.
The D2 Block is anticipated to start construction in
2018 and be completed in late-2020. The D5.1 Block
will be redeveloped into a mixed use commercial

%
38%
62%

TOTAL
SF
245,000
399,000
644,000

%
38%
62%

building that includes arts and creative uses as well
as retail uses. The D2 Block will be comprised of
multiple structures. Anchoring the corner of Prospect
Street and Somerville Avenue, Union Square’s first
significant commercial building will rise on D2.1.
The balance of the site will support a residential
building across parcels D2.2 and D2.3, and provide
access to and from the MBTA Green Line platform. As
the street wall is built out along the length of the D2
Block, active ground floor uses in combination with
generous civic spaces will begin to establish a strong
connection between the two landmark community
nodes that are Union Square Plaza and its Transit
Station.
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PHASE 2 (ADDS D1.1, D3.1)

ADDED
SF
385,000
385,000

PROGRAM
Commercial SF
Residential SF
CUMULATIVE TOTAL SF

Phase 2 is focused on completing the Prospect
street wall started in Phase 1 in order to secure a
strong connection between the new MBTA Green
Line station and Union Square plaza. South of
the new Green Line station, D3.1 is envisioned as
a 280,000 square foot commercial lab or office
building. Across Somerville Avenue, facing Phase 1’s
commercial project, D1.1 site will be transformed

%
100%
0%

TOTAL
SF
630,000
399,000
1,029,000

%
61%
39%

into an approximately 175-room hotel, a use that
will serve as a significant amenity to Union Square’s
increasingly commercial user base and will be a
significant commercial tax producer. In total, Phase
2 will add approximately 385,000 SF of commercial
space at which point it is anticipated that the project
will have realized a cumulative 61% commercial and
39% residential use mix.
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PHASE 3 (ADDS D1.2, D3.2-3, D4, D5.2-3, D6, D7)

PROGRAM
Commercial SF
Residential SF
CUMULATIVE TOTAL SF

ADDED
SF
834,000
534,000
1,368,000

Phase 3 involves the build-out of the balance of
the project. Considering the uncertainty of the
future, each of these projects will be implemented
individually as market conditions and user demands

%
61%
39%

TOTAL
SF
1,464,000
933,000
2,397,000

%
61%
39%

permit. Definitive plans regarding the sequencing of
the individual projects that comprise Phase 3 will be
further developed as Phases 1 and 2 are underway.
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tolu Becks Oke <teebecks.o@gmail.com>
Friday, August 24, 2018 10:04 AM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Jimi Oke
EEA File # 15889

Mr. Alexander Strysky:
As Union Square residents, active commuters, and transportation professionals working in consulting and on
future mobility, we ask that you please approve the waiver request for Phase 1 of the Union Square project. We
support the transit centered growth proposed that will enhance the livability and safety of our neighborhood,
and are greatly encouraged by the aggressive 60% non-automotive mode share committed to by the applicant
US2. We believe this commitment is only possible because of the sustained public-private partnership that has
pursued pedestrian-first planning from the outset.
US2 has helped Somerville realize a number of its planning goals, including making financial commitments to
support of the Green Line extension when the project was at risk. It is hard to understand how requiring the first
phase of the project, which includes critical station elements the MBTA is counting on, to wait until after the
station is open to commence. The environment would suffer with this delay, with construction period impacts
extending beyond the necessary.
Similarly, the longer we have to wait for these projects to start the longer the City will have to wait to receive
all of the public benefits it expects and is budgeting against. Millions of dollars of state grants have been put to
use remediating a heavily contaminated area of the first building site but the site remains vacant. This site has
the potential to commence the realization of over a decade of planning yet remains unproductive. How long is
too long?
We need the waiver to produce the benefits of this longstanding public private partnership. The studies are
extensive and the collaboration and public process are thorough, please approve the waiver request.
Sincerely,
Jimi and Tolu Becks Oke
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August 24, 2018
Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
Attention: MEPA Office – Alex Strysky, MEPA #15889
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
RE: Union Square Redevelopment, MEPA #15889, Environmental Notification Form
Dear Secretary Beaton:
The Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) regularly reviews proposals deemed to have
regional impacts. The Council reviews proposed Projects for consistency with MetroFuture, the
regional policy plan for the Boston metropolitan area, the Commonwealth’s Sustainable
Development Principles, consistency with Complete Streets policies and design approaches,
consistency with the requirements of the Global Warming Solutions Act (GWSA), as well as
impacts on the environment.
The Union Square Redevelopment (the Project) is a mixed-use and equitable transit-oriented
development (ETOD) of approximately 2.4 million square feet (sf) in 7 development parcels,
referred to as the “D Blocks.” Union Square RELP Master Developer LLC (US2) and the
Somerville Redevelopment Authority (SRA) (jointly, the Proponent) propose to redevelop
approximately 15.7 acres in the Union Square neighborhood of Somerville. It is anticipated that
the entire Project will be constructed in three phases.
The development program includes 1.15 million sf of office/lab space, 140,000 sf of retail space,
a 93,000-sf hotel, 74,000 sf of arts/creative space, and 933,000 sf of residential units (up to 998),
including 183-213 affordable units. These affordable units help to earn the Project the ETOD
title, because it will help to advance equity in the region, in addition to creating strong links
between transit, jobs, and homes. When complete, the Project will include a maximum of 1,500
parking spaces and is forecast to generate 9,770 average daily trips1.
The Proponent has requested a Phase 1 Waiver. Phase 1 involves development of the 3.5 acre D2
Block and includes a total of 607,000 sf of development (Phase 1 Project). Specifically this
development would comprise 166,000 sf of office/lab space, 29,000 sf of retail space, and 450
residential units (including 90 affordable units). The Phase 1 Project site is bound by Prospect
Street to the west, the MBTA Fitchburg Commuter Rail tracks to the south, and Somerville
Avenue to the north. The Phase 1 Project will include 290 parking spaces and is forecast to
generate 2,100 average daily trips2.

1
2

9,770 average daily trips are adjusted. Unadjusted daily trips are 23,239.
2,100 average daily trips are adjusted. Unadjusted daily trips are 4,992.

Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) comments on
Union Square Redevelopment, Environmental Notification Form, MEPA #15889
This Project is the product of an extensive public process spanning nearly a decade and reflects
the City’s ongoing partnership with the MBTA in support of the Green Line Extension project
(GLX).
The Project is currently within walking distance of multiple MBTA bus routes and will be
adjacent to the MBTA’s GLX project once it is completed. As a high density mixed-use
development, this Project has the potential to advance several of the region’s transportation goals,
as enunciated in MetroFuture. It also has the potential to advance the Commonwealth’s statutory
obligation to meet the GHG reductions of the GWSA — 25% from 1990 levels by 2020 and by
80% from 1990 levels by 2050.
The following recommendations are intended to help this Project to reach its full potential. The
recommendations include ensuring that the robust Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
program outlined for the Phase 1 Project is implemented for the rest of the Project, as well as
aligning this project with the goals of the soon-to-be-completed Lower Mystic Regional Working
Group’s (LMRWG) study.
In this case, MAPC supports granting of the Phase 1 Waiver, because it will help to coordinate the
early elements of the Project with ongoing GLX and Site Improvement activities, while
minimizing adverse impacts and helping to keep the Commonwealth on track in meeting its
regulatory and statutory goals. MAPC respectfully requests that you require the Proponent to
address our recommendations and questions in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
and the forthcoming Section 61 Findings.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Project.
Sincerely,

Marc D. Draisen
Executive Director

cc:

Mayor Joseph A. Curtatone, City of Somerville
George Proakis, City of Somerville
Brad Rawson, City of Somerville
David Mohler, MassDOT
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Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary, Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
RE: Union Square Redevelopment, ENF, MEPA #15889
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Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) comments on
Union Square Redevelopment, Environmental Notification Form, MEPA #15889
Phase 1 Waiver
The Proponent is seeking a Phase 1 waiver in order to allow for the conveyance of the D2 Block
to US2 by the SRA and for construction to commence prior to completion of the full MEPA
review for the Project as a whole. The Proponent intends to proceed on an accelerated timeline in
order to facilitate coordination with the construction schedules of the GLX and the Somerville
Avenue Utility and Streetscape Improvements project. The granting of this waiver, and the
ability of these activities to proceed in tandem, will ensure that required infrastructure is in place
in a timely manner and will limit the amount of time that overall construction will impact the
community around Union Square Station.
Therefore, MAPC supports the granting of the Phase 1 Waiver in this case.
Public Transportation
When complete, the Project will be an equitable transit-rich development that will bring
significant opportunities to increase use of public transportation and reduce demand for single
occupant vehicle (SOV) travel. This mixed-use site will serve as both a neighborhood with
expanded residential opportunities, an urban employment center, and a new community node for
transit, walking, and biking.
The Phase 1 Project site is located within a quarter mile of five MBTA bus routes that directly
serve Union Square: Routes 85, 86, 87, 91, and CT2. Five additional MBTA bus routes (69, 80,
83, 88, and 90) provide service within a half-mile of the Phase 1 Project site. The GLX will serve
as the catalyst for the Project and will be constructed adjacent to the Phase 1 Project. The Project
is designed and intended to build upon the expanded access that will be created by the GLX.
The Project has been a major partner and contributor to the GLX project, including the
coordination of design elements to benefit MBTA operations and access. US2 has agreed to fund
approximately $5.8 million toward the City’s GLX payment, with approximately $1.5 million
coming from the Phase 1 Project. These payments will help offset the City’s commitment to
contribute $50 million to the GLX project.
While MAPC applauds the Proponent for addressing improvements to public transportation as
part of the GLX project, the DEIR should address how the Proponent will coordinate with the
MBTA, specifically identifying how connections to and from the Project can be enhanced for the
MBTA buses servicing this area. The Proponent should partner with the MBTA by contributing
to service improvements for bus lines servicing the site, in an amount that is reasonably related
to the Project’s additional demand.
As part of a mitigation program, the Proponent needs to work with the MBTA to address how
these MBTA bus routes could be improved to maximize ridership. This includes, but is not
limited to, review of pick-up/drop-off locations, scheduling, and route adjustments. It is
important to point out that a key recommendation of the LMRWG Study will be make
improvements to public transit.
There are two such precedents for developers committing to public transit improvements through
the MEPA process. One is Encore Boston Harbor’s commitment to improving Orange Line
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Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary, Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
RE: Union Square Redevelopment, ENF, MEPA #15889
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Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) comments on
Union Square Redevelopment, Environmental Notification Form, MEPA #15889
service. The second precedent relates to development in Kendall Square in Cambridge, where
Boston Properties, the City of Cambridge, the Cambridge Redevelopment Authority, the MBTA,
and MassDOT signed a Memorandum of Understanding, under which Boston Properties will
contribute a transit improvement fee of $6 million to support MBTA service improvements.
Parking
A key finding of the LMRWG report is local parking policies have a powerful impact on traffic
demand. Therefore, one of the study’s key recommendations is to reduce the amount of parking
in new residential development within walking distance to transit.
MAPC commends the both the City of Somerville and the Proponent for recognizing that
parking management is a key element to managing vehicular demand. As part of the Phase 1
Project, the City has already established mandatory requirements for best practices in parking
management: “unbundled” parking and appropriate parking pricing. These requirements are
included in the City’s Coordinated Development Special Permit and Mobility Management Plan.
The Proponent intends to pursue the following measures to manage parking:
Unbundled Parking
All residents and employers must purchase and/or lease parking separately from any office
and/or residential space. This strategy ensures that users understand the true cost of parking
and can make transportation choices accordingly. Since on-site parking will be an optional
amenity rather than a required purchase, this policy allows the developer to focus resources
on the creation of commercial and residential space, including affordable rentals, rather than
parking that could be under-utilized in the future.
Market Rate Pricing
Parking for both residential and commercial uses will be available at local market rates.
Parking pricing is an effective tool that both balances demand and encourages people to
travel using more cost-effective modes such as transit, walking, and/or bicycling.
Daily Pricing
When practical and feasible, employers will be encouraged to provide parking at daily rates
rather than monthly leases. When users pay for parking each day, they are reminded of its
cost, which encourages them to choose other modes. Moreover, avoiding monthly leases
helps to eliminate the mentality that parking is a “sunk cost” and instead encourages
flexibility in travel options.
Allocation of Parking Spaces
Union Square is a premiere ETOD site located in close proximity to public transportation,
enabling many people to live and work car-free. While MAPC applauds the Proponent for
establishing a 1,500 parking space maximum for the Project, we respectfully request that the
DEIR present a detailed parking needs assessment. The Proponent needs to disclose the
allocation of proposed parking spaces to land use for each Project phase, preferably in a matrix
format along with an explanation of the methodology used to determine the total parking
proposed. The methodology should include an analysis of the anticipated parking usage based on
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the different types of parking demand (e.g., market residential, affordable residential3, employee,
hotel guest) and projected parking demand at different times of day. Without such an
explanation, we are unable to assess whether the number could be reduced to limit environmental
impact and to encourage non-auto access to the site.
Shared Parking
To help minimize the amount of parking spaces required, it is essential that a shared-parking
approach be utilized. Due to the varying peak times for the multiple onsite land uses (residential,
office/lab, retail, and hotel), there is significant opportunity for parking spaces to be shared. The
DEIR should include a comprehensive shared parking analysis, and specific plans to implement
shared parking with existing or upcoming developers. The City can and should play a key role in
helping various developers to implement shared parking across nearby sites.
Provide Infrastructure for Electric Vehicle Charging
At least four percent of the parking spaces should be allocated for electric vehicles, unless the
City of Somerville requires dedication of a greater number of spaces. As the Proponent may be
aware, Massachusetts is party to a multistate Memorandum of Understanding for an action plan
facilitating implementation of zero-emission vehicle (ZEV) programs. The goal is to ensure that
there are 3.3 million ZEVs on the roads by 2025, which requires adequate infrastructure,
including charging stations.
Lower Mystic Recommendation to Establish Regional Mitigation Fund
MAPC is particularly interested in monitoring the development that takes place for this Project
since it is contained within the study area of the Lower Mystic Regional Working Group
(LMRWG) www.lowermysticstudy.org. The LMRWG has developed a comprehensive regional
land use and transportation study that was required by your office as part of the Encore Boston
Harbor MEPA process. This study is in the final stages of approval for public release. Encore
Boston Harbor, MassDOT, and the Barr Foundation are funding the Working Group, with
MassDOT as the Working Group lead. MAPC is a member, along with the cities of Everett,
Boston, and Somerville. In addition, MAPC is providing significant staff support for the Working
Group, particularly in regard to deriving policy and planning recommendations based on the
modeling conducted by the Central Transportation Planning Staff.
The LMRWG Study specifically anticipated development at the Project site, along with
additional growth occurring in this general area, including additional growth in Assembly
Square, Sullivan Square, other areas of Charlestown, the Encore Boston Harbor casino and
resort, and other parts of Somerville and Everett. Only a truly regional approach can address the
traffic impacts that will result from this development.
While additional transportation improvements will be needed, infrastructure alone will not
address the anticipated increase in vehicle trips. The mix of uses, the amount of parking, and the
TDM actions that property owners will be required to take are all critical to minimizing and
mitigating traffic impacts. As one of the first projects to occur within the framework of the

3

Please note the importance of distinguishing between market and affordable residential, since the residents of
affordable units may own fewer cars and take fewer auto trips.
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LMRWG Study, it is critical that the Proponent’s transportation mitigation program be aligned
with the Study’s recommendations.
In light of the tremendous growth occurring in this area, the LMRWG Study is expected to
recommend establishing a Regional Mitigation Fund, which would enable developers to deposit
mitigation funds into a pool for transportation investments. The funds could support
improvements to MBTA rapid transit or bus service; regional roads, highways, and bridges;
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure; regional bicycle share systems; or other improvements
jointly agreed upon by the Proponent, municipalities, and MassDOT.
One great value of establishing such a fund is that it ensures all future developers will contribute
according to reasonable and equitable rules to mitigate the impacts of their projects, rather than
burdening the first, the last, or the largest project with all or most of the responsibility. A
Regional Mitigation Fund, and the rules guiding contributions to such a fund, can provide
predictability to developers, while ensuring full mitigation of negative impacts. It is anticipated
that once the LMRWG is Study is adopted, a mechanism to enable the allocation of funds for a
Regional Mitigation Fund will be established.
Since we expect the LMRWG Study to be finalized by September 2018 and submitted to your
office, we ask that the Proponent take the Study’s recommendations into account when preparing
the DEIR and ensure that the Project and its mitigation commitments are consistent with the
recommendations, including a contribution to a new Regional Mitigation Fund.
Transportation Demand Management Program
It is critical that a robust Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program be designed to
minimize automobile usage and project-related traffic impacts. MAPC is pleased that the
Proponent has indicated they will implement a comprehensive TDM program for the Phase 1
Project. However, it is imperative that the TDM measures delineated for the Phase 1 Project be
extended to the entire Project. Key components of the Phase 1 Project’s TDM program include:
Transit Passes
MAPC applauds the Proponent for recognizing that free or discounted transit passes can
increase transit ridership and, in turn, reduce travel by private vehicle. As such, the following
is proposed:
Employer Transit Passes
Employers will be encouraged to provide a certain level of transit pass or Blue Bike
membership as an employee benefit. This will be included as a benefits package, similar to
insurance or a gym membership, and can be part of providing a competitive workplace
environment to attract talent. For example, this may mean that Union Square employers
subsidize a portion of all employee transit passes, or a capped base amount. The actual
amount will be developed along with a final parking pricing program.
Resident Transit Passes
With a large concentration of units at Union Square, the Proponent may be able to secure a
bulk purchase of transit passes. Passes could be provided at no cost for a set amount of time
to new residents to encourage the development of sustainable transit patterns. Providing a
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subsidy for residents, particularly new residents who are still establishing travel patterns, can
lower a barrier to taking transit (both paying for and obtaining the pass) and encourage
people to choose transit over driving.
Additional TDM Strategies
MAPC is also pleased that the Proponent plans to allocate reserved parking spaces for car
sharing services such as ZipCar and offer ridesharing through NuRide, the Commonwealth’s
web-based trip planning and ride-matching service, which enables participants to earn
rewards for taking “green trips.” In addition, employees at the Phase 1 Project site will have
the opportunity to enroll in federally-designated Commute Benefit tax deduction programs.
In addition to the areas described above, TDM components that should be included in the DEIR
and Section 61 Findings are:


Whether the Proponent will partner with an existing, adjacent Transportation
Management Association (TMA) or lead the creation of a new Union Square-based
TMA.



Designating appropriate pickup/drop-off locations for taxi and private ride services.



The DEIR should discuss how tenancy lease agreements or a tenant manual will be used
as a mechanism to ensure implementation, maintenance, and success of TDM measures.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access
In order to reduce traffic and parking demands, the Project needs to promote pedestrian and
bicycle travel to the fullest extent possible. MAPC is pleased the Proponent has indicated that the
Project will include bicycle facilities on all D Blocks and that streetscape improvements will
encourage bicycling and walking.
Bicycle infrastructure is a significant component of the Phase 1 Project, with an estimated 650
bicycle parking spaces planned. Approximately 68 short-term spaces will be provided for
customers and visitors, while approximately 492 long-term spaces will address resident and
employee needs. Lastly, 90 covered and secure bicycle spaces will be provided to support the
Union Square Station operation. When complete, the Project will have 1,900 bicycle parking
spaces and two bike share stations. MAPC looks forward to reviewing the Proponent’s
pedestrian and bicycle plan in the DEIR.
Mode Share Goals and Monitoring Program
MAPC commends the Proponent for its commitment to a 60% non-auto mode share, which
incudes the ongoing monitoring of access in conjunction with the City, and increasing TDM
mesures as needed to maintain this commitment. This commitment is memorialized in US2’s
Coordinated Development Plan and Mobility Management Plan. US2 pledges to postconstruction monitoring of mode share and adjustment of mobility management measures to
ensure compliance with the 60% non-automobile mode share requirement. While the 60%
requirement is for the Phase 1 Project, it is critical that this mode share goal be applied to the
entire Project. In the DEIR, the Proponent should define mode share goals clearly (vehicular,
subway, bus, bicycling, and walking) for residents, employees, and visitors as part of their
____________________________________________________________________________________
Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary, Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
RE: Union Square Redevelopment, ENF, MEPA #15889

August 24, 2018
P. 7 of 9

Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) comments on
Union Square Redevelopment, Environmental Notification Form, MEPA #15889
commitment to conduct monitoring and reporting, and they should also agree to adjust the
project’s TDM program as necessary based on monitoring outcomes.
Affordable Housing
MAPC applauds the Proponent for recognizing that maintaining local housing affordability is an
important underpinning of economic growth and is a goal in the Union Square Neighborhood
Revitalization Plan adopted by the City in 2016. Somerville’s inclusionary housing policy dictates
that 20% of all housing provided be permanently affordable. Similarly, this policy addresses
affordability across a range of income brackets, assigning these units to three distinct income tiers.
These tiers, designating units to earners of up to 50% of area median income (AMI) in tier 1, 80% in
tier 2, and 110% AMI in tier 3, will serve a broad range of incomes, expanding the way in which the
City addresses matters of affordability. Furthermore, 15% of these affordable units will be threebedroom, deepening the City’s commitment to families who desire to call Somerville home. In
addition, the Phase 1 Project program will yield approximately $1.5 million in a housing linkage
payment, which will be utilized to address other local housing needs.
The Phase 1 Project will construct 90 affordable units and, when fully complete, the Project will
provide 183 to 213 affordable units. The Proponent will fund over $10.9 million of housing
linkage payments that can be utilized to address other local housing needs.
It is important to note that affordable units may also have an impact on traffic, because the
owners or renters of affordable units may own fewer vehicles, generate fewer vehicular trips, and
depend more frequently on transit, walking, or biking.
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Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Re: Union Square Revitalization Project MEPA Review (EEA No. 15889)
Dear Secretary Beaton:
Like other property owners and residents in Somerville’s Union Square neighborhood, I
have been looking forward to the arrival of the green line for many years, and have
been closely following the public process for the neighborhood’s redevelopment. The
opening of Union Square’s new station is critical, and further delays in that opening
should be avoided. For this reason I ask that you issue a Phase 1 MEPA Waiver for the
first phase of the Union Square redevelopment project, to expedite environmental
review of that portion of the project.
The first phase of the union square devitalization project will include critical elements
that will not only allow the station to open (and without which that opening would
undoubtedly be delayed), but will also ensure that when the station opens Green Line
riders do not step out of the new station into a large hole in the ground or a construction
zone. Delaying the construction of the first phase of the redevelopment project will
hamper accessibility (since the Union Square revitalization project includes critical ADA
access). And the first phase of the Union Square revitalization project will bring jobs to
Union Square and substantial economic benefits to local businesses and Somerville as
a whole.
I am looking forward to the day that I can walk from the doorstep of our buildings to the
T, greeted by a beautiful, modern, and safe plaza. I support a phase 1 waiver so the
project can proceed and these benefits are not further delayed.
Thank you for your consideration,
Sincerely,

Brett Levy, Manager
RPI Capital Management LLC, Manager
RPI Washington Hawkins LLC
RPI 561 Windsor LLC
RPI Windsor Place LLC

Laurenz Financial

Rod Laurenz, MBA
Financial Advisor
Ph: 617-491-0700
Fax: 617-300-8690

A Registered Investment Advisor

August 24, 2018

Matthew A. Beaton
Secretary Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
Attention: MEPA Office – c/o Alex Strysky alexander.strysky@state.ma.us
Re: Union Square – EEA No. 15889 (Union Square Revitalization Project)

Dear Secretary Beaton:
As the owner of Laurenz Financial Corp, and Chairman of Somerville Chamber of
Commerce – as well as a proud Somerville Kiwanian and Rotarian – I support those
policies and practices that best contribute to our community and to meeting our
diverse and growing needs.
It is with this in mind that I extend my support to US2 for their valuable partnership in
meeting those diverse needs, and urge that a MEPA waiver for Phase 1 be granted so
that this necessary work may begin expeditiously.
Somerville desperately needs this realize the multi-mode transportation of a modern
community, including the Green Line extension, and all of the benefits this enables
including, greener transportation; denser, less-auto-oriented housing that helps relieve
the housing shortage and provides significant affordable units; commercial space for
local businesses, jobs, and innovation.
Because delays in this project could threaten all of these benefits, I urge the issuance of
a Phase 1 Waiver expeditiously.

Sincerely,
Rod Laurenz, Chairman
Somerville Chamber of Commerce

rod@laurenzfinancial.com | www.laurenzfinancial.com

Securities Offered Though LPL Financial, Member FINRA/SIPC

Philip J. Privitera
59 Union Square
Somerville, MA 02143
Phone (617) 666-0300 Fax (617) 625-8713
Friday, August 24, 2018
Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office / MEPA Analyst Alex Strysky
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Via email to Mr. Alex Strysky
RE: EEA#15889, ENF, Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MA
Dear Mr. Beaton:
I work in Union Square and am becoming active with the Union Square Neighborhood Council.
I have some concerns with the building that U2 is proposing for the Union Square neighborhood.
In particular, I have concerns about the proposed plaza, or “open space.” This plaza is being set
up to be right up against one of the most traffic heavy streets in Somerville. These streets are
active most of the day, and are particularly heavily traveled during rush hours. The proposed
plaza, we are told, is intended to be utilized by the public at large, which will include children.
We all know that children playing do not always pay attention to what is around them and by
putting the open space next to such a highly traveled street will endanger those children.
It would make more sense to utilize one of the alternative designs submitted by the Union
Square Neighborhood Council that places the plaza into a protected area between the buildings.
This would not only allow children to play safely, but will also encourage the utilization of that
space by the public, by keeping it away from the various vehicles that travel the streets of
Somerville.
Additionally, the increase in both traffic and pollution from the residents of a twenty story
building and their vehicles will be significant. While we always support development and
additional housing, we worry a lot about how this will impact an already heavily congested area.
Particularly where those plans have already engendered so much resistance from the local
community.
Thank you,

Frank J. Kautz, II
cc: Alex Strysky, Environmental Analyst, alexander.strysky@mass.gov

Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ellin Reisner <reisnere51@gmail.com>
Friday, August 24, 2018 4:59 PM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Comments on Union Square Redevelopment #15889

Matthew&Beaton,
Secretary& Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: Alex&Strysky, MEPA OfficAnalyst
100CambridgeStreet,Suite&900
Boston, MA02114
Re: Union Square Redevelopment #15889
Dear Secretary Beaton,
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the the request by the Union Square Master Developer US2 for a Phase One
waiver. After consideration of the request by US2 I am opposed to your granting of the waiver for a number of
very important reasons.
I share the desire of US2 to move quickly to develop this land, but doing so without adequate environmental review
could result in inadequate brownfield remediation of the land which could result in long term environmental
degradation to the proposed structures and open space.
The US2 land use plan also does not provide sufficient green/open space for this massive development project. Nor
does the design provide the best access to the Green Line Station for everyone including people with mobility
challenges. This development will have a profound impact on the Union Square neighborhood for years to come and
should be done to best meet environmental, commercial, residential and quality of life for residents and businesses.

Sincerely,
Ellin Reisner
51 Mt. Vernon Street
Somerville, MA 02145
President, Somerville Transportation Equity Partrnership

-Ellin Reisner, Ph.D.
reisnere51@gmail.com
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Barbara Steiner <bsteiner2020@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 26, 2018 9:44 AM
Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Opposition to Phase 1 waiver request for EEA #15889: originally sent 8/27/18 to wrong
address

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Greetings: I sent this email on Friday 8/27/18 but had been given the wrong address (I was told it should go to
alex.strysky@stae.ma.us), and I just now learned that it didn’t get delivered. I hope you’ll accept it now, since it was
originally submitted on time. Thanks very much!
August 24, 2018
Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
alex.strysky@state.ma.us
c/o: Alex Strysky
Dear Secretary Beaton:
This letter is in response to the Union Square Redevelopment Environmental Notification Form (EEA #15889). I
specifically refer to the developer’s request for a Phase 1 waiver. Under no condition should US2 get a waiver on the D2
parcel.
1. D2 has 17 registered pollution sites, one of which is a Superfund site. Yet the developer proposes that they
doing no prior analysis of these sites (and hence come up with the best way to resolve any problems), but
instead do so after they begin construction. This is NOT the way to safely develop any site, particularly one in a
heavily trafficked residential and commercial area. It will give US2 a strong incentive to find quick solutions
and/or do the least amount it will take to address the letter of the law. The pollution sites should be fully
characterized and dealt with before any construction begins, to avoid potentially deleterious environmental
impacts on the surrounding area and the people who live, work and travel through Union Square. For this
reason alone, the waiver request should be denied.
2. The site must have an environmental impact statement and mitigation plan to deal with future flooding
from the Miller’s River, which lies beneath the D2 block. The river is in a lowland, and Union Square (as the
Public Safety Building will attest) has had a major and impactful flood within the last 10 years. All evidence of
climate change points to future rising water tables, more erratic weather, and hence more flooding. No project
on this site, especially one of this size, should move forward before proper research is done and strategies to
deal with any problems are put in place.
3. The developer proposes to put parking garages on D2.2 and D2.3. I object to this on several grounds:
a. This will generate entirely too much traffic at its entry site on Somerville Ave and/or Prospect Street.
This area is already traffic-choked as it is. One of the reasons for putting in a T stop is to alleviate
congestion by creating walkable streets and access to public transportation. We want to encourage foot
and bicycle traffic in our city, not make it easier for people to drive to Union Square for business or
pleasure. We certainly don’t want to make it easy for anyone to “park and ride.” Let’s leave that for the
suburbs.
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b. An above-ground parking garage in that location completely goes against community,
environmental, and smart-development commitments held by the city, the community and larger
development issues. That site should be a gateway to the T stop, with appropriate retail, walking
paths, and open green space that create a practical and attractive connection between the Square and
the T. A parking garage and other over-developed uses will sever that connection, to the detriment of
neighbors, businesses and our environmental goals for a clean, livable and economically viable city.
c. The garage will abut residential areas on streets adjacent to the parcel. These homes will effectively
have a big 3-story parking garage in their back yard. It will also limit easy T access to the residents and
businesses on Allen, Linden and Meriam Streets.
4. I believe the developer has stated that they won’t make the T properly handicapped-accessible unless they
are granted this waiver. If this, or anything remotely like it, is the case, I trust this is a complete non-starter. We
don’t need to do US2 any favors to make them follow the letter AND the spirit of the law. Rather, US2 needs us
in order to move forward with their project. I hardly think they’ll walk away if we don’t give them everything
they ask for, especially something as egregious as this.
5. In fact, my understanding is that the T itself is against this proposed waiver because of the access issues it
will create. This project will decrease accessibility to and from the T for people with physical limitations and
disabilities, who need to be able to use the same access sites that everyone else does without multiple stairs
and/or long walks between ramps and elevators. Access for everyone will be limited because, rather than a
proper walkway from Somerville Ave. to the T, we’ll all have to go around the area, rather than through it.
6. All the buildings US2 proposes to build on the D parcel will dwarf the surrounding residential areas. D2.1 will
be 115 feet tall; D2.2, 80 feet tall; and D2.3, 285 feet tall. This means that, rather than “stepping down” to better
blend with the neighborhood, they will swamp it. Somerville residents and the city itself has made it clear that
we want urban development done at a scale that works for our neighborhoods. We do NOT want a developer to
cram as much lucrative space into a site as possible. In other words: we demand that US2 work with us, not
force us to accept what’s best for their bottom line.
7. There are much, much better uses for this parcel than enormous buildings and parking garages: usable open
green space, retail development, connecting the T and the area around it with the Square to facilitate pedestrian
trips.
I strongly feel that no development of this scale, on sites that are this complex and problematic, should receive a Phase
1 waiver. Even if I liked everything US2 is proposing for the D2 and D3 area, I would still insist on full and proper review
of all development and environmental issues. US2 will be leaving Somerville when it’s done. The rest of us, and our
families, will live with what they do for decades.
Please do NOT grant a Phase 1 waiver for EEA #15889.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Sincerely,
Barbara Steiner, EdM
29 Quincy St. #2
Somerville, MA 02143
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To:
Secretary Matthew Beaton, Energy and Environmental Affairs
Via: Alex Strysky, MEPA Office, 100 Cambridge St Suite 900, Boston, MA
From: Anson Stewart, 27 Adrian Street, Apt. 1, Somerville, Mass
Mike Firestone, 97 Prospect Street, Unit 4, Somerville, Mass
Date: August 24, 2018
RE: EEA No. 15889 – US2 and City of Somerville Phase 1 Waiver for Union Square
We are Somerville residents generally inclined to support expediting dense, mixed-use, affordable, transitoriented development. For this waiver to be granted, however, the proponents must demonstrate that “the
potential impacts of phase one, taken alone, are insignificant,” 301 CMR 11.11(4)(a). For the reasons
outlined below, we believe the proponents fail to demonstrate that the potential traffic impacts of Phase
One are insignificant.
Equally, for a waiver to be granted, the proponents must demonstrate that “the Project is severable, such
that phase one does not require the implementation of any other future phase of the Project or restrict the
means by which potential environmental impacts from any other phase of the Project may be avoided,
minimized or mitigated, 301 CMR 11.11(4)(c). For the reasons outline below, we believe that US2 cannot
make such a showing.
Finally, it is our belief that any determination of severability is inconsistent with the intent of the City of
Somerville and the Somerville Redevelopment Authority as detailed in the Master Development
Designation Agreement 1 and the Master Land Disposition Agreement. 2 These public bodies entered into
an agreement to designate US2 as the Master Developer of 15 acres of Union Square, including the D2
block, “to accomplish the revitalization of Union Square” through a comprehensive project-wide strategy,
and not a parcel-specific one. To move forward with a Phase 1 waiver in our view meaningfully limits
environmental impact mitigation through the consideration of alternatives to only those achievable on the
individual parcel. As described below, we believe that US2, at a minimum, must consider project
alternatives to achieve mitigation that leverages its unique scale and acreage as Master Developer.
We accordingly believe that a Phase One waiver is not warranted, and that if it is granted, should be
subject to strict conditions related to transportation and exploration of mitigation alternatives outside the
D2 block.
Traffic Generation Significance Thresholds:
MEPA uses two relevant average daily trips (ADT) thresholds to gauge the significance of traffic impacts
(301 CMR 11.6). Projects generating more than 3,000 ADT are subject to a mandatory EIR, and projects
generating more than 2,000 ADT are subject to Other MEPA Review if the Secretary So Requires.
Following basic Institute of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) trip generation methodology, the first
estimate of ADT generated by Phase 1 is 4,968. US2’s Transportation Impact Study (“TIS”) adjusts this
value downward significantly. 3 While the general use of such an adjustment process is appropriate given
Available at http://unionsquareneighborhoodcouncil.org/images/resources/US2-Union-Square-Master-DeveloperDesignation-Agreement.pdf
2
Available at https://www.somervillema.gov/sites/default/files/US2%20%20Union%20Square%20Master%20Land%20Disposition%20Agreement%20-%202.16.17.PDF
1
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The TIS calculates an estimated number of person trips (6,217), then divides these person trips using
assumed mode shares to arrive at an adjusted value ADT of 2,089 vehicle-trips.

the project context, the proponents’ methodology and assumptions should be subject to rigorous scrutiny.
We wish to note three concerns:
1. The analysis presumes a reduction in vehicle usage that has not occurred
The city’s representative at the MEPA site visit stated US2 had made a “binding
commitment” to achieve a 60% mode share target (i.e. up to 40% of person trips made by
automobile). US2 states that this commitment is to be achieved through a mobility management
plan, but further details are lacking. To their credit, the proponents do admit that the mobility
management plan may not be effective in achieving traffic reduction targets, but their failure to
analyze the full level of potential traffic generation inhibits an informed discussion of the
magnitude of such impacts.
2. Using inappropriately aggressive mode share values
The 40% target for automobile mode share is a laudable aspiration, and we sincerely hope
the project will meet it. But in considering the waiver application and for public consideration of
environmental impacts, a more conservative estimate is warranted. More appropriate mode shares
for estimating ADT could be derived from current neighborhood automobile mode shares (66%,
as calculated from TIS Table 6) or the city’s comprehensive plan (50%, as noted at the site visit).
The ADT values corresponding to these more conservative assumptions are 4,103 and 3,109.
3. Double-counting internal trips
The use of an “internal capture” rate to reduce ADT by an additional 15% is also dubious.
Presumably, trips within the D2 block would be walking trips, already accounted for in the 60%
non-auto share. If the “internal capture” rate is applied to trips taken by automobile, as the TIS
numbers suggest, it implies that more than 300 daily trips are made driving within the Phase 1 site.
Double counting should not be allowed.
In short, while reducing ADT to 2,089 or below corresponds with environmentally laudable goals, it is
arguably inappropriate as a Phase 1 traffic generation value for MEPA purposes; ADT estimates based on
appropriately conservative assumptions (e.g. 3,109, as described above) present a more accurate picture
of the potential impacts.
Finally, even if one accepts the adjusted ADT value of 2,089 at face value, the Phase 1 project on its own
exceeds an identified trip threshold in 301 CMR 11.6(b), which simply cannot be determined an
“insignificant” impact under the Phase 1 Waiver rules, 301 CMR 11.11(4)(a).

MEPA Conditions:
Thorough MEPA review requires an informed consideration of alternatives and potential mitigation of
project impacts. The Secretary should not grant proponents’ waiver request until there has been such
consideration. We suggest the following:
1. Less parking on the D2 block, move parking to D1
Locating the hulking D2 parking structure, with the proposed 290 parking spaces,
immediately adjacent to the Green Line station, puts vehicular traffic in conflict with pedestrians
and bicyclists accessing the station. In particular, the TIS estimates 144 vehicles per peak hour

turning between Prospect Street and the proposed Driveway 2 at Intersection 15, which most
passengers using the Green Line Station would be forced to confront.

Excerpt of Figure 33: 2025 Build AM Peak Hour Traffic Volume
To mitigate these conflicts, the proponent should analyze alternatives with less total
parking, and with some of the proposed D2 parking moved across Somerville Avenue to D1. The
D1 block is much better suited to parking -- it already has vehicular access from Somerville
Avenue and Washington Street, and it is more convenient to regional commuters using McGrath
Highway. The premise of the Master Development Designation Agreement is that parcels are not
developed in isolation. Indeed, the best alternatives for mitigating transportation impacts will
likely involve creative and synergistic uses of the different sites in Union Square. For example,
the ENF references “the ability to manage parking supply and demand in a flexible, rational and
innovative manner to balance transportation,” and the proponents repeatedly mentioned “shared
parking” in the site visit.
In short, we believe a Phase 1 waiver should not be granted without full analysis of the
environmental benefits of reduced parking and of shifting parking to the D1 parcel or other sites
under control of US2. Allowing the waiver without such consideration is inconsistent with 301
CMR 11.11(4)(c)) and the goals of the Master Development Designation Agreement.
2. Assess alternatives for Intersection 15
The Prospect/ Everett intersection (Intersection 15) will interact substantially with
congestion from the saturated Somerville/ Washington/ Prospect intersection (Intersection 13) and
warrants rigorous attention. As shown in the figure above, the TIS estimates 98 (78 + 20) vehicles
per AM peak hour making left turns between Prospect Street and Driveway 2. These turning
movements would be subject to impedance from not only pedestrians walking on Prospect St (e.g.
to/from the Green Line Station), but also northbound traffic on Prospect Street.
Table 51 in the TIS omits LOS and delay estimates for this northbound traffic, which is
part of the Prospect St NB LTR approach to Intersection 13. The no-build AM peak
volume/capacity ratio for this approach is 1.21 (Table 47). The build alternative increases this
ratio to 1.42 (Table 52). Traffic generated by Phase 1 increases this delay by 89 seconds, bringing
the delay for vehicles approaching Intersection 13 on Prospect St NB to nearly 4 minutes.
Exceeding capacity for this approach by 42% is likely to cause ripple effects throughout the area.
Vehicle queues on Prospect St NB will severely impede left turns at Intersection 15; with only one
combined lane for LTR movements from Prospect St SB, vehicles waiting for a gap to turn left to
Driveway 2 will block through traffic, which could easily spill back and block Intersection 13.
The TIS estimates that the average delay for Prospect St SB at Everett St. is 2.5 seconds, but
provides no details on the pedestrian impedance values, gap acceptance process, or platoon
dispersion process from the upstream Intersection 13 signal used to calculate this value.

The proponent should provide a more thorough explanation of assumptions used to
calculate impacts at these critical intersections, and analyze alternative designs for Intersection 15
(e.g. with left turns between Prospect St SB and Driveway 2 prohibited).
3. Do not preclude, and consider providing, bus improvements as part of the MBTA Better Bus
Project or other initiatives
The proponents’ transportation consultant expressed the hope that the MBTA’s phased
Better Bus initiative would improve bus service in the area. The proponent should coordinate with
the MBTA to ensure that the development of Phase 1 does not negatively affect current or planned
bus service. Plans for maintaining and improving access to the existing CT2 stop on Prospect St.
NB should be detailed. Furthermore, the MBTA will consider route changes as part of this
initiative, possibly including re-routing 91 and CT2 service from Sullivan Square to continue
straight onto Prospect Street SB, rather than turning right onto Somerville Ave at Intersection 13.
Given projected traffic delays at Intersections 13 and 15, discussed above, passengers on these
buses, as well as routes along Somerville Ave affected by a blocked intersection, would be faced
with substantial delays. The proponent should consider concrete bus priority infrastructure that
would mitigate these delays.
Conclusion:
The D2 site presents a unique opportunity to add new development adjacent to a new transit station, but
without careful planning and consideration of project-wide environmental mitigation, the project is
unlikely to achieve the City’s and the Commonwealth’s environmental goals.
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of our concerns.
Sincerely,
Anson Stewart
949.202.9329
ansonstewart@gmail.com
Mike Firestone
617.733.8005
mikefirestone@gmail.com

7 Allen Street
Somerville, MA 02143
24 August 2018
Mr Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
c/o: Alex Strysky
MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
Re: EEA #15889 – ENF, Union Square Redevelopment
Dear Secretary Beaton,
After reviewing portions of the Phase 1 waiver application made by proponents, US2 and the
Somerville Redevelopment Authority, I would like to express some serious concerns I have about the
granting of the subject waiver. Given that I am not especially familiar with the details of construction
projects of this sorts and the regulations applying to them, I can only speak in somewhat general terms.
However, I find myself to be quite apprehensive about a number of the elements of what has been
proposed and what I feel I have good reason to question.
In the Executive Summary of the ENF document, I find the statement the City-led and communitydriven planning and entitlement process to date has been thorough and important, and then starting on
page 4, I see a table showing “process steps” along with some details pertaining to what was achieved
by means of these steps. As one who has attended nearly every meeting on the subject of the overall
development and that pertaining to US2 over the course of the past three years (since April, 2015), I
have participated in and witnessed the proceedings described in that chart, which gives me some insight
into the “public process” that has actually taken place, including the full course of LOCUS meetings.
My overall assessment of such events is that, though there has in fact been a substantial amount of
engagement by members of the public in dialogue with the developer and representatives of city
government (henceforth “the City”), and many important insights, recommendations and even demands
have been shared, I fail to find many of those things being incorporated into the actual design for the
D2 parcel as it now stands (I attended the “public consultation” at which presentations by Mr Greg
Karczewski and his colleagues were made, as well as one by your own Mr Alex Strysky). I will now
attempt to explain why this matter may be relevant to consideration of the subject waiver application.
My understanding of the purpose of MEPA (henceforth “the Act”) and your office which operates on
the basis of that Act is that it has been designed for the purpose of ensuring that certain environmental
standards are applied in a meaningful and rigorous fashion to construction projects to which it applies,
and that an important component of the process under which your office operates is providing an
opportunity for substantial public involvement, to ensure that the interests of those who stand to be
affected by such projects have an opportunity to voice whatever concerns they may have with respect
to adherence to what is specified in the Act. At such time as a Phase 1 waiver, which, as you know,
permits the separation of evaluation of one component of a large project from that project itself, is
granted, the public loses its opportunity to have, through your office, any role in oversight, though there
remain environmental standards outside MEPA to which the project must adhere.

I have, as a member of the Union Square Neighborhood Council, and one of those who worked for a
year and half to get it established, both witnessed and engaged in detailed discussions of the D2 project,
and think I understand the key points of debate between those who support the waiver proposal that
those who do not. Among the items of principal concern are:
1. proper assessment and remediation of toxic contamination on the site
2. air quality in the region along Prospect Street if open space is located there (rather than putting
that space into an enclosed area in between buildings, which would provide a buffering effect)
[I have recently learned that, quite surprisingly, this matter may be beyond the scope of what
the Act actually covers. If we are concerned with threats to public health from airborne toxins
rising from contaminated soil, why would we not be similarly concerned with air quality in
public spaces contaminated by exhaust fumes from motor vehicles (to say nothing of the noise
and other unpleasant aspects of siting a public area immediately adjacent to an area with heavy
stop-and-go traffic (which in the case of Prospect Street is often backed up well into
Cambridge)?]
3. siting of three storey parking garage and service roadway along the east side of the main parcel,
which would carry with it a number of disadvantages for abutters on the west side of Allen
Street (on which I am one), and a foreclosing of a later opportunity for those owning property in
the area between Allen and Merriam Streets to benefit from future development in that area.
4. access to MBTA station if construction is not begun soon
5. lost tax revenue in the amount of about $2.5 million per year of delay
This list, while not at all comprehensive, indicates, I think, some of the major points of contention
among those who identify with one position or the other. While I find myself open to the arguments of
both sides in this debate, I feel that it is an important one, especially since the present US2 design is so
flawed in a number of respects, including those just mentioned having to do with the intended siting of
the open space and that of the parking structure. Yes, $2.5 million is certainly a hefty price to pay for a
continuation of such a debate, and, if true, implications of a delayed start of construction for access to
the “T” station would be serious, though I have heard what sounds like an authoritative claim that that
delay would not be as serious as is being claimed by the developer, given other local examples of how
stations have opened despite very substantial construction delays.
Again, for me, the most important aspect of a granting of this waiver is that the public would no longer
have a voice, through your office, in ensuring that the project conforms to what the Act specifies, and a
seriously negligent design could in fact be used for development of this keystone parcel, which I
understand on what I take to be good authority that the D2 Block is the single D Block whose
characteristics least fit the MEPA regulatory framework for granting of a Phase 1 waiver, due
especially to its location. Additionally, I understand that the separation of the review of plans for D2
from those pertaining to the other six parcels could have serious implications for standards applied to
development on other D parcels.
I understand that if a waiver is granted for D2, it would not be subject to further MEPA review and
oversight during the Draft EIR and Final EIR phases. Being required to meet standards such as those
of the DEP is one thing, but eliminating further MEPA review of development on this parcel seems to
me to be a possible “recipe for disaster.” I am not one given to hyperbole; the meaning of this

statement is that if we fail to “get it right,” we and generations yet unborn could easily find
out/themselves “stuck” with serious problems and lost opportunity for quite some time to come.
Going back to what I wrote earlier about what I’ve witnessed in the various meetings involving
presentations, discussion and opportunities for members of the public to voice their concerns and offer
their recommendations and how little tangible results were produced, I’d like to put a little “finer point”
on the matter. To me, the fact that the period during which the chart on page 4 of the application began
so many years ago is no indication of how that time has been used. Such a listing may be impressive at
first glance, but when one considers how long it has taken, for example, for US2 to respond to the
feedback they solicited at presentations they have made during the past year, most recently last May, I
think we can gain an important perspective in understanding what real opportunity there has actually
been for meaningful participation. Yes, I understand revising a design is a complex matter, and I do
sincerely appreciate all the effort that has gone into this undertaking. I have also found the principal
promoters of the US2 design to be quite personable and sincere in their own way. However, I don’t
actually see much in the way of there having been to date a real opportunity of the sort that has been
advertised and sited (e.g. in this applicaton) to mean as much as it might first appear.
I will leave it to others to spell out the detailed reasons for questioning the present design. I am aware
of those matters, but find no reason to duplicate the effort that has gone into making those points, and
hope that the list I have offered above suffices to establish my knowledge of some of the major factors
of concern – to those on both sides of the debate. I feel it important for the MEPA office to live up to
what I am given to understand is its mandate and responsibility to ensure that the interests of the public
with respect to environmental matters, whether the have to do with those matters directly or indirectly
are substantially protected. I think that a denial of this waiver application is the only practical means
for the required oversight and further public involvement in evaluating the project to be ensured.
Thanks for your kind attention.
Sincerely,

Gary S. Trujillo
P.S. I support those who have endorsed the following petition:
We the undersigned are residential property owners on Allen Street, Union Square, Somerville. We oppose granting of the
proposed D2 MEPA Phase 1 Waiver which would allow accelerated development of D2 without resolution of access to the
new Union Square MBTA Green Line T-Stop, without full understanding of the many pollutants on D2 (with US EPA and
MA DEP oversight and tracking numbers) that may affect our properties as well, and without resolution of a city plan for
preservation of the re-development value and evolution of our properties as part of a unified whole within the context of
Somerville Re-development Authority plans for the Union Square D parcels, the Boynton Yard parcels and the Target /
McGrath parcels which surround us.
We strongly object to the current D2 block plan with its giant three storey above ground garage and alley which would
directly abut many of our backyards, decrease our current property values and have a devastating impact on eventual
realization of re-development values for ourselves and, perhaps more importantly, for the greater Union Square and
Somerville community as a whole. The residential neighborhood which includes properties on Allen Street, Linden Street,
Charlestown and Merriam Streets needs to have its future highest and best use encouraged by whatever happens on the
surrounding SRA development parcels, not destroyed by their plans. The D2 parcel is certainly the most critical to and least
severable from this important ongoing process.
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August 24, 2018
Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attention: MEPA Office - c/o Alex Strysky alexander.strysky@state.ma.us
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02144
RE: EEA# 15889 Union Square Redevelopment Proiect
Dear Secretary Beaton:
On behalf of Middlesex Federal Savings, I am writing in support of MEPA issuing a Phase 1 Waiver
for the Union Square Redevelopment Project being undertaken by Union Square Associates (US2).
Middlesex Federal Savings is a 128 year old community bank founded and headquartered in
Somerville. Our customers and employees have witnessed the tremendous growth in the city and are
very excited about the future of Union Square.
The Union Square Redevelopment Project and the Green Line Extension have undergone an exhaustive
public planning processes and local government review during the past decade. As you may know,
the US2 portion of the project is expected to generate millions of dollars in revenue for the City of
Somerville in permit fees, real estate taxes, and land payments in the next few years.
A meaningful amount of that revenue will be generated by the project's first phase occurring on the
"D2 Block". Somerville will be able to use the revenue to meet its obligations with respect to the
Green Line Extension Project. It is therefore, in the public's interest that the first phase of the Union
Square Project be completed quickly so that Green Line Extension obligations can be met. In addition
to revenue, the first phase will make tangible the years of planning. It will also revitalize the area.
A Phase 1 Waive� would allow the developer to meet the updated Green Line Extension timeline and
would not compromise the MEPA requirements. It would also mean that the new Green Line station
in Union Square would be surrounded by retail space, an adjacent public plaza, bicycle parking, and
other station amenities'when it opens.
We hope that you consider issuing the Phase 1 Waiver, and look forward to learning more about this
exciting project.
Sincerely,

OJ ,7.. w�

1jn� Wiseman
President and CEO

Davis Square

♦

Teele Square ♦ Medford Square ♦ M!ddlesexFederal.com
One College Avenue, Somerville, MA 02144-1961
N!vfLS # 417688

♦

617-666-4700

Matthew Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office / MEPA Analyst Alex Strysky (alexander.strysky@mass.gov)
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
RE: EEA#15889, ENF, Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville MA
Dear Secretary Beaton,
I am writing to oppose granting of a Phase 1 waiver for this project.
As per the Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) filed with the Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs (EEA) by Union Square RELP Master Developer LLC (US2) and the Somerville
Redevelopment Authority, the proposed project is huge, covering 15.7 acres, and involving development of
approximately 2.4 million square feet (sf) of office/lab space (1.15 million sf), retail space (140,000 sf), hotel
space (93,000 sf), residential space (933,000 sf, including up to 998 units), and 1,500 parking spaces. As
described in the proposer's EENF, the project will generate 23,239 average daily trips (adt), use 143,417
gallons per day (gpd) of water, generate 143,417 gpd of wastewater, and increase impervious surface areas
area by 1.15 acres.
As also noted in that EENF, the project exceeds the two thresholds for a mandatory Environmental
Impact Report (EIR): 301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(6), generation of 3,000 or more average daily trips on roadways
providing access to a single location and 301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(7), construction of 1,000 or more new parking
spaces at a single location. The project is located on landlocked filled tidelands and will require a Public
Benefits Determination. It is subject to the MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy. The project
involves one or more land transfers from the Somerville Redevelopment Authority and requires
permits from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, the Massachusetts Water
Resources Authority and review by the Massachusetts Historical Commission
Phase 1 is an integral component of the total development, and should not be treated as separable
for the purpose of a Phase 1 waiver. By size alone, Phase 1 involves development of 3.5 acres (22% of
the total), 607,000 sf of development (25% of the total), 450 residential units (45% of the total), 290 parking
spaces (19% of the total), and will define access of the entire development site to the Union Square
terminus of the $2.3 billion Green Line Extension (GLX) project. Phase 1 development will generate
4,992 average daily trips (21.5% of the total), use 45,515 gpd of water (32% of the total), and generate
45,515 gpd of wastewater (32% of the total).
Phase 1 development will add 1.83 acres of impervious surface area to the existing 1.44 acres of impervious
surface area, more than doubling the amount of impervious surface area in the Phase 1 site in a
location that has already demonstrated its propensity for flooding in heavy rains, (See Somerville
Scout, 11/18/2015 article) and that is vulnerable to rising sea level. (The project area lies atop the bed of
the largely filled and buried Millers River, formerly Willis Creek, which empties into Boston Harbor.)
Although infrastructure improvements necessary to support Phase 1 and subsequent phases of development
are planned for the site, those necessary infrastructure improvements have yet to be completed.
As described in detail in section 10 of the EENF, the Phase 1 project site is contaminated by PCBs, metals,
petroleum hydrocarbons, and polyaromatic hydrocarbons in the soil. Chlorinated VOCs have been
detected in the ground water. Additional site characterization has yet to be performed to delineate the
extent and volume of PCB-contaminated soil, and a cleanup plan has yet to be submitted to the U.S. EPA or
the Mass DEP. The need for clarity about the nature and extent of contamination and about the plans
for remediation of the Phase 1 project site, allowing the DEP to more fully assess the environmental
impact of the project, are reason alone for not approving a Phase 1 waiver.
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The proponents have argued that a Phase 1 waiver is justified, in part, because a majority (60%) of the
anticipated person trips will be made using transit or bicycle or by foot. I believe that the assumptions
underlying the projected mode split are seriously flawed, and that a Phase 1 waiver would fail to hold
the proponent accountable for planning and taking the steps needed to ensure that vehicular traffic is
appropriately constrained. Specifically:
(1) The EENF Over-Estimates Transit Use: The description on EENF pages 56-58 of how Union
Square is "well-served" by "robust" and "frequent" bus service is greatly overblown. In fact,
Somerville is seriously under-served by bus transit, which was one of the reasons why the
Green Line expansion was ultimately funded. Bus service is routinely unreliable, involves long
headways/long waits during non-peak hours, moves more slowly than cars or trains, and so,
to a large extent, is most heavily used by residents and workers who don't have access to
other means of transportation. The EENF (pp. 67-68) notes that "no major changes to existing bus
services or commuter rail services are expected for the base year condition." Although, as noted in
the EENF, the bus lines servicing Union Square have unused capacity, without substantial
improvement in services, there is no reason to think that buses will attract significant numbers
of new riders from among the new inhabitants of and commuters to Union Square.
(2) Poor Site Design May Limit the Potential Green Line Benefit: The biggest increase in transit
usage will derive from the introduction of the Green Line Extension (GLX).In fact, the MBTA predicts
that the load on existing bus services will neither increase or decrease significantly. Rather,
the Green Line new riders are anticipated to represent new trips shifting to the transit mode from
around the region. (pp.62)
Although I am not an expert in urban design, colleagues who are have argued that if we want to
maximize utilization of and benefit from the new transit resource, office/R&D would be a far more
appropriate use of the real estate next to the new Green Line station than a residential tower. They
argue that proximity to transit is far more important for employment destinations than residential uses,
and that people are willing to travel a few blocks from their home to catch a train. Local smart growth
experts also argue that three levels of parking in the center of the D2 block is a poor use of space,
and that a more public and central open space leading to the transit station would be more conducive
to transit usage than the peripheral greenspaces bordering a congested Prospect Street. Concerns
have also been raised about the steps that would confront persons with mobility impairments seeking
to follow the path to the T on the Prospect Street side of D2. The fact that the developer has opted to
create a separate barrier-free pathway alongside the parking facility appears to acknowledge the
problem, but is an unfortunate throwback to the era pre-dating universal design.
To the extent that the Green Line Extension represents a long-overdue effort by the State to meet its
SIP-related clean air commitments with respect to the I-93 Big Dig project, a flawed development plan
that compromises access to the T station and results in a suboptimal ridership would be a travesty, a
waste of hard fought funding, and missed once-in-a-generation opportunity. A Phase 1 waiver
would cut short the analysis and discussion about how better urban design and more
appropriate utilization of the D2 parcel might enhance and promote transit access and usage.
(3) The EENF Under-Estimates the Impact of Ride-Hailing/Sharing Services: A 2016 Pew Research
study found that ride sharing is the transportation of choice by a disproportionate high percentage of
affluent and university-educated urban Americans, as compared to less-well-educated lower-income
households. The largely young, well educated, and higher income residents, workers, and
consumers that will be drawn to the new development in Union Square will be from that very
demographic -- and can be expected to rely more heavily on ride sharing than bus transit, if
they don't have the time or inclination to bicycle to their destinations. And, as discussed below, higher
use of ride-sharing adds to congestion, even if the passengers don't have or use their own cars.
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Apart from overstating the quality and adequacy of existing transit service and apart from unwisely
assuming that the new habitants of Union Square will choose to take advantage of the currently
underutilized bus capacity, the proponents' generous estimate of transit usage (22% of the modal
split) fails to account for the increased share of trips made using ride-sharing services like
Uber and Lyft. As cited in an article in the July 25, 2018 online edition of Crains New York Business,
a report entitled “The New Automobility: Lyft, Uber and the Future of American Cities” by
transportation consultant Bruce Schaller documents how " Ride-hail services are more likely to be
undermining mass transit than helping it, by providing a convenient option for travelers who otherwise
might have taken the subway. And the companies’ heavily promoted pooled rides are not, in fact,
cutting the number of miles that people travel in cars, but adding to them. About 60% of ride-hail
company users 'in large, dense cities would have taken public transportation, walked, biked or not
made the trip' if those services had not been available. The other 40% of users would have taken their
own car or a taxi. As a result of rides replacing mass-transit trips, services such as UberX and Lyft
put 2.8 new vehicle-miles on the road for each mile of personal driving they take away. It amounts to a
180% increase in driving on city streets, Schaller concludes."
(4) The EENF Under-Estimates Car Ownership and Parking Demand: A March 27, 2018 article by
Steven Hill in American Prospect cites a study by "researchers at the University of California, Davis’s
Institute of Transportation Studies [that] found that ridesharing has resulted in a dramatic rise in the
number of trips made and vehicle miles traveled in an automobile. The study, which looked at 4,000
users in seven major metro areas (Los Angeles, New York, Boston, Chicago, the San Francisco Bay
Area, Seattle, and Washington, D.C.) between 2014 and 2016, also found a disturbing reduction in
the use of public transportation that CityLab has described as 'cannibalizing transit.' The ITS study
found that ridesharing has resulted in a 6 percent reduction in Americans using bus services
and a 3 percent drop in light rail services." As cited in Mr. Hill's article, the ITS study authors
also found that, "The vast majority of ridesharing users (about three-quarters) still owned a
car1, and the small number of users who have eliminated their own vehicle (9 percent) have
merely swapped it for increased ridesharing use. In short, now they use someone else’s car
instead of their own. In fact, rather than cutting down on the number of autos, Uber and Lyft have
prompted many customers to get rid of their memberships to car-sharing services like Zipcar or
Car2Go. More than half of car-sharing users have dropped their membership, and 23 percent cite
their use of ridesharing services as the top reason they have dropped car-sharing."
(5) The EENF Over-States the Likely Traffic and Parking Mitigation Efforts: Although the developer's
CDSP application and EENF enumerate a multitude of strategies for discouraging car traffic and
reducing the demand for parking (see Mobility Management Plan on pages 146-151), in fact, all of
the specified strategies are only presented as options that may or may not be implemented. To
a large extent, the developer has no leverage to require employers occupying commercial
spaces, businesses occupying retail spaces, or residential property owners managing the
nearly 1,000 planned housing units to implement (and pay for) any of those carrots or sticks
that might result in reduced reliance on cars. And to the extent that commercial and residential
buildings are sold off to separate corporations once they are completed, the developer has no
financial incentive to bankroll traffic mitigation and parking reduction measures. The City
zoning that governs Union Square development requires only the development of a mitigation plan,
not the actual implementation of mitigation measures. Similarly, the City zoning allows a
1

Plans for shared parking presume that access to transit and ride-sharing services and other mitigation measures will
reduce the levels of car ownership among tenants in residential units constructed by the developer. However, these will
be households that can afford monthly rents of $3,000 or more. Many of them will likely want and be able to afford the
convenience of a car -- for weekend getaways, and, if they have small children, for all the trips that parents must make.
While they may not drive their car on a daily basis (unless their work is in the outlying suburbs, like Waltham or
Burlington), they will need to park it somewhere. The assumptions underlying shared parking between residential and
commercial uses -- that residents with cars use their vehicles for commuting purposes, freeing up parking spaces for
daytime commercial uses; and that people actually commute to a work location, rather than working from home or a
coffee shop -- are not necessarily true in today's economy.
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developer/property owner to obtain a waiver of the cap on parking spaces without having
demonstrated that measures discouraging parking (or car ownership) have been implemented; all that
is required is submission of a plan outlining the measures that might be undertaken.
The imposition of firm requirements for mitigating development-related traffic and parking
demand, pursuant to the due diligence of the MEPA staff, will provide the only real assurance
that a developer -- and their successors and assigns -- will be held to implementing such
measures. Even if City zoning doesn't obligate a developer to take actual steps to reduce traffic and
congestion, to manage demand for parking, and to facilitate access to transit, those are conditions
that a MEPA review can impose. And those requirements can -- and should -- begin with Phase 1.
This is another reason why a Phase 1 waiver should not be granted.
One last note about the consequences of increased traffic congestion: Extensive peer reviewed research has
shown that exposure to hazardous vehicular emissions, including but not limited to ultrafine
particulates, exacerbates the risk of heart and lung disease, stroke, and asthma, and is especially
problematic for pregnant women, children, and older adults with compromised health. The Community
Assessment of Freeway Exposure and Health (CAFEH) Study conducted in Somerville and other Boston
area communities along Interstate 93 specifically linked increased risk of cardiovascular disease to exposure
to ultrafine particulates.
Although dangerous concentrations of ultrafine particulates and other emissions may occur as far away from
a heavily trafficked roadway as 1,000 to 1,500 feet, depending on time of day, traffic patterns, and weather
and wind patterns, dangerously high concentrations are routinely found within 500 feet of such roadways.
Apart from general concerns about traffic-generated pollution, I am particularly troubled by the proposer's
decision to concentrate residential development along Prospect St and a few hundred feet from
Somerville Ave -- with no mention of air quality mitigation measures. The lack of attention to the risks
that such exposure2 poses to D2 residents is one more reason to reject a Phase 1 waiver.
The D2 parcel is the key to successful Union Square development. A Phase 1 waiver would wrongly suggest
that the D2 block can be treated separately from the rest of the development. D2 cannot be meaningfully
separated from the rest of the Union Sq. project. Inadequate provisions for managing traffic and parking in
D2 and for providing efficient transit access will have unfortunate repercussions for the entire
development, and for everyone who lives, works, or does business in Union Square.
Proponents of a Phase 1 waiver cite the economic benefits of an accelerated start on construction. However,
getting a jump on development is not worth the cost of a legacy of poor transportation planning, inadequate
preparation for and commitment to traffic/parking mitigation, flawed transit access, and the consequences of
increased impervious surfaces in an area prone to flooding (not to mention contamination with hazardous
wastes).
I urge you to reject the Phase 1 waiver.
Thank you for your attention to this letter and other residents' comments.

2

The EENF notes that the D2 block is situated in the heart of a network of signalized intersections that are all expected
to operate at an overall LOS E or LOS F in the Existing/2025 No-Build Condition and under the 2025 Build Condition:
Washington St/Somerville Av/Webster Av (LOS E - AM/PM Peak), Somerville Av/Washington St/Prospect St (LOS F AM/PM/Saturday Peak), Webster Av/Prospect St/Concord Av (LOS F - AM/Saturday Peak; LOS E - PM Peak).
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Mr. Strysky,
I am writing in support of the Union Square Revitalization Project. As a resident of
Somerville, I ask that you approve the development team’s Phase 1 Waiver Request.
The Union Square Project is important to the future of our community and I support an
expedited process.
The US2 team has been transparent and communicative as to the realities and benefits
of the Phase 1 Waiver. A Phase 1 Waiver would allow the project to achieve a number
of positive impacts in the community that we have been anticipating for a long time,
including: The new Green Line MBTA station, increased bike lanes and bike parking in
Union Square, and the resolution of ongoing sewer infrastructure projects. That is in
addition to the remediation of a critically-located, yet completely underutilized,
brownfield site, whose redevelopment will bring 500+ jobs, 90 affordable units, a large
of amount of new public space.
If the waiver is not approved, there are real consequences for the community and
environment. It will further delay the Green Line Station and transportation-related, fossil
fuel offset benefits it is sure to achieve. Infrastructure construction will be prolonged and
its impact increased. The powerful public benefits, and associated regional job and
housing linkages, will be delayed and ultimately less powerful than their timely potential.
Storm water will continue to surface flow and permeate a brownfield site.
The development team has been clear that the Waiver is only for Phase 1 and that, if
granted, all subsequent phases will still require review. Further, Phase 1 has been
designed to be a stand-alone project and can operate successfully, independent of
future phases. I ask that you please approve the Phase 1 Waiver Request and allow
Phase 1 to move forward.
The public presentation on August 20, 2018, given by the US2 team and their partners,
was a clear indication that the project is moving in an incredibly positive direction. There
is sincere excitement in the community as we await its arrival.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Josh Carel
44 Florence St, Somerville.

City of Cambridge Comments on the Environmental Notification Form for EEA 15889 Union Square Redevelopment
Project Site and Context
The project Proponent (Union Square RELP Master Developer LLC (US2) and Somerville
Redevelopment Authority) have submitted an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for
constructing 17 new buildings and the renovation of one building, totaling almost 2.4 million
square feet of development in multiple phases over 15.7 acres in Union Square. The
development is intended to be mixed use and implement “pedestrian-first” planning. It includes
3.5 acres of environmentally contaminated land. The ENF states that this project was spurred
by the $2.3 billion Green Line Extension (GLX) project. In general, we support the initiative
taken in this development project to minimize automobile vehicle trips and environmental
impacts on the surrounding area.
We recognize that there are significant investments being made by the Proponent towards the
GLX (both direct monetary and in-kind facility contributions) and the Somerville Avenue Utility
and Streetscape Improvements project (a $63 million investment). In addition, during the
zoning approval process, we note that the developer committed to a number of specific items.
We support these investments but would like to comment that they could be summarized more
clearly and succinctly in the ENF. For example, the developer is required to install two new
bike share stations and provide amenities as feasible at bus stops, but limited or no
information is provided in the ENF on these commitments.
Even with the significant investments detailed in the ENF and other documents, it is not as
clear in the ENF how the developer is more comprehensively investing in efficient bus
connections to the GLX, improving through bus service, or improving pedestrian and bicycle
facilities throughout the site. It is important to note that many people traveling to and from
Cambridge and Union Square may not be using the Green Line or the new GLX station at
Union Square. We wish to emphasize the importance of detailing commitments to improving
bus, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements and showing supporting data that ensures that the
project will realize the proposed 60% non-automobile mode share. This mode share will be
critical to reducing the effects of congestion on Cambridge roadways and negative
environmental impacts due to increased trips from the development.
Transportation Impacts
The project proposes 1,500 parking spaces in the built condition (1,245 of which are
commercial). While the final number of parking spaces will result in an increase of 1,198 over
the existing condition, the ultimate parking ratio does not appear to be greater than recent
parking ratios approved in Cambridge development projects, although it is difficult to fully
understand without seeing a detailed development proposal with a breakdown of parking and
square feet by land use. The Mobility Management Plan includes market rate parking fees,
including daily pricing, for employees and residents charged separately from rents, which is
1
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one of the most effective ways to reduce auto trips; the ultimate mode share depends upon the
ability of the City of Somerville to successfully negotiate for the inclusion of these parking
policies. It is an excellent approach to build more bike parking than vehicle parking in Phase 1
to encourage Union Square users to establish a bicycle habit from the beginning, and give the
developer a chance to see how few parking spaces may be needed as they proceed to later
development phases. Because the approved number of parking spaces is a maximum rather
than a minimum, it is conceivable that the developer could reduce the number of spaces at full
build-out. In a similar fashion, Phase 1 parking is all publicly accessible spaces, while usespecific accessory parking spaces are planned for a later phase, again giving the developer an
opportunity to reevaluate the approach to parking. At full build-out, the vast majority of parking
spaces will be publicly accessible, with only a small portion reserved for accessory uses, which
allows the parking ratio to shift flexibility among the employees, residents, and visitors. Lastly,
by wrapping parking in ground-floor retail uses and building above parking, the project
eliminates nearly all surface parking and other paved areas, bringing the end total down to
.5 acre.
Even with the progressive approach to parking, the project is estimated to produce 9,770 total
adjusted new vehicle trips per day. The estimated results are significant increases (20-35%) on
roadways feeding into and out of Cambridge. Phase 1 alone will add 290 new commercial
parking spaces and 2,100 new vehicle trips on the roadway network per day. The ENF
indicates that the project will meet or exceed the following two transportation thresholds:
 [301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(6)] -- Generation of 3,000 or more new ADT on roadways
providing access to a single location.
 [301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(7)] – Construction of 1,000 or more new parking spaces at a
single location.
While the project is not estimated to generate enough new bus trips to reach crush capacity,
the quality of the bus system may be deteriorated by project generated trips contributing to
roadway congestion. Even with the completion of the GLX project, efficient, reliable bus
connections both to the GLX station as well as throughout the area will be critical to mitigating
the traffic and travel impacts of the project on adjacent communities. High quality pedestrian
and bicycle facilities, including amenities to increase the comfort of these modes, are also
critical.
Mitigation
We offer the following specific comments:
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The GLX station will be best served by efficient access by walking, cycling, and bus
transit. We urge the Proponent and developer to ensure that the designs and
investments prioritize this access from all directions, including from Cambridge (such as
northbound on Prospect Street). This includes direct and efficient access by foot and
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bike, as well as enough space to accommodate for efficient bus transfers to GLX while
also accommodating through transit travel and bus-to-bus transfers.
For Phase 1 alone, Webster/Prospect/Concord will deteriorate from Level of Service
(LOS) E to F in the AM, which will add to congestion in Cambridge. This intersection
currently carries the CT2 and 85, and in the near future will carry the 91. Combined,
there are a significant number of transit riders (approximately 5,000 weekday trips on
the entire lines) that could be impacted by additional congestion. We urge the
Proponent to invest in additional bus priority improvements at this intersection and at
other congested locations in the development area (note that Somerville recently
implemented a bus lane northbound on Prospect Street approaching Union Square).
The investments could include transit priority lanes as well as signal priority.
We urge the Proponent to investment in more than minimum amenities at bus stops and
in areas where transfers between buses and the GLX will be mixed with pedestrians
traveling through and lingering in the area. The developer should provide sufficient
space on sidewalks to comfortably accommodate the high pedestrian volumes
expected, as well as for shelters, additional seating and real-time information at bus
stops.
We support the requirement to install two new bike share stations on the development
site, but it would be helpful to better understand the location (e.g. preferably off-street in
a visible, accessible location) and timing of installation of these stations.
We understand that the City is investing in significant pedestrian and bicycle
improvements on Somerville Ave, and we urge the Proponent to extend those
treatments consistently throughout the entire development site.

Conclusion
We support the Proponent’s approach to major mixed-use development and pedestrian-first
planning approximate to transit with a progressive approach to parking strategies. As with any
development, without the appropriate and commensurate investments in safe, comfortable,
and efficient access by sustainable modes, this project might lead to significant new vehicle
trips in Cambridge and Somerville on already congested roadways. Even with the many
investments already discussed, there is still estimated to be a significant impact of new vehicle
trips on Cambridge roadways. Because of the extent of the potential impact, we make the
above suggestions to ensure the realization of the 60% nonauto mode share. Early
investments in improving delay and reliability for local buses and direct, convenient, and
comfortable access for pedestrians and cyclists are critical to reaching the mode share goals.
We appreciate the opportunity to make these comments.
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August 30, 2018
Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attention: Massachusetts Environmental Planning Act (MEPA) Office
Alexander Strysky, EEA No. 15889
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Re: Comments regarding the MEPA Application #15889, called Union Square
Redevelopment by Proponent UNION SQUARE RELP MASTER DEVELOPER,
LLC.
Dear Secretary Matthew A. Beaton,

1. The Alleged Proponent (“Proponent”):

a) The Somerville Redevelopment Authority (SRA) voted to choose Union
Square Station Associates, LLC Exhibit 1 - 2. (Ex.)1 as the Master Developer
for the Union Square Urban Renewal Plan also known as the Union Square
Revitalization Plan on June 26, 2014. Ex. 3.
Prior to then and since, the Master Developer and the city of Somerville has
worked to be known as US2, and is called such in multiple writings. Ex. 4.
US2 is Not a legal entity in Baltimore, Massachusetts, or anywhere, but has
become a colloquial term to obfuscate whom the real master developer is. For
example, on the ENF pg. numbered 2, it states,
“The Somerville Redevelopment Authority will be transferring the land
to US2 for the development of Phase 1 and may transfer additional
land as needed pursuant to the Master Land Disposition Agreement
with US2.”
b) The Master Land Disposition Agreement (MLDA) states the following.
http://ifa.somervillema.gov.s3.amazonaws.com/documents/US2SRA%20MLDA%20Executed.pdf

MASTER LAND DISPOSITION AGREEMENT
This MASTER LAND DISPOSITION AGREEMENT (this “Master LDA”) is
made this _2nd_ day of May, 2017 (the “Effective Date”) by and between
the SOMERVILLE REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (the “SRA”), a
redevelopment authority as defined in Massachusetts General Laws,
Chapter 121B, with an address of c/o City Hall, 93 Highland Avenue,
Somerville, Massachusetts 02143, and UNION SQUARE STATION
1

All exhibits are attached paginated
1

ASSOCIATES LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, with an address
of 225 North Columbus Drive, Suite 100, Chicago, Illinois 60601 (“US2”,
and together with the SRA, the “Parties”).
BACKGROUND
A.The City of Somerville (the “City”) prepared a long range planning
document for the future known as “SomerVision”. Subsequently, the
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (“MBTA”) obtained funding to
extend the Green Line and construct a new Green Line station at Union
Square (the “MBTA Station”), currently anticipated to be ready for
operation in June, 2021. As the extension of the Green Line and MBTA
Station are expected to act as a catalyst for the revitalization of Union
Square and the adjacent Boynton Yards area, the SRA and the City
sought to facilitate private redevelopment to accomplish this anticipated
revitalization. Pg. numbered 1. MLDA
At a meeting on June 26, 2014, taking into account the recommendations of the
City’s professional staff and the CAC, and citing the significant relevant
experience and financial resources of the US2 team, the SRA voted unanimously
to designate US2 as the master developer of the Disposition Parcels.
Subsequently, Richard A. Stein and Gregory Karczewski formed RAS Union
Square Development, LLC, which together with Magellan US2, LLC are the
sole members of US2, and Gregory Karczewski moved to Massachusetts and
opened an office for US2 in Union Square to undertake the full time
development of the Union Square Project. Pg. 2. MLDA [Emphasis added]
RAS Union Square Development, LLC (Ex. 5.) http://rasdevelopment.com/usq
was not “formed” by “Richard A. Stein and Gregory Karczewski” “together
with Magellan US2, LLC (Ex. 6.) according to the recordings by the Secretary
of State in Illinois where these entities are registered, and no proof of this is
provided.
c) The Development Covenant2 regarding the Union Square development
between the city of Somerville and the alleged Master Developer states,
DEVELOPMENT COVENANT
This DEVELOPMENT COVENANT (this “Covenant”) is made as of the
___[6]___ day of _____[June]_____, 2017 (the “Effective Date ”) by and
between the CITY OF SOMERVILLE (the “City”), a municipal corporation with
an address of 93 Highland Avenue, Somerville, Massachusetts 02143, and
UNION SQUARE STATION ASSOCIATES LLC (“US2 ”), a Delaware
limited liability company with an address of 31 Union Square, Somerville,
MA 02143. pg. 1. [Emphasis added]
2

Development Covenant does not appear to be a signed copy, but shows the entity, Union
Square Station Associates, LLC, Delaware, as it is on the signed document.
https://www.somervillema.gov/sites/default/files/US2%20-%20Development%20Covenant.pdf
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that Union Square Station Associates, LLC is a Delaware limited liability
company with an address of 31 Union Square, Somerville MA 02143.
However, this address registered for this LLC in Delaware is 1209 Orange St,
Wilmington, New Castle County, Delaware, 19801.
This Delaware limited liability company is not the same as Union Square
Station Associates, LLC, recorded in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Secretary Galvin’s Corporate database that has an address of the Principal
Office: 225 N. Columbus Dr., Ste 100, and the location of the Massachusetts
office: 31 Union Street. (Ex. 1-2.) There is no 31 Union Street in Somerville,
MA. The following article states “The US2-Workbar partnership will operate a
shared workspace at 31 Union Square. . .”3 However, the MLDA states that the
SRA voted to designate Union Square Station Associates, LLC of Delaware
the Master Developer. Ex. 1.
Union Square Station Associates (US2), the City’s master developer partner for
Union Square’s revitalization, and Boston-based coworking space network
Workbar announced today that they have partnered to bring their membershipbased coworking network to Union Square.
The US2-Workbar partnership will operate a shared workspace at 31 Union
Square,
d) The Coordinated Development Special Permit4 application states,
DESIGNATED MASTER DEVELOPER, Union Square Station Associates
LLC (US2), 31 Union Square Somerville, MA 02143, Greg Karczewski,
President, 617.996.8255, greg@unionsquarestationassociates.com Pg. 2.
And the Coordinated Development Special Permit approved states,
Applicant Name: Union Square Station Associates LLC

3

US2 And Workbar Announce Partnership To Offer Shared Coworking Space
https://www.workbar.com/posts/us2-and-workbar-announce-partnership-to-offer-sharedcoworking-space (copy attached to email)
4

Coordinated Development Special Permit Application
https://www.somervillema.gov/sites/default/files/UnionSquare_CDSP-Application%5BRD%5D_part1_0.pdf
Coordinated Development Special Permit Approved
https://www.somervillema.gov/sites/default/files/USQ_CDSP-Decision_121417FINAL_withattachments.pdf
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Applicant Address: 31 Union Square, Somerville, MA 02143
However, the MEPA application states the Proponent is, “UNION SQUARE
RELP MASTER DEVELOPER LLC (US2)”, (Ex. 7.), which is not the entity
that the SRA voted to designate as the Master Developer for Union Square.
e) On June 26, 2014, The SRA designated Union Square Station Associates,
LLC of Delaware the Master Developer of Union Square and who they would
transfer the property to, who is not the Proponent of the MEPA application.
Therefore, can the Master Developer, designated by the SRA, transfer their
status to another entity? If so, does it need to be in the public domain, so that
the citizens of Somerville can see how the profitable benefits bestowed on the
Master Developer by Somerville were transferred, to whom, and for how
much?
How did the citizens of Somerville, MA get from the Union Square Station
Associates, LLC, of Delaware, to the UNION SQUARE RELP MASTER
DEVELOPER LLC as Master Developer and how does MEPA know who the
rightful and legal entity is that they are considering certification for?
d) The Public Notice of Environmental Review was advertised on July 4, 2018
at a time of the year when people are paying particular attention to The
Somerville Times Legal Ads. The ad states the Proponent as being,
PROPONENT: Union Square RELP Master Developer LLC and Somerville Redevelopment Authority. The undersigned is submitting an
Environmental Notification Form ("ENF") to the Secretary of Energy &
Environmental Affairs on or be-fore July 2, 2018 Ex.8.

2. Setting up the MEPA Meeting

Mr. Alexander (Alex) Strysky sent me an email on July 13, 2018 (Ex. 9. email
1)) informing the recipients that the MEPA meeting would be held on August
2, 2014 saying in part,
“The consultation session/public meeting will be held on August 2 at 6:00 PM at
Workbar, 31 Union Square. There will be a brief walk around at the D2 site, 26
Prospect Street, at 5:30. The Environmental Monitor will be updated with this
information on Monday. Please let me know if you have any questions.”
I responded to Mr. Strysky by explaining that Workbar at 31 Union Square
was a private business that Workbar partnered with Union Square Station
Associates, LLC. Ex. 9. email 2).
4

US2 And Workbar Announce Partnership To Offer Shared Coworking Space
https://www.workbar.com/posts/us2-and-workbar-announce-partnership-to-offershared-coworking-space (copy attached)
Mr. Strysky changed the location. It was likely that this location was
recommended to him by the alleged MEPA Proponent. However, Mr. Strysky
did not consider the neutrality of the location. Ex. 9. email 3). This raises the
concern of his rubber stamping the undue environmental impacts of the
proponent’s application for the proposed 3.5 acre site on the D2 Block and the
proposed 15.7 acre site, including, but not limited to
1) VTPD;
2) information regarding the impacts of the Miller’s River, which has been
long filled in, however water seeks it and fills it;
3) factual support for the sewer pipe offsets that were promised at the MEPA
meeting by the Proponent’s engineer, such as agreements, should be
provided, as I requested in my email to Engineer Holmes, which he did not
respond to;
4) whether the proposed green space is in an area that will attract people to it
that is not safe with increased pollutants such as 1) particulate matter
pollution, such as PM10, 2.5, etc.,5 2) exhaust, 3) carbon dioxide, 4)
greenhouse gas emissions6 5) Nitrogen Dioxide, NO2, and 6) Volatile Organic
Compounds, VOC’s, 7) flooding, 8) sewer impacts, 9) impervious surface, 10)
over density, 11) congestion, 12) and all the environmental impacts of the
enormous proposed development, including, but not limited to, the mental,
social, and physical health effects and disease that would result.
(“Pollution”)7.
5) what the health effects of the Pollution is; and

Particulate Matter (PM) Pollution – Federal
https://www.epa.gov/pm-pollution
6
Greenhouse Gas
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greenhouse_gas
5

Criteria Air Pollutants - State

7

https://www.mass.gov/service-details/criteria-air-pollutants#particlepollution
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6) whether the amount of public parking next to and in close proximity to a
GLX train station is inadequate and will result in increased emissions and
particulate matter and other pollutants by increasing the number of drive
through trips, etc.

3. MEPA Meeting

a. The MEPA meeting held on August 2, 2018 was unsatisfactory.
Mr. Strysky stated in his email on July 17, 2018 (Ex. 10.) in part in bold
lettering,
The meeting will be held on: Thursday, August 2, 2018 at 5:30 PM at
the Public Safety Building, 220 Washington St. A site walk of the
Phase 1 site (26 Prospect Street) will be held at 5:00 PM.
b. Site Meeting:
At 5:00 pm, some 25 people of which 18-20 were with the proponent were
on the corner of Prospect St and Somerville Ave. It was some 90º
Fahrenheit with direct sun.
Mr. Strysky began having a private conversation with Mr. Karczewski. An
attendee asked essentially if the meeting had begun. As it was unclear, I
asked Mr. Strysky if the site visit had started. Mr. Strysky stated that the
site walk was for his benefit as he had not been there before and that he
would be essentially speaking with the Proponent to learn about the site.
Mr. Karczewski stated that the site was dangerous to walk on so that we
would not be going onto it. Then Mr. Strysky and Mr. Karczewski had a
private conversation while walking from Somerville Ave at Prospect St to
Allen St. The group followed. The walk stopped at 49-51 Allen St. where
Mr. Karczewski pointed to a map while talking with Mr. Strysky in voices
that were for their benefit. I walked to approximately 2 feet from them to
see if I could hear, but I did not hear enough to make sense of the
conversation as their voices were not intended for the larger audience. I
heard Mr. Krczewski say “platform”. This was not a public site walk with
any information provided to the public to learn of the environmental
impacts or to get a visual sense of areas the following meeting may
discuss regarding environmental impacts.
c. Indoor MEPA Meeting, Mr. Strysky’s Presentation:
When Mr. Strysky and Mr. Karczewski finished their essentially private
meeting, they walked to the Public Safety Building at the Police
Headquarters at 220 Washington St, Somerville MA 02143. Mr. Strysky
made a presentation that did not touch on any of the environmental
impacts of the proposed MEPA application. He discussed the process that
would be on the Environmental Monitor regarding the possible outcomes
and next steps as it related to comment periods, which was still unclear,
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but there is a schedule of sorts. The Environmental Monitor is limited in
its informational use. It is difficult to search on it without the date it was
posted on the Environmental Monitor and/or the project number, which is
not automatically known or easily known how to find. After Mr. Strysky’s
presentation, I asked him when the information regarding the
environmental impacts would begin. He said the Proponent would make
that presentation next.
d. Sales Presentation:
Mr. Greg Karczewski made a sales presentation that went on for a long
time selling the benefits of his proposed development that did not address
environmental impacts that it would create. Little and incorrect
information was provided for the 3.5 acre site on the D2 Block, which is
the subject of the Phase 1 Waiver. He gave No information regarding the
15.7 acres including the other 6 Blocks was spoken of. A bare reciting of
some of the following was said, such as, there will be 290 parking spaces,
but none of the environmental impacts were discussed.
“3.5 acre D2 block and includes a total of 607,000 sf of development
with 166,000 sf of office/lab space, 29,000 sf of retail space, 450
residential units (including 90 affordable units), 290 parking spaces
and access facilities for the MBTA’s planned Union Square Station.
Phase 1 will add 1.83 acres of impervious area, generate 4,992 average
daily trips, use 45,515 gpd of water, and generate 45,515 gpd of
wastewater.” Ex. 10.
In addition, “4,992 average daily trips” is not the number given at the
MEPA meeting or on the ENF for Phase 1.
e. Sewer:
Somerville Director of Transportation & Infrastructure Brad Rawson
spoke of how much the residents of Somerville need an updated sewer
system. However, that could be said for many municipalities in the North
East region of the U.S.A. In addition, the sewer repair is being funded by
a $63 million dollar bond thrust upon the Somerville taxpayer, along with
tens of millions of other bonds appropriated to be paid for by the taxpayer
for the infrastructure and surrounding area of the proposed development,
which has and will cause their taxes and rents to increase. And, which has
significantly cleansed the area of certain people, which is a different type
of environmental impact that you likely do not have jurisdiction over.
Therefore, the proposed development is not mitigating sewer systems,
since the sewer could and should have been repaired for the people who
live here for their benefit. At the MEPA meeting, Mr. Rawson was selling
that the proposed development was needed to fix the sewer infrastructure,
7

but he did not say that sewer infrastructure is for the Proponent’s profits
paid for by the taxpayer.8
f. Environmental Contamination:
Questions of environmental contamination on the site were asked and
Ileen Gladstone P.E., LSP, LEED AP of GEI Consultants took the podium
despite that she said she is not the current LSP of the site nor has she
been. She gave a general rundown of essentially that the D2 block site
was significantly contaminated despite that some cleanup had allegedly
been done. Where did the millions of dollars in Brownfields grant money
given to the city to clean up the site go and who is paying for additional
clean up? When will it occur, and does it impact the certification of
MEPA? Ex. 11. Another woman consultant said the buildings proposed for
the D2 block would act as a cap on the contamination and that there is a
cloud of noxious gas coming from the Kiley Barrel site.
The above information was provided as though this was part of the
environmental impacts of the Proponent’s development project. However,
any toxic cleanup of the site is allegedly overseen by the LSP of record and
the owner of the site that is supposed to follow laws and regulations
regarding cleanup and the Department of Environmental Protection.
MEPA has often certified contaminated sites well before cleanup, which
does not appear to make the contaminated site a part of the
environmental impacts, or perhaps there is another explanation for this.
g. Wig Zaymore:
Wig Zaymore spoke for the proponent’s consultant above, but did not
disclose who he represents and why. As the meeting went on for more
than three hours, Mr. Zaymore got out of his seat in the row in front of me
and one seat to the left and walked to Mr. Strysky in the seat behind me.
Mr. Zaymore asked him when the meeting would end. I said I wanted to
get some information on environmental impacts, including, but not
limited to sewer, and traffic, which I had not gotten yet.
I said to Mr. Zaymore, but you can leave. However, it appeared that Mr.
Zaymore knew that Mr. Strysky saw Mr. Zaymore as a consultant of sorts
on the facts of the development and Mr. Zaymore did not want to leave
before the meeting ended in case he was needed. Mr. Zaymore is on Mr.
8

AN ORDER MAKING AN APPROPRIATION OF $63,000,000 FOR THE COST OF FINANCING VARIOUS
STREETSCAPE AND UTILITY INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS, LOCATED IN THE AREA OF UNION
SQUARE TO MCGRATH HIGHWAY, AND AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF NOT EXCEEDING $63,000,000
BONDS OF THE CITY TO MEET SAID APPROPRIATION
Somerville Agenda Item 204438
http://somervillecityma.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?ID=17154&highlightTerms=204438
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Strysky’s email to a list of tens of employees at the state, directly after
several employees, departments, and the Mayor of Somerville. Ex. 10.
Though he speaks for the Proponent by correcting its facts and providing
their information, he has own bias. Mr. Zaymore is certainly entitled to
his opinion and can submit his comments as such, but he should not act
for the Proponent or the city unless he is working for them, which he
should disclose.
h. Indoor meeting content:
As the sales meeting belabored on, I asked Mr. Strysky some four times
successive intervals when would the discussion of the environmental
impacts begin. He said, they will get to it, they will get to it. But, they did
not, and he had to ask out loud for discussions regarding traffic and sewer
impacts.
i. Vehicle Trips Per Day (VTPD):
As the meeting was in its 3rd hour, a women spoke with Mr. Karczewski. I
asked how many additional cars would be added to Union Square due to
the proposed project, and Mr. Karczewski stated that there would be an
additional two thousand (2,000) Vehicle Trips Per Day added to Union
Square, which was alarming.
I asked if they would provide a video of how many cars are there now and
then show the traffic flow with the addition of two thousand cars, but
there was no response. Mr. Karczewski or his consultant did not give the
VTPD stated on the ENF, which I found after the meeting is stated on pg.
2 of the ENF to be 2,100 adjusted VTPD. The number he gave of 2,000
VTPD was allegedly for the Phase 1 and was factually incorrect to
minimize the response. Mr. Karczewski and/or no one at the meeting
distinguished that the incorrectly stated “2,000” cars was for the 3.5 acre
site of the Phase 1 Waiver request, and there was no information given
about the proposed adjusted VTPD of 9,700 for the 15.7 acre site.
j. Engineer Frank Holmes of Stantec, Inc.:
Mr. Holmes stated that the sewer would travel from the site, which I
assume was the D2 Block, to Prospect St. to Somerville Ave to the
Sullivan Sq. pump station. However, resident Wig Zaymore allegedly
corrected him and said it would travel from the site to the Mystic River
master pump along with more explanation, and Lori (?), another
consultant to the alleged proponent, said to the pump station, which I
assumed she meant for Mystic River.

4. Burden of a poorly planned MEPA meeting:
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a. I left my home at 4:30 p.m. to get a ride, park, and walk to the site visit
by 5;00 p.m., which was not be a productive use of time. Then, the sit
down meeting went on for close to 3 hours before minimal substance
regarding the environmental impacts began around 8:00 p.m. I had not
had dinner at this point, nor did I think I would have to sit through the
sales portion of the meeting to hear about what the proponent described
as benefits to the project and how we needed it.
I expected to hear facts about environmental impacts of the proposed
development before 8:00 p.m. However, I had to force myself to wait for
the alleged environmental impacts portion of the meeting, which was
minimalistic and put forward only after Mr. Strysky requested it.
However, factual misinformation by the Proponent and his consultants
were stated. This meeting was designed and succeeded to obfuscate the
enormity of the environmental impacts being thrust on the area residents,
which serves the alleged Proponent.
After speaking with MEPA Director Deirdre Buckley on August 6, 2018,
she directed me to the Environmental Notification Form pg. 2. Under
TRANSPORTATION that there would be an adjusted number of “Project
Vehicles trips per day for the total project of 9,770” and for the Phase One
requesting a Waiver of 2,100. This was the first time I learned that the
number given of 2,000 VTPD by the Proponent at the MEPA meeting was
incorrect. The difference of 100 vehicle trips per day (VTPD) in a densely
trafficked area is not a throw away amount.

5. Union Square Plan of 117 acres.
The Proponent would like the 3.5 acre D2 Block to be reviewed separately as
a smaller section of the enormous proposed development on the 15.7 acre site,
which is part of the 117 acres of Union Square, which is designated to be
developed. Each size would have significant environmental impacts and
adverse health effects. However, to lessen the scope, the Proponent is
applying for smaller sections at a time, as opposed to thrusting the whole
environmental disaster on the public at once.

6. 498 page Environmental Notification Form9
9

ENVIRONMENTAL NOTIFICATION FORM

Submitted by: Union Square RELP Master Developer LLC And
Somerville Redevelopment Authority
Prepared by: Epsilon Associates, Inc.
3 Mill & Main Place, Suite 250
Maynard, MA 01754
10

As the MEPA meeting provided inadequate information regarding the
environmental impacts for the 3.6 acre area of the Phase 1 Waiver or any
information on the 15.7 acre area, the only way to be familiar with both of
them is to read the ENF’s. The ENF for the Union Square Redevelopment
is a 498 page document, which is formidable for the lay person, particularly
for those who have other responsibilities. If MEPA requires the proponent
to have a meeting, it should be factually informational not a sales pitch.
For the sheer enormity of this proposal, MEPA should request more than
one informational meeting.

7. Request for another MEPA meeting

Another informational meeting(s) can also be accomplished by not
certifying the Phase 1 Waiver and MEPA then requiring a meeting(s) that
presents solid, factual information about the environmental and health
related impacts and consequences as opposed to sales presentations.
Such meeting(s) should include, but not be limited to Land; Structures; 2)
Transportation; 3) Wastewater, which was minimally discussed and wrong
facts were given; 4) Project Description was inadequate as to significant
environmental impacts; 5) Project Program; 6) Civic Space did not discuss
impacts of the lowest green space per person in the Commonwealth of
Mass and its effects to the environment and human health; 7) Parking was
minimally mentioned, such as, the number of 290 was given as it relates to
the 3.2 acre D2 Block; 8) A discussion of cars did not distinguish that 2,000
additional VTPD was for the Phase 1 Waiver, which was incorrect, and did
not at all discuss the adjusted projected VTPD of 9,700 for the full
application; 9) Water as it relates to flooding and the effect of Miller’s
River; 10) Storm water and reduction of impervious surface as it relates to
the city at large; 11) Historic Resources; 12) Identified Vulnerabilities; 13)
Flood Risk beyond being shown a federal flood map; 14) Urban Health

In Association with: DLA Piper Stantec
bKL Architecture, LLC
SGA RW Sullivan Engineering
AHA Consulting Engineers
July 2, 2018

Union Square Redevelopment
Submitted to: Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
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Island Effect; 15) Construction effects as it relates to traffic, parking,
shopping, air quality, etc.; 16) and Primary Use Allocations.

8. False Promises to the Public

a. For the past several years, Mayor Curtatone has preached to Somerville
residents that we need the Green Line Extension (GLX) to reduce the
number of cars in Somerville and reduce the particles that emit from cars
and he reminded us that Somerville has the highest amount of
particulate matter pollution in the State, which he said has negative
health impacts. Ex. 12. At the Arganziano School around 2008, at a
public meeting (though it may not have been subject to the open meeting
law) he stated that he had “particle disease” due to growing up with the
bad air in Somerville due to Rt. 93.
b. Wig Zaymore has spoken publicly regarding particle contamination in
Somerville and its health hazards, essentially that Somerville has the
worst such hazard in the Commonwealth, that the GLX is required to
reduce Pollution. That essentially the GLX was to mitigate the
environmental impacts of the Big DiG and assist Somerville to get
cleaner air. He repeats over and over publicly that Somerville has the
highest particulate matter pollution in the state and, as a result
negative, health consequences. Ex. 12.
c. Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) attorney Rafael Mares, has argued
for years that a focus of the GLX is to reduce environmental impacts to
the environment and humans.
Green Line Extension Back on Track, Nov 25, 2017 Rafael Mares |
@RafaelMares2
https://www.clf.org/blog/green-line-extension-back-track/ Ex. 13.
"Ultimately, moving forward the Green Line extension is good news for . .
our climate, and our communities. Increased and equitable access to public
transit . . . helps us opt out of driving, and improves air quality all around.
CLF has worked for more than a decade to see this project through. . ."
However, the Green Line Extension (GLX) is integral to the Urban Renewal Plan
where the SRA is transferring property they have taken by eminent domain to the
Proponent in order to build a 24-27 story tower with elevator accessing the Union
Square station platform. The GLX is not an excuse to increase Pollution.
d. Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) Executive Director
Marc Draisen, spoke publicly in front of the Massachusetts Department
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of Transportation (MassDOT) Board and the Fiscal and Management
Control Board (FMCB) that essentially the GLX is needed to reduce
pollution and mitigate the pollution from the Big Dig among other of his
comments.
e. Somerville Alderman At Large William A. White, Jr., has said
publicly numerous times over the past years essentially that the GLX
was essentially owed to the city to offset the harms of particulate matter
to the city since Rt. 93 cut through it and to offset the environmental
impacts of the Big Dig.
f. US Congressman Michael Capuano of Union Square, Somerville
On August 29, 2018 at a7:25 p.m. to 8:13 p.m. Mr. Capuano telephoned
his constituents for what he calls a “Telephone Town Hall” from 617-9491047. A question was posed by a man who said he lives under flight
traffic who was concerned about the resulting noise but mostly about the
resulting particulate matter. He said that many a study had been written
about its effects and that it would essentially reduce his life expectancy.
He said he was considering moving. Mr. Capuano said tried to show his
concern with particulate matter and said, “I have had asthma my whole life.” It is
well known that Mr. Capuano was born and raised in Somerville until today. He also
said during the “Telephone Town Hall” that he fought for funding for the GLX to
improve air quality.
g. Countless other similar comments have publicly been made that the GLX was to
reduce particulate matter by reducing the need for cars and increase environmental
and human health.

9. Vehicle Trips Per Day aka Traffic
To tale a realistic reality check of basic math and car flow relative to the streets
available, by dividing 2,100 VTPD by 14 hours per day in the 3.5 acre Phase 1
area, you get an average of 150 additional cars traveling through per hour.
However, there would likely be more VTPD expanded during rush hour. As the
streets are already full of congestion, adding this many cars will be harsh for the
area, environment, and bad for human health where I live. No improvement.
This would push the backup of traffic outward significantly clogging up more of
Somerville than is already clogged and causing cars to idle in place for longer
periods of time increasing Pollution. At rush hour, there could be 300 vehicle
trips per hour. There was no discussion of the environmental impact of the, 1)
particulate matter pollution, such as PM10, 2.5, etc.,10 2) exhaust, 3) carbon

Particulate Matter (PM) Pollution – Federal
https://www.epa.gov/pm-pollution
10
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dioxide, 4) greenhouse gas emissions 5) Nitrogen Dioxide, NO2, and 6) Volatile
Organic Compounds, VOC’s, whether it be in parts per million or some other
measurement that would result from the 2,100 VTPD in the Phase 1 area or the
adjusted 9,700, VTPD in the total 15.7 acre area. The latter number was not
mentioned or discussed. There was no discussion as to the effects on human
health with this excessive increase, which should include, but not be limited to
mental, social, and physical health, effects and disease that would result. Driving
to and from your home, should not be dramatically more stressful where I live.

The above VTPD would be added to the most densely populated city in
New England on already densely, heavily traveled roads.
Adding 9,770 adjusted car trips per day to the current overload in Union
Square would dramatically increase Pollution, which is bad for the
environment and human health and may violate the Memorandum of
Understanding that required a reduction in Pollution and the results from
the case that CLF brought in 2005 to enforce the mitigation of the
environmental impacts of the Big DiG.
a. Huge development of buildings for developer’s profit is the basis
of the high number of VTPD.
The basis of the VTPD is a huge development on a relatively small area of
land. It is too tall, too large, too dense in terms of units and too densely
populated for the area. This is the basis for an unreasonable number of
cars that cannot fit onto relatively small roads and small square footage of
roads in the most densely populated city in New England with currently
most particulate matter and other pollutants in the air of any city in the
Commonwealth of Mass. The current real estate development plan adds
greenhouse gas and more Pollution.

Commercial

Certifying the Phase 1 Waiver area or this total project application would
ensure that people will live and visit a space with unsafe air and other
Pollution, lack of green space relative to the development, etc., that cause
health problems. Unsafe air leads to disease, and it is well written about
that Somerville already has bad air that the politicians, the Conservation
Law Foundation, and others promised for years the GLX was supposed to
improve.
However, the irony of ironies is that the development based upon and
integrated into the GLX, would serve to reduce the air quality
significantly from what it is now. This does not square with the result of
the CLF’s 2005 case. It defeats the entire purpose of the GLX. And, at no
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time was it disclosed in any of the meetings, hearings, documents, etc.,
that the development would add significant bad air quality, worse than
what we have already. It was promised that the GLX would increase air
quality and improve health, but it has turned into a project that is going
to generate significantly more VTPD than we have now, which will add
Pollution and would increase disease and bad health effects, which defeats
the purpose of the mitigation from the 1997 MOU and the 2005 CLF
lawsuit. This proposed development is based upon a lie to the public.

10.

GLX and Big Dig Mitigation
The Green Line Extension is related to the Big Dig mitigation and
Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) litigation on that issue.
Attached to email are the following.
1) the 1990 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Secretary
of Transportation, Commissioner of Public Works, and CLF Executive
Director regarding Traffic and Air Quality Mitigation for the Central
Artery/Third Harbor Tunnel Project aka Big Dig.
2) The complaint filed in federal court by CLF in 2005 to enforce the
MOU. The latter document has a list of the mitigation projects that had
not been completed by the filing of the litigation.
On December 19, 1990, a Memorandum of Understanding: Traffic And Air
Quality Mitigation For The Central Artery/Third Harbor Tunnel Project (MOA)
required mitigation to the pollutants and environmental impacts as a result of
the Big Dig. This MOA was not being followed and in 2005 the Conservation Law
Foundation (CLF) filed a lawsuit to enforce the 1990 MOA, which resulted in a
list of projects that would mitigate Pollution by reducing VTPD, bad
environmental impacts to the environment and harmful human health effects
from the Big Dig. The Green Line Extension is listed as one of those

projects.
The GLX served as a magnet for the city to take property by eminent
domain to transfer to an alleged developer to develop buildings that have
elevators that empty and leave from the GLX platform of the Union
Square station, to use air rights over the tracks, to add bicycle parking for
riders to take the GLX, and to significantly reduce public parking in the
area. This development integral to the Union Square MBTA station does
not minimize the environmental impacts of the Big Dig. It should not be
allowed to wipe out and exceed improvements to air quality promised by
the local, state, and federal officials and governments, by substantially
increasing VTPD in Union Square, whether 1) to get to the GLX Union
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Square stations also known as drop off, or 2) to drive around the proposed
huge development that is oversized for the current streets.
Adding 2,100 VTPD in on the 3.5 acre D2 Block per the request for the
Phase 1 Waiver and 9,770 VTPD to the 15.7 acre site to the current
overload of cars in Union Square would dramatically increase Pollution
and produces disease.
The number of the parking spaces in the 15.7 acre site was significantly
lowered. And, the Union Square Overlay zoning contemplated the GLX
publicly in its structure. Therefore, the GLX is integrally figured into the
calculation of the Proponent’s development, and this results in
significantly increasing bad air Pollution and other pollutants and bad
health effects.

11.

Department of Transportation
The Department of Transportation (DOT) said their comments are
generally boilerplate in that they look at how access is maintained to
DOT’s state highway system that they maintain and roadways that they
maintain that relate to the MBTA system for coordination with transit
and other modes of transportation. That they look at the drop off trips and
traffic accommodations on streets that they maintain. But, not when the
roadways are not theirs. However, their position is that the bicycle
parking proposed is increased presumably to get bicyclists to the GLX.
This substantiates that the Proponent’s project is integral to the GLX,
which ultimately and dramatically increases air pollution.
In addition, the DOT commented on the proposed traffic parking as it
relates to the GLX Union Square station, which is increased from what it
would be without the GLX station. Therefore, the adjusted 2,100 VTPD in
the 3.5 acre, D2 Block and adjusted 9,770 VTPD in the 15.7 acre area as it
relates to drop offs to the Union Square GLX station does not mitigate the
Big Dig as falsely promised. In addition, the DOT has encouraged that a
sidewalk be widened to increase pedestrian accessibility to the Union
Square GLX station as the proposed project is integrated with and to the
GLX.
The DOT leaves the traffic operations to the city that owns the roadways
and encourages them to coordinate with city officials, which in the case of
Somerville is a problem. Nonetheless, the traffic impacts to the area that
includes the Union Square GLX are significant and must be properly
studied and not glossed over.

16

If every time significant bad air quality is added to the environment
increasing it beyond high levels that are already in the area, it is certified
by a promise to mitigate it somewhere else that in addition adds more bad
air quality to the high levels that are already there, it is like a Ponzi
scheme of false mitigation. Pushing the promise to mitigate down the road
without ever getting the actual mitigation result. This ENF does not
provide any mitigation to the Big Dig, but rather adds significant
Pollution that is significantly bad for the environment and human health.

12.

Comments on Comments:
a. Department of Energy Resources
The Department of Energy Resources (DER) commented essentially that
the large 24-27 story tower buildings and the other building(s) totaling
400,000 sq. ft. in the residential tower buildings and another building(s)
and 200,000 in office space on the 3.5 acre D2 Block per the requested
Phase 1 Waiver, are subject to producing greenhouse gas emissions
regarding buildings. They recommend something called Passive House
for Multi Family. Calling two tower buildings full of hundreds of
residential units a “multi family” is a stretch, but DER states that the
Passive House approach could reduce emissions and be more affordable
for residents, etc., but this does little to offset the overall enormous
increase in Pollution resulting from the enormity in size, density, and
number of units of the proposed buildings regarding this application.
The DER noted that the Proponent is taking reductions in emissions on
paper that are dependent upon filling their proposed office space with
proposed laboratory use and that the Proponent’s proposed numbers
would not be realized if the laboratory use did not materialize. This
substantiates the gloss over ENF application with numbers flying about
that cannot be substantiated, and are easily substituted later, or for
which there is no consequence if their predictions fail, but great
consequence to the people who live here. If there is less laboratory use
than proposed, it will increasing greenhouse gas emissions for an already
large increase. These predications numbers cannot be relied upon. In
addition, other numbers on the MEPA application that are likely less
than accurate, are still too large to certify for the environment and public
health, such as VTPD, sewer calculations, etc.
b. Department of Environmental Protection
I fully support a request by the Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) for a full air quality analysis to determine the proposed increase
Pollution relative to the enormity of the buildings, VTPD, and the other
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environmental impacts to the air and how the added air pollution affects
the environment at large and public health. Ex. 11.
c. The DEP should request a significant study and report on the traffic
impacts causing the particulate matter and other Pollution as this
proposed development will literally be blowing significant amounts of
particulate matter around Union Square due to a significant increase in
VTPD and the enormity of the development.

13.

Lack of Public Involvement
In addition to an inadequate presentation and discussion of environmental
impacts at the MEPA meeting of a proposed significant project, follow up
email requests for information regarding environmental impacts were
ignored.
a) Engineer Frank Holmes, Stantec, Inc.
On August 3, 2018, 2:04 p.m., I requested the following from Engineer
Frank Holmes, who spoke on behalf of the developer at the August 2,
2018 MEPA meeting, but have not received an answer to date.
Re: Somerville Union Square MEPA
murrowc<murrowc@comcast.net>
8/3/2018 2:04 PM
To frank.holmes@stantec.com

Stantec
Engineer For Union Square Station Associates, LLC for MEPA application
Dear Frank Holmes,
At last night's MEPA meeting in Somerville on August 2, 2018, you said
you had not assessed the entire route of the sewage from the proposed
development D2 Block site regarding the Union Square Station
Associates, LLC's MEPA, and or their entities', application, as to where it
will travel. When will you do so? Where will you provide this information?
In addition, you said there would be 45,000 gallons per day of newly
generated sewer due to the proposed project on the D2 Block and that
Union Square Station Associates, LLC was paying $1 million dollars for
the 4:1 Infiltration Inflow. I request that you provide the agreement for this.
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You said that 4 times the leaking pipes would be fixed. How much in terms
of length of pipes is that? What streets are scheduled to be repaired, and
what is the cost of the repair?
Please provide any and all relevant information regarding the effect that
the Miller's River under Union Square will have on the proposed site.
Please do not add my email address to lists and do not copy me ad
museum or to people I do not know, as I try to avoid junk mail.
Sincerely,
Claudia Murrow
b) MEPA Director Deirdre Buckley
I left a voice mail for Director of MEPA Deirdre Buckley on August 3,
2018, and we spoke on the telephone on August 6, 2018. I asked Ms.
Buckley if she had the 498 page document regarding the Union Square
EEA# 15889, and she said she did not, and I offered to send her the
“Sharefile link” to it that was sent to me, and she requested that I send
it, which I did.
On August 6, 2018 at 1:23 PM murrowc <murrowc@comcast.net> wrote:

Mass Environmental Planning Act
617-626-1044
Dear Director Deirdre Buckley,
Forwarded is the link to the MEPA Application that was sent to me.
Sincerely,
Claudia Murrow
---------- Original Message ---------From: Corinne Snowdon <CSnowdon@epsilonassociates.com>
To: murrowc@comcast.net
Date: July 13, 2018 at 5:14 PM
Subject: Union Square ENF EEA# 15889

Dear Interested Party,
Please use the provided Sharefile link to be able to download a PDF of the
ENF and it’s attachments for Union Square EEA# 15889.
https://epsilon.sharefile.com/d-s561b7f4ffc54b61a
If I can be of further assistance please do not hesitate to contact me.
Have a wonderful evening,
Corinne
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Corinne A. Snowdon | Production Coordinator
Epsilon Associates, Inc.
3 Mill & Main Place, Suite 250
Maynard, Massachusetts 01754
978.897.7100 | 978.461.6239 (direct)
csnowdon@epsilonassociates.com | www.epsilonassociates.com

c) On August 6, 2018, I explained to Ms. Buckley that the MEPA meeting
did not adequately discuss the environmental impacts to the surrounding
area that I live in and that the 498 page document was cumbersome for
me as a layperson to read, and I asked her if we could have another
meeting that would give more information regarding environmental
impacts, and she said that was possible, and she asked me to request it in
an email, which I did, but she has not responded to date.
Re: Union Square ENF EEA# 15889
murrowc<murrowc@comcast.net>
8/6/2018 2:19 PM
To deirdre.buckley@state.ma.us

Mass Environmental Planning Act
617-626-1044
Dear Director Deirdre Buckley,
Per our conversation today, August 6, 2018, you said that if I request a
meeting(s) for lay people that are interested in understanding the
MEPA Application for the Union Square Development that you could
provide it. Therefore, since the MEPA meeting on August 2, 2018
provided inadequate information regarding the significant environmental
impacts of the proposed project, I request such a meeting(s).
Sincerely,
Claudia Murrow
d) Somervision11 at no time contemplated adding 9,770 adjusted VTPD to
Union Square. I went to some Somervision meetings, and tables of
people, not all Somerville residents, were asked to write if they wanted
diverse people to come together and live in harmony, and “surprisingly”
people wrote yes. And, whether they wanted less cars and less pollution,
etc., and people wrote yes. However, the very people that wrote they
wanted to live here have been and are being pushed out, and the air

11

https://www.somervillema.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/Somervision_0.pdf
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quality is getting worse and in this way, the Proponent’s MEPA
application violates Somervision.
Public involvement on the ENF Union Square Redevelopment, pg. ES-2 ES-6 looks good on paper, but after having attended a sampling of these
meetings and hearings, little to no public input is incorporated into the
final predetermined plans. In addition, public benefit meetings went on
for at least 4 years ad nauseum, but there are NO enforceable public
benefits, just a promise for the Master Developer to “come to the table”
and a chance for more a neighborhood counsel to go to more meetings ad
naeuseum.
There is no legitimate financial data stating the Master Developer
qualifies to take on this project and whether this project will reduce the
tax burden to the rank and file citizen as promised and promised as there
is too much residential property in Somrville to begin with in the most
densely populated city in New England to begin with and no need to add
any more. The inordinate amount of residential units proposed will bring
in less tax revenues than it costs in fire, police, schools, etc. The deficit is
and will be spread to all the taxpayers and the residential tax rate has
gone up not down. These and other policies are cleansing the city of
residents for the benefit of the Proponent’s inordinate profits who propose
to levy significant environmental impacts on the environment that hurt
public health with the false promise of reducing it.
The regime in Somerville has a New York City style development
planned for 117 acres in Union Square that is to be built upon properties
taken by eminent domain, and most of the rank and file have no idea of
the magnitude of what is being planned. Despite that, there are ad
nauseum lists of alleged meetings that the public barely knows about,
where they are not listened to, and such meetings are held so the city and
developer can say they were. Most of them are not advertised in the
newspaper or subject to the Open Meeting Law. They are spoken of in a
pretentious, immature way that is party like, when this is serious
business negatively affecting people’s lives.
The Project and the Phase 1 Project are the product of a multi-step public
process over the course of nearly ten years that was required and
implemented by the City in order to ensure that community-driven
planning defined the future of the City and the Union Square
neighborhood. Pg. ES-4. ENF Union Square Redevelopment
The Proposed Project is City and Developer driven. The public’s concerns
go unaddressed. People are “voting with their feet” by leaving Somerville.
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They are being replaced with a transient population. Somerville now has
the largest population of 25 to 35 years per area in the Country and they
pay high rents, do not stay long, and move to other cities and towns,
where they can settle in for a longer time.
e) Please consider that a significant number of your comments have likely
come from people that do not live in, own business in, and/or work in
Somerville. The proposed development is so large that many want to get
in on the financial boondoggle and/or they work for the Proponent. At the
SRA meeting on April 27, 2017, there was a large contingent of people
attending and clapping for the approval of the Master Land Disposition
Agreement by the SRA that were not residents, business owners, or
worked in Somerville. Some admitted they were from other areas. Matt
Lavalee wrote the following article, Somerville Got Astroturfed on May 2,
2017 about this that is in line with what I saw.
A large group of mostly white, men within the age range of some 28 to 40,
in casual business dress, jackets with open shirt collars, arrived
sometime after midway through the meeting. They largely stood near the
exit door to the hallway of the High School Library, though some went to
where the Master Developer, Union Square Station Associates, LLC of
Delaware were sitting. Some stood with legs spread and arms folded. I
had not seen them at previous SRA meetings or at Board of Alderman
meetings, etc., individually or as a group. I was told before the SRA
meeting that emails were being sent around to people who worked for
certain companies, such as architectural, design, etc., to join the group
being assembled to go to the SRA meeting to “support” the developer for
the benefit of their companies who they reasoned would benefit from the
huge development in Union Square. They wore buttons in support of the
alleged developer of Union Square and they were in favor of the SRA to
vote to approve the Master Land Disposition Agreement, but I have not
seen this email. After the meeting, the group left together and walked
toward Highland Avenue in the direction of Union Square. Then, later I
read the article Somerville Got Astroturfed, which is researched well and
accurate.
As the loud, in your face, clapping from the non residents, non business
owners, drowned out the vote of the SRA members, it acted as a cue for
real, recognizable Somerville residents to understand that the MLDA
was approved, which most residents assumed it would be. Dspite a large
number of requests that it not be unless and until there were community
benefits with legal recourse. In unison, Somerville residents reopened by
shouting several times, “If we have to pay, we should have a say”, which
referred to the fact that the municipal bonds raised to pay for the
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developer’s infrastructure for their two 24-27 story tower buildings and
other large buildings were raising residential taxes and rents in
Somerville and cleansing people out for the significant financial benefit to
an alleged entity on the burden of the rank and file.
However, at this SRA meeting, there was No such discussion that the
Proponent would be adding significant environmental impacts, bad air
quality, Pollution, and increased bad health impacts and disease to
Somerville residents. The SRA said it was all roses then. One of the
alleged Proponent’s, Mr. Karczewski moved from Chicago to Concord,
MA, regarding this proposed development, despite that he could have
chosen the city with the most particulate matter in the State.
Somerville Got Astroturfed Matt Lavallee May 2, 2017 (Ex. 14)
https://medium.com/@strangebuttrue/somerville-got-astroturfed-991afb7870c3

14.

In conclusion,
a. This is a huge project, and there was not enough iformation for the Phase
1 Waiver request for the 3.5 acre site on the D2 Block. The rest of the
project proposed for the Union Square Redevelopment project had little to
no information. Design and size were not discussed at the MEPA meeting
and are the basis of generating more VTPD and the bad environmental
impacts, and there is not enough information in either ENF. The true
Proponent should file an ENF for the Union Square Redevelopment
project that gives appropriate information derived from further analysis
of the proposed Union Square Redevelopment project.
The Phase 1 Waiver should not be granted due to a lack of analyzation of
Pollution and environmental and health impacts, and should not be
separated from the larger prosed project. The numbers of added VTPD in
the Phase 1 are significant and will cause damage to the environment
and to health in and of itself, and the difference between that and the
Union Square Redevelopment plan is more severe and they should be
looked at and analyzed as one project with compounding environmental
and health impacts.
However, much more information, analysis, and serious reporting, as
opposed to the usual gloss over, is needed for the ENF for the 15.7 acre
site to see how this will impact the health of the environment and human
health to people like me who live here and others. Separating the 3.5 acre
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site, would diminish the enormity of the environmental impacts to the
area.
The 3.5 acres site on the D2 Block, the subject of the Phase 1 Waiver, is
part of the 15.7 acre site that includes 6 more Blocks. However, this is a
mere 7.5 percent of the 117 acre site of the proposed major development
in Union Square on property to be taken by the SRA that will cause
significant bad impacts for the environment and human health, which
has not to date been properly analyzed as a whole. MEPA should take the
overall environmental impacts into consideration, as separating the total
development into smaller sections only obfuscates the true environmental
health impacts that would increase exponentially for project as a whole
b. Another MEPA meeting should be held to go over the environmental
affects earnestly, that is not a sales meeting putting forward the
Proponent’s “virtues” of the development that overshadows the enormity
of the environmental impacts. This could and should be accomplished
within some two and one half hours give or take. For this sized
development with such serious consequences, more than one meeting is
likely needed. It should be presented by the true Proponent entity and
not by unauthorized residents unless they represent the Proponent and
disclose so.
c. As a result of the huge scope of this project and the negative
environmental and health impacts that it will produce, an Environmental
Impact Report and a full Air Quality Analysis and additional information
and analysis is needed to study the sheer increase in pollutants such as
1) particulate matter pollution, such as PM10, 2.5, etc., 2) exhaust, 3)
carbon dioxide, 4) greenhouse gas emissions 5) Nitrogen Dioxide, NO2,
and 6) Volatile Organic Compounds, VOC’s, 7) flooding, 8) sewer impacts,
9) impervious surface, 10) over density, 11) congestion, and 12) all the
environmental impacts of the enormous proposed development, including,
but not limited to, the mental, social, and physical health effects and
disease that would result.
Sincerely,
Sara Claudia Murrow
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Exhibit 1.
Union Square Station Associates, LLC, Mass





Home
Directions
Contact Us

Search the Secretary's website

Corporations Division
Business Entity Summary
ID Number: 001145075

Summary for: UNION SQUARE STATION ASSOCIATES LLC
The exact name of the Foreign Limited Liability Company (LLC): UNION SQUARE STATION
ASSOCIATES LLC
Entity type: Foreign Limited Liability Company (LLC)
Identification Number: 001145075
Date of Registration in Massachusetts: 0822-2014
Last date certain:
Organized under the laws of: State: DE Country: USA on: 07-13-2014
The location of the Principal Office:

Address: 225 N. COLUMBUS DR., STE 100
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City or town, State, Zip code,
Country:

CHICAGO, IL 60601 USA

The location of the Massachusetts office, if any:

Address: 31 UNION STREET
City or town, State, Zip code,
Country:

SOMERVILLE, MA 02143 USA

The name and address of the Resident Agent:

Name:

C T CORPORATION SYSTEM

Address: 155 FEDERAL ST., STE 700
City or town, State, Zip code,
Country:

BOSTON, MA 02110 USA

The name and business address of each Manager:
Title

Individual name

Address

MANAGER

DAVID CARLINS

225 N. COLUMBUS DR., STE 100 CHICAGO, IL
60601 USA

MANAGER

JAMES LOEWENBERG

225 N. COLUMBUS DR., STE 100 CHICAGO, IL
60601 USA

MANAGER

RICHARD STEIN

2124 NO. LINCOLN PARK WEST CHICAGO, IL
60614 USA

MANAGER

GREG KARCZEWSKI

31 UNION STREET SOMERVILLE, MA 02143 USA

The name and business address of the person(s) authorized to execute, acknowledge, deliver,
and record any recordable instrument purporting to affect an interest in real property:
Title

Individual name

Address

REAL
RICHARD STEIN
PROPERTY

2124 NO. LINCOLN PARK WEST CHICAGO, IL 60614 USA

REAL
DAVID CARLINS
PROPERTY

225 N. COLUMBUS DR., STE 100 CHICAGO, IL 60601 USA

REAL
JAMES LOEWENBERG 225 N. COLUMBUS DR., STE 100 CHICAGO, IL 60601 USA
PROPERTY
GREG KARCZEWSKI
REAL
PROPERTY

31 NION STREET
SOMERVILLE,

26

MA 02143
USA
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Exhibit 2.
Union Square Station Associates, LLC, Deleware
https://icis.corp.delaware.gov/Ecorp/EntitySearch/NameSearch.aspx
THIS IS NOT A STATEMENT OF GOOD STANDING
Incorporation
Date / Formation
Date:

7/30/2014
(mm/dd/yyyy)

File Number:

5578280

Entity Name:

UNION SQUARE STATION ASSOCIATES LLC

Entity Kind:

Limited
Liability
Company

Entity Type:

Residency:

Domestic

State:

General

DELAWARE

REGISTERED AGENT INFORMATION
Name:

THE CORPORATION TRUST COMPANY

Address:

CORPORATION TRUST CENTER 1209 ORANGE ST

City:

WILMINGTON

State:

DE

Phone:

302-658-7581

County:
Postal Code:

New Castle
19801

[The Certification Of Formation lists Greg Karczewski, Richard Stein, David J.
Carlins, and James Lowenberg as managers with no addresses.]
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Exhibit 3.
MINUTES
Thursday, June 26, 2014
The Somerville Redevelopment Authority met on Thursday, June 26th, 2014 in the Argenziano School
Cafeteria at 290 Washington Street, Somerville, MA 02143
Present from the Somerville Redevelopment Authority: Nancy Busnach
(Chair), Iwona Bonney (Secretary), James F. McCarthy (Treasurer), William
Gage and Michael Dwyer. Also present were Eileen McGettigan as Special Counsel, and
Sunayana Thomas, Economic Development Planner, OSPCD; Edward O’ Donnell, Director of
Economic Development, OSPCD.
Nancy Busnach, Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m.. A quorum was present.

1. Approval of Minutes:
Vote: Approve the June 5, 2014 minutes.

•
•

Motion to approve made by William Gage and seconded by Iwona Bonney.
Unanimously approved.

2. Motion to authorize Ed O’ Donnell to execute necessary documents on behalf of the Authority
for state and local historic preservation review processes for Union Square.

•
•

Motion to approve made by Iwona Bonney and seconded by William Gage
Unanimously approved.

3. Union Square
•

Nancy Busnach, Chair, provided an overview of the Union Square Due Diligence trip that
took place May 27-May 30th. She mentioned that the trip was extremely impressive and
aggressive. The 10-person delegation traveled to see developments at Bethesda Row in
Maryland
(Federal Realty), Lakeshore East and University Village in Chicago
(US2), the Brewery Blocks and the South Portland Waterfront in
Portland, OR (Gerding Edlen) and Santana Row in San Jose, CA (Federal Realty). The
delegation later toured developments by The Abbey Group.

•

Nancy Busnach provided an overview of the selection process by the CAC and the staff
report submitted by Wig Zamore, Co-Chair of the CAC. She explained that the process
had been fair and balanced. She emphasized her appreciation for the hard work that the
CAC members
put into this selection process and recognized that the SRA members will take into
consideration their finalists for the master developer.
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•

The SRA considered four finalists recommended by the 20-member
Union Square Civic Advisory Committee (CAC): Gerding Edlen, The Abbey Group, Federal
Realty/National Development and US2. US2 is a partnership between Magellan
Development and Mesirow Financial. The recommendations by the CAC on the top four
developers were unanimously approved by the SRA at their meeting on May 8th.

•

The CAC refined their selections further by providing a report with detailed analysis prior
to the meeting. After extensive discussion, the CAC members evaluated the top four
master developer finalists and reached a consensus on recommending Gerding Edlen
and US2.

•

The Economic Development Division within the Office of Strategic Planning and
Community Development also submitted a staff report to the SRA prior to the meeting
recommending Gerding Edlen and US2.

•

Nancy Busnach opened discussion to the board for comments and reactions to the
reports that had been provided to the SRA.

•

SRA member William Gage provided comments and reflections regarding each of the
development projects, process, and priorities. There was a general consensus that each
of the SRA members were looking for a master developer who will focus on job creation
for Somerville residents, focus on professional job opportunities rather than a large
focus on retail, focus on low and middle income housing, support for existing local
businesses , financing, experience with traffic & infrastructure, historic preservation and
capable of working with the MBTA.

•
•

SRA members focused largely on developers’ financial capability.

•

Jim McCarthy was concerned with a developer’s ability to build and stay in Somerville -to work with the existing businesses and residents to improve the downtown while the
character of Somerville is retained.

•

Mike Dwyer narrated the due diligence milestones. He was concerned about what
happened to Quincy Center that was aimed to be developed employing an elaborate
developer-selection-process as this one. He cautioned that the Union Square project
should not have negative impacts on job generation. He raised several questions: Who
is going to buy and invest in the square? Who is going to build and sell? Stabilize rent
for residential and commercial? Is retail going to bring-in non-retail businesses or viceversa?

•

Nancy Busnach emphasized the need for financial strength of the developer to sustain
the work in Somerville. She noted that she was particularly impressed by the financial
resources of the Chicago group, as well as their innovative second mortgage program in
the University Village development.

•

Mr. Dwyer made a motion to go into executive session to discuss the developer
candidates. Ms. McGettigan opined that going into executive session for this purpose
was not permitted under the Open Meeting Law.

Iwona Bonney identified financial stability as the most important factor for the success
of a long-term project. She said an increase in daytime traffic could help local businesses
thrive on a 24/7 basis.
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4. Selection of Master Developer
•

Motion to vote on a Master Developer for Union Square made by Michael Dwyer and
seconded by Iwona Bonney.

•

Edward O’ Donnell explained that the SRA and CAC have been discussing the master
developer process for six months. The original list had very qualified candidates and it
was a tough vote to narrow them down to four developers. The CAC has been meeting
diligently and inviting public comments throughout the process. The Mayor asked the
CAC to work on the project for two years. The CAC did release their report and focused
on two developers and the OSPCD report focused on the same two. It is requested that
the Board respect all the public process that has been provided.

•

Unanimously voted and approved for Union Square Station Associates (US2) to be
selected as the master developer for the Union Square Urban Revitalization Plan.

5. Motion to authorize Nancy Busnach to execute any necessary documents in furtherance of the
vote of the master developer.

•
•

Motion to approve by Iwona Bonney and seconded by William Gage.
Unanimously approved.

6. Executive Session for the purpose of discussing litigation strategy. Ms. Busnach announced that
the Board would not be reconvening in open session.
• Iwona Bonney motioned to go into Executive Session for the purpose of discussing
litigation strategy and seconded by William Gage. • Roll Call Vote:
o James McCarthy: Aye
o William Gage: Aye
o Iwona Bonney: Aye
o Michael Dwyer: Aye
o Nancy Busnach: Aye

7. Adjournment of open session at 6:35 p.m.
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Exhibit 4.
https://www.somervillema.gov/news/us2-selected-union-square-master-developer
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HomeNewsUS2 SELECTED AS UNION SQUARE MASTER DEVELOPER

US2 SELECTED AS UNION SQUARE
MASTER DEVELOPER
Thursday, June 26, 2014

US2 SELECTED AS UNION SQUARE MASTER
DEVELOPER
Next steps: 100-day plan for community outreach, development of community process
to shape community benefits and standards for redevelopment

SOMERVILLE – Union Square Station Associates (US2) was unanimously selected by the
Somerville Redevelopment Authority (SRA) as the master developer for the Union Square
revitalization plan at the SRA’s meeting on Thursday, June 26.
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US2 is a partnership between Magellan Development and Mesirow Financial. Magellan
previously developed Lakeshore East and University Village, both in Chicago. The SRA
considered three other finalists recommended by the 20-member Union Square Civic Advisory
Committee (CAC): Gerding Edlen, The Abbey Group, and the team of Federal Realty and
National Development.
In December 2013, the SRA issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for a master developer
partner that will work with the City, SRA, CAC, current property owners and community
members to design and implement the redevelopment of the seven development blocks identified
in the state-approved Union Square Revitalization Plan. Ten firms applied before the list was
narrowed down to the four finalists after several meetings of the CAC and presentations by each
firm to the SRA. A 10-person delegation consisting of CAC and SRA members, City staff and
elected officials visited projects completed by the four finalists in May and June, and at a June
23 meeting, the CAC and a report by the Mayor’s Office of Planning and Community
Development (OSPCD) recommended US2 and Gerding Edlen as their final recommendations
to the SRA.
US2 qualifications cited by the CAC and OSPCD included the team’s on-the-ground engagement
in the community from the start of the process, plans to expand Somerville’s innovation
economy through the Union Square redevelopment, and creative approach toward creating
affordable housing in their developments.
“I am pleased that a thorough community process has led to the SRA’s selection of US2 as our
partner in achieving the goals that the community charged us with in SomerVision—creating
new jobs, public green space and homes with a range of affordability in Union Square through
sustainable development, while preserving the history and unique character of our historic
commercial center and neighborhood,” said Mayor Joseph A. Curtatone. “This process started
with the community in SomerVision, continued with the community-driven rezoning of Union
Square and Boynton Yards, and stayed community-focused throughout this process. I expect
US2 to continue this proven approach by working closely with the CAC to ensure that the
community’s vision for this neighborhood is fully realized.”
Next steps include US2’s creation of a 100-day plan, beginning with the establishment of a local
office in Somerville and focusing on conversations with the community to gain a deeper
understanding of local priorities. US2 will attend the next CAC meeting and immediately expand
their previous outreach efforts to Union Square residents, businesses and community
stakeholders, and will work with the City in the coming weeks to create a social event and
formally introduce themselves as the City’s partner. The City is working on establishing a clear
community process that will shape a community benefits and mitigation package for the project,
and the standards and conditions for Union Square’s redevelopment that, in turn, will shape the
neighborhood’s development. The development team will also establish contact with the MBTA
regarding the Green Line Station design, and Parsons Brinkerhoff regarding the in-depth
roadway and infrastructure improvement plan for the square.
The CAC will act as a sounding board for US2 going forward, helping shape proposals that will
then be brought forward for full public review, providing the community a dialogue with the
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developer to help determine a strategy that ensures the continuity of this unique and vibrant
square, while making sure all the pieces come together in a way that creates community-driven,
sustainable and strategic economic development.
The RFQ’s criteria for selecting a Union Square master developer included formulating a
community benefits and mitigation package for large-scale, mixed-use developments; experience
with pedestrian- and bike-friendly transit-oriented developments; financial capacity to complete
the project; conducting public charrette planning sessions; and creating a sense of community
and place including embracing existing eclectic elements that define an area.

We'd love to hear what you think.

Feedback
Please submit website feedback using this form. Be sure to include:



A description of the issue (if any)
A link to the affected pages

Thank you for your feedback!








About Somerville
Old Website
Jobs
Contact Us
Accessibility
Disclaimer
Press Contacts
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Exhibit 5.
https://www.ilsos.gov/corporatellc/CorporateLlcController

LLC FILE DETAIL REPORT
File Number

04685989

Entity Name

RAS UNION SQUARE DEVELOPMENT LLC

Status

ACTIVE

On

05/14/2018

Entity Type

LLC

Type of LLC

Domestic

File Date

05/12/2014

Jurisdiction

IL

Agent Name

ADAM J. GRAIS

Agent Change Date

05/12/2014

Agent Street
Address

30 N. LASALLE ST., STE
3000

Principal Office

225 N COLUMBUS DR STE
100
CHICAGO, IL 606010000

Agent City

CHICAGO

Managers

View [LLC Managers below]

Agent Zip

60602

Duration

PERPETUAL

Annual Report
Filing Date

05/14/2018

For Year

2018

Series Name

NOT AUTHORIZED TO ESTABLISH SERIES

LLC MANAGERS
Entity Name

Name

RAS UNION SQUARE
DEVELOPMENT LLC

File Number

04685989

Address

RAS DEVELOPMENT LLC 225 N. COLUMBUS DR., STE 100, CHICAGO, IL - 606010000
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Exhibit 6.
https://www.ilsos.gov/corporatellc/CorporateLl

LLC FILE DETAIL REPORT
File Number

04901932

Entity Name

MAGELLAN US2 LLC

Status

ACTIVE

On

07/24/2018

Entity Type

LLC

Type of LLC

Domestic

File Date

08/04/2014

Jurisdiction

IL

Agent Name

KIMBERLY J SHARON

Agent Change Date

08/04/2014

Agent Street
Address

225 N COLUMBUS DR STE
100

Principal Office

225 N COLUMBUS DR STE
100
CHICAGO, IL 606010000

Agent City

CHICAGO

Managers

Agent Zip

60601

Duration

PERPETUAL

Annual Report
Filing Date

07/24/2018

For Year

2018

Series Name

NOT AUTHORIZED TO ESTABLISH SERIES
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View

https://www.ilsos.gov/corporatellc/CorporateLlcController?command=mms
&fileNbr=04901932&type=MGR

LLC MANAGERS
Entity Name

MAGELLAN US2 LLC

File Number

04901932

Name

Address

CARLINS, JOEL

225 N COLUMBUS DR STE 100, CHICAGO, IL - 60601

CARLINS, DAVID

225 N COLUMBUS DR STE 100, CHICAGO, IL - 60601

LOEWENBERG, JAMES

225 N COLUMBUS DR STE 100, CHICAGO, IL - 60601

BERGER, ROBIN

225 N COLUMBUS DR STE 100, CHICAGO, IL - 606010000
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Exhibit 7.





Home
Directions
Contact Us

Search the Secretary's website

Corporations Division
Business Entity Summary
ID Number: 001317827

Summary for: UNION SQUARE RELP MASTER DEVELOPER LLC
The exact name of the Foreign Limited Liability Company (LLC): UNION SQUARE RELP MASTER
DEVELOPER LLC
Entity type: Foreign Limited Liability Company (LLC)
Identification Number: 001317827
Date of Registration in Massachusetts: 0315-2018
Last date certain:
Organized under the laws of: State: DE Country: USA on: 03-05-2018
The location of the Principal Office:

Address: 31 UNION SQUARE C/O UNION SQUARE STATION ASSOCIATES LLC
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City or town, State, Zip code,
Country:

SOMERVILLE, MA 02143 USA

The location of the Massachusetts office, if any:

Address: 31 UNION SQUARE C/O UNION SQUARE STATION ASSOCIATES LLC
City or town, State, Zip code,
Country:

SOMERVILLE, MA 02143 USA

The name and address of the Resident Agent:

Name:

C T CORPORATION SYSTEM

Address: 155 FEDERAL ST., SUITE 700
City or town, State, Zip code,
Country:

BOSTON, MA 02110 USA

The name and business address of each Manager:
Title

Individual name

Address

The name and business address of the person(s) authorized to execute, acknowledge, deliver,
and record any recordable instrument purporting to affect an interest in real property:
Title

Individual name

Address

REAL PROPERTY

GREG KARCZEWSKI

31 UNION SQUARE SOMERVILLE, MA 02143
USA

REAL PROPERTY

DAVID CARLINS

225 N. COLUMBUS DR., SUITE 100 CHICAGO, IL
60601 USA

REAL PROPERTY

JAMES LOEWENBERG

225 N. COLUMBUS DR., SUITE 100 CHICAGO, IL
60601 USA

REAL PROPERTY

RICHARD STEIN

225 N. COLUMBUS DR., SUITE 100 CHICAGO, IL
60601 USA

REAL PROPERTY

HAILEY GHALIB

9830 COLUMBNADE BLVD., SUITE 600 SAN
ANTONIO, TX 78230 USA

REAL PROPERTY

JAMES K. HARDIN

9830 COLUMBNADE BLVD., SUITE 600 SAN
ANTONIO, TX 78230 USA
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Exhibit 8.
PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
PROJECT: Union Square Redevelopment
LOCATION: Union Square, Somerville, Massachusetts
PROPONENT: Union Square RELP Master Developer LLC and Somerville Redevelopment Authority
The undersigned is submitting an Environmental Notification Form
("ENF") to the Secretary of Energy & Environmental Affairs on or before July 2, 2018
This will initiate review of the above project pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act ("MEPA", M.G.L. c. 30, s.s. 61-62I).
Copies of the ENF may be obtained from:
Epsilon Associates,
Inc. 3 Mill & Main Place, Suite 250, Maynard, MA 01754
978-897-7100
Copies of the ENF are also being sent to the Conservation Commission and Planning Board of Somerville where they may be inspected.
The Secretary of Energy & Environmental Affairs will publish notice of
the ENF in the Environmental Monitor, will receive public comments
on the project for 20 days, and will then decide, within ten days, if an
Environmental Impact Report is needed. A site visit and consultation
session on the project may also be scheduled. All persons wishing to
comment on the project, or to be notified of a site visit or consultation session, should write to the Secretary of Energy & Environmental
Affairs, 100 Cambridge St., Suite 900, Boston, Massachusetts 02114,
Attention: MEPA Office, referencing the above project.
By Union Square RELP Master Developer LLC and Somerville Redevelopment Authority
7/4/18 The Somerville Times
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Exhibit 9.

1) On July 13, 2018 at 4:41 PM Strysky, Alexander (ENV) wrote:
Hi Claudia- I wanted to follow up on our phone conversation earlier today. The Proponent has
requested an extension of the comment period. Comments will be accepted until August
24. The consultation session/public meeting will be held on August 2 at 6:00 PM at Workbar, 31
Union Square. There will be a brief walk around at the D2 site, 26 Prospect Street, at 5:30. The
Environmental Monitor will be updated with this information on Monday. Please let me know if
you have any questions.
Alex
Alex Strysky
MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor
Boston, MA 02114
ph: (617) 626-1025
fx: (617) 626-1181

2)

From: murrowc [mailto:murrowc@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 7:48 AM
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Re: Union Square

MEPA Office
Dear Alexander Strysky,
Workbar at 31 Union Square is a private property that partners with the applicant of the
MEPA application, Union Square Station Associates, LLC, also known as US2 and their
related entities, for the last two years or so, which US2 has used as their work site and
local headquarters, and is a not a neutral place. The front door of Workbar at 31 Union
Square says in white lettering on glass, "WorkBar Hosted by US2". The following article
describes the partnership between Workbar and US2 at the following link to Workbar
and US2's website.
US2 And Workbar Announce Partnership To Offer Shared Coworking Space (See copy
attached)
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https://www.workbar.com/posts/us2-and-workbar-announce-partnership-to-offer-sharedcoworking-space
By choosing this location, you are intentionally intimidating persons who are not
necessarily supportive of US2's Union Square MEPA application and its enormous
burden, financially, environmentally, historically, and in many other ways, on the rank
and file residents. Meeting on US2's turf and not on neutral ground presents a conflict of
interest. Do you and your office work for the developer's interests? There are other
public spaces available that are owned by the city near Union Square that you could
have the meeting at, including, but not limited to 1) The Police Headquarters at 220
Washington St, that has a room used for public meetings and 2) the Argenziano School,
290 Washington St has space in the cafeteria used for public meetings (this site has
parking).

3) RE: Union Square
Strysky, Alexander (ENV)<alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
7/16/2018 1:32 PM
To murrowc
Thanks for your input, Claudia. The meeting will be held in a different location. The place, time and
date will be posted in the Environmental Monitor as soon as it is scheduled.
Alex
Alex Strysky
MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor
Boston, MA 02114
ph: (617) 626-1025
fx: (617) 626-1181

42

Exhibit 10.
On July 17, 2018 at 10:17 AM Strysky, Alexander (ENV) wrote:
Alex Strysky
MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor
Boston, MA 02114
ph: (617) 626-1025
fx: (617) 626-1181
From: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2018 10:16 AM
To: Alison Verkade (alison.verkade@noaa.gov); 'avorce@nantucket-ma.gov'; Backman, Andy (DCR);
Ballam, John (ENE); Barbara Newman; Boeri, Robert (EEA); Buckley, Deirdre (EEA);
'bwoods@nmcog.org'; Carr, Jillian (FWE); Central Massachusetts Regional Planning Commission;
Cheeseman, Melany (FWE); 'Christopher.Boelke@Noaa.gov'; 'Ciaramella, Pasquale'; Dalzell, Stewart;
Deanna Moran; 'Dorr Fox (dfox@capecodcommission.org)'; 'Elizabeth Perry'; Engler, Lisa Berry (EEA);
'Eric.Hutchins@aa.gov'; Evans, Tay (FWE); Ferguson, Jana (DPH); Flaherty, Erin (EEA); Fragata, Carlos
(DEP); French, Tom (FWE); Galvin, Mike (DCR); Glenn, Kathryn (EEA); Haney, Rebecca (EEA); Hill, David
(DEP); Hobill, Jonathan (DEP); Hopson, Barbara (AGR); Huckery, Pat (FWE); Janik, David (DEP); 'Jill
Valdes Horwood'; Johnson, Holly (DEP); Jonathon Idman (jidman@capecodcommission.org); Kate Frew
(kate.frew@state.ma.us); Kerigan, Kathleen (DEP); 'Kilmer, Charles'; 'Kinahan, Erin (DOT)'; Kirby,
Christine (DEP); 'Laney, Kristen'; LaRosa, Thomas (DCR); 'Lauren Glorioso'; Lehan, Richard (FWE);
'lindad@frcog.org'; Logan, John (FWE); 'Lorion, Barry (DOT)'; 'Lucien, Lionel (DOT)'; Lynch, Ben (DEP);
Mahala, Jim (DEP); Marold, Misty-Anne (FWE); Mastone, Victor (EEA); 'maura.zlody@ci.boston.ma.us';
McKenna, Steve (EEA); Mike R Johnson - NOAA Federal; 'mpillsbury@mapc.org'; Mystic River Watershed
Association (patrick@mysticriver.org); 'NKarns@berkshireplanning.org'; Padula, Michele (AGR); Petitpas,
Christian (FWE); 'Pioneer Valley Planning Commission'; Potti, Pooja (FWE); Putnam, Nancy (DCR);
Regosin, Jonathan (FWE); 'Reiner.Ed@epamail.epa.gov'; Ronald Hall; Ronan, Katherine; Salomaa, William
(DCR); 'Sandy Conaty'; Schluter, Eve (EEA); 'Shattuck, Lori (DOT)'; Simon, Brona (SEC); Singleton, Stolle
(EEA); Skiba, Catherine (DEP); Stanley, Laura (DEP); Strysky, Alexander (EEA); Sullivan, Jan (DPH);
Tamul, Stella (DEP); 'Taylor, Jo-Ann'; 'timmerman.timothy@epa.gov'; Tipton, Nathaniel (DCR); 'Van
Deusen, Margaret'; Veinotte, Amanda (FWE); Viola, John D. (DEP); Warncke, Tracy (EEA); 'Winn, Jane';
Wixon, Josephine (EEA); Worrall, Eric (DEP); Zoto, George (DEP)
Cc: Geoff Starsiak (gstarsiak@epsilonassociates.com); 'mayor@somervillema.gov';
'planning@somervillema.gov'; 'ospcd@somervillema.gov'; 'health_webcontact@somervillema.gov';
'vboukili@somervillema.gov'; 'tgalligani@somervillema.gov'; Wig Zamore (wigzamore@gmail.com)
Subject: Notice of MEPA Consultation Session and Comment Period Extension- EEA 15889, Union Square
Redevelopment, Somerville

NOTICE OF MEPA CONSULTATION SESSION and COMMENT PERIOD
EXTENSION
EEA No. 15889

Union Square Redevelopment, Somerville

Project Description: An Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) has been
filed with the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) by Union
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Square RELP Master Developer LLC (US2) and the Somerville Redevelopment
Authority to construct a mixed-use development of approximately 2.4 million square
feet (sf) in seven development parcels. The development program includes 1.15 million
sf of office /lab space, 140,000 sf of retail space, a 93,000-sf hotel, 74,000 sf of
arts/creative space and 933,000 sf ( up to 998 units) of residential units, including 183213 affordable units. The project will include 1,500 parking spaces, landscaped open
space and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The project site covers 15.7 acres and will
increase impervious area by 1.15 acres. It will generate 23,239 average daily trip, use
143,417 gallons per day (gpd) of water, and generate 143,417 gpd of wastewater. The
maximum building height will be 285 feet.
The project exceeds the following thresholds for a mandatory Environmental Impact
Report (EIR): 301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(6), generation of 3,000 or more average daily trips
on roadways providing access to a single location and 301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(7),
construction of 1,000 or more new parking spaces at a single location. The project is
located on landlocked filled tidelands and will require a Public Benefits Determination. It
is subject to the MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy. The project involves one or
more land transfers from the Somerville Redevelopment Authority and permits from the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, the Massachusetts Water
Resources Authority and review by the Massachusetts Historical Commission
The Proponent has filed an Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) with a
request for a Phase 1 Waiver that would allow for the construction of Phase 1 to
commence prior to completion of MEPA review of the entire project. Phase 1 involves
development of the 3.5 acre D2 block and includes a total of 607,000 sf of development
with 166,000 sf of office/lab space, 29,000 sf of retail space, 450 residential units
(including 90 affordable units), 290 parking spaces and access facilities for the MBTA’s
planned Union Square Station. Phase 1 will add 1.83 acres of impervious area,
generate 4,992 average daily trips, use 45,515 gpd of water, and generate 45,515 gpd
of wastewater.
The Proponent’s request for an extension of the comment period has been granted by
the Secretary of EEA. The deadline for comments and the schedule for the issuance of
a Certificate listed below incorporate the comment period extension.
A MEPA public consultation session will be held to receive advice and comments from
agencies, officials, and citizens regarding which environmental issues, if any, are
significant for this project. Opinions as to the extent and significance of possible
environmental impact and the merits of the proponent’s Phase 1 waiver request will be
welcome.
The meeting will be held on: Thursday, August 2, 2018 at 5:30 PM at the Public
Safety Building, 220 Washington St. A site walk of the Phase 1 site (26 Prospect
Street) will be held at 5:00 PM.
MEPA comments due on or before: August 24, 2018
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Certificate due: August 31, 2018
Contact for project information: Geoff Starsiak, (978) 897-7100,
gstarsiak@epsilonassociates.com
MEPA contact: Alex Strysky, (617) 626-1025, alexander.strysky@mass.gov
Alex Strysky
MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor
Boston, MA 02114
ph: (617) 626-1025
fx: (617) 626-1181
Alex Strysky
MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor
Boston, MA 02114
ph: (617) 626-1025
fx: (617) 626-1181
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Exhibit 11.
https://19january2017snapshot.epa.gov/brownfields/massachusetts-brownfields-funding-history_.html

Somerville
Recipient

Grant
Number

Grant Type

Amount

Targeted
Brownfields
TBA
Assessment of $50,000
228 Washington
Street
$100,000
V99186901 Assessment
$100,000
$150,000
$500,000

BF98193901

Revolving Loan
Fund

$400,000
$450,000
$300,000

City of
Somerville

BF98194801

Cleanup of 30
Allen Street

$200,000

BF97133401 Assessment

$200,000

Funding
Type

Year
Awarded

Hazardous
Substances
1996
Hazardous
1998
Substances
2002
Hazardous
1999
Substances
Hazardous
2010
Substances
Hazardous
2012
Substances
Hazardous
2015
Substances
Hazardous
2003
Substances
Hazardous
2005
Substances

Status

Closed

Closed

Active

Closed
Closed

Cleanup of
Community Path
BF97186101 Park, Phase 1,
$200,000
112A Central
Street

Hazardous
2007
Substances

Closed

BF96133901 Assessment

Hazardous
2010
Substances

Closed

Hazardous
2011
Substances

Closed

Hazardous
2012
Substances

Active

$200,000

Cleanup of
Kiley Barrel,
BF96154001
$600,000
Parcels 82-D-3,
34A & 37
Cleanup of
BF96168401
$200,000
Kiley Barrel,
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Somerville
Recipient

Grant
Number

Grant Type

Amount

Parcel 82-D-2,
264-266
Somerville Ave
Cleanup of
Kiley Barrel,
$200,000
Parcel 82-D-4,
10 Milk Place
Cleanup of
Kiley Barrel,
$200,000
Parcel 82-D-36,
8 Bennett Street
$200,000

BF96190801 Assessment

$200,000
$4,450,000

Total
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Funding
Type

Year
Awarded

Status

Hazardous
Substances

Hazardous
Substances
Hazardous
Substances 2014
Petroleum

Active

Exhibit 12.
https://www.usnews.com/news/healthiest-communities/articles/2018-04-10/better-air-meansbetter-health-in-somerville-massachusetts
Healthiest Communities

Fighting for Breath in NearHighway Neighborhoods
A Massachusetts city is working to reduce pollution exposure in communities where its threats
loom large.
By Gaby Galvin Staff WriterApril 10, 2018, at 6:00 a.m.

Fighting for Breath in Massachusetts
More
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Infamous for its congested roads and rush-hour backups, traffic on I-93 creates significant airquality and health challenges for residents living near the highway in Somerville, Mass.(Jim
Davis/The Boston Globe/Getty Images)
In the neighborhoods straddling Interstate 93 in Somerville, Massachusetts, residents know to
keep their windows shut each weekday as commuters travel from Boston's suburbs into the city,
their cars spouting exhaust and other pollution that collects as soot on the sides of houses.
Infamous for its congested roads and rush-hour backups, traffic on I-93 creates significant airquality and health challenges for residents living near the highway, many of whom are lowincome and are more likely to get sick from the pollution exposure, but often can't afford to
move or protect their homes from the unnatural elements.
Funding problems, older housing and the city's density – Somerville occupies just 4.1 square
miles of land, but is home to roughly 81,000 people – have forced leaders to be creative when
confronting the area's air issues, which will be prevalent "as long as vehicles have tailpipe
emissions," says George Proakis, the city's planning director.
"We are very focused on being a more walkable and bikeable community, but the transportation
infrastructure that takes people from the suburbs north of us into Boston every day is going to
continue to speed right through the middle of our city," Proakis says. "We have to take a really
close look at how that impacts the health and well-being of our residents."
Urban areas typically have poorer air quality than rural regions, and residents living near
highways and other avenues of pollution may be at greater risk of asthma and impaired lung
development, as well as cardiovascular disease and cancer. While study results are mixed,
research has indicated people of color and those of lower socioeconomic status are at greater risk
of health issues stemming from air pollution.
In Somerville, where about 70 percent of the population is non-Hispanic white and the median
household income is $78,673, residents of the East Somerville, Ten Hills and Winter Hill
neighborhoods surrounding I-93 bear the brunt of the issue. While these areas have become
increasingly gentrified in recent years, Proakis says they still house significant low-income
populations.
"It's kind of the chicken-or-the-egg thing," says Patricia Fabian, a research assistant professor of
environmental health at Boston University who led a study published in November on social
disparities in air pollution exposure across the state. "Nobody wants to live that close to the
highway, so the real estate price is lower and low-income groups move there, or minorities or
more disadvantaged populations [move there]."
RELATED CONTENT
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For a Healthy County, It Takes a Village

While Somerville's problems are serious, they aren't uncommon, according to a U.S. News
analysis of the nation's Healthiest Communities. But in Middlesex County, where Somerville
falls, the racial disparity in exposure to air toxics is about seven times worse than the national
median, and the probability of contracting cancer from exposure to air toxics is higher there than
in the rest of the state or country.
Still, with its decadeslong effort to mitigate air pollution exposure, particularly in the hardest-hit
neighborhoods, Somerville may serve as a model for other communities looking to do the same.
One collaboration among Tufts University, the Somerville Transportation Equity Partnership and
other community partners seeks to build research and influence local policy and planning
decisions in Somerville and Boston's Chinatown neighborhood.
Members of the coalition convinced Somerville officials to move a park about 200 meters away
from the highway rather than renovate it in 2013, and pushed for the construction of a new
subway stop to reduce car traffic in the city in 2014, says Ellin Reisner, president of the
Somerville Transportation Equity Partnership.
Reisner also works with developers to ensure new houses built near I-93 have good air filtration
systems, and hopes to secure grant funding to test air quality in older housing, "which we have a
lot of in Somerville," she says. She's also studying the potential impacts of other interventions
that could help reduce toxics exposure in older housing, including air conditioning and triplepaned windows.
"In very cold weather, early in the day, morning rush hour is when the exposure is the worst,"
Reisner says. "So we're thinking about whether it would it make more sense to put better
filtration in homes, or put insulation in some of these older homes. … There are lots of things
that can help, but they're expensive and there isn't a lot of money out there to pay for it, so that's
a challenge."
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Proakis agrees that air quality in older buildings remains a major issue, but says new
development close to the highway actually can help by blocking some pollution from reaching
houses two or three rows back, as long as the new buildings have high-quality air filtration
systems of their own.
Like elsewhere, officials and activists in Somerville must balance air-quality efforts with the
community's other needs. But sometimes, these kinds of initiatives can kill two birds with one
stone: For example, adding designated bike lanes, which Somerville has done, promotes physical
activity and reduces car pollution. About 6 percent of the city's workers bike to their jobs, while
another 11.5 percent walk, according to U.S. Census estimates – far above the national and state
averages.
"We have a very high number of people who are bicycle commuters and ride bikes in
Somerville, despite the fact that we are an old city with small streets," Reisner says. "There's a
lot of active transportation efforts going on here, but we're really worried about making sure that
people don't go into areas where they're going to have the most exposure. People want to make it
a more physically active environment, but at the same time, do it in a safe way."
RELATED CONTENT

Designing Healthy Communities

Efforts to curb pollution in the state overall seem to be working: Between 2003 and 2010,
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and fine particulate matter – two major forms of air pollution
– decreased across Massachusetts, although Fabian's research showed that predominantly
Hispanic and black urban communities still were exposed to air pollution at higher rates than
mostly white communities. Gaps in exposure among racial and ethnic groups also increased
slightly during this time frame, the study found.
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"The significance is, one, this is great, we're reducing air-pollution exposure," Fabian says of the
findings. "All of these regional policies around, say, putting different kinds of converters in
automobiles, or trying to control emissions from power plants or industry, et cetera, are working.
And I think that we now need to focus on smaller policy interventions for smaller areas."
Those smaller policy interventions still require state and federal support, proponents agree,
especially in smaller communities with fewer resources.
Barry Keppard, the public health lead for the Metropolitan Area Planning Council – a regional
planning agency for metropolitan Boston – says local developers have been "very cooperative"
with the push to install high-level air filtration systems in new buildings, but it would help if the
state allowed communities like Somerville to mandate their installation.
"It probably wouldn't be just us that would look at it at that point, but the state hasn't gotten there
yet," he says. "Barriers on the highway would also help, but the cost of them is not something a
small local government can handle."
In November, the Massachusetts House of Representatives approved a bill that would allocate
$500,000 to reduce noise pollution along Somerville's I-93 corridor. Similar legislation in the
Senate would designate $2 million for that purpose, and a conference committee was appointed
in February to work out differences between the two measures.
RELATED CONTENT

How to Sell a Soda Tax
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Proakis, the city planner, says sound barriers also can help trap air pollutants on the highway,
which is "probably not great for someone stuck in traffic on the highway every day, but that's a
shorter period of time than being a resident living in a house every day, breathing the particulate
matter."
Communities across the country can learn from one another and collaborate on these types of
initiatives, says Reisner, who has been closely watching efforts in California to reduce exposure
to air pollution from truck traffic in port cities like Los Angeles. She also has met with officials
from the neighboring Massachusetts town of Medford to share strategies on developing the area
along the highway as safely as possible.
Still, proponents agree there is much more work to be done to reduce exposure in the most
affected communities, both locally and across the country. In Massachusetts, Keppard hopes the
state continues to support long-term initiatives that get to the root of the issue, rather than
focusing on individual projects or one-off successes.
"I think the only ask is that there's continued partnership around finding what ways are really
working now and what ways might work better to create environments that allow people to live
their healthiest lives," Keppard says. "Both the opportunities in their lives, jobs, housing – but it
also essentially means being free from exposure to traffic pollutants."
Gaby Galvin, Staff Writer
Gaby Galvin is a staff writer at U.S. News & World Report. You can follow her on Twitter and
email her at ggalvin@usnews.com.
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Exhibit 13.
https://www.clf.org/blog/green-line-extension-back-track/

Green Line Extension Back on Track
Nov 25, 2017 Rafael Mares | @RafaelMares2

The MBTA Green Line extension took a major step forward with the hiring of a contractor for
the long-awaited project.
Share
Tweet
Share

CLF has been steadfast in our push for the Green Line extension (GLX), but making it a reality
has been a rollercoaster ride with twists and turns that threatened to derail this critical public
transportation project before it could get off the ground. However, last week, the Massachusetts
Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) took a significant step to get the Green Line extension
back on track, hiring the contractors who will design and build the line.
Barely two years ago, the project was in danger of not going forward at all. At the time, proposed
costs were estimated at as much as one billion dollars over projections. As a result, state
Secretary of Transportation Stephanie Pollack declared that “[e]verything is on the table, and
everything includes canceling the project.” While MBTA officials cited many potential reasons
for the increased cost estimate, we urged the agency not to give up on this vital project and
suggested a more competitive bidding process.
After redesigning and simplifying parts of the Green Line extension, the agency put the project
out for new bids with much better results. The MBTA picked a contractor whose bid not only
came in under the agency’s revised budget, but also allowed important components to be added
back in that were originally eliminated to cut costs. These include additional elevators, public art,
platform canopies, an enhanced vehicle maintenance facility, and an additional connection to and
the construction of a full community path. Construction of the full community path along with
the Green Line Extension was one of CLF’s top priorities for this bidding process.
What’s more, if nothing else goes wrong going forward, there is enough money left over to
reinstate the funding previously set aside to extend to Route 16 in Medford, which has always
been a major priority in CLF’s advocacy for the project.
Ultimately, moving forward the Green Line extension is good news for our economy, our
climate, and our communities. Increased and equitable access to public transit makes it easier for
us all to get to jobs and to school, helps us opt out of driving, and improves air quality all around.
CLF has worked for more than a decade to see this project through, and we look forward to
celebrating with our friends, neighbors, and partners when that first Green Line train pulls into
one of the new Somerville and Medford stations.
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Exhibit 14.
Matt Lavallee
May 2, 2017

Somerville Got Astroturfed

Somerville, Massachusetts last Thursday.

On Thursday, 27 April, I attended a public meeting of the Somerville Redevelopment Authority
(SRA) at the High School library. The SRA voted to pass the Union Square Master Land
Disposition Agreement (MLDA), transferring 12 acres of property to US2, the master developer
of the Union Square project. The SRA, an un-elected body appointed by the Mayor, voted to
approve the transfer, despite objections raised by community groups regarding accountability on
the part of US2.
The result of this vote is a disappointment, but not a surprise. Another turn of events that evening
was very shocking: our city government meeting was “astroturfed” — attended by a large group
of non-Somervillens expressing support for the developer’s agenda. Several pro-developer
attendees claimed outright that they were not Somerville residents. One asked me where the
Seventh Ward is when I told him I live here. The person handing out signs and stickers to the
dozens of pro-developer attendees — a Malden resident — is an associate at The Novus Group, a
firm specializing in “Disruptive lobbying for the innovation economy.” Novus’s other clients
include DFER, a Wall Street-funded group working to privatize public schools and weaken
teachers’ unions, and Airbnb, a corporate middleman that profits from making rental apartments
more scarce — maybe you saw Novus’recent astroturf petition to the city of Cambridge on behalf
of Airbnb.
They held signs made by a paid consultant, checked their phones, and clapped tepidly when the
un-elected board voted to transfer public land to a private corporation. Immediately after the vote
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the astroturfers filed out together, a few dozen crossing the lawn and disappearing up Highland
Avenue. Why had they come, these out-of-towners? Our guess: they were assembled by US2, to
give the impression that the community supports the land transfer, when in fact multiple wellestablished groups spoke out against it. The MLDA specifically helps US2 avoid true
accountability to our community in the form of a strong and enforceable Community Benefits
Agreement.
Whether or not we support the Union Square development plan as written, Somervillens should
be aware that outside groups who stand to profit from it are trying to play tricks on members of
our planning board. We hope that the Mayor and Board of Aldermen are as insulted by this tactic
as we are, and will publicly say so.
Matt Lavallee
Co-signed Daniel Madri
Jacob Kramer
Penelope Taylor
Aaron Manders
Matt Miller
Manuel Hernandez
Fenna Kreinen
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Like what you read? Give Matt Lavallee a round of applause.

From a quick cheer to a standing ovation, clap to show how much you enjoyed this story.

 

Matt Lavallee
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Also tagged Politics
The “Other Side” Is Not Dumb.

Sean Blanda

Also tagged Politics
John McCain—In Life And Death—Was The Hero 2018 Needed

Alex Whitcomb

Also tagged Development
10 Interview Questions Every JavaScript Developer Should Know

Eric Elliott
Responses
Applause from Matt Lavallee (author)

mem_somerville
May 3, 2017

Thanks very much for this report. I’m working with some neighbors on forming a Winter Hill
neighborhood association, and we are trying to learn from the experience of other folks in case
this comes our way.
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We should be prepared to have signs with our zip codes on them, like constituents are doing at
their town halls to show who is really a resident.
Applause from Matt Lavallee (author)

Richard Hughes
May 3, 2017

This is deeply disappointing.
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US2 And Workbar Announce Partnership To Offer Shared Coworking Space

Photo by Tiffany Knight
Union Square Station Associates (US2), the City’s master developer partner for Union Square’s
revitalization, and Boston-based coworking space network Workbar announced today that they
have partnered to bring their membership-based coworking network to Union Square.
The US2-Workbar partnership will operate a shared workspace at 31 Union Square, the former
home of Elegant Furniture which closed last fall and has been vacant since. For its local
headquarters, US2 will locate its offices within the coworking space. US2 announced in March
that the 2,500 square foot ground floor space will be staffed by a full-time US2 representative
who will be available to field questions and provide general information about the Union Square
revitalization, and will serve as a central hub for the recruitment of office tenants to fill
commercial space in the new development.

“US2 is pleased to partner with Workbar to provide real value to the neighborhood’s start-ups,
entrepreneurs, creative community and professionals,” said Greg Karczewski, president of US2.
“Workbar is a homegrown company that has a strong reputation for building community both
inside and outside its walls. Our partnership is an innovative way to bring more vitality and
commerce to Union Square and jumpstart its revitalization, helping both new and existing
businesses.”
The partnership will provide Somerville residents with access to shared workspace, conference
and meeting rooms, event space, fast and secure wi-fi, and other common office amenities.
Workbar also offers a wide variety of social and educational programming including lunch
seminars, workshops, networking events and happy hours.
Made up of thriving start-ups, creative entrepreneurs, independent professionals, and enterprise
teams, the interactive and collaborative atmosphere of Workbar gives members access to all of
the resources their businesses need to grow. Members enjoy a motivating and productive work

environment and a strong network of friendship and support from a vibrant community full of
professional and social connections ready and willing to help each other build, create, and grow.
“Our partnership with US2 will allow us to extend the Workbar Network of coworking spaces to
Somerville, providing local startups, small businesses and remote professionals the ability to
grow their enterprises and collaborate with other entrepreneurs,” said Bill Jacobson, Founder &
CEO of Workbar.
“The innovative partnership between US2 and Workbar is a promising development for Union
Square, and is a serious step toward fulfilling our community’s vision of the neighborhood as an
employment center that will attract innovation jobs and spur our local economy,” said Steve
Mackey, president of the Somerville Chamber of Commerce.
Workbar currently has locations in Boston and Cambridge and a network of partner spaces
across Eastern Massachusetts. It serves over 800 members from more than 400 different
businesses. US2 and Workbar expect to open the new Union Square facility this summer. Learn
more about Workbar Union by visiting http://info.workbar.com/union.
ABOUT US2:
Union Square Station Associates (US2) is the City of Somerville’s master developer partner for
the state-approved Union Square Revitalization Project that includes over 15 acres of
redevelopment near the future Union Square MBTA Green Line Station. US2 is collaborating
with the community to create a vital and viable redevelopment plan for Union Square that
realizes the community objectives as laid out in Somerville’s long-term plan,
SomerVision. These objectives include making Union Square into a destination for employers,
creating public green space, achieving housing goals with a range of affordability, and
preserving the historical character and authenticity that everybody loves today.
For more information on US2, visit www.us2unionsquare.com, or follow us on Twitter at
@us2unionsquare and on Facebook.
ABOUT WORKBAR:
Workbar is a network of shared, coworking office spaces for all business types—including
startups, independent professionals, small businesses, and remote teams from large enterprises.
Along with a productive work environment, Workbar fosters a vibrant community ready and
willing to help each other build, create, and grow their businesses. Started in 2009, Workbar has
grown its Network to 25+ sites and over 800 members from 250+ different companies.
For more information on Workbar, visit www.workbar.com, or follow us on Twitter at
@workbar and on Facebook.
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