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Environmental Notification Form

Dear Secretary Beaton,
On behalf of Meeting House Way LLC, c/o McCarron, Murphy and Vukota, LLP, we are pleased to submit the
enclosed Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for the 139 Meeting House Way Residential Subdivision Project.
The project is located at 139 Meeting House Way on a 54.26 acre undeveloped parcel of land zoned for
residential use in Edgartown, Massachusetts. The proposed project consists of a 36-home residential
subdivision with associated development envelopes for structures and residential landscaping; paved roadways
and residential driveways; landscaped meadows and common areas including a neighborhood park; utilities;
proposed habitat restoration areas; and areas to be permanently protected to provide rare moth habitat.
The project is subject to MEPA review due to anticipated impacts of over two acres to priority habitat involving a
“take”. The project is also subject to review by the Martha’s Vineyard Commission (MVC) as a Development of
Regional Impact. MVC review has not yet been initiated, and will commence in early spring 2018.
The project has been designed to reduce disturbance of Priority Habitat and permanently protect rare moth habitat
by limiting the proposed development to 36 lots configured in such a way to facilitate the preservation of a 13.0
acre on-site moth habitat corridor. The project has also been designed to limit disturbance of the remaining
Priority Habitat within the parcel. Proposed mitigation measures will consist of a combination of on-site
preservation of habitat, on-site restoration and enhancement of habitat, and off-site mitigation in the form of
funding for research and off-site habitat protection.
Included in the ENF is a distribution list prepared in accordance with 301 CMR 11.16 and cover letter to
reviewers advising them as to the deadline for public comments based on the anticipated publication of notice
of availability of the ENF in the March 7, 2018 Environmental Monitor. Additional agencies or persons who
would like to review the ENF should contact Sean Hale at (207) 518-6763 or at shale@normandeau.com .
Sincerely,

Sean D. Hale, PWS, CWS
Senior Scientist

Corporate Office: Normandeau Associates, Inc. 25 Nashua Road Bedford, NH 03110 (603) 472-5191
www.normandeau.com
z
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) Office

Environmental Notification Form
For Office Use Only

EEA#:
MEPA Analyst:
The information requested on this form must be completed in order to submit a document
under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, 301 CMR 11.00.

electronically for review

Project Name: Meeting House Way Residential Subdivision
Street Address: 139 Meeting House Way
Municipality: Edgartown
Watershed: Islands
Universal Transverse Mercator Coordinates: Latitude: 41.375852
371586.04, 4581619.19, 19T (UTM Zone)
Longitude: -70.535625
Estimated commencement date: July 1, 2018 Estimated completion date: Dec. 31, 2019 (roads)
Project Type: Residential
Status of project design: 10 %complete
Proponent: Meeting House Way LLC, c/o McCarron, Murphy & Vukota
Street Address: P.O. Box 1270
Municipality: Edgartown
State: MA
Zip Code: 02539
Name of Contact Person: Sean D. Hale
Firm/Agency: Normandeau Associates, Inc. Street Address: 25 Nashua Road
Municipality: Bedford
State: NH
Zip Code: 03110
Phone: (207) 518-6763
Fax: E-mail: shale@normandeau.com
Does this project meet or exceed a mandatory EIR threshold (see 301 CMR 11.03)?
Yes
No
If this is an Expanded Environmental Notification Form (ENF) (see 301 CMR 11.05(7)) or a
Notice of Project Change (NPC), are you requesting:
a Single EIR? (see 301 CMR 11.06(8))
a Special Review Procedure? (see 301CMR 11.09)
a Waiver of mandatory EIR? (see 301 CMR 11.11)
a Phase I Waiver? (see 301 CMR 11.11)

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No

(Note: Greenhouse Gas Emissions analysis must be included in the Expanded ENF.)

Which MEPA review threshold(s) does the project meet or exceed (see 301 CMR 11.03)?
11.03 CMR (2)(b)(2) – Greater than two acres of disturbance of Priority Habitat resulting in a
take of a state-listed endangered or threatened species; 11.03(5)(b)(3)(c) – Construction of
new sewer mains >1/2 miles not located in existing roadways.
Which State Agency Permits will the project require? MESA Conservation & Management Permit
Identify any financial assistance or land transfer from an Agency of the Commonwealth, including the
Agency name and the amount of funding or land area in acres: Not applicable.
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Summary of Project Size
& Environmental Impacts

Existing

Change

Total

23.88
4.73
0

4.73

LAND
Total site acreage
New acres of land altered
Acres of impervious area
Square feet of new bordering vegetated
wetlands alteration
Square feet of new other wetland
alteration
Acres of new non-water dependent use
of tidelands or waterways

54.26*
0

0

0

STRUCTURES
Gross square footage
Number of housing units
Maximum height (feet)
TRANSPORTATION
Vehicle trips per day (*August volumes)
Parking spaces
WASTEWATER
Water Use (Gallons per day)
Water withdrawal (GPD)
Wastewater generation/treatment (GPD)
Length of water mains (miles)
Length of sewer mains (miles)

0
0
0

Approx. 129,000
36
Approx. 36 ft.
(2 story)

Approx. 129,000
36
Approx. 36 ft.
(2 story)

4,570
0

410
72

4,980
72

0
0
0
0
0

26,136 gpd
0
23,760 gpd
1.52
1.24

26,136 gpd
0
23,760 gpd
1.52
1.24

Has this project been filed with MEPA before?
Yes (EEA #
)
No

Has any project on this site been filed with MEPA before?

Yes (EEA # )

No

* Total site acreage of 54.26 is project parcel and does not include additional 0.13 acres of project activity on
adjacent parcels that includes installation of sewer and water connections and limited section of entrance
roadway to be accomplished via establishment of an easement. Impact calculations include this activity.
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GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION – all proponents must fill out this section
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

****Please also refer to Attachment A, Supplemental Project Information, for more detail.****
Describe the existing conditions and land uses on the project site:
The project is located at 139 Meeting House Way on a 54.26 acre undeveloped parcel of land
zoned for residential use located approximately 1.5 miles southwest of downtown Edgartown,
situated between Meeting House Way to the south, Meshacket Road to the north, and with the
majority of its western boundary defined by Division Road (a.k.a. Henry’s Path), a gravel roadway.
Surrounding land uses include residential neighborhoods, limited commercial uses, and
undeveloped woodlands and fields accessed via a network of paved and gravel roadways under
local control. The former town landfill is located north of the property and town-owned open space
is located to the southwest, on the opposite side of Meeting House Way (please see Figure 1 –
USGS Locus Map, Figure 2 – Existing Conditions Aerial Map & Figure 3 – Environmental
Constraints in Attachment B).
Portions of the property and surrounding area are within mapped Priority Habitat of Rare Species
according to the current 14th Edition Natural Heritage Atlas released August 1, 2017. The species
documented to occur in the vicinity is Imperial Moth (Eacles imperialis), the host plant for which is
pitch pine (see Figure 4 – NHESP Mapping in Attachment B).
Describe the proposed project and its programmatic and physical elements:
The proposed project consists of a 36-home residential subdivision with associated development
envelopes for structures and residential landscaping; proposed paved roadways, and utility
infrastructure. A primary subdivision roadway will provide access from Meeting House Way to the
south and connect to Meshacket Road to the north. Internal roadways and cul-de-sacs will provide
access to the 36 lots, several of which may involve shared driveways to retain the sense of the
undeveloped, wooded character of the property, with building envelopes and house pads set
behind a swath of undisturbed native vegetation. The overall area proposed for development has
been focused toward the northwest extent of the existing parcel to facilitate establishment of a
permanently-protected moth habitat corridor that preserves the highest quality habitat on the
property along the south and east boundaries of the parcel. The project has also minimized the
direct disturbance of the remaining Priority Habitat at the site beyond the protected corridor to the
extent practicable by limiting and demarcating clearing of vegetation for house pads and
landscaped areas (see Figure 5 – Plan of Land in Edgartown, Mass. & Figure 6 – Meeting House
Way in Attachment B).
The project is served by local roadways, and the number of vehicle trips generated by the project
will not require intersection improvements at the nearest state-controlled roadway, EdgartownWest Tisbury Road. A public water and sewer main presently run beneath Meshacket Road
located approximately 60 feet to the north on land associated with the former town landfill. The
proposed project will tie into this existing infrastructure via an easement across assessor’s parcel
28-240, involving a looped water main to maintain adequate flow capacity for fire suppression and
water quality, and a dead-ended force main to manage wastewater flows (see Figure 9 – Proposed
Water & Sewer Layout).
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Project Impacts
The only project impacts subject to MEPA jurisdiction are those associated with rare species
habitat. Construction activities and permanent alteration of over two acres of priority habitat will
occur in the southeastern portion of the property. The project is also subject to review by the
Martha’s Vineyard Commission (MVC) as a Development of Regional Impact, which will address
project impacts under regional and local jurisdiction, such as traffic, water and wastewater and
consistency with objectives of the Island Plan. MVC review has not yet been initiated, and will
commence in early spring 2018.
The supplemental narrative to this ENF describes studies that have been undertaken to address
other topics subject to MEPA jurisdiction (land alteration, wetlands, water, wastewater,
transportation, etc.), to document that project related impacts are largely below MEPA review
thresholds, or do not necessitate state agency actions.
Construction period impacts will be minimized by limiting activities to areas that are designated for
permanent alteration (i.e., existing and proposed roadway corridors, roadside landscaping and
storm water treatment facilities, development envelopes associated with individual house lots, and
an area designated for a neighborhood park). Temporary construction-period impacts will include
increases in noise, air quality impacts, and construction-related traffic, all of which will be
addressed through standard mitigation measures such as designating construction traffic routes,
limiting hours of activities, compliance with anti-idling laws, and Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to minimize erosion and reduce fugitive dust.
Describe the on-site project alternatives (and alternative off-site locations, if applicable),
considered by the proponent, including at least one feasible alternative that is allowed
under current zoning, and the reasons(s) that they were not selected as the preferred
alternative:
Design Alternatives
The project site is zoned for a minimum lot size of one-half acre (54 acres at ½ acre lot size equals
approximately 100 lots as allowed per zoning). While this zoning could theoretically result in the
development of up to approximately 70 to 80 house lots (including roadways, common area, etc.),
preliminary discussions with town representatives by previous owners and prospective buyers
indicated that the town would not be supportive of development at that density, as such, the
proponent has not submitted a plan with, or even considered, such a density. Taking this into
consideration, several design alternatives for the property have been envisioned and evaluated by
others and the project proponent; this process has resulted in the preferred alternative developed
in consultation with NHESP, and taking into consideration what will be acceptable to the town, as
presented herein.
A prior 2007 development concept envisioned a total of 52 house lots ranging in size from 30,604
s.f. to 38,346 s.f., as allowed by zoning regulations. This proposal resulted in almost complete
“build-out” of the property, with a considerably greater number of house lots and roadways,
driveways and landscaped/lawn area. No land area was designated for conservation or habitat
purposes, with only approximately 3.5 acres remaining undeveloped open space. The proposed
lot layout did nothing to limit habitat impacts and fragmentation due to the expanded lot
configuration
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During the early stages of the proponent’s consultation with NHESP, several subdivision concepts
were developed and presented to NHESP for comments and subsequently refined. This process,
beginning in July 2017 and conducted over the course of several meetings resulted in a Concept
Plan presented to NHESP in October 2017 which contained the same number of house lots (36)
as the preferred alternative but in a different configuration (Figure 1 - Concept Plan V5 in
Attachment B). This concept reduced the number of house lots to 36 (vs. 52 in the 2007 concept),
resulting in less construction-period impact and reduced long-term impact to traffic and demand on
municipal infrastructure. The proposed lots and roadways were configured to minimize habitat
impact and fragmentation within the developed portion of the property and to create space for a
permanently-protected moth habitat corridor. This concept proposed a similar subdivision layout to
the preferred alternative, however the open space along the south and east extents of the property
was proposed in 3 distinct areas selected for their habitat quality. While this alternative would
protect the highest quality habitat available, it provided less overall permanently protected habitat
than the preferred alternative, and the protected habitat was not contiguous, resulting in a less
desirable habitat corridor. This concept was subsequently improved with guidance NHESP to the
preferred alternative as described herein.
Preferred Alternative
The preferred alternative establishes a contiguous, approximately 13.0 acre, permanentlyprotected “moth habitat corridor” at the east and south extents of the property to preserve the
highest quality moth habitat on the site, and also provide a connected migration and foraging
habitat corridor between other mapped habitats at the north and south of the parcel. This corridor
is assumed to provide the highest quality habitat for Imperial Moth because it supports the densest
growth of pitch pine as compared to the remainder of the property.
Please see the attached supplemental narrative for more detailed information on project
alternatives.
Summarize the mitigation measures proposed to offset the impacts of the preferred
alternative:
The primary mitigation measure relevant to MEPA jurisdiction is the establishment of an
approximately 13.0 acre, permanently-protected “moth habitat corridor” at the east and south
extents of the property to preserve the highest quality moth habitat at the site, and also provide a
migration and foraging habitat corridor between other mapped habitats at the north and south limits
of the parcel. This corridor is assumed to provide the highest quality habitat for Imperial Moth
because it supports the densest growth of pitch pine as compared to the remainder of the property.
In addition to this permanent protection of habitat, the project also reduces impacts and habitat
fragmentation within the remainder of mapped habitat to the extent practicable while also meeting
the residential development objectives of the project. Restoration and management of lowerquality habitat areas to improve their function as habitat for Imperial Moth is also proposed. See
rare species sections below and in the attached narrative for more detailed information on the
project’s proposed mitigation measures.
It is anticipated that a variety of mitigation measures will be undertaken with respect to locallyregulated topics, including traffic and wastewater, among others.
If the project is proposed to be constructed in phases, please describe each phase:
The project will be constructed over an uncertain period of time, depending upon market demand
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for new homes. Initially, the primary subdivision roadway will be constructed along with utilities.
Aside from initial establishment of this infrastructure, no specific construction phasing is anticipated
at present, and site preparation of individual lots will only occur in conjunction with imminent
construction.
AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN:
Is the project within or adjacent to an Area of Critical Environmental Concern?
Yes (Specify__________________________________)
No
if yes, does the ACEC have an approved Resource Management Plan? ___ Yes ___ No;
If yes, describe how the project complies with this plan.
_______________________________________________________
Will there be stormwater runoff or discharge to the designated ACEC? ___ Yes ___ No;
If yes, describe and assess the potential impacts of such stormwater runoff/discharge to the designated
ACEC.
_________________________________________________
RARE SPECIES:
Does the project site include Estimated and/or Priority Habitat of State-Listed Rare Species? (see
http://www.mass.gov/dfwele/dfw/nhesp/regulatory_review/priority_habitat/priority_habitat_home.htm)
Yes (Specify A portion of the Project site is located within Estimated and Priority Habitat)
No

HISTORICAL /ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES:
Does the project site include any structure, site or district listed in the State Register of Historic Place
or the inventory of Historic and Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth?
Yes (Specify)
No
If yes, does the project involve any demolition or destruction of any listed or inventoried historic
Yes (Specify______________)
No
or archaeological resources?
WATER RESOURCES:
Is there an Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) on or within a half-mile radius of the project site? __Yes
X No;
if yes, identify the ORW and its location. ______________________________________________
(NOTE: Outstanding Resource Waters include Class A public water supplies, their tributaries, and
bordering
wetlands; active and inactive reservoirs approved by MassDEP; certain waters within Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern, and certified vernal pools. Outstanding resource waters are listed in the
Surface Water Quality Standards, 314 CMR 4.00.)
Are there any impaired water bodies on or within a half-mile radius of the project site? X Yes ___No; if
yes, identify the water body and pollutant(s) causing the impairment:
Subject property is within approximately ½ mile of Edgartown Great Pond which is listed as impaired
for pathogens and in Category 5 of the current Massachusetts Integrated List of Waters
(305(b)/303(d)) requiring a TMDL. The pollutant of concern for this TMDL is listed as nitrogen, which
is commonly associated with septic systems and use of fertilizers. Impairment of this water body is
most likely due to septic systems in the immediate vicinity of the pond, as residential development
along the shoreline is not served by town sewer.
Is the project within a medium or high stress basin, as established by the Massachusetts
Water Resources Commission? ___Yes X No
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STORMWATER MANAGEMENT:
Generally describe the project's stormwater impacts and measures that the project will take to comply
with the standards found in MassDEP's Stormwater Management Regulations:
The stormwater management system for the proposed project will be designed and constructed to
comply with the MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards. Impervious surfaces will be
limited to roadways, driveways and residential structures (i.e. house roofs) and stormwater
management is anticipated to involve minimizing disturbance of existing vegetation and direction
of surface stormwater flows to vegetated basins for infiltration and recharge into the site’s sandy,
permeable soils. The project will not involve any new untreated discharges and a construction
period pollution prevention and erosion and sedimentation control plan will be implemented
during construction activities in compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) construction stormwater general permit. As such, the project is anticipated to
have negligible impacts on stormwater quality or quantity.
MASSACHUSETTS CONTINGENCY PLAN:
Has the project site been, or is it currently being, regulated under M.G.L.c.21E or the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan?
Yes ___ No X ; if yes, please describe the current status of the site (including Release Tracking Number
(RTN), cleanup phase, and Response Action Outcome classification):
Review of the MassDEP Online 21E Site File Review’s site directory Indicates (1) site is listed
proximate to the Project area, the Edgartown Landfill, which is considered adequately regulated.
Is there an Activity and Use Limitation (AUL) on any portion of the project site? Yes ___ No X ;
if yes, describe which portion of the site and how the project will be consistent with the AUL:
_________________.
Are you aware of any Reportable Conditions at the property that have not yet been assigned an RTN?
Yes ___ No X ; if yes, please describe:____________________________________
SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE:
If the project will generate solid waste during demolition or construction, describe alternatives considered
for re-use, recycling, and disposal of, e.g., asphalt, brick, concrete, gypsum, metal, wood:
Solid waste generated during construction will be recycled to the extent practicable. Any waste
that cannot be recycled will be properly disposed of in accordance with all applicable local and
state regulations.
(NOTE: Asphalt pavement, brick, concrete and metal are banned from disposal at Massachusetts
landfills and waste combustion facilities and wood is banned from disposal at Massachusetts landfills.
See 310 CMR 19.017 for the complete list of banned materials.)
Will your project disturb asbestos containing materials? Yes No X ;
if yes, please consult state asbestos requirements at http://mass.gov/MassDEP/air/asbhom01.htm

Describe anti-idling and other measures to limit emissions from construction equipment:
The use of heavy machinery and emissions-generating equipment will be limited to the extent
practicable and signage will be posted in areas of active construction to remind workers of the
state 5-minute maximum anti-idling law. The project will also comply with the town’s noise
ordinance, which, by limiting hours of construction activity, will also reduce emissions to
weekday daytime hours.
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DESIGNATED WILD AND SCENIC RIVER:
Is this project site located wholly or partially within a defined river corridor of a federally
designated Wild and Scenic River or a state designated Scenic River? Yes ___ No X ;
if yes, specify name of river and designation:
If yes, does the project have the potential to impact any of the “outstandingly remarkable”
resources of a federally Wild and Scenic River or the stated purpose of a state designated Scenic River?
Yes ___ No ___ ; if yes, specify name of river and designation: _____________;
if yes, will the project will result in any impacts to any of the designated “outstandingly remarkable”
resources of the Wild and Scenic River or the stated purposes of a Scenic River.
Yes ___ No ___ ;
if yes,describe the potential impacts to one or more of the “outstandingly remarkable” resources or
stated purposes and mitigation measures proposed.
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ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3..

4

5.

6.
7.

List of all attachments to this document. See Table of Contents.
U.S.G.S. map (good quality color copy, 8-½ x 11 inches or larger, at a scale of 1:24,000)
indicating the project location and boundaries. See Figure 1 in Attachment B.
Plan, at an appropriate scale, of existing conditions on the project site and its immediate
environs, showing all known structures, roadways and parking lots, railroad rights-of-way,
wetlands and water bodies, wooded areas, farmland, steep slopes, public open spaces, and
major utilities. See Figure 2 in Attachment B.
Plan, at an appropriate scale, depicting environmental constraints on or adjacent to the
project site such as Priority and/or Estimated Habitat of state-listed rare species, Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern, Chapter 91 jurisdictional areas, Article 97 lands,
wetland resource area delineations, water supply protection areas, and historic resources
and/or districts. See Figure 3 and Figure 4 in Attachment B.
Plan, at an appropriate scale, of proposed conditions upon completion of project (if
construction of the project is proposed to be phased, there should be a site plan showing
conditions upon the completion of each phase). See Figure 5 in Attachment B.
List of all agencies and persons to whom the proponent circulated the ENF, in accordance
with 301 CMR 11.16(2). See Attachment E.
List of municipal and federal permits and reviews required by the project, as applicable.
See Table 1 in Attachment A.
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LAND SECTION – all proponents must fill out this section
I. Thresholds / Permits
A. Does the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to land (see 301 CMR 11.03(1)
___ Yes X No; if yes, specify each threshold:
II. Impacts and Permits
A. Describe, in acres, the current and proposed character of the project site, as follows:
Existing
Change
Total
Footprint of buildings
0
1.73
1.73
Internal roadways
0
2.06
2.06
Parking and other paved areas
0
0.94*
0.94*
Other altered areas
0.40
19.15
19.15
Undeveloped areas
53.86
23.48
30.38
Total: Project Site Acreage
54.26
________
54.26
* assumes driveways will be paved; some homeowners may prefer gravel or crushed shell surfacing.
B. Has any part of the project site been in active agricultural use in the last five years?
___ Yes X No; if yes, how many acres of land in agricultural use (with prime state or
locally important agricultural soils) will be converted to nonagricultural use?
C. Is any part of the project site currently or proposed to be in active forestry use?
___ Yes X No; if yes, please describe current and proposed forestry activities and
indicate whether any part of the site is the subject of a forest management plan approved by
the Department of Conservation and Recreation:
D. Does any part of the project involve conversion of land held for natural resources purposes in
accordance with Article 97 of the Amendments to the Constitution of the Commonwealth to
any purpose not in accordance with Article 97? ___ Yes X No; if yes, describe:

E. Is any part of the project site currently subject to a conservation restriction, preservation
restriction, agricultural preservation restriction or watershed preservation restriction? ___
Yes X No; if yes, does the project involve the release or modification of such restriction?
___ Yes ___ No; if yes, describe:
F. Does the project require approval of a new urban redevelopment project or a fundamental change
in an existing urban redevelopment project under M.G.L.c.121A? ___ Yes X No; if yes,
describe:
G. Does the project require approval of a new urban renewal plan or a major modification of an
existing urban renewal plan under M.G.L.c.121B? Yes ___ No X ; if yes, describe:
III. Consistency
A. Identify the current municipal comprehensive land use plan
Title: Edgartown Community Development Plan Date: July 30, 2004
B. Describe the project’s consistency with that plan with regard to:
1)

economic development:

The project is consistent with several of the town’s “Basic Development Goals”, as
applicable. The proposed build-out over time/only as lots are sold is consistent with the
goal of a slow rate of development, and the proponent has proposed larger lots at a
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lower density than as allowed by current zoning, thereby limiting the overall
development of the parcel. (While rare species mapping limits development, greater
density could be achieved with smaller lots.) As a residential project, the proposed
development does not directly affect economic development goals, although it is
consistent with stated “suitability” criteria in that it is in or near existing neighborhoods,
close to a major road, served by town water and sewer, and is not in a nitrogen-sensitive
watershed.
2)

adequacy of infrastructure:

The project is in an area served by both water and sewer, and there are no known
constraints on these municipal services. Further, the project will improve redundancy
and provide for “looping” of services, and increased water pressure for fire prevention.
Based upon a traffic analysis competed for the project, it appears that the roadways
serving the site (Meshacket Road and Meeting House Road) have adequate capacity to
accommodate the trips generated by the proposed homes.
3)

open space impacts:

The project will preserve approximately 13.0 acres of undeveloped land maintained for
rare species habitat, in addition to which an internal park is proposed.
4)

compatibility with adjacent land uses:

As an infill subdivision in an area zoned for residential use, the project is compatible
with existing neighborhoods in the vicinity.
C. Identify the current Regional Policy Plan of the applicable Regional Planning Agency (RPA)
RPA: Martha’s Vineyard Commission (MVC)
Title: Island Plan: Charting the Future of the Vineyard
Date: December 10, 2009
D. Describe the project’s consistency with that plan with regard to:
1) economic development:
The project site is mapped by the Island Plan as “available” and “potentially
available” for development, while noting that 98% of the island’s development is
residential. Consistent with the Island Plan, the project envisions a reduction in the
amount of potential future residential development on the site by proposing lot sizes
2 or more times greater than allowed by zoning.
2) adequacy of infrastructure:
The project is in an area served by both water and sewer, and there are no known
constraints on these municipal services. Further, the project will improve
redundancy and provide for “looping” of services, and increased water pressure
for fire prevention. Based upon a traffic analysis competed for the project, it
appears that the roadways serving the site (Meshaket Road and Meeting House
Road) have adequate capacity to accommodate the trips generated by the
proposed homes.
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3) open space impacts:
The 2009 Island Plan notes that the Vineyard has in many ways managed to keep the
Island’s rural character, and a considerable amount of open space, and the overall
goals of the Plan include continued conservation of land as open space to retain
biodiversity and to protect the Island’s scenic character. The project is consistent
with the the open space objectives of the Plan in that the permanent conservation of
approximately 13.0 acres of protected habitat for rare species and wildlife in general.

RARE SPECIES SECTION
I. Thresholds / Permits
A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to rare species or habitat (see
301 CMR 11.03(2))? X Yes
No; if yes, specify, in quantitative terms:
(NOTE: If you are uncertain, it is recommended that you consult with the Natural Heritage and
Endangered Species Program (NHESP) prior to submitting the ENF.)
B. Does the project require any state permits related to rare species or habitat?

X Yes ___No

C. Does the project site fall within mapped rare species habitat (Priority or Estimated Habitat?) in the
current Massachusetts Natural Heritage Atlas (attach relevant page)? X Yes ___ No.
D. If you answered "No" to all questions A, B and C, proceed to the Wetlands, Waterways, and
Tidelands Section. If you answered "Yes" to either question A or question B, fill out the
remainder of the Rare Species section below.
II. Impacts and Permits
A. Does the project site fall within Priority or Estimated Habitat in the current
Massachusetts Natural Heritage Atlas (attach relevant page)? X Yes ___ No. If yes,
Portions of the project site are located within mapped Priority Habitat.
1. Have you consulted with the Division of Fisheries and Wildlife Natural Heritage and
Endangered Species Program (NHESP)? X Yes ___No; if yes, have you received a
determination as to whether the project will result in the “take” of a rare species? X Yes
___ No; if yes, attach the letter of determination to this submission. –
See Attachment D.
2. Will the project "take" an endangered, threatened, and/or species of special
concern in
accordance with M.G.L. c.131A (see also 321 CMR 10.04)? ? X Yes ___
No; if yes, provide a summary of proposed measures to minimize and mitigate rare species
impacts
Based on multiple preliminary consultations with NHESP staff to review the proposed
development it appears that the project will result in a “Take” of state-listed rare species, and
as such, will require a Conservation and Management Permit (“CMP”). A MESA Checklist has
been filed as the required first step in the process of applying for a CMP. As described in the
Checklist and this submission, the Proponent has and will continue to consult with NHESP to
ensure that the proposed project meets the performance standards for issuance of a CMP
(see attached NHESP determination letter in Attachment D).
The project has been designed to reduce direct disturbance of Priority Habitat and
permanently protect Imperial Moth habitat by limiting the proposed development to 36
residential lots configured in such a way to facilitate the preservation of a largely
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unfragmented 13.0 acre moth habitat corridor (approximately 24% of the overall 54.26 acre
property). The project has also been designed to limit disturbance of the remaining Priority
Habitat, albeit somewhat fragmented, within the parcel to the extent practicable. Proposed
mitigation measures will consist of a combination of on-site preservation of habitat, on-site
restoration and enhancement of habitat, and off-site mitigation in the form of funding for
research and off-site habitat protection.
Please see attached supplemental narrative for more specific information on the project’s
mitigation approach with regard to rare species impacts.
3. Which rare species are known to occur within the Priority or Estimated Habitat?
Imperial moth (Eacles imperialis)
4. Has the site been surveyed for rare species in accordance with the Massachusetts
Endangered Species Act? ___Yes X No.
5. If your project is within Estimated Habitat, have you filed a Notice of Intent or received an
Order of Conditions for this project? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, did you send a copy of the
Notice of Intent to the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program, in accordance
with the Wetlands Protection Act regulations? ___ Yes ___ No
Not applicable; the project is only in Priority habitat.

B.

Will the project "take" an endangered, threatened, and/or species of special concern in
accordance with M.G.L. c.131A (see also 321 CMR 10.04)? ? X Yes ___ No; if yes,
provide a summary of proposed measures to minimize and mitigate impacts to significant
habitat:

Please see attached supplemental narrative for a summary of the proposed measures to
minimize and mitigation impacts to rare species habitat.

WETLANDS, WATERWAYS, AND TIDELANDS SECTION
I. Thresholds / Permits
A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to wetlands, waterways, and
tidelands (see 301 CMR 11.03(3))?
Yes X No; if yes, specify, in quantitative terms:
B. Does the project require any state permits (or a local Order of Conditions) related to wetlands,
waterways, or tidelands?
Yes X No; if yes, specify which permit:
C. If you answered "No" to both questions A and B, proceed to the Water Supply Section. If you
answered "Yes" to either question A or question B, fill out the remainder of the Wetlands,
Waterways, and Tidelands Section below.
II. Wetlands Impacts and Permits
A. Does the project require a new or amended Order of Conditions under the Wetlands Protection
Act (M.G.L. c.131A)? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, has a Notice of Intent been filed? ___ Yes ___
No; if yes, list the date and MassDEP file number: ______; if yes, has a local Order of Conditions
been issued? ___ Yes ___ No; Was the Order of Conditions appealed? ___ Yes ___ No. Will
the project require a Variance from the Wetlands regulations? ___ Yes ___ No.
B. Describe any proposed permanent or temporary impacts to wetland resource areas located on
the project site:
C. Estimate the extent and type of impact that the project will have on wetland resources, and
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indicate whether the impacts are temporary or permanent:
Coastal Wetlands

Area (square feet) or
Length (linear feet)

Temporary or
Permanent Impact?

Land Under the Ocean
Designated Port Areas
Coastal Beaches
Coastal Dunes
Barrier Beaches
Coastal Banks
Rocky Intertidal Shores
Salt Marshes
Land Under Salt Ponds
Land Containing Shellfish
Fish Runs
Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage

_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________

___________________
___________________
____________________
____________________
____________________
____________________
____________________
____________________
____________________
___________________
____________________
____________________

Inland Wetlands
Bank (lf)
Bordering Vegetated Wetlands
Isolated Vegetated Wetlands
Land under Water
Isolated Land Subject to Flooding
Borderi ng Land Subject to Flooding
Riverfront Area

_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________
_________________

____________________
____________________
____________________
____________________
____________________
____________________
____________________

D. Is any part of the project:
1. proposed as a limited project? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, what is the area (in sf)?____
2. the construction or alteration of a dam? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, describe:
3. fill or structure in a velocity zone or regulatory floodway? ___ Yes ___ No
4. dredging or disposal of dredged material? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, describe the volume
of dredged material and the proposed disposal site:
5. a discharge to an Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) or an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC)? ___ Yes ___ No
6. subject to a wetlands restriction order? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, identify the area (in sf):
7. located in buffer zones? ___Yes ___No; if yes, how much (in sf) ______

E. Will the project:
1. be subject to a local wetlands ordinance or bylaw? ___ Yes ___ No
2. alter any federally-protected wetlands not regulated under state law? ___ Yes ___ No; if
yes, what is the area (sf)?
III. Waterways and Tidelands Impacts and Permits
A. Does the project site contain waterways or tidelands (including filled former tidelands) that are
subject to the Waterways Act, M.G.L.c.91? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, is there a current Chapter 91
License or Permit affecting the project site? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, list the date and license or
permit number and provide a copy of the historic map used to determine extent of filled
tidelands:
B. Does the project require a new or modified license or permit under M.G.L.c.91? ___ Yes ___ No;
if yes, how many acres of the project site subject to M.G.L.c.91 will be for non-water-dependent
use?
Current ___ Change ___ Total ___
If yes, how many square feet of solid fill or pile-supported structures (in sf)?
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C. For non-water-dependent use projects, indicate the following:
Area of filled tidelands on the site:_____________________
Area of filled tidelands covered by buildings:____________
For portions of site on filled tidelands, list ground floor uses and area of each use:
______________
Does the project include new non-water-dependent uses located over flowed tidelands?
Yes ___ No ___
Height of building on filled tidelands________________
Also show the following on a site plan: Mean High Water, Mean Low Water, Waterdependent Use Zone, location of uses within buildings on tidelands, and interior and
exterior areas and facilities dedicated for public use, and historic high and historic low
water marks.
D. Is the project located on landlocked tidelands? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, describe the project’s
impact on the public’s right to access, use and enjoy jurisdictional tidelands and describe
measures the project will implement to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse impact:
E. Is the project 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? ___Yes
___ No; if yes, describe the project’s impact on groundwater levels and describe
measures the project will implement to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse impact:
F. Is the project non-water-dependent and located on landlocked tidelands or waterways or
tidelands subject to the Waterways Act and subject to a mandatory EIR? ___ Yes ___
No;
(NOTE: If yes, then the project will be subject to Public Benefit Review and
Determination.)
G. Does the project include dredging? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, answer the following questions:
What type of dredging? Improvement ___ Maintenance ___ Both ____
What is the proposed dredge volume, in cubic yards (cys) _________
What is the proposed dredge footprint ____length (ft) ___width (ft)____depth (ft);
Will dredging impact the following resource areas?
Intertidal Yes__
No__; if yes, ___ sq ft
Outstanding Resource Waters Yes__
No__; if yes, ___ sq ft
Other resource area (i.e. shellfish beds, eel grass beds) Yes__ No__; if yes __
sq ft
If yes to any of the above, have you evaluated appropriate and practicable steps
to: 1) avoidance; 2) if avoidance is not possible, minimization; 3) if either
avoidance or minimize is not possible, mitigation?
If no to any of the above, what information or documentation was used to support
this determination?
Provide a comprehensive analysis of practicable alternatives for improvement dredging in
accordance with 314 CMR 9.07(1)(b). Physical and chemical data of the
sediment shall be included in the comprehensive analysis.
Sediment Characterization
Existing gradation analysis results? __Yes ___No: if yes, provide results.
Existing chemical results for parameters listed in 314 CMR 9.07(2)(b)6? ___Yes
____No; if yes, provide results.
Do you have sufficient information to evaluate feasibility of the following management
options for dredged sediment? If yes, check the appropriate option.
Beach Nourishment ___
Unconfined Ocean Disposal ___
Confined Disposal:
Confined Aquatic Disposal (CAD) ___
- 15 -

Confined Disposal Facility (CDF) ___
Landfill Reuse in accordance with COMM-97-001 ___
Shoreline Placement ___
Upland Material Reuse____
In-State landfill disposal____
Out-of-state landfill disposal ____
(NOTE: This information is required for a 401 Water Quality Certification.)
IV. Consistency:
A. Does the project have effects on the coastal resources or uses, and/or is the project located
within the Coastal Zone? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, describe these effects and the projects consistency
with the policies of the Office of Coastal Zone Management:
B. Is the project located within an area subject to a Municipal Harbor Plan? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes,
identify the Municipal Harbor Plan and describe the project's consistency with that plan:

WATER SUPPLY SECTION
I. Thresholds / Permits
A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to water supply (see 301 CMR
11.03(4))? ___ Yes X No; if yes, specify, in quantitative terms
B. Does the project require any state permits related to water supply? ___ Yes X No; if yes,
specify which permit:
C. If you answered "No" to both questions A and B, proceed to the Wastewater Section. If you
answered "Yes" to either question A or question B, fill out the remainder of the Water Supply Section
below.
II. Impacts and Permits
A. Describe, in gallons per day (gpd), the volume and source of water use for existing and proposed
activities at the project site:
Existing
Change
Total
Municipal or regional water supply
________
________
________
Withdrawal from groundwater
________
________
________
Withdrawal from surface water
________
________
________
Interbasin transfer
________
________
________
(NOTE: Interbasin Transfer approval will be required if the basin and community where the proposed
water supply source is located is different from the basin and community where the wastewater
from the source will be discharged.)
B. If the source is a municipal or regional supply, has the municipality or region indicated that there
is adequate capacity in the system to accommodate the project? ___ Yes ___ No
C. If the project involves a new or expanded withdrawal from a groundwater or surface water
source, has a pumping test been conducted? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, attach a map of the drilling
sites and a summary of the alternatives considered and the results. ______________
D. What is the currently permitted withdrawal at the proposed water supply source (in gallons per
day)?
Will the project require an increase in that withdrawal? ___Yes ___No; if yes, then how
much of an increase (gpd)? ____________________
E. Does the project site currently contain a water supply well, a drinking water treatment facility,
water main, or other water supply facility, or will the project involve construction of a new facility?
___ Yes ___No. If yes, describe existing and proposed water supply facilities at the project site:
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Permitted
Flow
Capacity of water supply well(s) (gpd) _______
Capacity of water treatment plant (gpd) _______

Existing Avg
Daily Flow
________
________

Project Flow

Total

________
________

________
________

F. If the project involves a new interbasin transfer of water, which basins are involved, what is the
direction of the transfer, and is the interbasin transfer existing or proposed?
G. Does the project involve:
1. new water service by the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority or other agency of
the Commonwealth to a municipality or water district? ___ Yes ___ No
2. a Watershed Protection Act variance? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, how many acres of
alteration?
3. a non-bridged stream crossing 1,000 or less feet upstream of a public surface drinking
water supply for purpose of forest harvesting activities? ___ Yes ___ No
III. Consistency
Describe the project's consistency with water conservation plans or other plans to enhance water
resources, quality, facilities and services:

WASTEWATER SECTION
I. Thresholds / Permits
A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to wastewater (see 301 CMR
11.03(5))? X Yes
No; if yes, specify, in quantitative terms:
B. Does the project require any state permits related to wastewater? ___ Yes X No; if yes,
specify which permit:
C. If you answered "No" to both questions A and B, proceed to the Transportation -- Traffic
Generation Section. If you answered "Yes" to either question A or question B, fill out the remainder
of the Wastewater Section below.
II. Impacts and Permits
A. Describe the volume (in gallons per day) and type of disposal of wastewater generation for
existing and proposed activities at the project site (calculate according to 310 CMR 15.00 for septic
systems or 314 CMR 7.00 for sewer systems):
Existing
Discharge of sanitary wastewater
Discharge of industrial wastewater
TOTAL

0
0
0

Discharge to groundwater
Discharge to outstanding resource water
Discharge to surface water
Discharge to municipal or regional wastewater
facility
TOTAL

Existing
0
0
0
0
0

Change

Total

23,760 gpd
0
23,760 gpd

23,760 gpd
0
23,760 gpd

Change
0
0
0

Total
0
0
0

23,760 gpd
23,760 gpd

23,760 gpd
23,760 gpd

B. Is the existing collection system at or near its capacity? ___ Yes X No; if yes, then describe
the measures to be undertaken to accommodate the project’s wastewater flows:
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C. Is the existing wastewater disposal facility at or near its permitted capacity? ___ Yes X No; if
yes, then describe the measures to be undertaken to accommodate the project’s wastewater flows:
D. Does the project site currently contain a wastewater treatment facility, sewer main, or other
wastewater disposal facility, or will the project involve construction of a new facility? __ Yes X No;
if yes, describe as follows:

Wastewater treatment plant capacity
(in gallons per day)

Permitted

Existing Avg
Daily Flow

Project Flow

Total

_______

________

________

________

E. If the project requires an interbasin transfer of wastewater, which basins are involved, what is the
direction of the transfer, and is the interbasin transfer existing or new?
(NOTE: Interbasin Transfer approval may be needed if the basin and community where wastewater
will be discharged is different from the basin and community where the source of water supply is
located.)
F. Does the project involve new sewer service by the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
(MWRA) or other Agency of the Commonwealth to a municipality or sewer district? ___ Yes X No
G. Is there an existing facility, or is a new facility proposed at the project site for the storage,
treatment, processing, combustion or disposal of sewage sludge, sludge ash, grit, screenings,
wastewater reuse (gray water) or other sewage residual materials? ___ Yes X No; if yes, what is
the capacity (tons per day):
Existing
________
________
________
________
________

Storage
Treatment
Processing
Combustion
Disposal

Change
________
________
________
________
________

Total
________
________
________
________
________

H. Describe the water conservation measures to be undertaken by the project, and other
wastewater mitigation, such as infiltration and inflow removal.
The project is anticipated to incorporate typical residential water conservation measures
intended to limit water consumption and wastewater flows. These water conservation
measures may include low-flow faucet aerators, low-flow showerheads and toilets. Actual
discharges are expected to be considerably less than reported in this ENF, which are
estimates using Title V flow rates to ensure that on-site septic systems have adequate
capacity for peak flows based on full occupancy of bedrooms. In this instance, many
bedrooms associated with proposed homes may be guest bedrooms, in addition to which
Title V flow rates have not been updated to reflect significant advances in water conservation
(and, subsequently, wastewater flows). The proposed stormwater management system will
incorporate onsite infiltration of stormwater runoff; no stormwater is expected to be
discharged to the public sewer system.

III. Consistency
A. Describe measures that the proponent will take to comply with applicable state, regional, and
local plans and policies related to wastewater management:
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One of the listed target objectives of the 2009 Island Plan is to restore the health of coastal
ponds by limiting growth in sensitive watersheds and by improving wastewater treatment
through increased use of public sewers. As identified in the Edgartown Community
Development Plan, from a public health perspective as well as from an environmental
standpoint, it is preferable to locate housing where it can be served by public water and/or
sewer services.
As described above, wastewater from the project is proposed to connect to the existing
public sewer system, thereby virtually eliminating the potential introduction of excessive
nitrogen and other nutrients into coastal ponds and wetland resources proximate to the
subject property. The Island Plan also promotes recharge of runoff to the ground, which
replenishes groundwater resources. As described above, direct onsite infiltration of
stormwater runoff is proposed as part of the stormwater management approach.
B. If the project requires a sewer extension permit, is that extension included in a comprehensive
wastewater management plan? ___ Yes X No; if yes, indicate the EEA number for the plan
and whether the project site is within a sewer service area recommended or approved in that
plan:

TRANSPORTATION SECTION (TRAFFIC GENERATION)
I. Thresholds / Permit
A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to traffic generation (see 301 CMR
11.03(6))? ___ Yes X No; if yes, specify, in quantitative terms:
B. Does the project require any state permits related to state-controlled roadways? __Yes X No;
if yes, specify which permit: C. If you answered "No" to both questions A and B, proceed to the Roadways and Other
Transportation Facilities Section. If you answered "Yes" to either question A or question B, fill out
the remainder of the Traffic Generation Section below.
II. Traffic Impacts and Permits
A. Describe existing and proposed vehicular traffic generated by activities at the project site:
Existing
Change
Total
Number of parking spaces
_______
________
_______
Number of vehicle trips per day
________
________
________
ITE Land Use Code(s):
________
________
________
B. What is the estimated average daily traffic on roadways serving the site?
Roadway
Existing
Change
1. ___________________
________
________
2. ____________________
________
________
3. ____________________
________
________

Total
________
________
________

C. If applicable, describe proposed mitigation measures on state-controlled roadways that the
project proponent will implement:
D. How will the project implement and/or promote the use of transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities
and services to provide access to and from the project site?
C. Is there a Transportation Management Association (TMA) that provides transportation demand
management (TDM) services in the area of the project site? ____ Yes ____ No; if yes, describe
if and
how will the project will participate in the TMA:
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D. Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air transportation
facilities? ____ Yes ____ No; if yes, generally describe:
E. If the project will penetrate approach airspace of a nearby airport, has the proponent filed a
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission Airspace Review Form (780 CMR 111.7) and a Notice
of Proposed
Construction or Alteration with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
(CFR Title 14 Part 77.13, forms 7460-1 and 7460-2)?

III. Consistency
Describe measures that the proponent will take to comply with municipal, regional, state, and federal
plans and policies related to traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle transportation facilities and
services:

TRANSPORTATION SECTION (ROADWAYS AND OTHER TRANSPORTATION
FACILITIES)
I. Thresholds
A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to roadways or other
transportation facilities (see 301 CMR 11.03(6))?
Yes X No; if yes, specify, in quantitative
terms:

B. Does the project require any state permits related to roadways or other transportation
facilities? ___ Yes X No; if yes, specify which permit:
C. If you answered "No" to both questions A and B, proceed to the Energy Section. If you
answered "Yes" to either question A or question B, fill out the remainder of the Roadways Section
below.
II. Transportation Facility Impacts
A. Describe existing and proposed transportation facilities in the immediate vicinity of the project
site:
B. Will the project involve any
1. Alteration of bank or terrain (in linear feet)?
2. Cutting of living public shade trees (number)?
3. Elimination of stone wall (in linear feet)?

____________

III. Consistency -- Describe the project's consistency with other federal, state, regional, and local plans
and policies related to traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle transportation facilities and services,
including consistency with the applicable regional transportation plan and the Transportation
Improvements Plan (TIP), the State Bicycle Plan, and the State Pedestrian Plan:

ENERGY SECTION
I. Thresholds / Permits
A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to energy (see 301 CMR 11.03(7))?
___ Yes X No; if yes, specify, in quantitative terms:
B. Does the project require any state permits related to energy? ___ Yes X No; if yes, specify
which permit:
C. If you answered "No" to both questions A and B, proceed to the Air Quality Section. If you
answered "Yes" to either question A or question B, fill out the remainder of the Energy Section
below.
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II. Impacts and Permits
A. Describe existing and proposed energy generation and transmission facilities at the project site:
Existing
Change
Total
Capacity of electric generating facility (megawatts)
________
________
________
Length of fuel line (in miles)
________
________
________
Length of transmission lines (in miles)
________
________
________
Capacity of transmission lines (in kilovolts)
________
________
________
B. If the project involves construction or expansion of an electric generating facility, what are:
1. the facility's current and proposed fuel source(s)?
2. the facility's current and proposed cooling source(s)?
C. If the project involves construction of an electrical transmission line, will it be located on a new,
unused, or abandoned right of way? ___Yes ___No; if yes, please describe:
D. Describe the project's other impacts on energy facilities and services:
III. Consistency
Describe the project's consistency with state, municipal, regional, and federal plans and policies for
enhancing energy facilities and services:

AIR QUALITY SECTION
I. Thresholds
A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to air quality (see 301 CMR
11.03(8))? ___ Yes X No; if yes, specify, in quantitative terms:
B. Does the project require any state permits related to air quality? ___ Yes X No; if yes,
specify which permit:
C. If you answered "No" to both questions A and B, proceed to the Solid and Hazardous Waste
Section. If you answered "Yes" to either question A or question B, fill out the remainder of the Air
Quality Section below.
II. Impacts and Permits
A. Does the project involve construction or modification of a major stationary source (see 310 CMR
7.00, Appendix A)? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, describe existing and proposed emissions (in tons
per day) of:

Particulate matter
Carbon monoxide
Sulfur dioxide
Volatile organic compounds
Oxides of nitrogen
Lead
Any hazardous air pollutant
Carbon dioxide

Existing

Change

Total

________
________
________
________
________
________
________
________

________
________
________
________
________
________
________
________

________
________
________
________
________
________
________
________

B. Describe the project's other impacts on air resources and air quality, including noise impacts:
III. Consistency
A. Describe the project's consistency with the State Implementation Plan:
B. Describe measures that the proponent will take to comply with other federal, state, regional, and
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local plans and policies related to air resources and air quality:

SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE SECTION
I. Thresholds / Permits
A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to solid or hazardous waste (see
301 CMR 11.03(9))? ___ Yes X No; if yes, specify, in quantitative terms:
B. Does the project require any state permits related to solid and hazardous waste? __Yes X No;
if yes, specify which permit:
C. If you answered "No" to both questions A and B, proceed to the Historical and Archaeological
Resources Section. If you answered "Yes" to either question A or question B, fill out the
remainder of the Solid and Hazardous Waste Section below.
II. Impacts and Permits
A. Is there any current or proposed facility at the project site for the storage, treatment, processing,
combustion or disposal of solid waste? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, what is the volume (in tons per day)
of the capacity:
Existing
Change
Total
Storage
________
________
________
Treatment, processing ________
________
________
Combustion
________
________
________
Disposal
________
________
________
B. Is there any current or proposed facility at the project site for the storage, recycling, treatment or
disposal of hazardous waste? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, what is the volume (in tons or gallons per day)
of the capacity:

Storage
Recycling
Treatment
Disposal

Existing
Change
Total
________
________
________
________
________
________
________
________
________
________
________
________

C. If the project will generate solid waste (for example, during demolition or construction), describe
alternatives considered for re-use, recycling, and disposal:
D. If the project involves demolition, do any buildings to be demolished contain asbestos?
___ Yes ___ No
E. Describe the project's other solid and hazardous waste impacts (including indirect impacts):
III. Consistency
Describe measures that the proponent will take to comply with the State Solid Waste Master Plan:

HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES SECTION
I. Thresholds / Impacts
A. Have you consulted with the Massachusetts Historical Commission? X Yes ___ No; if yes,
attach correspondence. For project sites involving lands under water, have you consulted with the
Massachusetts Board of Underwater Archaeological Resources? Yes X No; if yes, attach
correspondence – Not applicable, the Project site does not involve lands under water.
B. Is any part of the project site a historic structure, or a structure within a historic district, in either
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case listed in the State Register of Historic Places or the Inventory of Historic and Archaeological
Assets of the Commonwealth? ___ Yes X No; if yes, does the project involve the demolition of all
or any exterior part of such historic structure? ___ Yes ___ No; if yes, please describe:
C. Is any part of the project site an archaeological site listed in the State Register of Historic Places
or the Inventory of Historic and Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth? ___ Yes X No; if
yes, does the project involve the destruction of all or any part of such archaeological site? ___ Yes
___ No; if yes, please describe:
D. If you answered "No" to all parts of both questions A, B and C, proceed to the Attachments and
Certifications Sections. If you answered "Yes" to any part of either question A or question B, fill out
the remainder of the Historical and Archaeological Resources Section below.
The Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc. (“PAL”) completed a cultural resources Due
Diligence of the MHC Inventory files and determined that there are no listed or inventoried
archaeological sites or historic properties within the Project Area or within a one-half mile
radius (please see PAL Cultural Resources Due Diligence Review dated January 30, 2018 in
Attachment C).
II. Impacts
Describe and assess the project's impacts, direct and indirect, on listed or inventoried historical and
archaeological resources:
The Due Diligence review determined that no listed or inventoried historic or archaeological
resources are located within the Project area (area of direct effects) or within a one-half mile
radius (area of indirect effects).
III. Consistency
Describe measures that the proponent will take to comply with federal, state, regional, and local
plans and policies related to preserving historical and archaeological resources:
The proponent has retained The Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc. to assist with any
additional cultural resource studies or documentation that may be requested by review
agencies.
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CERTIFICATIONS:
1.

The Public Notice of Environmental Review has been/will be published in the following
newspapers in accordance with 301 CMR 11.15(1):
(Name) Vineyard Gazette (Date) March 2, 2018

2. This form has been circulated to Agencies and Persons in accordance with 301 CMR 11.16(2).

Signatures:

2/26/18
Date Signature of Responsible Officer
or Proponent

2/26/18
Date

Doug Anderson
Name (print or type)

Sean D. Hale
Name (print or type)

Meeting House Way, LLC
c/o McCarron, Murphy & Vukota
Firm/Agency

Normandeau Associates, Inc.
Firm/Agency

P.O. Box 1270
Street

25 Nashua Road
Street

Edgartown, MA 02539
Municipality/State/Zip

Bedford, NH 03110
Municipality/State/Zip

(508) 627-3322
Phone

(207) 518-6763
Phone
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1 Attachment A - ENF Supplemental Narrative
1.1 Existing Conditions at Project Site
The project is located at 139 Meeting House Way on a 54.26 acre undeveloped parcel of land
zoned for residential use located approximately one mile southwest of downtown Edgartown,
situated between Meeting House Way to the south, Meshacket Road to the north, and with the
majority of its western boundary defined by Division Road (also known locally as Henry’s Path),
a gravel roadway. The property contains pitch pine (Pinus rigida) dominated areas, primarily
along the southeast extent, transitioning to deciduous mixed oak (Quercus spp.) dominated
forest within the central and north extent of the property. Interspersed with the forested
uplands, there are areas of existing disturbance consisting of gravel roads and clearings
containing debris associated with prior use of the property for storage of construction and
other materials. Surrounding land uses include residential neighborhoods, limited commercial
uses, and undeveloped woodlands and fields accessed via a network of paved and gravel
roadways. The former town landfill is located north of the property and town-owned open
space is present to the southwest, on the opposite side of Meeting House Way (please see
Figure 1 – USGS Locus Map, Figure 2 – Existing Conditions, & Figure 3 – Environmental
Constraints in Attachment B).
Topography at the site is generally level to mildly sloping and there are no Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) mapped wetlands, USGS-designated perennial
or intermittent streams, or known vernal pools on the property. Soils at the site generally
consist of well-drained, sandy to loamy sand soils. No portion of the property is located within
a FEMA mapped 100-year Flood Zone.1
Portions of the property and surrounding area are within mapped Priority Habitat of Rare
Species according to the current 14th Edition Natural Heritage Atlas released August 1, 2017
(see Figure 4 – NHESP Mapping). A Public Comment Information Request was submitted by the
Applicant for NHESP review. NHESP’s response letter dated April 24, 2017 listed one statelisted rare species, Imperial Moth (Eacles imperialis), as having been found in the vicinity of the
site. Consultation with NHESP is ongoing.
To identify potentially sensitive cultural resources that may occur in the vicinity of the project, a
cultural resources Due Diligence review of the MHC Inventory files was undertaken and
determined that there are no listed or inventoried archaeological sites or historic properties
within the Project Area or within a one-half mile radius. The results of the cultural resources
due diligence investigation are presented in Attachment C.

1

(https://fema.maps.arcgis.com/home/index.html)
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1.2 Project Description
The proposed project consists of a 36-home residential subdivision with associated
development envelopes for structures and residential landscaping; proposed paved roadways,
roadway islands, cul-de-sacs, and residential driveways; landscaped meadows, common areas
including wide medians and a neighborhood park featuring a post and beam barn structure and
water features; utilities; proposed habitat restoration areas; and areas to be permanently
protected to provide moth habitat. A primary subdivision roadway will provide access from
Meeting House Way to the south and connect to Meshacket Road to the north via an easement
through an adjacent 0.82-acre parcel (assessor’s parcel 28-240). Internal roadways and cul-desacs will provide access to the 36 driveways and residences. The proposed layout of the 36 one
to three acre lots and roadways has been focused generally toward the northwestern portion of
the site, which facilitates permanent protection of a moth habitat corridor to the south and
east of the property limits, while also balancing requirements associated with local zoning,
building, and public safety regulations, and the design intent of establishing a cohesive
neighborhood. Direct disturbance of the remaining Priority Habitat on the site beyond the
protected corridor will be minimized by limiting and demarcating clearing of vegetation for
house pads and landscaped areas. Homes are anticipated to be 3,000 to 4,000 square feet in
gross floor area, and will be designed to incorporate traditional architectural details and
characteristics of the majority of homes in town (e.g., natural shingle siding and painted
clapboards , multi-paned windows, attached porches). The proposed average lot size of 1.31
acres will contain an average building envelope of 0.42 acres; retaining 0.89 acres of
undeveloped, native vegetation per lot (see Figure 5 – Plan of Land in Edgartown, Mass., Figure
6 – Meeting House Way, Figure 7 – Representative Lot Plan, and Figure 8 – Home Concepts in
Attachment B).
The project is subject to MEPA review due to anticipated impacts of over two acres to priority
habitat involving a “take”. The project is also subject to review by the Martha’s Vineyard
Commission (MVC) as a Development of Regional Impact. MVC review has not yet been
initiated, and will commence in early spring 2018.
A public water and sewer main presently run beneath Meshacket Road located approximately
60 feet to the north on land associated with the former town landfill. The proposed project will
tie into this existing infrastructure via an easement across assessor’s parcel 28-240, involving a
looped water main to maintain adequate flow capacity for fire suppression and water quality,
and a dead-ended force main to manage wastewater flows (see Figure 9 – Proposed Water &
Sewer Layout).
While the primary subdivision roadway and utilities will be constructed as an initial step in the
overall build-out of the project, construction of houses will proceed over an uncertain period of
time, depending upon market demand for new homes. Site preparation of individual lots will
only occur in conjunction with imminent construction and no specific construction phasing is
anticipated at present.
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A summary of permits and environmental reviews anticipated for the project based upon its
current configuration is provided in Table 1 below.
Table 1 - Anticipated Permits and Environmental Reviews
Permit or Review Process

Comments

FEDERAL
National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES)
Construction General Permit (CGP)

The Project will obtain coverage under the NPDES
CGP for construction phase activities

STATE
MEPA Review – Environmental
Notification Form

Required due to alteration of >2 acres of Priority
Habitat

MESA Review – Conservation &
Management Permit

Required to permit “Take” of Priority Habitat

REGIONAL/LOCAL
Martha’s Vineyard Commission
Development of Regional Impact

Required for subdivision consisting of >five lots

Planning Board Definitive Subdivision
Review

Town level review

Residential Sewer Permit Application
Edgartown Wastewater Department

Town level review

Application for Service, Edgartown
Water Department

Town level review

1.3 Project Impacts
1.3.1 Rare Species
Direct impacts to mapped Priority Habitat associated with Imperial Moth will occur as the result
of permanent vegetation clearing to facilitate construction of homes and associated
establishment of roadways, lawns, and landscaped areas. The project proponent initiated
consultation with the Division of Fisheries and Wildlife, Natural Heritage and Endangered
Species Program (NHESP) in the summer of 2017. Initially, those discussions focused on
whether the project could be configured to avoid a “take” of rare species habitat. After several
meetings over a four month period, it was determined that the Project would not be financially
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viable with fewer than 36 lots greater than one acre in size to support the size and quality of
homes envisioned.
After several meetings with NHESP representatives, the proposed project as presented in this
ENF conservatively anticipates permanent alteration of 6.6 acres of Priority Habitat as a result
of vegetation clearing (assuming 100% of pitch pines will be removed from building envelopes,
which may not actually occur) and construction of houses, paved roadways and driveways, and
landscaped areas. An additional 1.8 acres within Priority Habitat has been categorized by
NHESP as “fragmented” in that these areas, while remaining in a vegetated condition, will be
too far removed and separated from the protected habitat corridor, and subject to disturbance
from adjacent residences and roadways, to continue to effectively provide moth habitat.
Therefore, the total area of proposed permanent disturbance of Priority Habitat is calculated to
be 8.4 acres, including both areas proposed for construction and fragmented areas.
Please see Table 2 below and Figure 10 – Characterization of Impacts to Mapped Habitat in
Attachment B for a summary of the project’s proposed impacts to Priority Habitat.
Table 2 - Proposed Impacts within Priority Habitat
Impacts within Priority Habitat (acres)
Proposed Disturbance
6.6

Permanent clearing of vegetation & construction of
houses, roadways and landscaped areas (assuming
that no pitch pines are retained within individual
building envelopes.

Habitat Fragmentation

1.8

Determined in consultation with NHESP.

Total Permanent Disturbance of
Priority Habitat

8.4

Total of permanent disturbance & habitat
fragmentation.

1.3.2 Water and Wastewater
Local regulations limit the number of bedrooms that can be constructed on properties that tie
into sewer. These regulations stipulate a maximum of three bedrooms for the first 5,000
square feet (s.f.) of lot area plus one bedroom for each additional 5,000 s.f. up to a maximum of
seven bedrooms. In that all proposed lots are greater than one acre in size, theoretically all
houses could be constructed to include up to seven bedrooms. For purposes of impact
calculations, an assumption has been made that houses to be constructed within the
subdivision may contain anywhere from four to seven bedrooms, with a conservative average
of six bedrooms per lot. Standard practice to estimate wastewater generation uses regulations
at 310 CMR 15.00, the State Environmental Code Regulating Septic systems (Title 5), which in
turn conservatively assumes 110 gallons per day (GPD) of wastewater per bedroom. These
regulations have not been updated to reflect significant water-saving devices required for new
home construction, and actual wastewater generation is likely to be substantially less than the
23,760 GPD reported in this ENF. The Edgartown Wastewater Treatment Facility was permitted
in 1995 to handle 750,000 GPD, and peak summer volumes are on the order of 500,000 GPD.
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The town and the Martha’s Vineyard Commission encourage sewer connections rather than
individual septic systems to protect surface water quality in the town’s freshwater and brackish
ponds. For purposes of calculating water use volumes, it is assumed that fully occupied homes
will consume approximately 10 percent more volume of water than wastewater flows, totaling
26,136 GPD.
Although the project exceeds a MEPA wastewater threshold [(301 CMR 11.03(b)(3)c);
construction of greater than ½ mile of sewer mains that are not located with existing
roadways], no state permits are required to increase the town’s permitted capacity to meet the
water use and wastewater generation associated with the project, nor are any state permits
required for construction of associated infrastructure.
1.3.3 Cultural Resources
The Due Diligence review determined that no listed or inventoried historic or archaeological
resources are located within the project area (area of direct effects) or within a one-half mile
radius (area of indirect effects). Please see PAL Cultural Resources Due Diligence Review dated
January 30, 2018 provided in Attachment D.
1.3.4 Transportation
The nearest roadway under state control, Edgartown-West Tisbury Road, is approximately
3,650 feet (roughly two-thirds of a mile) from the proposed intersection of the subdivision
roadway with Meshacket Road.
To support the project’s MVC review process, a Traffic Impact Assessment Study (TIAS) was
completed using data collected in August 2017, the month in which Martha’s Vineyard
experiences the highest trip volumes. The TIAS estimated that the project will result in 35 new
vehicle trips during the weekday AM peak hour and 42 new vehicle trips during the PM peak
hour. The TIAS concluded that no project-specific traffic mitigation is warranted based on
incremental impacts of the development. As such, no modifications to the intersection of
Meshacket Road and Edgartown-West Tisbury Road are proposed, and no permits to access
state highway layout are required.
1.3.5 Construction Period Impacts
Anticipated construction period impacts consist primarily of temporary air quality impacts and
increases in traffic and noise proximate to the project site associated with construction
activities typical of a residential subdivision project including initial land clearing and grading for
construction and installation of roadways, utilities, and house lots. These activities will require
the use of trucks and heavy machinery (e.g. excavators, land-clearing equipment) at the site, as
well as periodic travel to and from the site by construction personnel.
In that the site is fairly level and contains highly permeable soils, erosion associated with
stormwater runoff is not expected to be a significant issue. Some degree of soil erosion may
occur simply due to equipment tracking, which will be mitigated by hardening interior access
roads as soon as possible to reduce both tracking and fugitive dust. Stone tracking pads will be
Normandeau Associates, Inc. 2018
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established at entrance points to limit the amount of soil that may be carried onto public
roadways until interior roads are paved.
There is ample room available on the project site for staging construction equipment and for
construction worker parking. All construction activities will comply with the town’s noise
bylaw, which seeks to reduce noise impacts associated with construction.
Development envelopes will be demarcated with construction fencing to ensure that no land
alteration occurs beyond proposed envelopes aside from driveway construction.

1.4 Project Alternatives
A number of alternative lot layouts have been contemplated for the overall parcel, including a
concept used by a prior owner to market the property (which envisioned 52 lots, as described
further below) as well as numerous variations on the preferred alternative that have been
proposed in association with preliminary consultation with NHESP staff, all of which involve 36
parcels, which is a minimum requirement of investors who collectively purchased the property
in 2017. Discussion of some of these alternatives is provided below.
1.4.1 Previous Landowner Subdivision Concept
A prior 2007 development concept for the property envisioned a potential build-out of a total
of 52 house lots ranging in size from 30,604 s.f. to 38,346 s.f. in area, as allowed by local zoning
regulations. Proposed access was from multiple entrance-ways off of Division Road (a.k.a.
Henry’s Path). This concept designated an approximately 3.5-acre “landscape easement area”
at the south extent of the property and along Meeting House Road, with the remaining
approximately 51 acres of the property planned to accommodate house lots and roadways
This concept would have resulted in almost complete “build-out” of the subject property, with
a substantially greater number of proposed house lots and associated paved roadways,
driveways and landscaped/lawn area. No land area was designated for conservation or habitat
purposes in this concept, with only approximately 3.5 acres remaining undeveloped, open
space, and the proposed lot layout does little to limit habitat impacts and fragmentation due to
the expanded, evenly-spaced lot configuration. Due to the higher number of house lots
proposed than the proposed lot layout, this alternative would result in greater permanent land
alteration, temporary construction impacts and increased long-term transportation impacts,
along with greater demands on municipal utilities (e.g., water and sewer), as compared to the
subsequent development concepts described below.
1.4.2 Cluster Development Alternative
Cluster developments, as typically defined, allow greater density than is allowed under zoning
as an incentive to allow preservation of open space that might otherwise be developed. The
proponent undertook a market study to support the decision to purchase the property. That
research concluded that, based on the location of the parcel (i.e., well outside of the center of
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town), potential homebuyers would be seeking some degree of privacy and sense of seclusion.
Further, based on initial conversations with the Planning Board, it was determined that even lot
sizes conforming to zoning (i.e., one-half acre lots), let alone “clustered” would likely meet
opposition from both town representatives and adjoining neighbors. As such, the proponent is
not proposing a cluster development.
1.4.3 Early-Concept Meeting House Way Alternative
During the early stages of consultation with NHESP commencing in July 2017 and up to the
November 2017 MESA Checklist submittal, several subdivision concepts were developed and
presented to NHESP for comments and feedback and subsequently refined to incorporate
guidance received from NHESP staff. This consultation process resulted in a diagrammatic
Concept Plan presented to NHESP in October 2017 which contained the same number of
proposed house lots (36) as the preferred alternative but in a variation of the current
configuration (see Figure 1 - Concept Plan V5 in Attachment B).
This concept reduces the number of proposed house lots to 36 (vs. 52 in the prior landowner
owner concept), resulting in substantially less construction-period impact and reduced longterm impact to traffic and demand on municipal infrastructure. The proposed lots and
roadways are purposely focused toward the northwestern portion of the parcel to minimize
habitat impact and fragmentation within the developed portion of the property and to enable
the establishment of an undisturbed permanently-protected moth habitat corridor. This
concept proposed a similar house lot and roadway layout to the preferred alternative, however
the open space along the south and east extents of the property, designated to provide
permanent protection of Priority Habitat for the Imperial Moth, was proposed in 3 distinct
areas selected for their habitat quality. These areas were to be deed-restricted to provide
permanent protection of the highest quality moth habitat on the property (i.e. those areas with
the densest growth of pitch pines). While this alternative would protect the highest quality
habitat available, it provided less overall permanently protected habitat than the preferred
alternative, and the protected habitat was not contiguous, resulting in a less desirable habitat
corridor. This concept was subsequently improved in coordination with, and using guidance
from, NHESP to the preferred alternative as described herein.
1.4.4 Preferred Alternative
The preferred alternative establishes a contiguous, approximately 13 acre, permanentlyprotected “moth habitat corridor” at the east and south extents of the property to preserve the
highest quality moth habitat at the site, and also provide a connected migration and foraging
habitat corridor between other mapped habitats at the north and south limits of the parcel. As
described above, this corridor is assumed to provide the highest quality habitat for Imperial
Moth because it supports the densest growth of pitch pine as compared to the remainder of
the property.
The preferred alternative permanently protects the largest and most contiguous area of moth
habitat, as compared to prior development concepts, and also reduces impacts and habitat
fragmentation within the remainder of mapped habitat to the extent practicable. Restoration
Normandeau Associates, Inc. 2018
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and management of lower-quality habitat areas to improve their function as habitat for
Imperial Moth is also proposed as part of the preferred alternative.

1.5 Mitigation Approach
The primary mitigation measure relevant to MEPA jurisdiction is associated with avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation associated with impacts to Imperial Moth habitat. It is anticipated
that a variety of mitigation measures will also be undertaken with respect to locally-regulated
topics, and as discussed with NHESP.
1.5.1 Rare Species Mitigation Measures
Under 321 CMR 10.23, in determining the appropriate nature and scope of mitigation necessary
to achieve the long-term Net Benefit performance standard, a 1:2 habitat mitigation ratio
applies to the project, based on the category of State-listed Species. Imperial Moth is listed as a
“Threatened” species; accordingly protection of two times the amount of areal habitat of the
affected species is necessary to meet the net benefit performance standard. In quantitative
terms, the project requires 16.8 acres of mitigation for permanent disturbance (some direct loss,
some fragmentation) of 8.4 acres of Imperial Moth habitat.
The project has been designed to reduce direct disturbance of Priority Habitat and permanently
protect Imperial Moth habitat by limiting the proposed development to 36 residential lots
configured in such a way to facilitate the preservation of a 13.0 acre on-site moth habitat corridor
(approximately 24% of the overall 54.26 acre property). The project has also been designed to limit
disturbance of the remaining Priority Habitat within the parcel to the extent practicable. Proposed
mitigation measures will consist of a combination of on-site preservation of habitat, on-site
restoration and enhancement of habitat, and off-site mitigation in the form of funding for research
and off-site habitat protection.
Protected Moth Habitat Corridor
Based on consultation with NHESP and an analysis of vegetation cover-types at the site, the highest
quality moth habitat is located within the densest pitch pine growth at the east and south extents
of the property. The approach for permanent protection is anticipated to be via establishing a
permanent development restriction on portions of the properties that intersect the habitat
corridor. This development restriction will demarcate the protected habitat area within individual
lots and prohibit future development or any unauthorized disturbance of land within the habitat
corridor. The mechanisms for permanent protection of the habitat corridor will be determined
during the CMP process and in consultation with NHESP.
Habitat Enhancement and Restoration
It is anticipated that the project will incorporate on-site enhancement and restoration of less
valuable habitat areas (i.e. areas with lesser growth of pitch pine, or that are compromised by
invasive species) to provide additional on-site mitigation to the extent practicable. The details and
methodology of on-site habitat enhancement will be developed and refined in the CMP review
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process and in coordination with NHESP, but is expected to consist of planting of pitch pine (critical
to the life cycle of Imperial Moth), management of invasive species, and long-term adaptive
management and monitoring of restoration areas to ensure that habitat conditions are improved
over time. Examples of management would depend on current on-the-ground conditions, but
might include limited overstory tree removal (e.g., removing overstory oaks to release understory
pitch pine), limited planting, periodic mowing to encourage the regrowth of pitch pine seedlings (a
valuable food source for Imperial Moth) and planting and establishment of additional plant species.
Off-site Mitigation
To achieve 36 lots 1 acre or more in size (a criterion necessary for the economic viability of the
project), off-site mitigation is required to supplement the on-site 13.0 acre moth habitat corridor.
The amount credit that can be achieved by on-site habitat restoration has yet to be finalized.
Assuming a worst case scenario whereby no offsets can be gained by on-site habitat restoration,
approximately 3 to 4 acres of off-site mitigation would be required to meet the overall mitigation
requirement. It is anticipated this additional amount of off-site mitigation can be accomplish via
provision of funding for research or toward off-site habitat protection or off-site enhancement of
habitat for Imperial Moth. The project’s off-site mitigation approach will be developed and
finalized during the CMP review process and in consultation with NHESP staff.
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Report
Meetinghouse Way Subdivision
Edgartown, Massachusetts
Cultural Resources Due Diligence Review
January 30, 2018
Submitted to:

Meetinghouse Way, LLC
PO Box 520370.
Salt Lake City, UT 84152
In response to a request from Meetinghouse Way, LLC, PAL is pleased to submit the following Cultural
Resources Due Diligence report for cultural resources review as part of the a proposed residential housing
subdivision project in Edgartown on Martha’s Vineyard, Massachusetts. The proposed project includes new
residential construction including roads and infrastructure within an approximately 55-acre undeveloped
parcel off Meetinghouse Road (Figures 1 and 2). The project will require preparation of a MEPA
Environmental Notification Form (ENF) and will be reviewed by the Martha’s Vineyard Commission
(MVC) as a Development of Regional Impact (DRI).
This report presents the findings of a cultural resources due diligence review conducted to identify historic
architectural properties and archaeological sites within and in the vicinity of the project area. Properties
were identified through a search of the Massachusetts Historical Commission’s (MHC) Inventory of the
Historic and Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth (MHC Inventory). The project area established
for the purposes of the identification effort was defined as the proposed development parcel identified on
Figure 2. The cultural resource review included the collection of information about known historic and
archaeological resources located in proximity to the project area in order to generate predictive statements
about potential unknown cultural resources within the project area. The report also includes
recommendations regarding the possible need for and scope of additional cultural resource studies in the
project area.
Project Setting
The proposed Project is located in the central portion of Edgartown, 1.3 miles west of Katama Bay, and is
bound by Meeting House Way, Henry’s Path, and Swimming Place Road to the west, north, and east,
respectively. An unnamed access road is co-located with the southern Project area boundary. The Project
area is 0.6 miles northeast of Mashacket Cove and 0.3 miles northeast of Turkeyland Cove. Both coves
drain to Edgartown Great Pond, which is 1.3 miles south of the Project area. Wetlands, associated with the
coves, are within 500 meters (m) and 300 m south and southwest. Beetle Swamp is 0.3 miles north and
Jernegan Pond and Sweetened Water Pond are both within 0.5 miles of the Project area. Topography is
undulating and elevations range from 14 to 41 feet (ft) above mean sea level (AMSL), the highest elevation
being in the northeastern portion and the lowest being in the southern portion of the Project area.

Soils within the Project area are excessively drained Carver loamy coarse sands (USDA 2018). Slopes range
from 0 to 8 percent (USDA 2018). The Project area is predominately undeveloped and wooded. Two access
roads, likely used for agricultural and/or quarrying activities, are within the western and northwest portions,
and a derelict building is within the northern portion of the Project area.
Archaeological Sensitivity
The archaeological sensitivity of a project area is defined by favorable environmental conditions and the
presence of known archaeological sites in similar environmental settings. Well-drained soils near
freshwater resources were preferred locations for Native American groups. The key to archaeological
sensitivity is the combination of known sites, environmental factors, and the degree to which previous
ground disturbances and land modifications (cutting, filling, grading, erosion, previous construction, etc.)
have affected subsurface integrity (Table 1).
Results
The Meetinghouse Way Subdivision Project area is considered to be moderately sensitive for containing
pre-contact archaeological resources. The moderate sensitivity is primarily defined by its proximity to
wetlands, relatively level to gently sloping terraces, and the presence of sandy, well-drained soils associated
with the Carver soil complex (USDA 2018). The project area could contain low-density scatters of lithic
cultural materials and/or shell midden deposits similar to those noted elsewhere in Edgartown and the
vicinity. Archaeological evidence of a more intensive exploitation of the area by pre-contact period Native
American groups could include, but not be limited to, subsistence-related features (hearths, food
storage/disposal pits, living areas including post molds), lithic workshops, and diagnostic chipped and
ground stone tool assemblages.
The post-contact (historic) period sensitivity of the project area is generally considered to be low. The Due
Diligence review did not identify any previously documented land use in the parcel, and it appears likely
that the parcel remained undeveloped throughout the historic period.
PAL conducted a review of archaeological site files maintained by the MHC to identify previously recorded
properties within the study area. The file review included both archaeological resources and historic
architectural properties that are listed or evaluated as eligible for listing in the State or National Registers
and surveyed properties that have not been evaluated for registration. Cultural resource management (CRM)
reports, town histories, and historic maps salient to the study area were also consulted.
The review of the MHC Inventory files indicates that there are no recorded archaeological sites or historic
properties within the Project area or study area (Figure 3). PAL conducted three archaeological surveys
within the study area, consisting of a town-wide archaeological reconnaissance survey, an intensive
(locational) archaeological survey, and an archaeological site examination of the Andrews/Vincent Site
(Herbster and Cherau 1998 & 2000, Cherau et al. 1999). The Andrews/Vincent site was identified during
PAL’s intensive survey of the proximate parcel. The site dates to the mid-seventeenth to mid-eighteenth
centuries and is defined by domestic and structural artifact debris and a cellar-hole (Herbster and Cherau
1998, Cherau et al. 1999). In addition to the Andrews/Vincent site, PAL’s intensive survey resulted in the
identification of the Mashacket Cove Site, a Late Woodland Period (1000 to 450 B.P.) habitation site
(Herbster and Cherau 1998).
Ethnographic and tribal histories indicate that Edgartown Great Pond was the seat of the Wampanoag
sachem Nunnepog just prior to and after the initial European settlement of the island in the early seventeenth
century. This section of Edgartown remained largely undeveloped during the historic period and was
primarily used for woodlot and agricultural activities such as animal grazing. Many of the public and private

roadways that lead from the town center to the shoreline were established as foot and/or cartpaths during
the mid-seventeenth through early twentieth centuries and today many of these roads are known by the
same names (Herbster and Cherau 2000).
Numerous pre-contact sites have been recorded throughout Edgartown, including the interior shores of
Edgartown Great Pond and within the central portion of the town, within 0.7 miles of the Project area (MHC
site files). These sites range from lithic scatters to habitation sites, some with ceremonial implications
(MHC site files). The artifact assemblage recovered throughout Edgartown indicates occupation spanning
the Middle Archaic (7500 to 5000 B.P.) through Late Woodland (1000 to 450 B.P) Periods (Bouck et al.
1983, MHC site files).
The Project is within an area of favorable environmental conditions and there is no evidence of excessive
ground disturbance. No previously recorded archaeological sites and historic properties are within the study
area, however, multiple sites have been identified throughout Edgartown and within environments
comparable to the current Project. Therefore, the Meetinghouse Way Subdivision Project area has the
potential to contain unrecorded archaeological sites.
Recommendations
Based on information provided by the proponent, future development within the project area will require
preparation of a MEPA Environmental Notification Form (ENF) and will be reviewed by the Martha’s
Vineyard Commission (MVC) as a Development of Regional Impact (DRI). State agency review would
also require consultation with the MHC. If archaeological investigations are requested as part of any MHC
development review, the proposed development area would likely be scoped for an intensive (locational)
archaeological survey which would need to be conducted by a qualified cultural resource management
consultant under a State Archaeologist’s permit.
The project will also likely require review and/or permitting by the Town of Edgartown. Based on PAL’s
previous residential development project experience in Edgartown, local authorities often request that
proponents consult with the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head/Aquinnah (WTGH/A) if any archaeological
studies are required. PAL has developed a strong professional relationship with the WTGH/A over more
than 25 years working on Martha’s Vineyard and can facilitate any consultation that is requested.
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ENF Supplemental Narrative

Attachment D – NHESP Determination Letter

Normandeau Associates, Inc. 2018

Meeting House Way, Edgartown MA

December 12, 2017
Douglas Anderson
Meeting House Way, LLC
PO Box 520370
Salt Lake City, UT 84152
RE:

Applicant:
Project Location:
Project Description:
NHESP File No.:

Douglas Anderson, Meeting House Way, LLC
139 Meeting House Way, EDGARTOWN
Construction of Residential Subdivision
14-32956

Dear Applicant:
The Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program of the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries &
Wildlife (the “Division”) received the MESA Review Checklist, site plans entitled “Conceptual Plan”
(dated November 10, 2017; prepared by Normandeau Associates, Inc.) and additional materials in
compliance with the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MGL. c. 131A) and its implementing
regulations (321 CMR 10.00) (MESA).
The MESA prohibits the Take of state-listed species, which includes actions that “in reference to animals,
means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, hound, kill, trap, capture, collect, process, disrupt the
nesting, breeding, feeding or migratory activity or attempt to engage in any such conduct, or to assist
such conduct… Disruption of nesting, breeding, feeding or migratory activity may result from, but is not
limited to, the modification, degradation or destruction of habitat of state-listed wildlife species” (321
CMR 10.02).
Portions of the proposed project will occur within the mapped Priority Habitat of the Imperial Moth (Eacles
imperialis), state-listed as “Threatened” according to the Massachusetts Natural Heritage Atlas (14th
Edition). This species and its habitats are protected pursuant to the MESA. A Fact Sheet for this species can
be found on our website, www.mass.gov/nhesp.
The project, as currently proposed, includes the construction of a thirty-six (36) lot residential
subdivision on a ±54.26 acre property. Based on a review of the information that was provided and the
information that is currently contained in our database, the Division has determined that the project, as
proposed, will result in a Take (321 CMR 10.18 (2)(b)) of the Imperial Moth due to the permanent loss
of suitable habitat and interference with the feeding, breeding, overwintering and migratory activities of
this species.
Projects resulting in a Take of state-listed species may only be permitted if the project and proposed
mitigation meet the standards for issuance of a Conservation and Management Permit (CMP; 321 CMR
10.23). In order for a project to qualify for a CMP, the project proponent must (1) avoid and minimize
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impacts to state-listed species to the greatest extent practical, (2) demonstrate that an insignificant
portion of the local population will be impacted or that no viable alternative exists, and (3) develop and
implement a conservation and management plan that provides a long-term net benefit to the
conservation of the local population of the impacted species.
This Determination is a final decision of the Division of Fisheries and Wildlife pursuant to 321 CMR
10.18. Any person aggrieved by this decision shall have the right to an adjudicatory hearing at the
Division pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30A, s.11 in accordance with the procedures for informal hearings set
forth in 801 CMR 1.02 and 1.03. Any notice of claim for an adjudicatory hearing shall be made in writing,
accompanied by a filing fee in the amount of $500.00 and the information specified in 321 CMR 10.25
(3). The notice of claim shall be sent to the Division’s Director, Jack Buckley, by certified mail, hand
delivered or postmarked within twenty-one (21) days of the date of the Division’s Determination.
Please note that projects resulting in a Take of two (2) or more acres within Priority Habitat must file an
Environmental Notification Form with the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”) Office and
complete all MEPA actions in order to proceed through the MESA permitting process, per 301 CMR
11.03 (2)(b).
Please note that no soil or vegetation disturbance, work, clearing, grading or other activities related to
the subject filing shall be conducted anywhere on the project site until the MESA permitting process is
complete. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Jesse Leddick, Endangered
Species Review Biologist, at jesse.leddick@state.ma.us or (508) 389-6386.

Sincerely,

Thomas W. French, Ph.D.
Assistant Director

cc:

Tory Fletcher, Normandeau Associates, Inc.
Sean Hale, Normandeau Associates, Inc.
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Attachment E – Circulation List

Normandeau Associates, Inc. 2018

Meeting House Way, Edgartown MA

February 28, 2018
ENF Distribution List
Re:

Meeting House Way Residential Subdivision, Edgartown, MA
Environmental Notification Form

Dear Reviewer,
Attached please find an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) to initiate review under the Massachusetts
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) for a proposed 36-lot residential subdivision located in Edgartown between
Meshacket Road and Meeting House Way. The property is zoned for minimum lot sizes of ½ acre, however the
proponent is proposing lots ranging from slightly over 1 acre to over three acres, which will be connected to
public water and sewer.
The project will also be subject to review by the Martha’s Vineyard Commission (MVC) as a Development of
Regional Impact. MVC review will be initiated in the early spring of 2018. Please note that MEPA jurisdiction
only extends to impacts that exceed certain thresholds and require a state agency action. At this time, it is
anticipated that the only topic subject to MEPA review is impact to mapped rare species habitat, specifically
habitat associated with the Imperial Moth, which will require a permit from the Massachusetts Division of
Fisheries and Wildlife, Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program. MVC review will cover other
subjects of potential concern to local officials and island residents in greater detail.
The ENF will be noticed in The Environmental Monitor, an on-line publication of the Executive Office of Energy
and Environmental Affairs on March 7, 2018, initiating a 20-day public comment period. A legal notice of
availability of the ENF will also be published in the Vineyard Gazette. Written comments on the ENF should
reference the project’s name, and should be forwarded to the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental
Affairs at the following address by March 27, 2018:
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton.
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
Attn: MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 (9th floor)
Boston, MA 02114
Should you submit written comments on the ENF, please include a return address so as to facilitate future
correspondence.
Sincerely,

Sean D. Hale, PWS, CWS
Senior Scientist

Corporate Office: Normandeau Associates, Inc. 25 Nashua Road Bedford, NH 03110 (603) 472-5191
www.normandeau.com
z

z

z

Meeting House Way ENF – Circulation List

ENF Circulation List
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton
Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs (EEA)
Attention: MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114 (2 copies)
Massachusetts DEP - Boston Office
Attn: MEPA Coordinator
1 Winter Street
Boston, MA 02108
Mass DEP - Southeast Regional Office
Attn: MEPA Coordinator
20 Riverside Drive
Lakeville, MA 02347
Massachusetts DOT
Public/Private Development Unit
10 Park Plaza
Boston, MA 02116
Massachusetts DOT - District 5
Attn: MEPA Coordinator
1000 County Street
Taunton, MA 02780
Massachusetts Historical Commission
Massachusetts Archives Building
220 Morrissey Boulevard
Boston, MA 02125
Martha’s Vineyard Commission
Gail Barmakian, Commissioner
P.O. Box 1447
Oak Bluffs, MA 02557

Edgartown Board of Selectmen
Margaret Serpa, Chairman
PO Box 5158
Edgartown, MA 02539
Edgartown Planning Board
Robert Cavallo, Chairman
PO Box 5130
Edgartown, MA 02539
Edgartown Conservation Commission
Edward Vincent, Jr., Chairman
PO Box 5130
Edgartown, MA 02539
Edgartown Health Department
Harold Zadeh, Chairman
PO Box 5158
Edgartown, MA 02539
The Edgartown Library
Lisa Horton Sherman, Director
26 West Tisbury Road
Edgartown, MA 02539
Coastal Zone Management
Stephen McKenna, Coordinator
Cape Cod and Islands Region
PO Box 220
Barnstable, MA 02630
NHESP/Massachusetts Division of
Fisheries & Wildlife
1 Rabbit Hill Road
Westborough, MA 01581

