Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
B MEPA Office

E N Environmental
Notification Form

Project Name:
Dead Neck Sampsons Island

Barrier Beach Management Plan

Proponents:

THREE BAYS 2\ Mass Audubor

PRESERVATION, INC. Protecting the Nature of Massachusetts
P.O. Box 215 208 South Great Road
Osterville, MA 02655 Lincoln, MA 01773

Prepared By:

Sullivan Engineering, Inc.
P.O. Box 659
Osterville, MA 02655
508-428-3344 508-428-9617(fax)



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:

Project Name: Dead Neck Sampson’s Island Barrier Beach Management Plan

Street Address: N/A Dead Neck / Sampson'’s Island

Municipality: Barnstable

Watershed: Three Bays

Universal Transverse Mercator Coordinates

301871E 4607177N

Latitude: 41 36’ 27"N
Longitude: 70 25’ 02"W

Estimated commencement date: Nov. 2012

Estimated completion date: Jan 2014

Project Type: Maintenance Dredging and
Beach Nourishment

Status of project design: 5 w%complete

Proponents: Three Bays Preservation, Inc. & Mass Audubon

Street Address: P O Box 215 & 208 South Great Road

Municipality: Osterville & Lincoln

| State: MA

| Zip Code: 02655 & 01773

Name of Contact Person: Peter Sullivan, P. E. or John C. O'Dea, P. E.

Firm/Agency: Sullivan Engineering, Inc.

Street Address: P O Box 659

Municipality: Osterville

State: MA

Zip Code: 02655

Phone: 508-428-3344 Fax: 508-428-9617

E-mail;
peter@sullivanengin.com or
john@sullivanengin.com

Effective January 2011




Does this project meet or exceed a mandatory EIR threshold (see 301 CMR 11.03)?

[ Jyes XINo

Although the Barrier Beach Management Plan, which includes maintenance dredging and
nourishment, in its entirety exceeds the 10 acre threshold of 301 CMR 11.03 (3) (a.) 1.a.

we believe portions, if not all, of the project could be considered as Routine Maintenance
depending on how that term is defined. Nourishment work has been performed for at least

75 years, and at least annually or semi-annually for the last 10. We believe this clearly meets
the definition and intent of Routine. Maintenance dredging has also been performed
periodically for at least 75 years, on average once every 20 years, with portions most recently
dredged in 2010. The regularity of portions of the maintenance dredging could, in the applicant’s
opinion, blur the line of the definition and intent of Routine. The area most likely in

guestion would be the portion of the maintenance dredging which has reverted to barrier beach
because of the infrequency of the work. That area is less than 10 acres.

In the alternative, we could also request a Waiver of a Mandatory EIR.

The dredging and renourishment will be carried out according to plans and conditions

similar to previous work, and these standards and conditions serve to avoid, minimize

and mitigate environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable. The work will preserve
important barrier beach and channel functions including habitat for rare coastal waterbirds,
storm damage prevention and tidal flushing.

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)) [ Iyes XINo
a Special Review Procedure? (see 301cMr11.09) [ ]Yes XINo
a Waiver of mandatory EIR? (see 301 CMR 11.11) XYes [ INo
a Phase | Waiver? (see 301 CMR 11.11) [ Jyes XINo

Which MEPA review threshold(s) does the project meet or exceed (see 301 CMR 11.03)?

The ENF has been drafted because we believe it is the best forum to vet concerns at this early
design stage and foster discussion among the various regulatory agencies that will be involved
in the review of this project.

If not Routine Maintenance (see above) the project could exceed the following:

(2) Rare Species

(3) (b) 1 a. Alteration of a Barrier Beach
(3) (b) 1 f. Alteration of %2 acre or more

(3) (b) 3. Dredging of 10,000 or more cy
(3) (b) 4. Disposal of 10,000 or more cy

Which State Agency Permits will the project require?

Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA) Certification
Town of Barnstable Conservation Commission Order of Conditions
Comm. of Mass Chapter 91 Permit

Comm. of Mass Water Quality Certification

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: N/A




Summary of Project Size
& Environmental Impacts

Existing

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

572,000 - Maintenance
Dredging
570,000 - Nourishment

Acres of new non-water dependent
use of tidelands or waterways

STRUCTURES

Gross square footage

Number of housing units
Maximum height (feet)
Vehicle trips per day
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)

Has this project been filed with MEPA before?
[lYes(EEA#_ ) [XINo

Has any project on this site been filed with MEPA before?
X Yes (EEA #_4579 Nourishment & Dredging West Bay Entrance ) [INo
5428 Nourishment Only




GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION — all proponents must fill out this section

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Dead Neck/Sampson’s Island (DNSI) is an island located along the south shore of Cape Cod. It
borders Nantucket Sound in the town of Barnstable (the villages of Osterville and Cotuit). Mass
Audubon owns the western quarter of the island, called Sampson’s Island (approximately 37 acres),
and Three Bays Preservation, Inc. owns the eastern % of the island, called Dead Neck (80 acres).

Mass Audubon and Three Bays Preservation, Inc. have each long done their parts to manage,
monitor, protect, and maintain the Island and the wetland and wildlife interests it represents.

The two groups recently collaborated to update the Recommendations and Needs of the Island as
outlined in the Dead Neck/Sampson’s Island Wildlife Sanctuary Rapid Ecological Assessment. The
Assessment is available for viewing through www.3Bays.org.

This Barrier Beach Management Project, which proposes to maintain the integrity of the barrier
beach through maintenance dredging and beach nourishment and enhancement of wildlife habitat, is
being proposed as the next phase as recommended in the Assessment.

Project Background:

The two parcels comprising Dead Neck/Sampson’s Island (DNSI) have been joined and separated
at various times throughout their history, which explains the existence of two names for what is now
one island.

The general shoreline movement in this area and within the DNSI system itself is from east to west.
The area is also generally unprotected from hurricanes and northeasters.

In 1896 Mass Audubon was formed.

In 1901 a channel was dug to make it easier for boats to pass into West Bay. Dead Neck was
formerly attached to the mainland of Cape Cod at its eastern end. The channel is bounded by two
stone jetties both of which were installed by the State and both sit on State property. These jetties and
other structures to the east create a barrier which inhibits the historical westward flow of sand to Dead
Neck.

Within the DNSI system material has continued to migrate westerly from Dead Neck to Sampson’s.
With the sand source cut off by the jetties, Dead Neck continues to erode and requires an alternate
sand source. That sand source has come in the form of re-nourishment many times over the past 70
years.

In 1954 Sampson’s Island was donated to Mass Audubon.

In 1967 the Massachusetts Department of Public Works performed the last State dredging in the
area.

In 1985, concerned citizens contributed to the dredging of 120,000 cubic yards of sand from the
West Bay inlet entrance channel which was placed along the section of beach starting at the West Bay
inlet and extending 2,400 feet westward to counteract the erosion as further described under Existing
Conditions below. The design template of the nourishment had a berm elevation of +12.0 ft and a width
of 100 ft. This nourishment provided significant habitat improvement for this portion of the beach;
however, extensive beach grass plantings as were required at this time soon grew in and limited the
areas of prime shorebird habitat. The start of regular seasonal bird monitoring began at this time.

In 1996 Three Bays Preservation was formed.



In the first quarter of 2000 the first Three Bays Preservation sponsored project was completed with
225,000 cubic yards of nourishment. Beach grass plantings and snow fencing were also required as
part of this restoration. The distance between clumps of beach grass planting was increased at the
applicant’s request from the standard one foot on center to 18 inches and as far apart as two feet to in
certain areas to reduce the in-fill and prolong the useful life of the open sand habitat. This restoration
proved to be quite successful as nesting shore bird populations soared for several years as Dead Neck
became the most successful beach in the area. Since this project the movement of the Dead Neck
shoreline has been monitored regularly through the use of GPS shoreline surveys and cross-shore
profile measurements.

Three Bays Preservation, Inc. has continuously contracted Applied Coastal Research and
Engineering to study the Island’s movement. The most recent Study, DN Beach Monitoring and Data
Analysis, is available for viewing through www.3Bays.org. The studies have shown that these barriers
result in an annual loss of material (erosion) at the east end of the system of approximately 12,000
cubic yards per year and a corresponding gain at the west end of the DNSI system due to the
predominant east-to-west sediment transport along this shoreline stretch.

Since 2000 a number of smaller projects have added needed beach nourishment material to both
Dead Neck and Sampson’s Island. The design templates and performance standards have continued
to evolve through the works of the applicants and regulatory authorities to better serve the interests the
Island represents. No further beach grass planting or snow fencing have been required for these
efforts, rather the goal has been to place material on the eastern portion of the island and allow the
littoral transport to shape the profile. In most cases grasses were removed and buried and new
material added and shaped to best reach the desired profile that seemed to be the most stable.

In 2001, approximately 7,500 cubic yards of sand was placed on Sampson'’s Island as a habitat
improvement project. An approximately % acre area was stripped of vegetation and nourished with
beach compatible material. The area can be seen on Page 6 of the DN Beach Monitoring and Data
Analysis. The project resulted in nesting habitat for Least Terns (Sternula antillarum) and Common
Terns (Sterna hirundo). Significant Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) habitat was limited because
the area had limited access to feeding sites. The project did show that burying or topping the existing
grasses was a viable habitat improvement strategy; though it's useful life was decreased each year as
grasses moved back in to the new material.

In the most recent large scale nourishment effort in 2010, 13,000 cubic yards of well suited material
was added to the south side in a gradually shaped configuration that was designed to serve as
improved Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) habitat, with areas near the center of the island that we
re-shaped as potential nesting areas for Least Terns (Sternula antillarum), Common Terns (Sterna
hirundo), and Roseate Terns (Sterna dougallii). Also, as part of that effort two “cut outs” in the beach
grass and dune front, with sloping ramps 300 and 500 feet west of the project placement area were
created to further improve plover nesting areas. Unfortunately, a series of storms which coincided with
very high tides moved all the new material off shore as well as down the beach. With some of this
material remaining at the toe of the dune, the cut outs and nourishment area had some nesting Plovers
using the front beach for feeding.

It is anticipated that at the present erosion rates and without re-nourishment it will take 5 to 8 years
for the island to breach. However it should be noted that the island could be breached at any time with
a significant storm occurring under the right conditions. A 1999 photo attached as Figure 1 to the
Rapid Ecological Assessment referenced above shows the most recent occurrence of the eastern
portion of the Island eroding to the point of beaching.



Describe the existing conditions and land uses on the project site:
DNSI is a barrier beach island.

The primary wildlife conservation value of DNSI is that it provides protection of wildlife habitat and
nesting habitat for coastal waterbirds of high conservation priority as well as barrier beach island
habitat. These include state-listed coastal waterbirds: Piping Plovers (Charadrius melodus), Least
Terns (Sternula antillarum), and Common Terns (Sterna hirundo) and American Oystercatchers
(Haematopus palliates), the latter listed as a Species of High Concern in shorebird conservation plans
for the Eastern and Gulf Coasts. DNSI also serves as a pre-migration fall staging area for Common
Terns and sometimes Roseate Terns (Sterna dougallii, federally-listed) as well as many shorebird
species. Its entire area is BioMAP Core Habitat, according to the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and
Endangered Species Program (MNHESP). The island and surrounding waters are classified as priority
habitat for rare and endangered species by MNHESP. It has had the most dense population of Piping
Plovers of any property monitored by Mass Audubon’s Coastal Waterbird Program in recent years
(e.g., 2006, 26 pairs), and supports a more diverse array of nesting waterbird species than any other
site Mass Audubon owns or monitors. The Mass Audubon 2010 Nesting Shorebird Report is available
for viewing through www.3Bays.orqg.

Other values of DNSI are that it is a barrier beach that provides storm surge protection for the bays
and estuaries to the north. This was particularly evident in hurricane Bob, for example, where those
resources were spared the brunt of the storm surge during that event. The eastern end of the island in
particular, however, was heavily damaged as a result of that storm.

DNSI receives extensive recreational use. The island layout provides access to the Seapuit River
which has warm and also relatively calm waters on the north side of the island. This is particularly
popular with families that have young children. The south side of the island offers almost two miles of a
more exposed beach on Nantucket Sound which is very popular with walkers and bird watchers. DNSI
is only accessible by boat. Visitation is currently limited to those with permission to land (i.e. members
of Mass Audubon or Three Bays or those having paid an admission fee) or in areas where public
funding has been used to build the barrier beach the public is allowed to use the beach free of charge.

The fact that DNSI shoulders the entrance channels to West Bay, Cotuit Bay and North Bay has
helped create a relatively shallow coastal estuary.

This shallow coastal estuary has in the past been ideal eelgrass habitat. Unfortunately, in recent
years anthropomorphic inputs of nitrogen into this valuable estuarine ecosystem have greatly reduced
the areas of eelgrass habitat in the three bays.

The coastal estuary is ideal habitat for all species of shellfish, including commercially grown
quahogs and oysters, and native mussels and soft shell clams, as well as a variety of other benthic
animals, and many species of finfish

The configuration of DNSI affects water quality in the south Cotuit Bay Area by influencing flushing. In
recent years, the lengthening of the tip of DNSI has reduced the channel width on the western end of the
island to less than 200 feet. The restoration of the channel to its historic limits will improve water quality
in the south Cotuit Bay area.

These values will continue to be degraded with the Island’s erosion and no offsetting actions.



Describe the proposed project and its programmatic and physical elements:

The Dead Neck Sampson’s Island Barrier Beach Management Plan proposes to maintenance
dredge at the western end of the barrier beach system where material has significantly accreted into
the limits of the Cotuit Entrance Channels, and utilize that material for beach nourishment at the
eastern end of the system.

By back-passing the sand, the proposal will close the loop of the barrier beach system that will
otherwise continue to be starved at the eastern end.

The project will be designed and carried out using the best known performance standards to include:
nourishment compatibility, time of year restrictions, siltation and erosion control, proper discharge
basins and dewatering areas, and proper slope profiles.

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:

Finding a viable source for the needed nourishment material has always been a challenge.
Alternatives previously considered among stakeholders for source sand are; continued channel/fairway
dredging, off-shore sand mining, an upland supply and delivery to DNSI and developing a closed loop
program within the system.

Continued maintenance of the existing channel/fairway locations by dredging has a limited source of
material and can not meet the required sand demand. Recent efforts to permit sand mining by the
state (e.g. Winthrop Beach) and private entities (e.g. Sconset Beach on Nantucket) have not been
successful. On shore mining of sand and delivery to the island is cost prohibitive.

The Barrier Beach Management Plan as proposed is the most viable alternative.

Summarize the mitigation measures proposed to offset the impacts of the preferred alternative:

We believe that overall the project will clearly enhance, protect, and preserve all the wetland and
wildlife resources and the interests they represent as outlined in the existing conditions section of this
ENF.

In addition the Proponents continued and future efforts, which include: long and short term measures
to maintain the integrity of the barrier beach, development of management plan for maintaining the
integrity of the habitat, development and implementation of a vegetation management plan to enhance
habitat for shorebirds, expanded predator and human management, increased public education and
engagement, and continued monitoring could all serve as mitigation for any potential impacts.

If the project is proposed to be constructed in phases, please describe each phase:
The project as proposed does not require “phased” construction.

However, the project will be segmented as required to accommodate “time of year restrictions” to
protect shorebirds, equipment availability, and / or funding restraints.




AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN:
Is the project within or adjacent to an Area of Critical Environmental Concern?

[IYes (Specify )
>XJINo
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 _X_ 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)
XYes (Specify: Piping Plovers (Charadrius melodus), Least Terns (Sternula antillarum),
— Common Terns (Sterna hirundo), and Roseate Terns (Sterna dougallii),)
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?

[lYes (Specify )  XINo

If yes, does the project involve any demolition or destruction of any listed or inventoried historic
or archaeological resources? []Yes (Specify ) [No

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.

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:

Portions of Three Bays are impaired by Pathogens and /or Nitrogen.

Is the project within a medium or high stress basin, as established by the Massachusetts
Water Resources Commission? _ Yes _X No

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: N/A



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):

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: N/A

Will your project disturb asbestos containing materials? Yes _ No _X ;

If yes, please consult state ashestos requirements at http://mass.gov/MassDEP/air/asbhom01.htm

Describe anti-idling and other measures to limit emissions from construction equipment:

It is anticipated that the project will be carried out using minimal construction equipment, likely in
the range of 4 — 12 heavy machines including possibly a hydraulic dredge, cranes and / or
excavators, front end loaders and / or skid steers. Only those pieces of equipment being actively
used will be running. In general, Best Management practices will be used to minimize any
emissions.

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.



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 0 0
Internal roadways 0 0 0
Parking and other paved areas 0 0 0
Other altered areas
Undeveloped areas 110 110 110
Total: Project Site Acreage 110 0 110

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? X Yes __ No;

The Conservation Restriction is available for review through www.3bays.org

If yes, does the project involve the release or modification of such restriction?
____Yes _X No; Ifyes, 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:

-10 -



[ll. Consistency

A. Identify the current municipal comprehensive land use plan

Title:_Barnstable Comprehensive Plan Date: 1998

The Draft 2008 Barnstable Comprehensive Plan as well as the 2009 Barnstable Coastal
Management Plan referenced below are available for viewing at
http://www.town.barnstable.ma.us/ComprehensivePlanning/

B. Describe the project’s consistency with that plan with regard to: See project description

4)

economic development N/A
adequacy of infrastructure N/A
open space impacts

Goal 6.1 Open Space in Barnstable: “The Town shall continue to ensure that
prime open space is preserved and retained and is used for the good of the
public at large.”

Dead Neck and Sampson'’s Island are presently undeveloped open space. The
intent of this management plan is to preserve them in their natural undeveloped
state.

Goal 6.2 Recreation in Barnstable: “Maintain and expand recreational
opportunities”

By nourishing the beach areas the project will maintain and expand the present
recreational opportunities for swimming, fishing and shell fishing beyond the
seasonal closures for nesting cycles. By re-establishing the existing navigational
channel the expanded water sheet becomes available for sailing, kayaking and
all forms of public recreational boating.

Goal 6.5 Wildlife Habitat in Barnstable: “Protect and increase the wildlife
population and habitats of Barnstable”

By the judicious placement and shaping of the proposed nourishment on the
beach and dune resources areas, the resulting landform will enhance habitat for
wildlife.

compatibility with adjacent land uses

Section 2.2 Coastal Resources: Introduction

“It is essential for the Town to maintain the quality of its coastal resources”
“Dredging however may be necessary to ensure viability of the navigation
channels and provide necessary access to mooring fields and marinas, and in a

few instances be employed to improve flushing of embayment’s and enhance
water quality.”

-11 -



Erosion of Barrier Beaches and Coastal Banks

Policy 2.2.1.3: “To protect land that may provide important wildlife habitat, storm
protection and recreational opportunities, erosion of barrier beaches and coastal
banks should be controlled to the greatest extent possible.”

One of the project goals is to control the erosion of the barrier beach by
maintenance dredging and re-nourishment of the beach / dune area within the
same littoral cell to create a closed loop.

Strategy 2.2.1.3.2: “Wherever feasible dredge material should be used for beach
nourishment in areas subject to erosion.”

The dredge spoil is to be used for beach and dune nourishment in areas subject
to erosion.

Section 2.2.2: Preserving Coastal Water Quality.

Goal 2.2.2: “To maintain and improve coastal water quality to allow shellfishing,
and/ or swimming in all coastal waters as appropriate, and to protect coastal
ecosystems which support shellfish and finfish habitat.”

By re-opening the navigation channel to its historic width, depth and location
there will be a modest increase in overall tidal flushing within the Three Bay
System. However modest the increase in flushing, it will have a positive impact
on water quality within the Three Bay System as well as all the ecosystems
which support shellfish and finfish habitat.

Although not part of the LCP, the Town of Barnstable Coastal Management Plan:
Three Bays and Centerville River Systems, dated November 2009 (CRMP-09)
provides recommended actions for Dredging and Material Disposal.

3.7.3.1 Continued Maintenance Dredging. “Continued maintenance dredging in
previously licensed dredge sites to historically navigable depths, provided that all
local state and federal licensing requirements are met and proposed dredging
projects are not inconsistent with other facets of the CRMP-09.”

The proposed maintenance dredging is to re-establish the navigation channel to
its historic width, depth and location.

The goal of this ENF is to identify all permitting agency requirements prior to final

design so that obtaining all local state and federal permits can be achieved
efficiently in a timely and cost effective manner.
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C. Identify the current Regional Policy Plan of the applicable Regional Planning Agency (RPA)
RPA:

Title: Cape Cod Regional Policy Plan Date2009

The Cape Cod Regional Policy Plan is available for viewing at
http://www.capecodcommission.org/RPP/home.htm

Describe the project’s consistency with that plan with regard to: See project description

1)
2)
3)

4)

economic development
adequacy of infrastructure
open space impacts

Goal OS1: “To preserve and enhance the availability of open space that provides
wildlife habitat and recreational opportunities.”

By nourishing the beach areas the project will maintain and expand the present
recreational opportunities for swimming, fishing and shell fishing. By re-establishing the
existing navigational channel the expanded water sheet becomes available for sailing,
kayaking and all forms of public recreational opportunities.

By the judicious placement and shaping of the proposed nourishment on the beach and
dune resources areas, the resulting landform will enhance habitat for wildlife.

compatibility with adjacent land uses
Coastal Resources

Goal CR2: Coastal Hazard Mitigation: “To limit development within the coastal zone, in
order to protect the natural beneficial functions of coastal resources so that they serve
to prevent or minimize human suffering and loss of life and property or environmental
damage resulting from storms, flooding, erosion and relative sea-level rise.”

Dead Neck and Sampson'’s Island are presently undeveloped open space. The intent of
this management plan is to preserve them in their natural undeveloped state. The re-
nourishment of the barrier beach by increasing its elevated landform will increase the
systems overall flood damage protection capability.

CR2.9 Dredge Material:” Wherever feasible, clean, compatible dredge material shall be
used on public beaches. Wherever infeasible, dredge material shall be reused within
the same littoral cell to enhance storm damage prevention provided that public access
is afforded in accordance with MSP CR1.2.”

One of the project goals is to control the erosion of the barrier beach by maintenance

dredging and re-nourishment of the beach / dune area within the same littoral cell to
create a closed loop.
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Goal CR3: Coastal Water Quality and habitat: “To maintain and improve coastal water
quality in all coastal waters as appropriate and to protect the health of coastal
ecosystems.”

By re-opening the navigation channel to its historic width, depth and location there will
be a modest increase in overall tidal flushing within the Three Bay System. However
modest the increase in flushing, it will have a positive impact on water quality within the
Three Bay System as well as all the ecosystems which support shellfish and finfish
habitat.

CR3.8: Maintenance Dredging: “All projects proposed as maintenance dredging shall
provide prior permitting authorities, permit numbers, dates of issuance and
documentation the clearly demonstrates the location width depth and length of the
previously permitted project.”

The proposed maintenance dredging is to re-establish the navigation channel to its
historic width, depth and location. The historic permits are attached to this ENF

CR3.9 Beneficial Reuse of Dredge Material: “Beneficial reuse of clean dredge materials
with any development project shall be required, consistent with MPS CR2.9.”

One of the project goals as stated in CR2.9 is to control the erosion of the barrier beach
by maintenance dredging and re-nourishment of the beach / dune area within the same
littoral cell to create a closed loop. The dredge material will be beneficially reused to
nourish the barrier beach.

Wildlife and Plant Habitat:

Goal WPH1: “Prevent Loss, Minimize Adverse Impact, and Maintain Diversity
Best Development Practices”

The proposed dredging and re-nourishment of the barrier beach area within the same
littoral cell will create a closed loop thus minimizing the loss habitat and resources.

WPH1.7 Habitat Restoration: “Measures to restore altered or degraded habitat areas
where ecologically appropriate.”

The judicious re-nourishment and reshaping of eroded areas within the barrier beach

system will restore altered or degraded areas thus enhancing the overall value of
habitat.
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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))? ___ Yes _X No;

Specify, in quantitative terms:

Based on previous maintenance dredging projects and beach nourishment projects at this
site we believe the project can be designed and / or conditioned to avoid a take.

A copy of a recent Cotuit Bay Entrance MESA Certification is available for viewing through
www.3Bays.org

B. Does the project require any state permits related to rare species or habitat? _X Yes __ No;

A MESA Review and Certification will be required for this project.

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,

1. Have you consulted with the Division of Fisheries and Wildlife Natural Heritage and
Endangered Species Program (NHESP)? _ Yes _X No;

(Although not yet consulted with, NHESP is copied with this request for
a pre-application meeting.)

If yes, have you received a determination as to whether the project will result
in the “take” of a rare species? Yes No;

If yes, attach the letter of determination to this submission.

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)? __ Yes _X No;

Based on previous maintenance dredging projects and beach nourishment projects
at this site we believe the project can be designed and / or conditioned to avoid
a take.

If yes, provide a summary of proposed measures to minimize and mitigate rare
species impacts.

3. Which rare species are known to occur within the Priority or Estimated Habitat?
Piping Plovers (Charadrius melodus), Least Terns (Sternula antillarum), Common

Terns (Sterna hirundo), Roseate Terns (Sterna dougallii).
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4. Has the site been surveyed for rare species in accordance with the Massachusetts
Endangered Species Act? _X Yes ___ No

The 2010 Nesting Shorebird report prepared by Mass Audubon is available for
viewing through www.3Bays.org

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 _X 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
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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 ___ No;

The ENF has been drafted because we believe it is the best forum to vet concerns at this early
design stage and foster discussion among the various regulatory agencies that will be
involved in the review of this project.

If not Routine Maintenance (see above) the project could exceed the following:

(3) (b) 1 a. Alteration of a Barrier Beach
(3) (b) 1 f. Alteration of %2 acre or more

(3) (b) 3. Dredging of 10,000 or more cy
(3) (b) 4. Disposal of 10,000 or more cy

B. Does the project require any state permits (or a local Order of Conditions) related to wetlands,
waterways, or tidelands? _X Yes __ No;

If yes, specify which permit: Town of Barnstable Conservation Commission Order of Conditions
Comm. of Mass Chapter 91 Permit
Comm. of Mass Water Quality Certification

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.

Il. 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)? _X Yes___ No;
If yes, has a Notice of Intent been filed? _ Yes _X No;
If yes, list the date and MassDEP file number: ;
If yes, has a local Order of Conditions beenissued? _ Yes  No;
Was the Order of Conditions appealed? _ Yes __ No.

Will the project require a Variance from the Wetlands regulations? _ Yes _X_ No.

B. Describe any proposed permanent or temporary impacts to wetland resource areas located on
the project site:

The project as proposed will permanently impact approximately 3.3 acres of Land Under Ocean and
9.8 acres of the Barrier Beach through the maintenance dredging, 4.7 acres of Land Under Ocean and
8.3 acres of the Barrier Beach through the nourishment.

We believe these impacts to be beneficial.

By back-passing the sand, the project will net re-establish approximately 5 acres of Land Under
Ocean, enhance approximately 13 acres of Barrier Beach, and help to preserve the approximately 110

acre system.
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C. Estimate the extent and type of impact that the project will have on wetland resources, and
indicate whether the impacts are temporary or permanent:

Coastal Wetlands Area (square feet) or  Temporary or
Length (linear feet) Permanent Impact?

MAINTENANCE DREDGING
Land Under the Ocean
& Land Containing Shellfish 144,055 s.f. Permanent
Barrier Beach 428,000 s.f. Permanent

NOURISHMENT
Land Under the Ocean

& Land Containing Shellfish 206,350 s.f. Permanent
Barrier Beach 363,200 s.f. Permanent

Designated Port Areas

Coastal Beaches

Coastal Dunes

Coastal Banks

Rocky Intertidal Shores

Salt Marshes

Land Under Salt Ponds

Fish Runs

Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage

Inland Wetlands

Bank (If)

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 _X No;
If yes, what is the area (in sf)?___
2. The construction or alteration of adam? _ Yes _X_ No;
If yes, describe:

3. Fill or structure in a velocity zone or regulatory floodway? _ Yes _X No

B

Dredging or disposal of dredged material? _X Yes___ No;
If yes, describe the volume of dredged material and the proposed disposal site:
130,000 cubic yards which will be used as beach nourishment

5. Adischarge to an Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) or an Area of Critical
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Environmental Concern (ACEC)? _ Yes _X No
6. Subject to a wetlands restriction order? _ Yes _X No;
If yes, identify the area (in sf):

7. Located in buffer zones? __ Yes _X No; if yes, how much (in sf)
E. Will the project:

1. Be subject to a local wetlands ordinance or bylaw? _X Yes  No
2. Alter any federally-protected wetlands not regulated under state law? _ Yes _X No;
If yes, what is the area (sf)?
lll. 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? _X Yes___ No;

If yes, is there a current Chapter 91License or Permit affecting the project site?_X 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:

Current Nourishment: Three Bays (Dam Pond) Permit 11885 Exp. 2017
Mills (Seapuit River) License 11943 Exp. 2017
Yasmine (Seapuit River) Permit 12097 Exp. 2018
Three Bays (Seapuit River) Permit 12508 Exp. 2019
Jenkins (Seapuit River) Permit 12843 Exp. 2020

Pending Nourishment: Town of Barnstable (Cotuit Dock — Nourishment Only)
Wirtz (West Bay — Nourishment Only)
Callahan (Seapuit River — Nourishment Only)

Recent Dredging & Nourishment: Three Bays (Cotuit & West Bay, and Nantucket Sound)
Permit 9123

Historic Dredging & Nourishment; DPW —1934
DPW — 1947
DPW - 1967

B. Does the project require a new or modified license or permit under M.G.L.c.91? X 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 _0  Change _0_Total _0

If yes, how many square feet of solid fill or pile-supported structures (in sf)? 0

-19 -



C. For non-water-dependent use projects, indicate the following: N/A
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, Water-
dependent 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 _X 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. Isthe 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 _X_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 _X No;
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G. Does the project include dredging? _X Yes ___ No;
If yes, answer the following questions:
What type of dredging? Improvement __ Maintenance _X Both

What is the proposed dredge volume, in cubic yards (cys) 130,000 cubic yards

What is the proposed dredge footprint  930+/-__length (ft)
680+/-_width (ft)
6 &8 depth (ft);
Will dredging impact the following resource areas?
Intertidal Yes_X_  No__;
If yes, 100,000 sq ft
Outstanding Resource Waters ___Yes _X No;
Ifyes,  sqft
Other resource area (i.e. shellfish beds, eel grass beds) Yes  No_X ;
ifyes  sqft
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?

(One of the primary reasons for this pre-application meeting
is to assist in further evaluating these items.)

If no to any of the above, what information or documentation was used to
support this determination?

Dead Neck Shellfish Report 2008
Three Bays Eelgrass Figure
(Both Available for viewing at www.3Bays.orq)

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. N/A

-21 -



Sediment Characterization
Existing gradation analysis results? _X Yes __ No:

If yes, provide results. — Sediment Analysis Sampson’s Island 2007 is
Available for viewing at www.3Bays.org

Existing chemical results for parameters listed in 314 CMR 9.07(2)(b)6?
___Yes _X No; Ifyes, provide results.

Do you have sufficient information to evaluate feasibility of the following management
options for dredged sediment? Yes

If yes, check the appropriate option.

Beach Nourishment _X
Unconfined Ocean Disposal ____
Confined Disposal:
Confined Aquatic Disposal (CAD)
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 __
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IV. Consistency:
A. Does the project have effects on the coastal resources or uses, and/or is the project located
within the Coastal Zone? _X_ Yes ___ No;

If yes, describe these effects and the projects consistency with the policies of the Office of
Coastal Zone Management:

CZM Policies
Water Quality

Water Quality Policy # 2: “Ensure that nonpoint pollution controls promote the attainment
of state surface water quality standards in the coastal zone.”

By re-opening the navigation channel to its historic width, depth and location there will be
a modest increase in overall tidal flushing within the Three Bay System. However small
the increase in flushing, it will have a positive impact on water quality within the Three
Bay System.

Habitat

Habitat Policy # 1: “Protect wetland areas including barrier beaches for their role as
natural habitats”

The overall scope of the project is to protect and preserve the barrier beach and its
natural habitat by the maintenance dredging and re-nourishment of beach and dune
within the same littoral cell.

Coastal Hazards

Coastal Hazards Policy # 1: “Preserve, protect, restore and enhance the beneficial
functions of storm damage prevention by natural landforms such as dunes, beaches and
barrier beaches.”

The re-nourishment of the barrier beach by increasing its elevated landform will increase
the systems overall flood damage protection capability.

Coastal Hazards Policy # 2: “Ensure activities will minimize interference to water
circulation and sediment transport. Approve permits only when it here will be no
significant adverse effects on the project site or adjacent or down coast areas.”

By re-opening the navigation channel to its historic width, depth and location there will be
no interference to water circulation within the Three Bay System.

The maintenance dredging and re-nourishment of the beach / dune area is proposed

within the same littoral cell so that there will be no significant adverse effects on the
project site and on the adjacent or down coast areas.
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Ports and Harbor Infrastructure

Port Policy #1: “Ensure that dredging and disposal of dredged material minimize adverse
effects on water quality, physical processes, marine productivity and public health.”

The dredging, de watering and placement of the dredge spoil will be done in accordance
with best management practices to minimize adverse impacts to water quality, physical
processes, marine productivity and public health.

Port Policy # 2: “Promote the widest possible public benefit from channel dredging.”

By re-establishing the existing navigational channel the expanded water sheet becomes
available for sailing, kayaking and all forms of public recreational boating. The
nourishment of the beach / dune systems will provide for increased public opportunities
for fishing, fowling and navigation beyond the seasonal closures for nesting cycles.

B. Is the project located within an area subject to a Municipal Harbor Plan? _ Yes _X No;

If yes, identify the Municipal Harbor Plan and describe the project's consistency with
that plan:
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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.

Il. 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

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:

Permitted Existing Avg  Project Flow  Total
Flow Daily Flow

Capacity of water supply well(s) (gpd)
Capacity of water treatment plant (gpd)

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?
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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. aWatershed Protection Act variance? __ Yes ___ No; if yes, how many acres of

alteration?
3. anon-bridged stream crossing 1,000 or less feet upstream of a public surface drinking

water supply for purpose of forest harvesting activities? Yes No

[ll. Consistency
Describe the project's consistency with water conservation plans or other plans to enhance water

resources, quality, facilities and services:
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WASTEWATER SECTION

I. Thresholds / Permits
A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to wastewater (see 301 CMR
11.03(5))? __ Yes _X 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 Change Total
Discharge of sanitary wastewater
Discharge of industrial wastewater
TOTAL
Existing Change Total
Discharge to groundwater
Discharge to outstanding resource water
Discharge to surface water
Discharge to municipal or regional wastewater
facility
TOTAL
B. Is the existing collection system at or near its capacity? __ Yes ___ No; if yes, then describe

the measures to be undertaken to accommodate the project’'s wastewater flows:

C. Is the existing wastewater disposal facility at or near its permitted capacity? Yes 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
No; if yes, describe as follows:

Permitted Existing Avg  Project Flow  Total
Daily Flow

Wastewater treatment plant capacity
(in gallons per day)
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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?

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 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 __ No; if yes, what is
the capacity (tons per day):

Existing Change Total
Storage
Treatment
Processing
Combustion
Disposal

H. Describe the water conservation measures to be undertaken by the project, and other
wastewater mitigation, such as infiltration and inflow removal.

lll. Consistency
A. Describe measures that the proponent will take to comply with applicable state, regional, and
local plans and policies related to wastewater management:

B. If the project requires a sewer extension permit, is that extension included in a comprehensive

wastewater management plan? Yes 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:
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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 Total

1.
2.
3

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. Isthere 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:

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)?

[ll. 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:
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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.

Il. 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)?

[ll. 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:
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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.

Il. 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:
lll. Consistency

Describe the project's consistency with state, municipal, regional, and federal plans and policies for
enhancing energy facilities and services:
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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.

Il. 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:
Existing Change Total

Particulate matter

Carbon monoxide

Sulfur dioxide

Volatile organic compounds
Oxides of nitrogen

Lead

Any hazardous air pollutant
Carbon dioxide

B. Describe the project's other impacts on air resources and air quality, including noise impacts:

lll. 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
local plans and policies related to air resources and air quality:
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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.

Il. 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:

Existing Change Total
Storage
Recycling
Treatment
Disposal

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):

[ll. Consistency
Describe measures that the proponent will take to comply with the State Solid Waste Master Plan:
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HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES SECTION

I. Thresholds / Impacts
A. Have you consulted with the Massachusetts Historical Commission? _ Yes _X _ No;

if yes, attach correspondence. For project sites involving lands under water, have you consulted with
the Massachusetts Board of Underwater Archaeological Resources? Yes No;

if yes, attach correspondence
B. Is any part of the project site a historic structure, or a structure within a historic district, in either
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.

Il. Impacts
Describe and assess the project's impacts, direct and indirect, on listed or inventoried historical and
archaeological resources:

[ll. 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:
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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)___ Barnstable Patriot (Date)

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

Signatures:
Date Signature of Responsible Officer Date Signature of Responsible Officer
or Proponent or Proponent

Lindsey Counsell

Name (print or type) Name (print or type)
Three Bays Preservation Inc. Mass Audubon
Firm/Agency Firm/Agency

P O Box 215 208 South Great Road
Osterville, MA 02655 Lincoln, MA 01773
Municipality/State/Zip Municipality/State/Zip
508-428-0750 781-259-2100

Phone Phone

Date Signature of person Preparing
NPC (if different from above)

Peter Sullivan and John O’Dea
Name (print or type)

Sullivan Engineering, Inc.
Firm/Agency

P O Box 659

Osterville, MA 02655
Municipality/State/Zip

508-428-3344
Phone
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List of Attachments
To Accompany
Dead Neck Sampson’s Island Barrier Beach Management Plan

ENF

1) U.S.G.S. Map
2) Existing Conditions Map

3) Proposed Barrier Beach Management Plans
4) Circulation List

5) List of Required Permit
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Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.
Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs (EEA)
Attn: MEPA Office

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

Circulation List
To Accompany
Dead Neck Sampson’s Island Barrier Beach Management Plan

ENF

Department of Environmental Protection

Boston Office
Commissioner’s Office
One Winter Street
Boston, MA 02108

Department of Environmental Protection

Southeast Regional Office
Attn: MEPA Coordinator
20 Riverside Drive
Lakeville, MA 02347

Massachusetts Department of
Transportation

Public/Private Development Unit
10 Park Plaza

Boston, MA 02116

Massachusetts DOT District Office
District Office #5

Attn: MEPA Coordinator

Box 111

1000 County Street

Taunton, MA 02780

Massachusetts Historical Commission
The MA Archives Building

220 Morrissey Boulevard

Boston, MA 02125

Cape Cod Commission
3225 Main Street

P O Box 226
Barnstable, MA 02630
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Town Council

Town of Barnstable
367 Main Street
Hyannis, MA 02601

Town of Barnstable
Planning Board
200 Main Street
Hyannis, MA 02601

Town of Barnstable
Conservation Commission
200 Main Street

Hyannis, MA 02601

Town of Barnstable
Board of Health
200 Main Street
Hyannis, MA 02601

Coastal Zone Management

Attn: Project Review Coordinator
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800
Boston, MA 02114

Division of Marine Fisheries
Attn: Environmental Reviewer
1213 Purchase Street

New Bedford, MA 02740-6694

Natural Heritage & Endangered Species

Program

Comm. of Mass.

Route 135

Westborough, MA 01581

Karen Kirk Adams, Chief
Regulatory Division

US Army Corps of Engineers
New England District

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751



List of Required Permits & Reviews
To Accompany
Dead Neck Sampson’s Island Barrier Beach Management Plan

ENF

Town of Barnstable Conservation Commission Order of Conditions
Town of Barnstable Harbormaster Review
Town of Barnstable Waterways Committee Review
Town of Barnstable Department of Natural Resources Review
Town of Barnstable Shellfish Committee Review

MESA Consistency Review

Comm. of Mass Chapter 91 Permit

Comm. of Mass Water Quality Certification

Army Corps of Engineers Permit
CZM Consistency Review
Mass Historical Commission Review
Mass Board of Underwater Archeological Resources Review
Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe Tribal Historic Preservation Authority Review
Federal Endangered & Essential Fish Habitat Review

Federal Endangered Species Review
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