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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

 INTRODUCTION 
The Gerry E. Studds Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary (Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary) 
stretches between Cape Ann and Cape Cod at the mouth of Massachusetts Bay in the 
southwestern corner of the Gulf of Maine. Nearly the size of the state of Rhode Island and 
located wholly within federal waters, the boundaries of the sanctuary include the submerged 
lands of Stellwagen Bank, all of Tillies Bank and Basin, and the southern portions of Jeffrey’s 
Ledge. Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary protects 842 square miles (636 square nautical miles) of open 
ocean, overlaying a diverse seafloor topography and array of benthic and pelagic habitats that 
support biological communities broadly representative of the Gulf of Maine. 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Office of National Marine 
Sanctuaries manages Stellwagen Bank National Sanctuary. The Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary’s 
mission, as documented in its most recent management plan (U.S. Department of Commerce, 
2010), is:  

To conserve, protect and enhance the biological diversity, ecological integrity and 
cultural legacy of the sanctuary while facilitating uses that are compatible with the 
primary goal of resource protection. 

To support this mission, NOAA established headquarters facilities for the Stellwagen Bank 
Sanctuary in the town of Scituate, Massachusetts, consisting of an administrative office, meeting 
annex, storage shed, boathouse, attached pier, and two floating docks (Figures 1 and 2). Vessels 
supported by the complex include a research vessel, working skiff, a research inflatable boat, a 
Massachusetts Environmental Police patrol boat, and a NOAA Office of Law Enforcement patrol 
boat. The entire complex of structures was transferred by Congress in 1999 to NOAA from the 
United States Coast Guard (USCG), which had occupied the site since 1937. Currently, the 
boathouse (Photographs 1 to 5) is used for storage and small boat repairs, but it is still configured 
as it was during operation by USCG and does not effectively support the needs of the Stellwagen 
Bank Sanctuary.  
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FIGURE 1 REGIONAL MAP—STELLWAGEN BANK NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY 
HEADQUARTERS 
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FIGURE 2 PROJECT AREA—STELLWAGEN BANK NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY 
HEADQUARTERS 
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PHOTOGRAPH 1 BOATHOUSE—LOOKING WEST FROM HENRY LANE 

 

PHOTOGRAPH 2 BOATHOUSE DORMERS—LOOKING NORTH 
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PHOTOGRAPH 3 SMALL BOAT STORAGE AND REPAIR AREA 

 

PHOTOGRAPH 4 SECOND FLOOR OF BOATHOUSE 
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PHOTOGRAPH 5 BOATHOUSE STORAGE 

 
Storage Drums 

 
Rope 

 

Dive Tanks and Equipment 

 
Police All-terrain Vehicles 

 

Miscellaneous Marine Equipment 
 

Open Bay Storage 

Source: Black & Veatch (2010), Fraser & Fogle Architects (2009) 
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 PROPOSED ACTION 
To effectively meet its ongoing mission, NOAA proposes to create a marine operations center 
(MOC) for the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary. The new MOC would become a multi-purpose 
facility furthering the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary’s mission by supporting: (1) the recently 
designated Collaborative Center for Marine Mammal Acoustic and Conservation Research; 
(2) research and monitoring of the newly designated Stellwagen Dedicated Habitat Research 
Area; (3) tagging research to reduce whale ship strikes and understand cod spawning behavior; 
(4) oceanographic research in Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary by universities, such as Boston 
University, the University of Connecticut, and Northeastern University, and other research 
entities, such as the U.S. Navy and the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute; (5) maritime 
archaeology research and public awareness of historic resources, such as six historic shipwrecks; 
and (6) the current fleet of vessels that use the existing boathouse, pier, and floating docks. 

Under the procedural requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), NOAA 
prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzing the potential environmental effects of 
the proposed action and a reasonable range of alternatives. The No-Action Alternative is also 
analyzed. The purpose of this EA is to evaluate whether significant impacts to the human and 
natural environment would result from the proposed action. This EA complies with requirements 
for implementing NEPA set forth in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500–1508; 
NOAA Administrative Order 216–6A (NAO 216-6A), Compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act, and associated Companion Manual (13 January 2017); Executive 
Order 12114, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions; Executive Order 11988, 
Floodplain Management; and Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (amended 22 April 
2016). 

Based on this EA, NOAA will decide whether to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact or 
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement prior to deciding whether to implement the proposed 
action.  

 PURPOSE AND NEED 
The purpose of the proposed action is to create a MOC for the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary for 
use by NOAA staff and its partners in support of the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary’s mission and 
to enhance the capabilities of the site (as described in the Introduction).  

The underlying need for the proposed action is to enable the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary to better 
meet its mission, as established by the National Marine Sanctuaries Act, to “support, promote, 
and coordinate scientific research on, and long-term monitoring of the resources.” A MOC 
would enhance the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary’s capacity to support multiple research vessels 
and shore-side services necessary to conduct offshore research. The MOC also would enhance 
the maintenance and storage of critical scientific equipment and provide meeting and classroom 
space for seminars, trainings, and scientific collaboration. The proposed MOC would include 
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critical work space, wet and dry laboratory space, high-speed internet access, restroom facilities, 
and potentially temporary berthing spaces for up to 16 people (the maximum occupancy of the 
research vessel) that are adequate to serve the needs of staff and visiting partners. The boathouse, 
which was built in 1936, was used by USCG from 1937 to 1999, when it was transferred to 
NOAA. Currently, the primary use of the 3,565-square-foot, two-story boathouse is for storage 
and boat repairs, and it is still configured as it was during operation by USCG. The 2,852-square-
foot ground floor space is divided into one large space occupying approximately 40 percent of 
the area and three rooms occupying approximately another 40 percent of the space. Several 
smaller rooms occupy the remainder of the space. The 713-square-foot second floor is divided 
into a single finished room and an unfinished area. The boathouse’s current configuration does 
not effectively support the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary because of its deteriorated condition, lack 
of utilities, inadequate and inefficient first floor plan, and inadequate configuration of the second 
floor. The building lacks suitable access to the second floor because the stairs are non-compliant 
with building codes and handicapped-accessible elevator is lacking. The building does not have 
an operable sanitary sewer connection, the water supply is not available during freezing weather, 
and while a heating and ventilation system exists in the building, it was disabled in 2006. The 
nearest restroom facilities are located approximately 250 yards to the east, up Sunset Road at the 
meeting annex. Also, neither the boathouse nor the headquarters facility as a whole has any 
temporary berthing facilities. As a result, visiting partners and researchers conducting multi-day 
research trips at sea need to stay overnight in town and commute daily to the facility. 

A new MOC would accommodate the immediate needs of the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary by 
providing a flexible workroom, wet and dry laboratory space, a boat repair shop, restroom 
facilities for visiting scientists, and potentially temporary berthing space. Flexibility is important 
for the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary’s spaces due mostly in part to changes that take place over 
time in technological advances and program requirements. Providing a MOC would allow the 
Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary to develop and maintain research and science partnerships and 
support in-house research, operations, and outreach by creating dynamic spaces. Creating safe, 
flexible, multi-functional spaces is essential to supporting partnerships and research that have 
become critical to the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary’s mission. For example, the recently 
designated Collaborative Center for Marine Mammal Acoustic and Conservation Research 
requires supporting infrastructure, and a new MOC would provide that infrastructure to scientists 
with new wet and dry laboratory space for analyzing samples and data and, potentially, berthing 
space. Additionally, a new MOC would provide the necessary shore-side infrastructure to 
support the newly designated Stellwagen Dedicated Habitat Research Area, which is the only 
research area designated in the Gulf of Maine by the New England Fishery Management 
Council.  
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 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 
NOAA issued the draft EA titled: Environmental Assessment—Proposed National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration Marine Operations Center, Stellwagen Bank National Marine 
Sanctuary, Scituate, Massachusetts, on October 12, 2017. NOAA will accept comments on the 
draft EA during a 30-day period ending November 13, 2017. NOAA will also hold a public 
meeting at the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary headquarters facility on October 25, 2017. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES 

 INTRODUCTION TO ALTERNATIVES 
This EA evaluates two action alternatives—Alternative 1 entails renovating the first floor of the 
existing boathouse located at the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary headquarters to create a MOC for 
use by NOAA staff and its partners, and Alternative 2 involves renovating the first floor of the 
boathouse to create a MOC and the second floor of the boathouse to provide temporary berthing 
spaces for visiting researchers. The No-Action Alternative is also evaluated. The inclusion of the 
No-Action Alternative is prescribed by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508) and serves as a benchmark against 
which the environmental impacts of the action alternatives may be evaluated. No other feasible 
alternatives were identified. 

 ALTERNATIVE 1: RENOVATE FIRST FLOOR OF THE EXISTING 
BOATHOUSE  

Under Alternative 1, NOAA would renovate the interior of the first floor of the existing 
boathouse to become a MOC and provide the necessary functional space to support the 
Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary mission. Some minor renovations would also occur on the second 
floor, and the exterior of the building would be repainted. Interior renovations would be phased. 
On the first floor, renovations would include a wet laboratory; a dry laboratory; a dive locker; 
work space, including that needed for small boat/engine repairs; small boat storage; and an 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant restroom with shower(s). On the second floor, 
old ceiling tiles would be replaced and the walls would be stripped back to the studs, insulated, 
and new sheetrock installed. To accommodate the new MOC functions, utilities would be 
upgraded or installed, including installing new fire and domestic water lines, a new gas line, and 
a new sewer line. The fire and domestic water lines would connect to the existing water line 
along the south side of Sunset Road, west of Henry Lane, and the new gas line would connect to 
an existing gas meter in the same vicinity. The new sewer line would include a grinder pump 
along Sunset Road near the entrance to the gravel parking area adjacent to the boathouse, and 
would connect to the existing sewer main at the manhole located at the junction of Sunset Road 
and Henry Lane. The utility lines would be insulated, and under the MOC the lines would be 
protected from exposure during extreme weather. Energy efficient lighting and occupancy 
sensors would be installed. Additionally, the feasibility of installing a photovoltaic (PV) rooftop 
system (i.e., solar system) would be considered during design of the facility, based on the 
potential solar capacity, cost, and design requirements. 

The wet laboratory would include both a flow-through seawater table as well as a closed, 
recirculating seawater table to accommodate bio-invasive species that cannot be released back 
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into the environment. To supply the seawater for the wet laboratory, a water line would be 
installed along the pier from the MOC. It would extend approximately half-way down the 300-
foot pier. The intake would be screened and a submersible pump would be installed. For the flow 
through system, a watertight discharge pipe would be installed through the floor of the MOC in 
the wet laboratory. On the occasional basis when researchers need to use the recirculating 
seawater table for bio-invasive species, the seawater would be disinfected using ultraviolet 
radiation or other suitable means prior to discharging the water to the sanitary sewer system. 
Alternative 1 would not involve any in-water work, other than installing the seawater intake line 
along the pier for the flow-through seawater table. For interior renovations, any critical 
mechanical equipment (e.g., heating, ventilating, and air conditioning system) would be placed 
above the base flood elevation to the maximum extent practicable. Any staging of materials or 
construction equipment would occur in the gravel parking lot adjacent to the boathouse.  

In addition to year-round Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary staff use, the MOC would be used by 
visiting researchers ranging from 60 to 85 days per year, which is identical to the existing use of 
the boathouse. A typical mission would continue to average 2 to 3 days with a maximum of 
approximately 10 days during whale research/tagging missions that occur in June each year. The 
average size of a research team would continue to be 10 people with a maximum of 14 people 
during whale research/tagging missions. With a boat crew size of 2, the maximum time spent at 
sea each day would continue to be limited to 12 hours.  

Under Alternative 1, the Massachusetts Environmental Police would no longer have access to the 
MOC for equipment storage. 

 ALTERNATIVE 2: RENOVATE FIRST AND SECOND FLOOR OF THE 
EXISTING BOATHOUSE (PREFERRED) 

Alternative 2 is exactly the same as Alternative 1 with the addition of more extensive 
renovations to the second floor for temporary berthing space, a kitchenette, and restroom with 
showers. This means that under Alternative 2, NOAA would renovate the first floor, 
install/upgrade the utilities, repaint the exterior of the building, and potentially install a rooftop 
PV system as discussed under Alternative 1. In addition, NOAA would renovate the second floor 
of the existing boathouse to establish a large open space that would allow temporary berthing for 
approximately 16 people. A kitchenette and ADA-compliant restroom with shower(s) would be 
provided on the second floor for visitors. To accommodate the berthing space, an additional 3 to 
4 feet of ceiling height would be needed on the second floor. To accomplish this, the roof line 
would be raised and the three existing dormers on each side of the building would be 
reconfigured into one single long dormer. The single dormers on either end of the building would 
also be expanded. The staircase to the second floor would be renovated to make it code 
compliant and ADA accessible. To raise the roof line, scaffolding would likely be erected around 
the exterior of the boathouse. If a crane is needed, it would operate from land on the southeast 
side of the building. As under Alternative 1, the work would be phased, and materials and 
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construction equipment would be staged in the gravel parking lot adjacent to the boathouse. 
Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would not involve any in-water work, other than installing 
the seawater intake line along the pier for the flow-through seawater table. The frequency of use 
of the MOC would also be the same as Alternative 1, ranging from 60 to 85 days per year with a 
typical mission averaging 2 to 3 days and lasting up to a maximum of approximately 10 days 
during whale research/tagging missions. The average size of a research team would be 10 people 
with a maximum of 14 people during whale research/tagging missions. With a boat crew size of 
2, the maximum time spent at sea each day would continue to be limited to 12 hours.  

Under Alternative 2, the Massachusetts Environmental Police would no longer have access to the 
MOC for storage of equipment. 

 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Under the No-Action Alternative, the existing two-story boathouse would continue to be used in 
its current state for storage and boat repairs and would continue to lack wet or dry laboratory 
space. The Massachusetts Environmental Police would continue to have access to the boathouse 
to store boats and other equipment in the one room accessible by the overhead door on the south 
side of the building. The second floor of the boathouse would remain inaccessible in compliance 
with current building codes because the existing stairs are non-compliant with building codes 
and no ADA-accessible elevator is available. All utilities would also remain in their current state. 
Visiting researchers would continue to seek lodging accommodations in the town of Scituate or 
stay as guests in NOAA staff residences and commute daily to the boathouse. Small groups 
would continue to be welcome to sleep on cots on the second floor of the meeting annex. With 
no restroom facilities at the boathouse, visiting researchers would continue to need to walk 
approximately 250 yards to the east, up Sunset Road, to use the restroom facilities at the meeting 
annex. The typical frequency of use of the boathouse by visiting researchers would continue to 
range from 60 to 85 days per year with a typical mission averaging 2 to 3 days and lasting a 
maximum of approximately 10 days during whale research/tagging missions in June each year. 
The average size of a research team would be 10 people with a maximum of 14 people during the 
whale research/tagging missions, and with a crew size of 2, the maximum time spent at sea each 
day would continue to be limited to 12 hours. 

 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 
Several alternative/alternative elements were identified during internal project development but 
were deemed infeasible or having several disadvantages and were not carried forward for 
detailed analysis. They are described below. 
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2.5.1 Raise the Boathouse for its Lowest Horizontal Supporting Member to be 
above the 100-year Base Flood Elevation 

The first floor of the boathouse is located at 13 feet above mean low water, which was above the 
previous 100-year flood zone,1 an AE zone (100-year flood zone with wave heights less than 
3 feet) with a base flood elevation of 11 feet. However, in 2015 the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) revised the effective floodplain for Plymouth County, 
Massachusetts and issued a preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map (map number 25023C0128K) 
on 6 November 2015, that now places the first floor of the boathouse in a VE zone (100-year 
flood zone with additional hazards from storm-induced velocity wave action [wave heights 
greater than 3 feet]) with a base flood elevation of 18 feet (FEMA, 2015). 

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to evaluate the likely 
impacts of actions in floodplains, avoid “adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and 
modification of floodplains, and avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development 
wherever there is a practicable alternative.” If federal actions must take place in a floodplain, the 
agency is required to reduce the risk of flood loss; minimize the potential impacts of floods on 
human safety, health, and welfare; and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values 
served by floodplains.  

To avoid locating the new MOC in the new VE flood zone, NOAA considered raising the entire 
boathouse structure so that the lowest horizontal supporting member would be above the 100-
year base flood elevation of 18 feet. To accomplish this, the entire 3,565-square-foot, two-story 
boathouse would need to be raised a minimum of approximately 8 feet, requiring extensive in-
water work to replace the 63 piles supporting the structure with longer piles. It would also create 
a significant elevation difference between the boathouse and the approach to the boathouse, as 
well as the boathouse and the pier, making it extremely difficult to move equipment into and out 
of the boathouse either from land or to the pier. Because of technical, practical, and likely fiscal 
constraints and the potential visual and viewshed impacts on the surrounding residential 
community from raising the entire structure a minimum of approximately 8 feet, NOAA rejected 
this alternative from further consideration. 

2.5.2 Construct a New Marine Operations Center 
NOAA considered constructing a new building to serve as the MOC; however, no space 
available on the current Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary headquarters property in Scituate, 
Massachusetts, could accommodate the new structure. Likewise, no property is available for 
purchase that could accommodate construction of a MOC and is located in the immediate 
vicinity of the headquarters facility. Other locations would not meet the purpose and need of the 
project because the boathouse needs to be in proximity to the existing headquarters facilities in 

                                                 
1 A 100-year flood zone is an area subject to a 1 percent probability of a certain size flood occurring in any given 

year. 
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order to enhance the capabilities of the existing site. Other locations would also create 
inefficiencies in supporting the mission of the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary. For these reasons, 
NOAA rejected this alternative from further consideration. 

2.5.3 Renovate Meeting Annex for Berthing Accommodations 
NOAA considered renovating the interior space of the meeting annex on the headquarters 
property for temporary berthing accommodations that would be an element of the new MOC 
under Alternative 2. The first floor of the meeting annex is used as meeting space for lectures, 
meetings, and other activities. No other space is available at the headquarters facilities that could 
accommodate such a meeting space, so the functionality of this space would be lost if it were 
converted to temporary berthing accommodations. The second floor of the meeting annex is used 
for office space and storage. The headquarters facilities have no other location to which the 
offices could be relocated, and the room currently used for storage is not large enough to 
accommodate the berthing of 16 people. For these reasons, NOAA rejected this alternative from 
further consideration.  

2.5.4 Construct a New Building for Berthing Accommodations 
NOAA considered constructing a separate building elsewhere on the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary 
headquarters property that would accommodate berthing 16 people and provide a kitchenette and 
ADA-compliant restroom with shower(s). The only available site on the property would be 
adjacent to the existing meeting annex. However, the site is not large enough and the community 
has concerns about the lack of space and setback from the property line regarding a new building 
in this location. For these reasons, NOAA rejected this alternative from further consideration.  
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The existing environment potentially affected by the proposed action, if implemented under each 
alternative, is discussed in this section. The existing environment is discussed for the region in 
general, as appropriate, and for the proposed action site, which is the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary 
boathouse and the surrounding area. 

After consideration of anticipated impacts associated with the proposed alternatives and 
information gathered during the internal scoping process, the following resource areas were 
carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA: floodplains, transportation, utilities and solid 
waste, hazardous materials, visual resources, noise, geological resources, water resources, 
threatened and endangered species, and socioeconomics. The affected environment for these 
resources is described below, while the environmental impacts on these resources resulting from 
the alternatives are described in Chapter 4. 

NOAA determined that the following resource areas would not experience a measureable impact 
under either alternative. Consequently, these resource areas were dismissed from further analysis 
for the reasons described below: 

● Land Use: The proposed action would not require the use of additional land within the 
property. Construction would be conducted solely within the interior of the structure, and 
temporary scaffolding and netting would be attached to the building to ensure that any 
debris is caught and disposed of before it could reach Scituate Harbor. Further, the 
property is currently zoned R-3 (residential) within a Floodplain and Watershed 
Protection District. Neither the proposed action nor alternatives would change the nature 
or frequency of activities in such a way that would be inconsistent with the existing 
zoning and land use. Therefore, the proposed alternatives would not affect land use. 

● Hydrological Processes: Other than installing the seawater intake line for the wet 
laboratory, the proposed action would not involve any in-water work or result in new 
structures that could impede or alter hydrological processes. Installation of utilities lines 
connecting to town services would be subsurface and in the vicinity of existing 
underground utilities. Therefore, the proposed alternatives would not affect hydrological 
processes. 

● Air Quality: Plymouth County is not currently a nonattainment or maintenance area for 
any of the criteria pollutants regulated under the Clean Air Act. The county was formerly 
part of a maintenance area under the 1997 8-hour ozone standard, but this standard has 
been revoked, thereby eliminating the requirement to demonstrate compliance with the 
General Conformity regulations (40 CFR Part 93, Subpart B). The nature of the proposed 
action (interior renovations) does not involve extensive use of heavy duty diesel 
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construction equipment that would have the potential to create temporary impacts during 
construction. Similarly, the proposed action does not involve new stationary sources of 
emissions. Once renovated, the frequency of traffic at the MOC would not substantially 
change from the existing use of the boathouse. Therefore, the proposed alternatives 
would not affect air quality. 

● Recreational Resources: No land-based recreational resources are located adjacent to 
the boathouse. No in-water work would be conducted and the footprint of the boathouse 
would not be expanded, so recreational boating in the area would not be affected. The 
shoreline in this area is privately owned and unavailable for public recreational use. 
Therefore, the proposed alternatives would not affect recreational resources. 

● Cultural Resources: The boathouse, which was constructed in 1936, and the 
administrative office, meeting annex, attached pier, and two floating docks were 
transferred from USCG to NOAA in 1999. At that time, the Massachusetts State Historic 
Preservation Office concurred that the boathouse and the other facilities were not eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. No other resources listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places are located in proximity to the boathouse (NRHP, 
n.d.); the closest cultural resource is located 0.5 mile northeast across the Scituate Harbor 
at the Scituate Lighthouse. Additionally, ground-disturbing activities during the 
installation of utility lines would occur in areas that are previously disturbed. Therefore, 
the proposed alternatives would not affect cultural resources.  

● Flora and Fauna: Implementation of the proposed action would not affect vegetation 
because renovations would only occur within the footprint of the existing boathouse, 
utility lines would be installed along an existing dirt roadway, and the seawater intake 
line would be installed along the pier. Some small amount of impingement or entrainment 
of small fish could occur at the seawater intake, but most species would be able to avoid 
the intake, so any impacts would be discountable. Algae, plankton, fish eggs, larvae, and 
other microorganisms could also pass through the screen, but for the relatively small 
system that would be used for the flow-through tank, impacts would be limited and 
discountable. During boathouse renovations, best management practices would be 
employed to prevent construction debris from falling into Scituate Harbor. Noise and 
increased human presence during renovation activities could temporarily disturb wildlife, 
such as birds, but species present in the area are habituated to the coastal urban 
environment and would not be noticeably affected. Once renovation activities are 
completed, the proposed action would not noticeably affect wildlife. Because impacts 
would be localized and discountable, impacts on flora and fauna were not analyzed 
further.  
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● Wetlands: Estuarine and marine wetlands are present within the project area. The 
proposed action would only involve interior renovations or raising the roofline of the 
boathouse 3 to 4 feet, and best management practices would be employed to prevent 
construction debris from entering Scituate Harbor. Placement of fill, alteration of 
vegetation, hydrology or water quality, or restriction of tidal flow into these wetland 
resources would not occur at the site. Indirect, temporary impacts associated with the 
installation of the utility lines, such as sediment runoff into the waters of Scituate Harbor, 
are expected to be negligible and any impacts would be avoided or minimized by 
employing best management practices such as erosion and sediment control. Stockpiling, 
lay-down areas, storage, and field operations would be based in an appropriate upland 
location nearby. Construction best management and resource protection practices would 
be implemented in accordance with state and federal guidelines to avoid unnecessary 
impacts or degradation of wetland resources during construction. Therefore, the proposed 
alternatives would not affect wetlands.  

● Farmlands: No farmlands are located in the project area, and the proposed action would 
involve only interior renovation or raising the boathouse roofline by 3 to 4 feet. Some 
limited excavation and trenching would be required to install utility lines from existing 
lines along Sunset Road, but these ground-disturbing activities would occur only in 
previously disturbed areas that are used for vehicles to access the existing boathouse and 
parking lot. Therefore, the proposed alternatives would not affect farmlands. 

 FLOODPLAINS 
As stated in Section 2.5.1, the first floor of the boathouse is located at 13 feet above mean low 
water. The second floor of the boathouse is located at an elevation of 28 feet, 6 inches. Prior to 
2015, the boathouse was in the AE zone (100-year flood zone with wave heights less than 3 feet) 
with a base flood elevation of 11 feet. In 2015, FEMA revised the effective flood zoning for 
Plymouth County and issued a preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map (map number 
25023C0128K) on 6 November 2015. Based on this mapping, the boathouse is now located in a 
VE zone (high-risk area subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event with 
additional hazards resulting from storm-induced velocity wave action) (Figure 3). The base flood 
elevation in the VE zone around the boathouse is 18 feet. Figure 3 also shows other structures 
located in the floodplain near the boathouse. In the vicinity of the boathouse, no other structures 
are located in the VE zone, while several residences are located in the adjacent AE zone. 

Wave action at the boathouse is limited because the boathouse is situated within Scituate Harbor 
(Figures 1 and 2). The harbor is further protected from a breakwater at its entrance. However, 
some wave action is retained as a result of wave refraction around the breakwater.  
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FIGURE 3 FEMA FLOODPLAIN IN THE PROJECT AREA 
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 TRANSPORTATION 
The Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary boathouse is located on First Cliff, a small peninsula across 
Massachusetts Bay from Scituate Harbor and is connected to it via Sunset Road and Edward 
Foster Road through the neighborhood of Second Cliff (Figures 1 and 2). Traffic patterns and 
demands in this area are influenced by the community’s nature as both a year-round suburb for 
Boston and a premier vacation and retail center in the summer (Town of Scituate, 2004). As 
such, the vacation season puts additional strains on transportation facilities and parking (Town of 
Scituate, 2015). In Scituate Harbor, Front Street and the wharf area to the east contain retail 
businesses, including year-round operations, such as a grocery store, real estate offices, and a 
number of banks, alongside businesses that rely on tourists in the peak vacation season, such as 
waterside restaurants and docks for seasonal boats. Inland, to the west of Front Street, are 
neighborhoods of small- to medium-sized residential homes. The development around First and 
Second Cliff consists of neighborhoods of larger homes; a large town beach known as Peggotty 
Beach; and a boat repair, storage, and dock operation.  

The only major intersection near the boathouse is located approximately 1 mile away along 
Edward Foster Road where it meets Kent Street, First Parish Road, and Front Street (Figure 1). 
This intersection is a four-way stop with yielding connections between Front Street southbound 
and First Parish Road westbound, as well as Kent Street northbound and Edward Foster Road 
eastbound. All roads have two lanes at the intersection, except First Parish, which also has a left-
turn lane. This intersection is listed in the town master plan as having poor operating conditions 
during peak demand hours, caused by traffic from Jenkins Elementary School on First Parish 
Road and increased development at Scituate Harbor. In addition, the nearby minor intersection of 
Front Street, Brook Street, and Cole Parkway suffers from delays during peak hours for the same 
reason (Town of Scituate, 2004). 

The major roads in the area of the boathouse are Front Street and First Parish Road (Figure 1). 
The Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) has classified these town-
maintained roads as urban minor arterials (MassDOT, 2017). First Parish Road is 22 feet wide 
with two travel lanes and sidewalks on each side. Front Street is 26 feet wide with two travel 
lanes and has some areas of 8-foot-wide, on-street parking and sidewalks on each side. Non-
major roads include Kent Street and Edward Foster Road, both of which MassDOT has classified 
as urban collectors (Figure 1) (MassDOT, 2017). Kent Street has two travel lanes with sidewalks 
on each side, and Edward Foster Road has two lanes with a sidewalk on the south side, though 
the sidewalk extends only across the causeway to the edge of the residential development. 
Between that location and the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary headquarters, Edward Foster is a two-
lane road with no sidewalk. According to the town master plan, only First Parish Road has poor 
levels of service during peak hours (Town of Scituate, 2004).  

Parking for Scituate Harbor consists of on-street parking along Front Street, the Village Market 
shopping center, and the town’s Cole Parkway parking lot at the wharf. For those using the shops 
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or restaurants at Mill Wharf, private, onsite parking is available. According to Scituate’s 2014 
Parking Study, parking spaces are often inadequate during the vacation season, especially during 
mid-day (Town of Scituate, 2015).  

Mass transit in the area consists of circulator buses, which connect Scituate Harbor to regional 
mass transit hubs (Greater Attleboro Taunton Regional Transit Authority, 2017), and commuter 
rail on the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s Greenbush Line, which terminates at 
Greenbush Station, about 3 miles from the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary headquarters 
(Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, 2017). Pedestrian facilities consist of sidewalks on 
both sides of Front Street, Kent Street, First Parish with complete intersection crosswalks and a 
sidewalk as far east as Peggotty Beach Road on Edward Foster Road. No bicycle facilities are 
located in the project area—only on-street riding. 

Roads and parking in the immediate area of the boathouse are local and light use. Edward Foster 
Road is connected to the boathouse by Sunset Road, which is a dirt road west of the Stellwagen 
Bank Sanctuary headquarters maintained by the neighborhood association (Louis Berger, 2016a). 
Two roads intersect Sunset Road near the boathouse—McLean Road, which is undeveloped, and 
Henry Lane, which is a dirt road. Sunset Road has seven residences, while Henry Lane has four 
residences—one near the boathouse and three more along the shoreline. Parking is provided for 
workers and researchers at the boathouse at a 16-vehicle, gravel parking lot that was constructed 
in 2015 at the end of Sunset Road (Figure 2).  

The typical route for traffic to the boathouse, Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary administrative 
building, or Sunset Road residences from regional roads involves traffic coming in from the west 
on either First Parish, Kent Street, or Front Street and then using Edward Foster Road to access 
the peninsula and travel through its residential neighborhoods to Sunset Road. Access to the 
boathouse is made by continuing west on Sunset Road to the 16-vehicle, gravel parking lot. This 
route uses one intersection known to have poor levels of service during peak hours (First 
Parish/Kent Street/Front Street/Edward Foster Road) and one road known to be congested during 
peak hours (First Parish Road) (Town of Scituate, 2004). The route from the boathouse, the 
administrative building, and Sunset Road residences to retail and dining in Scituate Harbor uses 
Edward Foster Road to its intersection with Front Street, which is then used to access Scituate 
Harbor. This route uses intersections that are known to have delays during peak hours—First 
Parish/Kent Street/Front Street/Edward Foster Road and Front Street/Brook Street/Cole Parkway 
(Figure 1) (Town of Scituate, 2004). Other traffic using Edward Foster Road includes trips from 
about 150 households and during vacation season a boat marina and Peggotty Beach, a town 
beach with 200 parking spaces (Town of Scituate, n.d.).  

Many users generate traffic on Sunset Road, including Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary staff, 
volunteers, the Massachusetts Environmental Police, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
staff, researchers using the boathouse, trucks delivering supplies to the boathouse, and residents. 
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The average number of daily round trips generated varies considerably by season, and the 
primary research season between May and October generates considerably more trips than the 
November to April time frame. However, the number of days that visiting researchers use the 
road is limited to approximately 60 to 85 each year, while residential use of the road is year-
round (Louis Berger, 2016a). 

Sunset Road residential trips are generated by its seven houses and the four houses on Henry 
Lane, which joins Sunset Road by the boathouse parking lot. These trips consist of daily 
commuting to Scituate Harbor or surrounding communities for work, school, and errands. 
Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary staff and volunteers using the boathouse generate trips by 
commuting to the site from their residences in surrounding areas (Louis Berger, 2016a).  

Researchers using the boathouse facilities stay in hotels in the local area, namely as guests at the 
Inn at Scituate Harbor or in the homes of NOAA staff, and commute to Stellwagen Bank 
Sanctuary, creating additional daily trips on Sunset Road (Haskell, 2017). Aside from the Inn at 
Scituate Harbor in town, most other area hotels are located approximately 10 miles west in 
Rockland, so the researchers use the same routes as other traffic to Sunset Road. The length of 
time that researchers work at the site can vary from 2 days to up to 10 days for whale 
research/tagging missions. Research teams typically average 10 people with a maximum of 14 
during whale research/tagging missions and the crew size for the research vessel generally 
consists of 2 people (Haskell, 2017). Thus, currently researchers contribute a small number of 
additional round trips on Sunset Road (Haskell, 2016).  

Outside the primary research season, traffic on Sunset Road is estimated to average one daily 
round trip made by Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary staff and volunteers commuting to the site. 
Residents of Sunset Road or Henry Lane, as well as delivery trucks, the Massachusetts 
Environmental Police and other non-Stellwagen staff using the boathouse, are estimated to 
average 26 daily round trips during this period, creating an average of 27 daily round trips on 
Sunset Road (Haskell, 2016). During the primary research season, use of the road increases. It is 
estimated that Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary staff and volunteers create 7 average daily round trips 
during this time frame. Researchers, residents, delivery people, the Massachusetts Environmental 
Police, and others are estimated to contribute 43 average daily round trips, creating an average of 
50 daily round trips during this period. Commuting researchers account for a small portion of 
this seasonal increase (Haskell, 2016).  

 UTILITIES AND SOLID WASTE 
The boathouse is currently provided with potable water, electricity, and natural gas. Potable 
water is provided by the Town of Scituate, which has several water sources including six wells, 
the Old Oaken Bucket Pond, and the Tack Factory Pond Reservoir system. The town’s water 
meets all state and federal drinking water standards (Town of Scituate, 2016). A water line that is 
secured to the underside of the pier currently serves the exterior of the building and pier only; the 
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boathouse has no sinks, showers, or restroom facilities. Water is used from the pier to rinse off 
salt water divers, small boat craft, and equipment. 

National Grid provides electricity, which is used mainly for lighting and supplying power to 
portable equipment. Bay State Gas provides natural gas, which is used for the gas-fired, forced-
air heating system.  

Solid waste and recyclable materials, including paper, cardboard, glass, plastic, and metal, are 
collected onsite and transported to appropriate facilities. Drop-off service is also available at the 
Town of Scituate Transfer Station, which accepts municipal waste, construction debris, and 
recyclables. 

 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
To assess lead-based paint, asbestos, and other miscellaneous hazardous materials, a survey of 
the interior and exterior of the building was conducted on 6 October 2016. 

During the survey, 23 paint samples were collected from both the interior and exterior of the 
Stellwagen boathouse and tested. Eleven samples had positive detections of lead in excess of the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) regulatory level of 0.5 percent lead, 
by weight—five samples on the interior of the first floor, four samples on the interior of the 
second floor, and two samples of the exterior of the building. Visual observations of lead-based 
paint throughout the building ranged from poor to intact (Louis Berger, 2016b).  

The survey also confirmed the presence of asbestos-containing material (ACM). ACM is defined 
as any material containing more than 1 percent asbestos (29 CFR Part 1910.1001b). Human 
health-based and environmental-based risks and impacts from ACM in structures exist when 
ACM becomes airborne, which can readily occur when ACM is friable (easily crumbled) or from 
deterioration or disturbance such as during renovation. When left in place, the likelihood of non-
friable asbestos to become airborne is low, but may occur if the material is sufficiently disturbed. 
During the survey, 18 samples were collected from various materials that were inspected and 
examined throughout the interior and exterior of the building. ACM was detected in one 
sample—the patch caulking on the metal jacket of an abandoned pipe, underneath the exterior of 
the boathouse in the northeast corner. The patch caulking test results indicated the material 
contained 2 percent ACM, which was observed to be intact and in good condition (no damage). 
The material was classified as non-friable, meaning that when dry, the material could not be 
crumbled, pulverized, or reduced to powder by hand pressure (40 CFR Part 61.141).  

The survey identified that the boathouse currently contains the following miscellaneous 
hazardous materials throughout the building: paint cans (15), gasoline canisters (9), oil cans (10), 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing light ballasts (20), fluorescent light bulbs (36), 
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mastic adhesive buckets (4), and various cans of cleaning products (20). The products identified 
vary in volume and range between approximately 1 to 10 gallons. 

In addition to the building survey, a Charrette Report was prepared in November 2010. The 
storage requirements described in the report detailed the use of fiberboard drums to store soda 
ash and cylinders to store oxygen and nitrogen as part of the diving equipment inventory (Black 
and Veatch, 2010).  

 VISUAL RESOURCES 
The Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary property includes an administration building, a meeting annex, a 
storage shed, boathouse, attached pier, and two floating docks. The boathouse is located along 
the Scituate Harbor seacoast on the southern peninsula of Scituate off Sunset Road. The 
boathouse was built around 1936 on pilings over the water and includes a 300-foot pier with two 
attached floating docks and pier lighting stanchions that are not functioning properly. The 
boathouse is designed in the same character as the other Sanctuary buildings, which are distinct 
from the residential homes on the peninsula that follow a gray color palette. It is currently 
painted white with dark green shutters and a red roof. 

The area surrounding the property consists primarily of single and multi-family residences. The 
shoreline to either side of the boathouse is shallow and rocky and offers unobstructed views to 
the harbor. To the southwest lies 2.53 acres of undeveloped forestlands, to the south, a three-slip 
marina with a 125 boat capacity, and to the east lies the peninsula’s residential homes. 

 NOISE  
The Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary headquarters facilities are located among single and multi-
family residences on a dead-end street in a coastal urban environment. The ambient sound level 
of a region is defined by the total noise generated within the specific environment and usually 
comprises sounds emanating from natural and artificial sources. Ambient noise in the project 
area consists of human-generated residential and motor vehicle noise, wave (tidal) action, vessel 
noise, and general marina/Scituate Harbor traffic. Environmental noise may vary considerably 
over the course of a day and throughout the week. This variation is caused in part by changing 
weather conditions and the effect of seasonal vegetative cover and time of year. Noise levels at 
the project are generally unobtrusive with little negative impact on human enjoyment and 
wildlife use. The shoreline adjacent to the boathouse is largely undeveloped and provides a 
buffer to the upland residences. 

 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary headquarters facilities are located on the banks of Scituate 
Harbor atop geologic materials typical of estuarine environments. Geology in the tidal marsh 
immediately surrounding the boathouse comprises mud and fill over a wet substratum occupying 
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relatively shallow slopes (NRCS, 2017). Geological resources, soils and unique and sensitive 
geologic features such as natural rock formations and fragile coastal landscapes, may be 
adversely affected depending on the scale and intensity of the proposed development. No 
sensitive geologic features in the area surround the property. The erosive effects of tidal action 
on the geology within the harbor are mitigated by the presence of a breakwater at the entrance to 
the harbor. However, some wave action is retained as a result of wave refraction around the 
breakwater.  

 WATER RESOURCES 
The Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary headquarters facilities are located in the South Coastal 
watershed. The dominant surface water in the vicinity is Scituate Harbor, an estuary that 
connects to the larger Massachusetts Bay to the east and the Atlantic Ocean. Several perennial 
and intermittent streams discharge into Scituate Harbor, although these are outside the project 
area. The waters of Scituate Harbor do not support shellfish harvesting use and are listed on the 
2014 303(d) list of impaired waters (MassDEP, 2015). Scituate Harbor is impaired due to fecal 
coliform, but it has an approved total maximum daily load, finalized in 2014, establishing 
pollutant loading limits designed to bring the waterbody back into compliance (MassDEP and 
USEPA, 2014). 

 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) identified two federally listed avian 
species that may occur in the vicinity of the proposed action—the threatened rufa red knot 
(Calidris canutus rufa)2 and the endangered roseate tern (Sterna dougallii) (USFWS, 2017).3 
The rufa red knot is a medium-sized shorebird that completes a long-distance migration between 
its breeding grounds in the Canadian Arctic and several wintering grounds that include the 
southeastern United States, Northeast Gulf of New Mexico, northern Brazil, and Tierra del 
Fuego at the southern tip of South America. In Massachusetts, the red knot has been recorded as 
a spring migrant on Cape Cod, but it is more commonly present as a mid-summer to early fall 
migrant (Harrington et al., 2010). During their southward migration to wintering areas, red knots 
typically feed on small clams and mussels found along coastal beaches and exposed intertidal 
flats. No suitable habitat for the species is available in the immediate vicinity of the Stellwagen 
Bank Sanctuary boathouse. 

The roseate tern is a medium-sized, plunge-diving seabird that breeds in two discrete 
populations—from Nova Scotia south to New York and in the Caribbean. The northeast 
population of roseate terns arrive in Massachusetts from late-April to mid-May to breed in just a 
handful of coastal locations, primarily in Buzzards Bay and outer Cape Cod. The birds depart 

                                                 
2 79 FR 73706, 11 December 2014 
3 52 FR 42064, 2 November 1987 
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from breeding colonies in late-July and August and most have begun migrating southward 
(principally to South America) by mid-September (Massachusetts Division of Fish and Wildlife, 
2007). During its southward migration to wintering areas, the roseate tern forages almost 
exclusively on its preferred prey, American sand lance (Ammodytes americanus), but 
occasionally feeds on other juvenile fish and small crustaceans. It generally nests on sandy, 
gravelly, or rocky islands and selects sites with denser vegetation. Loss of breeding and non-
breeding habitat, competition from expanding numbers of large gulls, and predation are the 
greatest threats to both bird species. No suitable habitat for the species is available in the 
immediate vicinity of the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary boathouse. Critical habitat has not been 
designated for either species. 

 SOCIOECONOMICS 
The Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary headquarters is located in the town of Scituate, Massachusetts, 
which is located directly northwest of Cape Cod and approximately 20 miles southeast of 
Boston, Massachusetts. Scituate is located within Plymouth County, Massachusetts. According 
to 5-year estimates from 2011–2015, 5,355 persons were estimated to reside in the town of 
Scituate, an increase of 5 percent from the year 2000 (U.S. Census 2000, 2015a), and 503,681 
persons were estimated to reside in Plymouth County, comprising 7.5 percent of the total 
population of the state of Massachusetts.  

The town of Scituate, primarily a residential community, is also home to a working fishing fleet, 
a number of historic sites, and several business areas (Town of Scituate, 2017). As of 2015, 
266,297 jobs were available in Plymouth County. The primary industries today, in terms of total 
local employment in Plymouth County, are health care and social assistance (14 percent) and 
retail trade (12 percent). In 2015, the construction industry employed 20,479 jobs (8 percent) in 
the county, while employment in local and federal government made up 8 percent and less than 
1 percent of all jobs, respectively (Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2015).  

An estimated 2,390 total housing units were available in Scituate between 2011 and 2015 with a 
total vacancy rate of 8.7 percent. The rental vacancy rate was 6.9 percent. Eighty percent of 
occupied housing was owner occupied, while the remainder was renter occupied (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2015b). Two hotels primarily serve the local Scituate area—Oceanside Inn and Inn at 
Scituate Harbor. An additional hotel, Cohasset Harbor Inn, is located 5 miles to the northwest of 
Scituate and a number of hotels and rental properties is located closer to Boston, Massachusetts.   
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section describes the potential impacts from implementing the proposed action under the 
two action alternatives as well as the No-Action Alternative.  

 FLOODPLAINS 
The assessment of environmental consequences considered Executive Order 11988, Floodplain 
Management, which requires that a federal agency avoid direct or indirect support of 
development within the floodplain whenever there is a practicable alternative.  

Federal actions within the 100-year floodplain require the federal agency to conduct an eight-
step floodplain review process. This process requires the evaluation of alternatives, similar to 
NEPA, prior to funding the action. If federal actions are proposed to occur in a floodplain, the 
agency is required to reduce the risk of flood loss, minimize the potential impacts of floods on 
human safety, health, and welfare, and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values 
served by floodplains.  

The existing building is located in a VE zone with a base flood elevation of 18 feet during 100-
year floods. This indicates that the first floor of the building (located at an elevation of 13 feet) 
risks being flooded during major storms. Considering that the footprint of the building would 
remain unchanged under all three alternatives (No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1, and 
Alternative 2), the extent of flooding of the first floor would be the same. No feasible alternatives 
were identified that would allow the building to be outside the flood zone or prevent potential 
flooding of the first floor. Instead, the building design would mitigate impacts of flooding on 
critical infrastructure, such as moving electrical utilities to above the flood elevation to the extent 
practicable. However, FEMA’s recent rezoning and increase in base flood elevation assume a 
greater risk of building damage and resulting indirect effects during strong storms. 

Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies to notify the public at the earliest possible time 
a proposed action is considered in a floodplain and/or a wetland, and involve the affected and 
interested public in the decision making process. The conversion of the boathouse to a MOC was 
first discussed during a full open public meeting on 24 June 2015. The three alternatives assessed 
in this EA and measures to minimize impacts will be presented when the draft EA is issued for 
public review. 

4.1.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse  
Under Alternative 1, no new structures would be constructed and the footprint of the existing 
boathouse would not change. Considering that the footprint of the building and the number of 
permanent structures located within the floodplain would not change from existing conditions, 
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the proposed action under Alternative 1 would not affect the floodplain or the value of the 
floodplain itself. 

Renovations under Alternative 1 would be contained in the interior of building. Because the first 
floor of the building is at elevation of 13 feet, the building would be subject to inundation by the 
1-percent-annual-chance flood event with additional hazards resulting from storm-induced 
velocity wave action. Considering the proximity to land, the building could be vacated well in 
advance of an approaching storm, thus avoiding any impacts on human safety, health, and 
welfare. However, FEMA’s recent rezoning and increase in base flood elevation assume a 
greater risk of building damage or destruction during strong storms; such damage could be 
significant based on the water elevation and wave heights during the storm near the boathouse. In 
addition, resulting indirect effects include deposition of debris in Scituate Harbor and coastal 
areas outside the harbor.  

Renovations to the first floor under this alternative would include a wet and dry laboratory; dive 
locker; work space, including that needed for small boat/engine repairs; boat storage; and an 
ADA-compliant restroom with shower(s). Any critical mechanical equipment (e.g., furnace and 
heating, ventilating, and air conditioning [HVAC] system) would be placed above the base flood 
elevation to the greatest extent practicable to mitigate potential impacts from flooding.  

During operation, small amounts of chemicals, oil, lubricants, and other hazardous chemicals 
would likely be used in the laboratory and boat/engine repair shop. Considering the risk of 
inundation during strong storms, the renovations would be carried out in a manner that would 
minimize impacts during flood events. Specifically, potential leaks of hazardous fluids into a 
flooded building would be mitigated by using elevated storage cabinets or flood-proof 
containments to the extent practicable. 

Renovations also would include a new gravity sewer line for discharging wastewater from the 
restroom and laboratory. The sewer line would be secured to the underside of the pier beneath 
the MOC. It would be insulated and protected against severe weather conditions to minimize 
potential damage during major storms. This line would extend through the bulkhead via an 
existing conduit and discharge into a small grinder pump station that would be installed below 
grade inside a watertight manhole near the entrance to the gravel parking lot adjacent to the 
MOC, which would protect it during flood events. Float sensors within the manhole would 
trigger the system to grind and pump wastewater to the town’s sewer system as needed. The 
grinder pump would be turned off during storm preparations to prevent the potential for flood 
water from being pumped into the sewer system. 

Because the project area is located in a floodplain, it is protected by the Town of Scituate’s Code 
of Bylaws, Section 30770, Wetlands Protection Rules and Regulations. However, the activity 
proposed under Alternative 1 is not subject to regulation under this bylaw because the proposed 
activity under Alternative 1 would not remove, fill, dredge, or alter the area. Alternative 1 would 
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also comply with the Town of Scituate’s Zoning Bylaws, Section 470, Floodplain Protection 
and Zoning District. 

Impacts from implementing Alternative 1 with respect to floodplains are expected to be less than 
significant because of the mitigation measures that would be in place. 

4.1.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse 

Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts as under Alternative 1 since the only difference 
between the alternatives would be the additional berthing accommodations (including a 
kitchenette and restroom with showers) on the second floor under Alternative 2. The elevation of 
the second floor would remain at 28 feet, 6 inches, which is above the base flood elevation of 
18 feet. While the additional berthing accommodations under Alternative 2 could result in a 
greater number of people in the building, prior to impending major storms, Stellwagen Bank 
Sanctuary staff would continue to require visiting researchers to evacuate the premises, thus 
avoiding potential impacts on human safety, health, and welfare. The design and 
recommendations for Alternative 1 regarding critical mechanical equipment and appropriate 
storage of hazardous fluids would also apply to Alternative 2. Similarly, the design of the sewer 
system under Alternative 2 would be the same as under Alternative 1, protecting it to the 
maximum extent practicable from damage during storm/flooding events. The risk for potentially 
significant structural damage, along with indirect effects from deposition of debris in the harbor 
and coastal waters, would be the same as Alternative 1 and the No-Action Alternative. 
Alternative 2 would also comply with Town of Scituate’s Code of Bylaws, Section 30770, 
Wetlands Protection Rules and Regulations, and the Town of Scituate’s Zoning Bylaws, Section 
470, Floodplain Protection and Zoning District. Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 is 
expected to result in less than significant effects. 

4.1.3 No-Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, no new construction would occur. The footprint of the 
building in the floodplain and flood hazards to NOAA facilities would remain unchanged from 
existing conditions. Similar to Alternatives 1 and 2, this includes the risk of potentially 
significant damage to the building during strong storms, along with indirect effects from 
deposition of the debris in Scituate Harbor and coastal areas outside the harbor. The risk of 
floods on human safety, health, and welfare under the No-Action Alternative would be minimal, 
similar to Alternatives 1 and 2 because of the proximity to shore, and easy access to an escape 
route. 



NOAA SBNMS MOC Draft EA  October 2017 

32 

 TRANSPORTATION 

4.2.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse  
Under Alternative 1, the number of average daily vehicle round trips on Sunset Road would 
increase slightly because the enhanced facilities available in the MOC would attract more 
activity to the boathouse. While the range of annual operational days of the MOC would not 
change from existing conditions (i.e., 60 days to 85 days), it is anticipated that the number of 
annual operational days would trend toward the higher end of the range with the new MOC. 
During the primary research season (May to October), researchers would continue to stay offsite 
and contribute to a small number of additional daily round trips as they drive to the MOC. 
During the off-research season (November to April), the estimated number of daily round trips 
on Sunset Road is estimated to increase from 27 to 29 because the number of Stellwagen Bank 
Sanctuary staff and volunteers would increase from 1 to 3, while the number of trips for non-
Stellwagen Bank staff, such as residents of Sunset Road and Henry Lane and deliveries to the 
MOC, is estimated to remain at 26. During the primary research season, the number of daily 
round trips on Sunset Road is estimated to increase from 50 to 55. It is estimated that the number 
of trips associated with Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary staff and volunteers would increase 7 to 10 
daily round trips, while daily trips from other users of Sunset Road is estimated to increase from 
43 to 45 daily trips (Haskell, 2016). These increases are relatively minor against the background 
of the already existing number of residential round trips. The expected town growth rate is only 
102 people per year and little new development is expected on the peninsula, so additional trips 
from residential sources in the future would be minimal near the MOC (Town of Scituate, 2004). 

Temporary impacts from renovating activities would be minimal because they would only 
involve the movement of construction equipment and materials onsite and offsite, and minor 
road work on a portion of Sunset Road not used by residents to access their homes. To provide 
utility service to the MOC, the recently laid utility conduit at the bulkhead of the boathouse 
would need to be connected to the utilities in Sunset Road. The fire and water lines would 
connect to the existing water line along the south side of Sunset Road, west of Henry Lane, and 
the new gas line would connect to an existing gas meter in the same vicinity. The new sewer line 
would include a grinder pump along Sunset Road near the entrance to the gravel parking area 
adjacent to the boathouse and would connect to the existing sewer main at the manhole located at 
the junction of Sunset Road and Henry Lane (Black & Veatch, 2011). Installing these new utility 
lines would involve digging along a small portion of Sunset Road adjacent to the new parking 
lot, which is not used by residents to access their homes on Sunset Road or Henry Lane. Thus, 
temporary impacts on residential traffic are not expected because access to Henry Lane would 
not be blocked. Construction staging for all work relating to the project would use the gravel 
parking lot to avoid blocking residential traffic using Henry Lane or Sunset Road. The only 
temporary impacts on transportation from construction would be the small number of trips 



NOAA SBNMS MOC Draft EA  October 2017 

33 

generated from the movement of construction equipment to and from the site and the delivery of 
materials. 

4.2.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse 

Under Alternative 2, the MOC is expected to generate nearly the same increase in average daily 
vehicle round trips on Sunset Road as under Alternative 1. The number is slightly lower than 
Alternative 1 because researchers would no longer commute daily to the MOC. This Alternative 
would create temporary berthing space for the researchers on the second floor of the MOC and 
provide a kitchen for food preparation. Thus, the researchers would no longer need to stay in 
town, nearby hotels, or as guests in NOAA staff homes and drive to the boathouse every day. 
The elimination of commuting trips by researchers would be countered by some additional trips 
by the researchers into town to buy supplies or dine. These trips would likely be in the evenings 
after the boat docks for the night and only use Edward Foster Road and Front Street to get to 
town. The increase in average daily vehicle round trips would be somewhat less than under 
Alternative 1 because of the elimination of commuting trips by researchers. It would still be 
relatively minor against the background of the already existing number of residential round trips. 
In addition, little new development on the peninsula is anticipated, so additional trips from 
residential sources in the future would be at a minimum (Town of Scituate, 2004). Temporary 
traffic impacts would be minimal and identical to Alternative 1, with only the small number of 
movements of construction equipment and supplies to the site affecting residents.  

4.2.3 No-Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, the boathouse would not be renovated. The number and 
pattern of daily round trips would remain the same as under existing conditions (i.e., 60 days to 
85 annual operating days). Outside the research season, the number of daily round trips would 
remain at 27 and during the primary research season daily round trips would remain at 50. 
A detailed breakdown of the trips is provided in Section 3.2, Transportation. The estimated town 
growth rate of 102 people per year would only add a small number of trips to local roads, with 
most of it expected off the peninsula away from the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary headquarters 
(Town of Scituate, 2004). 

 UTILITIES AND SOLID WASTE 

4.3.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse  
The boathouse renovations would employ energy and water efficient designs, systems, 
equipment, and controls that are life-cycle cost effective. NOAA would coordinate with the 
appropriate utility providers, as necessary, prior to construction. All pertinent building and life 
safety codes would be met or exceeded. 
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4.3.1.1 Water 

Installation of a new domestic water line and new interior plumbing would be required to serve 
the laboratory, restroom, and shower, all of which would be equipped with low-flow fixtures. 
Installation of a new fire line would also be required to supply water to the new fire sprinkler 
system for the MOC. The new domestic water and fire lines would be connected to the town’s 
water supply line near the existing fire hydrant at the end of the MOC access road. The water 
lines would be installed below ground up to the bulkhead. The water lines would be installed 
through the bulkhead via an existing conduit designed for this purpose. The water lines would 
exit the bulkhead above ground and would be secured to the underside of the pier. The above-
ground portions of the water lines would be insulated and protected during extreme weather 
events. The specific method to achieve this protection, which would be determined during 
design, would likely include the addition of heat trace cable to prevent freezing. The new water 
lines would be installed through the bulkhead via an existing conduit designed for this purpose. 
Water demands are expected to increase slightly under Alternative 1 compared to existing 
conditions, but no significant adverse impacts on the water supply are expected. 

4.3.1.2 Sewer 

Sewer service is provided to the area by the Town of Scituate. Provision of sewer service to the 
MOC would be needed to handle the wastewater generated by the new laboratory, restrooms and 
shower. Provision of sewer service would require installation of a grinder pump in addition to a 
sewer line because the elevation of the MOC is lower than the point of connection to the town’s 
sewer system at the junction of Sunset Road and Henry Lane. Wastewater generated in the 
building would be discharged via a gravity sewer line secured to the underside of the pier 
beneath the MOC. This line would be insulated and protected against severe weather conditions. 
This line would extend through the bulkhead via an existing conduit and discharge into a small 
grinder pump station, which would be installed below grade inside a watertight manhole near the 
entrance to the gravel parking lot adjacent to the MOC. Float sensors within the manhole would 
trigger the system to grind and pump wastewater to the sewer system as needed. A small 
diameter force main would be constructed to carry wastewater from the grinder pump to the 
town’s existing sewer line at the junction of Sunset Road and Henry Lane. The wastewater flow 
from the MOC is expected to be minimal and intermittent. The Town of Scituate upgraded and 
expanded its wastewater treatment plant in 2000. Because relatively few people would use the 
water facilities at the new MOC and use would be minimal during the day when researchers are 
at sea, wastewater flows from the new MOC would not adversely affect the operation of the 
town’s sewer collection system or wastewater treatment plant. 

Some operational controls would be required to ensure the proper functioning of the grinder 
pump system during intermittent use of the MOC. Staff would be trained on the operation of the 
grinder pump and procedures to follow for storm preparation or if the alarm is activated to signal 
a problem. The grinder pump would be turned off in the event of a storm to prevent flood water 



NOAA SBNMS MOC Draft EA  October 2017 

35 

from being pumped to the sewer system. Contact phone numbers and procedures would also be 
clearly posted on or adjacent to the alarm panel. NOAA would obtain a building sewer 
connection permit from the Town of Scituate and would ensure that a town-licensed drain layer, 
who is certified to install grinder pumps, would be used. 

4.3.1.3 Electricity 

The existing overhead service drop would be removed and replaced with a new underground 
electrical service lateral to support upgraded building loads and existing pier loads. New power 
outlets and energy efficient lighting would be installed throughout the interior space and exterior 
walls of the building. Occupancy sensors would be used throughout to reduce energy use.  

Installation of a rooftop PV system would be considered during design of the MOC. PV cells are 
semiconductor devices that convert sunlight into electricity. If chosen, the system and equipment 
necessary to provide a minimum of 7.6 kilowatt peak direct current at standard testing conditions 
would be designed and installed in accordance with the National Electrical Code (NFPA 70) 
(NOAA, 2012). 

Renovations would include the use of energy efficient systems and equipment; therefore, only a 
small increase in demand for electricity is anticipated. These changes would have no significant 
adverse impact on the local electrical supply system. If a PV system were to be added, electricity 
demand from the local supplier would likely decrease compared to existing demand. 

4.3.1.4 Natural Gas 

The existing natural gas line would be replaced with a new line sized to supply domestic hot 
water and heat to the new MOC. A slight increase in natural gas use is anticipated to heat water 
when the sinks/showers are used and to operate the building furnace. The increase over current 
use is expected to be minimal and would have no significant adverse impact on local natural gas 
supplies. 

4.3.1.5 Seawater System 

A flow through seawater tank system would be included in the new MOC to maintain collected 
specimens. The seawater intake would be located at the pier approximately 150 feet from the 
MOC (i.e., halfway down the 300-foot pier) and the untreated seawater would be discharged to 
the waters of Scituate Harbor beneath the wet laboratory in the MOC. No change in temperature 
or salinity would occur in the flow-through system, and no chemicals or other substances would 
be added. The flow through seawater tank system would not be connected to the sewer line. To 
accommodate handling of bio-invasive species that cannot be released back into the 
environment, a closed, recirculating seawater table would also be included in the new MOC. On 
the rare occasion when needed by a researcher, the water from the closed, seawater table would 
be disinfected with ultraviolet radiation or some other suitable means and discharged to the 
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sanitary sewer. The volume of seawater to be discharged has not been determined at this time, 
but it is expected that the volume would be small and discharges would be infrequent. As a 
result, the seawater discharges would not likely adversely affect the sanitary sewer system or the 
town’s wastewater treatment plant. 

The seawater intake would be screened to prevent marine species from entering the submersible 
pump, although algae, plankton, fish eggs, larvae, and other microorganisms could pass through 
the screen. During high tide, the return pipe would discharge seawater back to the sea beneath 
the MOC, and during low tide, the return pipe would discharge seawater to the gravel beneath 
the MOC. 

The seawater flow-through system is not expected to have adverse impacts when operated during 
high tide because the return seawater would be discharged back to the sea. During low tide, the 
return seawater would be discharged to the gravel below the MOC, and this discharge could have 
adverse impacts on any remaining algae, plankton, fish eggs, larvae, and other microorganisms 
in the seawater. Depending on timing and weather conditions, some of these organisms may not 
survive in the gravel. To avoid this potential impact, the seawater discharge pipe would be 
extended down the pier past the low water line to ensure that the seawater from the flow-through 
system is returned to the sea in both high and low tides. 

4.3.1.6 Solid Waste 

Renovation of the interior of the boathouse would generate construction and demolition debris. 
The construction contractor would be responsible for collecting these materials onsite, recycling 
materials to the extent practical, and properly disposing of the non-recyclable materials at a 
licensed solid waste facility. 

4.3.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse 

Impacts to utilities under Alternative 2 would be similar to those discussed for Alternative 1, 
although use of all the utilities would be slightly greater because of the occasional use (60 to 
85 days annually) of the berthing facilities on the second floor of the MOC. Similar to 
Alternative 1, the boathouse renovations would employ energy and water efficient designs, 
systems, equipment, and controls that are life-cycle cost effective. NOAA would coordinate with 
the appropriate utility providers, as necessary, prior to construction. All pertinent building and 
life safety codes would be met or exceeded. Overall, utility use under Alternative 2, while greater 
than Alternative 1 due to the second floor berthing area allowing overnight use of the MOC, 
would not adversely affect any of the utility providers. 



NOAA SBNMS MOC Draft EA  October 2017 

37 

4.3.2.1 Water 

Similar to Alternative 1, installation of a new domestic water line and new interior plumbing 
would be required to serve the laboratory, restroom, and shower, which would all be equipped 
with low-flow fixtures. In addition, the second floor of the MOC would include a new kitchen 
and additional restroom and shower. Installation of a new fire line would also be required to 
supply water to the new fire sprinkler system for the MOC. The new domestic water and fire 
lines would be connected to the town’s water supply line near the existing fire hydrant at the end 
of the MOC access road and would be installed in the same manner as described under 
Alternative 1.Water demands are expected to increase under Alternative 2 compared to 
Alternative 1 due to the likely morning and night time use by researchers berthing at the MOC. 
However, no significant adverse impacts to the water supply are expected because the MOC 
would only be used 60 to 85 days per year and with researchers at sea for the majority of the day, 
water use would be limited to mornings and night time. 

4.3.2.2 Sewer 

Requirements for, and installation of, a sanitary sewer system to the new MOC would be the 
same as described under Alternative 1. The wastewater flow from the new MOC under 
Alternative 2 would be slightly more than under Alternative 1 due to researchers berthing at the 
MOC under Alternative 2 creating additional morning and nighttime use. As noted under 
Alternative 1, the Town of Scituate upgraded and expanded its wastewater treatment plant in 
2000. Because relatively few people would use the water facilities at the new MOC only during 
the morning and nighttime hours, and use would be limited to 60 to 85 days per year, wastewater 
flows from the new MOC would not adversely affect the operation of the town’s sewer 
collection system or wastewater treatment plant. 

4.3.2.3 Electricity 

The installation of electrical systems in the new MOC under Alternative 2 would be similar to 
Alternative 1, including the use of energy efficient fixtures and occupancy sensors; the only 
difference would be the addition of outlets and lighting on the second floor to accommodate the 
new berthing spaces. Because of the berthing accommodations included under Alternative 2, 
energy demand would be slightly more than under Alternative 1, but would still not create 
significant adverse impacts on the local electrical supply system due to minimal use during the 
day while researchers are at sea and due to the fact that researchers would only be at the MOC 
for approximately 60 to 85 days a year.  

As described under Alternative 1, installation of a rooftop PV system would be considered 
during design of the MOC. If a PV system were to be added, electricity demand from the local 
supplier would likely decrease compared to existing demand.  
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4.3.2.4 Natural Gas 

As described under Alternative 1, under Alternative 2 the existing natural gas line would be 
replaced with a new line sized to supply domestic hot water and heat to the new MOC. A slight 
increase in natural gas use is anticipated to heat water when the sinks/showers are used and to 
operate the building furnace. While the increase in use would be slightly greater than Alternative 
1 because of additional morning and night time demand resulting from the second floor berthing 
accommodations, the increase would have no significant adverse impact on local natural gas 
supplies because use would be intermittent and limited to 60 to 85 days per year. 

4.3.2.5 Seawater System 

The new seawater system and its resulting impacts would be the same under Alternative 2 as 
Alternative 1 because the nature of the systems being installed or their use would not change. 

4.3.2.6 Solid Waste 

The amount of solid waste generated during construction under Alternative 2 would be higher 
than under Alternative 1 because of the raising of the roofline. However, recycling the existing 
asphalt roof shingles at an asphalt batch plant that accepts post-consumer shingles could divert 
this material from the waste stream. Daily generation of household trash would also likely be 
higher under Alternative 2 compared to Alternative 1 because of the use of the berthing 
accommodations, but this daily generation of household trash would not adversely affect solid 
waste services in the Town of Scituate. 

4.3.3 No-Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, the boathouse would not be renovated. Utility use and solid 
waste generation would remain the same as under existing conditions, and there would be no 
impacts. 

 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

4.4.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse  
During the building materials and environmental survey at the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary 
boathouse, various structures throughout the building were sampled and confirmed to contain 
lead-based paints. While lead-based paint was found to be present, not all areas identified in the 
building survey would be abated (i.e., removed or encapsulated) for lead. Components of the 
building that contain lead-based paint that would be disturbed during building renovation 
activities would be abated. Paint chips would be scraped, removed, and collected from painted 
surfaces that contain deteriorated lead-based paint prior to applying a new coat of paint. Placing 
tarps or plastic sheeting is one method that could be used to collect paint chips. These paint 
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chips, as well as all building components painted with lead-based paint that would be removed 
during building renovation activities, would be sampled and tested in accordance with regulatory 
guidelines to characterize them for proper management and disposal.  

The interior paint chip samples that were collected and tested during the hazardous materials 
survey confirmed that paint on various surfaces throughout the building such as the upper wall, 
support column, window sill, ceiling, portions of the floors, and staircase guardrails contained 
between 2.2 percent and 7.8 percent lead, by weight, exceeding the USEPA’s regulatory level of 
0.5 percent lead, by weight (Louis Berger, 2016b). Exterior paint chip samples confirmed the 
presence of lead-based paint in excess of the regulatory limit throughout the exterior wall fascia, 
trim, and soffit, as well as along the trim and column at the south entrance. Positive detections 
ranged from 0.95 percent to 6.9 percent. Visual observations of the interior and exterior noted the 
condition of the paint as ranging from poor to intact (Louis Berger, 2016b). Human health-based 
and environmental-based risks and impacts from lead paint on structures exist when paint is 
chipping and not intact, either from deterioration or disturbance such as during renovation. Dust 
or chips that result from these conditions can then contaminate surfaces and/or be inhaled or 
ingested (Ashley et al., 1997). Because Alternative 1 would entail disturbance to these structures, 
whether by renovation or abatement, this material has the potential to affect human health and 
the environment.  

However, any work that disturbs painted surfaces containing lead would be performed in 
accordance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations and the 
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as 
administered by USEPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(MassDEP).4 Contractors performing alteration or abatement would comply with an effective 
site-specific worker protection plan and site safety and health plan, would wear proper personal 
protective equipment, and conduct personnel air monitoring throughout the duration of work, as 
required. Therefore, because working in compliance with federal regulations would control the 
impacts from lead-based paint during work activity, no significant impacts would result. 
Additionally, removal and abatement of lead paint on the interior and exterior of the building 
would result in long-term, beneficial impacts when compared to the No-Action Alternative 
because of the reduced risk of exposure to these materials. 

The generation of lead-based paint chip waste associated with renovation activities on the first 
floor would likely result in the generation of hazardous waste. The toxic characteristic leachate 
procedure test methodology would need to be performed on the paint waste in accordance with 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act regulations5 to confirm characteristic hazardous waste 
levels. The positive detection of lead that is equal to or in excess of 5 milligrams per liter (5 parts 
                                                 
4 29 CFR Part 1926.62, 40 CFR Part 745, 15 U.S.C. §§ 2601, 2687, and 40 CFR Part 261 
5 40 CFR Part 261 
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per million) characterizes the material as hazardous waste.6 Any hazardous waste generated 
would require proper disposal at a permitted hazardous waste facility. The handling, treatment, 
storage and disposal of hazardous waste would be conducted in compliance with federal and 
state regulations.7 Hazardous waste would be properly identified and separated for permitted 
offsite disposal; therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated. 

Previous site visits and building surveys have confirmed the presence of miscellaneous 
hazardous materials located on the interior of the building on both the first and second floors. 
Paint cans, gasoline canisters, oil cans, fiber drums of soda ash, fluorescent light bulbs, PCB-
containing ballasts, and oxygen cylinders were among some of the items observed and 
inventoried throughout the building (Black and Veatch, 2010; Louis Berger, 2016b). Under 
Alternative 1, these materials would be temporarily removed for the duration of renovation 
activity and then placed back inside the building for continued secure use by NOAA. Because 
reduction or elimination of hazardous waste generation at the source is a priority of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act program, any efforts to reuse these materials would be 
implemented as a best management practice. Continued use of these materials would require 
proper storage and spill prevention and response procedures as per MassDEP’s Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan,8 which would prevent hazardous material spills and releases (such as from 
equipment refueling) during NOAA’s operation of the building. Compliance with these 
procedures would result in no significant impacts. If NOAA were to discontinue use of these 
materials, NOAA would properly recycle and/or dispose of these materials as hazardous or 
universal waste because of their flammable, corrosive, and toxic properties. Provided that all 
hazardous and universal wastes are properly identified and separated for offsite disposal, no 
significant impacts would result. 

As described in Section 3.4, non-friable, intact ACM was detected in patch caulking on the metal 
jacket of an abandoned pipe, underneath the exterior of the boathouse. Similar to lead-based 
paint, human health-based and environmental-based impacts associated with non-friable ACM 
can result from material disturbance during renovation. If the first floor renovations under 
Alternative 1 were to disturb the exterior deck underneath the building, such as the insulation of 
new utility lines underneath the building, there would be a potential for impacts during 
renovation or abatement activity. However, all removal, handling, and disposal of the ACM 
would be conducted in accordance with federal and state regulations;9 therefore, no significant 
impacts are expected. 

Under Alternative 1, any potential adverse impacts from lead-based paint, asbestos, or other 
hazardous materials would be reduced and controlled by state and federal compliance 

                                                 
6  40 CFR Part 261.24 
7 40 CFR 261, 40 CFR Part 262, 310 Code of Massachusetts Regulations (CMR) 30.0  
8 310 CMR 40.0 
9 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart M; 40 CFR Part 763; 29 CFR Part 1910; 310 CMR 7.15, 19, 22, 33, and 40. 
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requirements; therefore, no significant impacts to human health or the environment are 
anticipated because many surfaces containing lead-based paint would be abated and removed. 
ACM and other hazardous materials would also be removed as part of renovation. Overall, 
implementation of Alternative 1 would result in long-term benefits because the risk of exposure 
to these hazardous materials would be reduced when compared to the No-Action Alternative. 

4.4.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse 

As described in Section 3.4, various structures on the second floor of the boathouse were 
sampled and confirmed to contain lead-based paint. Similar to Alternative 1, only components of 
the building that contain lead-based paint and that would be disturbed during building renovation 
activities would be abated under Alternative 2. The interior paint chip samples that were 
collected confirmed that paint on various surfaces throughout the building, such as the upper 
wall, support column, window sill, ceiling, portions of the floors, and staircase guardrails, 
contained between 2.2 percent and 7.8 percent lead, by weight, exceeding the USEPA’s 
regulatory level of 0.5 percent lead, by weight (Louis Berger, 2016b). As described in Section 
4.4.1, exterior paint chip samples confirmed the presence of lead-based paint, and visual 
observations of the interior and exterior ranged from poor to intact (Louis Berger, 2016b). The 
potential risks for impacts to human health and the environment as related to lead-based paint 
under Alternative 2 would be greater than Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would require additional 
disturbance to the exterior building wall fascia, trim, and soffit from raising the roofline by 
approximately 3 to 4 feet to accommodate additional ceiling height on the second floor. Because 
Alternative 2 would entail renovations to the roof and both floors of the building, the risk for 
impacts would increase during renovation activities because of the disturbance to additional 
surface areas containing lead-based paint when compared to Alternative 1. As a result, a larger 
volume of lead-based paint chip waste would also be generated during renovation activities 
because of the expanded scope of work. However, any work that disturbs painted surfaces 
containing lead would be performed in accordance with OSHA regulations and the TSCA and 
RCRA. The handling, treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous waste would be conducted in 
compliance with USEPA and MassDEP hazardous waste regulations, as discussed under 
Alternative 1. Contractors performing alteration or abatement would perform work in accordance 
with an effective site-specific worker protection plan and site safety and health plan, would wear 
proper personal protective equipment, and conduct personnel air monitoring throughout the 
duration of work, as required. As a result, Alternative 2 would not result in significant impacts. 
The removal and abatement of lead paint on the first and second floor would result in long-term 
benefits resulting from the elimination of risk of exposure to these materials.  

Miscellaneous hazardous materials were identified throughout the interior of the building on both 
the first and second floors. As described in Section 4.4.1, paint cans, gasoline canisters, oil cans, 
fiber drums of soda ash, fluorescent light bulbs, PCB-containing ballasts, and oxygen cylinders 
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were among some of the items observed and inventoried (Louis Berger, 2016b). These materials 
would be removed during renovation and then brought back into the building for continued use 
by NOAA or be recycled and/or disposed of as universal waste. Because all hazardous and 
universal wastes would be properly identified and separated for permitted offsite disposal, no 
significant impacts would result. 

Under Alternative 2, human health-based and environmental-based impacts associated with 
ACM would be the same as Alternative 1 because the only ACM material identified was the 
caulking on the abandoned pipe underneath the building. While there would be extensions to the 
roof under Alternative 2, ACM was not detected in the samples of the roof shingles; therefore, no 
significant impacts would result. 

Under Alternative 2, and similar to Alternative 1, any potential adverse impacts from lead-based 
paint, asbestos, or other hazardous materials would be reduced and controlled by state and 
federal compliance requirements; therefore, no significant impacts on human health or the 
environment would result. Overall, implementation of Alternative 2 would result in long-term 
benefits by reducing the risk of exposure to these hazardous materials because many of the 
interior surfaces, as well as the exterior of the building, containing lead-based paint would be 
abated and removed, and ACM and other hazardous materials could potentially be removed as 
part of renovation. 

4.4.3 No-Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, the boathouse would remain in its current condition for 
NOAA’s continued use. The condition of the hazardous materials that currently exist on the 
parcel would not change. Hazardous materials would continue to be stored properly inside the 
building, the ACM-containing pipe would remain intact, and the interior and exterior painted 
surfaces of the building would overall remain in fair condition. No immediate impacts would 
occur under the No-Action Alternative. 

Though the exterior paint of the boathouse was noted in fair condition during the building 
survey, none of the exterior paint under this alternative would not be abated or removed. 
Therefore, under the No-Action Alternative, the potential exists for the material to degrade over 
time due to natural weathering, causing paint dust and chips to fall to the ground and affect soils 
in the drip zone around the building. The drip zone is the area surrounding a building that can be 
most readily affected by exterior lead-based paint. Contaminants that wash from the roof or 
siding of structures can also affect the lead levels in soils. The drip zone includes the area 
adjacent to the exterior walls (Black and Veatch, 2009). If unaddressed, paint chips could affect 
human health and potentially affect the surrounding waters. However, at the first signs of 
degradation of the material, NOAA would respond immediately and mitigate any hazardous 
conditions in accordance with all applicable state and federal regulations. As such, no significant 
impacts are expected. 
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 VISUAL IMPACTS 

4.5.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse  
Under Alternative 1, renovation activities would be restricted solely to the interior of the new 
MOC. The roof would not be raised, and the dormers would not be combined into a single unit 
on each side. Because of this, visual or other aesthetic qualities associated with the area, 
including the viewshed, would remain unchanged. The interior renovations would not be visible 
from the outside and would be consistent with local land use and zoning applied to this area.  

The flow-through seawater table would require exterior pipes for both intake and discharge. 
However, these pipes would be designed with materials that match the exterior of the building 
and would not be readily visible because they would be attached to the pier wherever possible. If 
a PV system were to be added to the roof of the MOC, it could potentially affect visual aesthetics 
under this alternative. While a design for a PV system has not been completed, if solar panels 
were to be installed, they would likely be designed to be flush with the roof line, and would not 
be sloped outward. Therefore, the new PV system under this assumption would not significantly 
affect the viewshed and would be designed to produce less glare. Because other buildings having 
solar panels are located only a short distance away, this action would also not significantly affect 
neighboring visual aesthetics.  

Installing the utility lines along the short stretch of Sunset Road in front of the MOC would 
require construction vehicles and trenching. However, this activity would be temporary and the 
visual aesthetics of the area would return to normal once the installation of the utility lines was 
complete. Alternative 1 would not significantly change the visual environment, so no major 
visual impacts would occur. 

4.5.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse 

Under Alternative 2, most renovation would take place in the interior of the boathouse. Changes 
made to the interior would have no visual impact on the exterior of the MOC. Renovations to the 
exterior would include establishing exterior pipes for the seawater tanks, raising the roofline 3 to 
4 feet, and reconfiguring the existing dormers into longer, single dormers to accommodate 
additional ceiling height on the second floor. The single dormers on either end of the building 
would also be expanded. Similar to Alternative 1, a PV system may also be installed on the roof. 
These external modifications would require installation of scaffolding and netting around the 
building during the construction period and would occur during the off-season months. While 
this would create an adverse aesthetic effect during construction, this effect would be temporary 
because scaffolding and netting would be removed once the exterior renovation is complete and 
prior to renovation of the interior. The MOC, including the roof, would remain in the same color 
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and style, which is characteristic of the other Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary buildings, and would 
not significantly alter the visual setting of the area. 

Increasing the roof height by 3 to 4 feet would permanently change the viewshed from multiple 
vantage points. However, because the boathouse is situated at a lower elevation than the 
surrounding homes and has a setback of 250 feet into the harbor from development on Sunset 
Road, an increase of 3 to 4 feet would not likely significantly affect the visual environment. 
Those most affected would be the residences located on the beach directly east of the boathouse 
because western-oriented windows face that direction.  

Similar to Alternative 1, if a PV system were to be added to the roof of the MOC, the PV system 
could potentially affect visual aesthetics under this alternative. While a design for a PV system 
has not been completed, Figure 4 provides a 2012 conceptual drawing of what the MOC under 
Alternative 2 could look like after incorporating the raised roofline and PV panels. The solar 
panels would likely be designed to be flush with the roof line and would not be sloped outward. 
Therefore, the new PV system under this assumption would not significantly affect the viewshed 
and would be designed to produce less glare. Because another building with solar panels is 
located only a short distance away (the residence located at Henry Land and Sunset Road), this 
action would not introduce a new visual element into the community. Therefore, installation of 
solar panels would fit into the existing character of the area and would not substantially affect 
neighboring aesthetics. 

FIGURE 4 2012 CONCEPTUAL DRAWING SHOWING SOLAR PANELS—MARINE OPERATIONS 
CENTER STELLWAGEN BANK NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY 

 
Source: NOAA (2012) 
Note: It should be noted that this is a 2012 conceptual drawing. Based on more recent discussions, the 

exterior of the first floor is not likely to look like this. This figure is included to provide an idea of 
what the visual impact of adding a second floor and a PV system might be. 
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The flow-through seawater table would require exterior pipes for both intake and discharge. 
However, these pipes would be designed with materials that match the exterior of the building 
and would not be readily visible because they would be attached to the pier wherever possible.  

While exterior modifications to the boathouse may cause a slightly increased obstruction to 
views westward for residences located east of the boathouse, these properties would continue to 
have completely unobstructed views of the harbor both northward and eastward. Additionally, 
the MOC is located on a lengthy and publicly accessible beach, where views of Scituate Harbor 
can be seen to either side of the property. Therefore, no significant impacts to the visual 
environment of the area would result. 

4.5.3 No-Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, no internal or external changes would be made to the 
boathouse. The boathouse would not be renovated and the existing two-story building would 
continue to be used in its current state for storage and boat repairs with no wet or dry laboratory 
space. No change in the visual environment would occur and no visual impacts would result. 

 NOISE 

4.6.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse  
Noise associated with interior renovation activities would be minor and temporary in nature and 
would not be significantly audible outside the boathouse. Because the exterior of the boathouse 
would not be altered under Alternative 1, other than repainting the exterior walls, existing noise 
levels are not expected to rise noticeably during renovation. The level of ambient noise would 
not increase under this alternative; however, noise associated with the number of average daily 
vehicle round trips on Sunset Road from the enhanced facilities available in the MOC would 
increase slightly, but would not be much louder than the human-generated residential and motor 
vehicle noise, wave (tidal) action, vessel noise, and general marina/Scituate Harbor traffic. The 
nearest residence is more than 180 feet away, so any noise generated inside of the boathouse 
during interior renovations, would be minimal for the surrounding residences. Traffic noise may 
increase during regular business hours during the arrival and departure of construction workers, 
which would cause little disruption. 

Alternative 1 would not create permanent changes to the level of noise that currently exists near 
the boathouse. Temporary impacts from construction would be the small number of trips 
generated from the movement of construction equipment to and from the site for the delivery and 
staging of materials and the actual construction of the MOC. Installation of the water, gas, and 
sewer lines would generate a temporary disturbance, but would be minor and short-term. 
Construction workers would adhere to local noise ordinances to minimize any impacts. 
Therefore, no significant impacts would result from noise. 
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4.6.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse 

Noise above current levels under Alternative 2 would be similar to those of Alternative 1. Noise 
would be restricted to construction activities, including initial staging and active construction 
equipment use, and would be temporary in nature. Local noise ordinances would be followed to 
minimize impacts on the surrounding community. Any audible noise produced by construction 
activities would mostly be associated with trenching to connect the water, gas, and sanitary 
sewer lines to existing utility lines along Sunset Road west of Henry Lane. Under Alternative 2, 
noise would occur during the raising of the roofline, which would include installation and 
removal of scaffolding and netting and possibly the use of a crane. However, noise from these 
activities would be temporary, and as noted above, local noise ordinances would be followed, 
minimizing impacts on the surrounding community. It is unlikely that construction noise would 
carry far enough to cause a nuisance to bystanders and local residents. Additionally, once 
renovations are complete, the frequency with which visiting researchers use the MOC would not 
increase from existing use of the boathouse. Noise associated with this use would not be 
significantly audible outside the building. Therefore, no significant impacts in the noise 
environment would result. 

4.6.3 No-Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, neither the interior nor the exterior of the boathouse would be 
renovated. Noise associated with the boathouse would remain the same as under existing 
conditions, so no impacts would result under the No-Action Alternative. 

 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

4.7.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse 
Under Alternative 1, NOAA would renovate the interior of the existing boathouse. Ground-
disturbing activities under the proposed action would be limited to excavating and trenching 
required to install utilities (fire and water, gas, and sewer lines) from the vicinity of Sunset Road 
and Henry Lane to the MOC. This area has existing buried utility lines and has been previously 
disturbed. No other ground-disturbing activities associated with the project would occur. 
Materials or construction equipment would be staged in the gravel parking lot adjacent to the 
boathouse, resulting in no impacts to existing geological resources.  

Because the scope of ground-disturbing activities would be very limited and localized, 
Alternative 1 would not have an appreciable impact on geological resources. 
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4.7.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse 

Ground-disturbing activities under Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for 
Alternative 1. Although more extensive renovations to the second floor would occur under 
Alternative 2, these renovations would not result in further ground disturbances. As a result, 
Alternative 2 would not have an appreciable impact on geological resources. 

4.7.3 No-Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, the existing two-story boathouse would continue to be used in 
its current state for storage and boat repairs, and no improvements would be made. Geologic 
conditions in the vicinity of the boathouse would remain the same as under existing conditions, 
and no impacts to geological resources would result under the No-Action Alternative. 

 WATER RESOURCES  

4.8.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse 
Under Alternative 1, the proposed action would not involve any in-water work, other than 
installing the seawater intake line along the pier for the flow-through seawater table. Water from 
the flow-through seawater table would be the only discharge into Scituate Harbor from the 
MOC. Water in the flow-through table would not be heated, treated with chemicals, or altered in 
any way, so no thermal, salinity, or chemical impacts would occur on the surrounding waters of 
Scituate Harbor from the discharge. The wet laboratory would also include a closed, 
recirculating seawater table to contain bio-invasive species that cannot be released back to the 
environment, preventing impacts on the harbor waters. However, when warranted, this seawater 
would be disinfected using ultraviolet radiation or other suitable means and then discharged to 
the sanitary sewer. Wastewater generated in the building would be discharged via a gravity 
sewer line secured to the underside of the pier beneath the MOC. This line, which would be 
insulated and protected against severe weather conditions, would extend through the bulkhead 
via an existing subsurface conduit and discharge into a small grinder pump station, which would 
be installed below grade inside a watertight manhole near the entrance to the gravel parking lot 
adjacent to the MOC. A small diameter force main would be installed below grade to carry 
wastewater from the grinder pump to the town’s existing sewer line at the junction of Sunset 
Road and Henry Lane. As a result, wastewater would not affect the surrounding waters of 
Scituate Harbor. Additionally, best management practices would be employed to prevent 
construction debris from falling into Scituate Harbor. 

A small amount of ground would be disturbed on the shore within the previously disturbed 
roadway to provide utilities to the boathouse. The installation of underground utilities would 
increase the potential for the transport of sediment into surrounding surface waters via overland 
stormwater runoff. However, best management practices would be used to control stormwater, 
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erosion, and the transport of sediment and would prevent adverse impacts on water quality. 
Examples of potential best management practices that could be employed include the use of silt 
fencing, temporary sediment traps or basins, or temporary seeding. 

While the presence and use of boats at the proposed site has the potential to contribute nonpoint 
source discharges to the surrounding surface water, the proposed action would not change 
current boat use or practices. However, all applicable strategies and controls would continue to 
be used to prevent spills, leaks, or releases of fuel, oil, cleaning chemicals and effluent, or other 
related contaminants. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not have a significant effect on water 
resources. 

4.8.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse 

Under Alternative 2, the same proposed actions as described for Alternative 1 would occur, 
except more extensive renovations would occur to the second floor, but the potential impacts to 
water resources would be the same as under Alternative 1. No in-water work, other than 
installing the seawater intake line for the flow-through table, would be required, and the flow-
through seawater table would not discharge any contaminated water to Scituate Harbor. An 
insulated and protected gravity sewer would carry wastewater to the existing sewer system. 
Ground disturbance associated with underground utility installation would increase the potential 
for stormwater runoff transporting sediment into local surface waters. However, as described for 
Alternative 1, the use of best management practices would prevent soil erosion and 
sedimentation and adverse impacts to surface water. Current boat use or practices would not 
change and, therefore, would not have the potential to indirectly impact local waters. Therefore,  
impacts would be less than significant under Alternative 2. 

4.8.3 No-Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, the operation and use of the site and existing facility would 
remain the same as described in Section 2.4, No-Action Alternative. No interior or exterior 
construction and renovation activities would be conducted; therefore, no impacts would result 
under the No-Action Alternative. 

 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES  

4.9.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse 
Under Alternative 1, renovation of the boathouse would not likely affect the red knot and roseate 
tern because the immediate vicinity of the project area does not provide suitable habitat for these 
species. Neither species prefers the coastal urban environment or the narrow, rocky shoreline 
near the boathouse (Massachusetts Division of Fish and Wildlife, 2007; USFWS, 2016). If the 
species are present, they are likely only transiting the area to more suitable foraging or nesting 
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habitat along the coastline outside Scituate Harbor. Any noise generated inside the boathouse 
during interior renovations would be minimal for the surrounding environment and would not 
disturb these species, if present. Any audible noise produced by exterior construction activities 
(water, gas, and sewer line installation) would increase noise and human presence and may result 
in these species avoiding the immediate vicinity of the MOC, if present. To minimize this 
temporary impact, renovation activities would occur during off-season months (November–
April) when the birds are not likely to be present. Once operations resume at the MOC after the 
building renovations are complete, conditions for the species would return to what currently 
exists at the boathouse; therefore, these species would not be affected in the long term. Overall, 
impacts during renovation activities would be temporary, small, and discountable and there 
would be no long-term, significant impacts to the species.  

4.9.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse 

Impacts to the red knot and roseate tern under Alternative 2 would be similar to those described 
for Alternative 1. Neither species would likely be affected by the renovation of the boathouse 
because the immediate vicinity of the project area does not provide suitable habitat for them. If 
present, they are likely only transiting the area to more suitable foraging or nesting habitat along 
the coastline outside Scituate Harbor. As described for Alternative 1, both species may avoid the 
immediate vicinity of the boathouse during renovation activities because of increased noise and 
human presence, but this impact would be temporary in nature and only occur during the 
renovation activities. Once operations resume at the MOC after the building renovations are 
complete, conditions for the species would return to what currently exists at the boathouse; 
therefore, these species would not be affected in the long term. Overall, impacts during 
renovation activities would be temporary, small, and discountable and there would be no long-
term, significant impacts to the species. 

4.9.3 No-Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, neither the interior nor the exterior of the boathouse would be 
renovated. Effects associated with the boathouse would remain the same as under existing 
conditions, so the red knot and roseate tern would not be affected under this alternative. 

 SOCIOECONOMICS  

4.10.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse 
Under Alternative 1, use of the MOC would not increase from current use and would continue to 
range from 60 to 85 days a year. Additionally, the number of visiting researchers would not 
increase or decrease from current facility use and would continue to average 10 people per 
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research team with a maximum of 14 researchers during the 10-day whale research/tagging 
mission that occurs during June each year.  

Short-term impacts to local sales, employment, and income as renovations are completed for the 
MOC. This renovation spending would temporarily support construction jobs and income and 
would provide support for construction suppliers in the area. However, it is not anticipated that 
this impact would be noticeable because the construction industry supports more than 20,000 
jobs in Plymouth County, and this action would represent a less than 1 percent employment of 
these jobs for a short period. No residential or business displacements would be necessary to 
support the construction and operation of the proposed MOC. Researchers would continue to 
stay at accommodations in town or at the homes of NOAA staff as guests as they currently do, 
resulting in no change to the local socioeconomic conditions from visiting researchers. No long-
term impacts would occur under Alternative 1.  

4.10.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse 

Under Alternative 2, researchers would stay and likely eat at the MOC, reducing the use of local 
accommodations. However, because the size of the research parties is small and currently 
researchers sometimes stay at the homes of NOAA staff, impacts on the local economy would be 
minimal or discountable.  

Short-term impacts to local employment, income, and sales under Alternative 2 would be slightly 
greater than Alternative 1 because additional renovation of the roofline of the building would 
occur under this alternative, likely resulting in additional renovation spending and a longer 
project timeline. Impacts would still not be noticeable on the local construction industry given 
the size of this project relative to the larger construction industry and local economy.  

This alternative removes the need to house researchers at hotels in Scituate or at the homes of 
NOAA staff as guests as currently occurs. Local hotels would lose some revenue annually 
because researchers would no longer require these accommodations. Additionally, under 
Alternative 2, comparable spending from goods would still occur, but this spending may shift 
from restaurant to grocery store purchases. Therefore, long-term impacts on the hotel industry 
would not likely be noticeable.  

4.10.3 No-Action Alternative 
Under the No-Action Alternative, the existing two story boathouse would continue to operate in 
its current state and no spending on renovations would occur. Researchers would continue to be 
housed in accommodations in town or with NOAA staff and would commute to the boathouse 
daily, so local employment, income, and sales would not be affected under this alternative. 
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 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Cumulative effects are those resulting from the combined effects of past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions at or near the proposed project area, including the surrounding 
residential neighborhood, regardless of their source. Other projects that have been identified that 
need to be considered for cumulative impacts include the following: 

Past actions: 

A small 16-vehicle, gravel parking area with drainage swale was constructed adjacent to the 
boathouse in 2015. It has a small berm separating it from the shoreline and it was graded 
so that stormwater flows to the drainage swale. 

Present actions:  

No present actions are known that are being undertaken to be considered for cumulative 
impacts. 

Reasonably foreseeable future actions: 

A new 38-foot law enforcement vessel will be berthed at the dock associated with the 
boathouse. 

A new water line may be extended from the boathouse to the pier for use by research vessels 
tying up to the pier.  

New lighting along the pier will be installed to replace existing lights that are no longer 
working. To minimize potential impacts on surrounding neighbors, lights that reflect 
mostly downward rather than outward would likely be used.  

4.11.1 Floodplains 
None of the projects listed above affect the floodplain; therefore, the floodplain would not be 
cumulatively affected.  

4.11.2 Transportation 
Transportation would not experience cumulative impacts. As an existing condition, the 16-
vehicle gravel parking lot adjacent to the boathouse has already been considered in transportation 
analysis and the extension of the water line to the pier and the installation of new lights on the 
pier are not relevant to transportation. Berthing a new 38-foot law enforcement vessel at the dock 
associated with the boathouse would not increase vehicle traffic on Sunset Road because 
environmental police already store equipment at, and travel to and from, the boathouse.  
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4.11.3 Utilities and Solid Waste 
Extending the water line to the pier for use by boats and installing new lighting along the pier 
would slightly increase utility usage. However, given the small increase in water and electrical 
use, cumulative impacts under both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are expected to be low and 
would not adversely affect utility providers. Additionally, if a PV system were to be installed on 
the roof of the MOC, it would offset some or all of the increase in electrical demand from the 
new pier lighting, providing a beneficial cumulative effect. 

4.11.4 Hazardous Materials 
The future installation and extension of the water line from the boathouse to the pier could 
potentially cause adverse effects on human health and the environment if this work were to 
disturb the abandoned pipe containing ACM underneath the boathouse. However, compliance 
with all applicable federal and state asbestos standards would minimize human health and 
environmental based impacts during and after construction, thus significant impacts would not 
result. Furthermore, because no significant impacts from ACM would occur under Alternative 1, 
Alternative 2, and the No-Action Alternative, when considered together with the future water 
line project, there would be no cumulative impacts related to ACM. 

Because the future project of the water line installation would not generate or affect any other 
hazardous materials, no cumulative impacts would be associated with the combination of this 
future project and the three alternatives. 

4.11.5 Visual Impacts 
The gravel parking area constructed adjacent to the boathouse is less aesthetically pleasing than 
the undeveloped grassy plain that existed beforehand. However, it is consistent with the visual 
environment of the area. Several large parking areas, paved cul-de-sacs, and driveways, both for 
public and private use, are scattered throughout the peninsula. While this parking lot does 
permanently and adversely affect the beachfront aesthetics, it is not a significant change in the 
visual setting and it is consistent with the visual character of neighboring properties. The parking 
area is, however, likely to draw more vehicles associated with the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary 
headquarters and MOC to this particular area, which could become a visual nuisance. 

A new water line connecting the boathouse to the pier would not be visible and no visual impacts 
would result. Similarly, installation of a new sewer line would not result in permanent visual 
impacts. 

The installation of new lighting along the pier would replace existing lighting that does not 
properly function and would increase light pollution over existing conditions, but only in so 
much as current lighting is not operating as intended. New lighting fixtures would be designed 
and installed to reflect downward to reduce glare and brightness, which are problematic with the 
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current fixtures. While the lighting would be visible throughout nighttime hours, they would be 
designed not to be brighter than existing lighting or to be seen from farther distances. Replacing 
the existing lighting would create visual improvements to the pier and could reduce lighting 
effects on neighboring residences. Therefore, no significant cumulative effects on the visual 
setting are expected from this action. 

4.11.6 Noise 
Activities that could contribute to the cumulative effects of noise include the berthing of the 38-
foot law enforcement vessel at the dock associated with the boathouse and construction activities 
associated with extending the water line from the boathouse to the pier and installing lighting 
along the pier to replace existing lights that are no longer working. Noise from operating the law 
enforcement vessel would be consistent with other boat traffic in Scituate Harbor and at the 
MOC and would not appreciably increase the noise in the immediate vicinity of the MOC. Any 
noise created during activities to extend the water line to the pier and to replace the existing 
lights would be minimal and temporary in nature. If these activities occurred during the 
renovation of the boathouse under either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2, the noise environment 
would be nominally and cumulatively affected, but any cumulative impact would be temporary 
and would occur only during construction activities and is therefore expected to be less than 
significant.  

4.11.7 Geological Resources 
Previous site disturbances, such as the construction of a gravel parking lot and drainage swale 
adjacent to the boathouse, have not resulted in appreciable impacts to geologic resources at the 
site or in the immediate vicinity of the site. While such construction activities have disturbed the 
ground and increased the potential for indirect adverse impacts from stormwater runoff and soil 
erosion, best management practices used during construction to control stormwater and resulting 
erosion have prevented adverse impacts to soils and geology at the site.  

The proposed action would not contribute to cumulative impacts on geological resources. Effects 
to geologic conditions from any site disturbances occurring during construction would be 
mitigated by the existing drainage swale, which collects stormwater runoff from the parking area 
and prevents runoff and associated erosion. Moreover, the reasonably foreseeable future actions 
of extending a new water line from the boathouse to the pier and installing new lighting along 
the pier would not contribute to existing ground disturbances at the site. Therefore, past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions would have no significant impact on geological 
resources. 

4.11.8 Water Resources 
The past action of constructing a gravel parking lot and drainage swale adjacent to the boathouse 
had the potential to affect water resources. Construction activities disturbed the ground and 
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increased the potential for indirect adverse impacts from stormwater runoff, soil erosion, and 
sediment transport into the water of Scituate Harbor during and after construction. However, best 
management practices were used during construction to control stormwater, erosion, and the 
transport of sediment and to prevent adverse impacts on Scituate Harbor. After construction, the 
drainage swale will collect any stormwater runoff from the parking area preventing runoff and 
associated sediment and other contaminants from entering the harbor waters and affecting water 
quality. Therefore, the construction of the gravel parking lot and drainage swale did not result in 
significant impacts to water resources. 

The reasonably foreseeable future actions of extending a new water line from the boathouse to 
the pier and installing new lighting along the pier would not disturb the water or the ground. 
Water resources would not be directly affected, and nonpoint source contaminants, such as 
sediment, would not be discharged into Scituate Harbor, affecting water quality. The future 
berthing of a 38-foot law enforcement vessel at the dock associated with the boathouse has the 
potential to contribute nonpoint source discharges to the surrounding surface water. However, 
any potential discharges would be small when compared to the overall number of vessels that use 
Scituate Harbor. Additionally, all applicable strategies and controls would be used to prevent 
spills, leaks, or releases of fuel, oil, cleaning chemicals and effluent, or other related 
contaminants. Therefore, the reasonably foreseeable future actions would have no significant 
impact on water resources. 

4.11.9 Threatened and Endangered Species 
Human activity results in ongoing and continuous impacts on sensitive birds and these impacts 
can have a large cumulative effect because bird habitat is being altered by residential and 
commercial development. No cumulative impacts would occur on red knot or roseate tern habitat 
because no suitable habitat exists in the vicinity of the boathouse. Any potential cumulative 
impacts would be strictly related to noise, causing these transiting birds to temporarily avoid the 
area. Previous site disturbances and development have not resulted in known appreciable impacts 
to threatened and endangered species at the site or in the immediate vicinity of the site. While 
past construction activities associated with the gravel parking lot likely created noise 
disturbances that may have caused red knots and roseate terns transiting the area to avoid the 
vicinity surrounding the boathouse, the impact would have been temporary. No long-term 
impacts are expected to persist and overlap with boathouse renovation activities under 
Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 to create a cumulative impact. Because of the nature of the work 
required to extend the water line from the boathouse to the pier and to replace the lighting on the 
pier, neither of these activities would likely cause any disturbance to species transiting the area. 
While berthing a 38-foot law enforcement vessel at the pier associated with the boathouse would 
create an additional noise source, the noise would be consistent with existing noise levels from 
vessels operating in and around the boathouse area and would not significantly affect birds 
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transiting the area. Therefore, past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions would have 
no expected significant cumulative impact on threatened and endangered species. 

4.11.10 Socioeconomics 
Construction of the gravel parking area and installation of new lighting along the pier have 
contributed and will contribute slightly to local incomes, employment, and sales as the result of 
spending on workers and supplies. However, because of the size of the local economy, these 
projects’ impacts would not have been or will not be noticeable to the larger economy. Because 
the impacts from these projects would not and will not have a noticeable impact on the local 
economy and because the impacts of Alternatives 1 and 2 would not have short- or long-term 
noticeable impacts on the economy, no significant cumulative impacts to socioeconomics would 
occur because of this action. 

 RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS 

4.12.1 Coastal Zone Management Act 
The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA, 16 U.S.C. § 1451) was enacted in 1972 to 
encourage coastal states, Great Lake states, and U.S. Territories and Commonwealths 
(collectively referred to as “coastal states” or “states”) to preserve, protect, develop, and where 
possible, to restore or enhance the resources of the nation’s coastal zone. The CZMA is a 
voluntary program for states; currently, 34 coastal states have a federally approved coastal 
management program, except Alaska, which voluntarily withdrew from the program in 2011. 
Section 307 of the CZMA is known as the “federal consistency” provision.  

The federal consistency provision requires federal actions (inside or outside a state’s coastal 
zone) that may have reasonably foreseeable effect to a state’s coastal use or resource to be 
consistent with the enforceable policies of the state coastal management program (CMP). The 
term “effect on any coastal use or resource” means any reasonably foreseeable effect on any 
coastal use or resource resulting from the activity, including direct and indirect (cumulative and 
secondary) effects. The federal consistency regulations at 15 CFR Part 930 set forth detailed time 
frames and procedures that must be followed carefully. 

Federal agency activities (Subpart C) are activities and development projects performed by a 
federal agency or a contractor for the benefit of a federal agency. For federal agency 
development projects occurring inside a state’s coastal zone, the federal agency must submit a 
Consistency Determination to the state. For all other federal agency activities, inside or outside 
the coastal zone, the federal agency must submit a Consistency Determination to the state if the 
federal agency determines the activity may have reasonably foreseeable effects on the state’s 
coastal uses or resources. Federal agencies need only prepare one Consistency Determination for 
the proposed action and not for individual authorizations or reviews associated with the proposed 

https://coast.noaa.gov/czm/act/sections/
https://coast.noaa.gov/czm/media/StateCZBoundaries.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2012-title15-vol3/pdf/CFR-2012-title15-vol3-part930.pdf
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action, such as NEPA documents, Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultations or federal 
permits the agency may need. Federal agency activities must be consistent to the maximum 
practicable with the enforceable policies of the state’s CMP. If there are no reasonably 
foreseeable effects, the federal agency may be required to provide a Negative Determination to 
the state (see 15 CFR Part 930.35). 

NOAA approved the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ final coastal zone management program 
plan in 1978. Furthermore, in 1983, the Massachusetts Legislature passed an Act relative to the 
protection of the Massachusetts Coastline, which formally established the Massachusetts Office 
of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) and outlined the role of the coastal program and its 
policies. The Massachusetts CZM balances the impact of human activities on coastal and marine 
resources with the protection of these resources through planning, research, and resource 
management. However according to the Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management 
Policy Guide, “land owned or controlled by the federal government is excluded by law from the 
coastal zone.” Similar language is also stated in the CZMA. It should be noted though, as stated 
under 15 CFR Part 923.33, Subpart D: “the exclusion of Federal lands does not remove Federal 
agencies from the obligation of complying with the consistency provisions of Section 307 of the 
CZMA when federal actions on these excluded lands have spillover impacts that affect any land 
or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone within the purview of a state's management 
program.” 

The official Massachusetts coastal zone includes all land and waters from the seaward limit of 
the state’s territorial sea (i.e., generally 3 nautical miles from shore) to 100 feet landward of the 
first major land transportation route (e.g., major roads, rail lines, other visible rights-of-way) or 
specified coordinates encountered and from the Massachusetts-New Hampshire border south to 
the Massachusetts-Rhode Island border. The coastal zone also includes all tidal rivers and 
adjacent uplands as well as anadromous fish runs in coastal towns. The Stellwagen Bank 
Sanctuary headquarters facilities in the town of Scituate, Massachusetts, including the project 
area, are located within the generally described Massachusetts coastal zone. Because NOAA’s 
proposed action is considered a “development project” within the Massachusetts coastal zone, 
NOAA has prepared the Consistency Determination below in accordance with 15 CFR § 
930.33(b). NOAA will consider any additional measures provided by the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts before issuing the final EA and Finding of No Significant Impact. 

4.12.1.1 Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of Existing Boathouse 

With the proposed action under Alternative 1, the interior of the first floor of the existing 
boathouse would be renovated as described in Section 2.2, Alternative 1: Renovate First Floor of 
the Existing Boathouse. On the second floor, old ceiling tiles would be replaced, the walls 
insulated, and new drywall installed. The exterior of the building would also be repainted. 
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Coastal Hazards Policies 
Coastal Hazards Policies #1 through #4 deal with hazards such as flooding, erosion, and storm 
damage and the resulting threats to public safety and natural resources and increases in public 
expenditures. Coastal Hazards Policies #1 through #3 are enforceable. The proposed action under 
Alternative 1 would not alter the footprint of the existing boathouse and would not alter or affect 
natural coastal landforms near the proposed site.  

Coastal Hazard Policy #1 states: “Preserve, protect, restore, and enhance the beneficial functions 
of storm damage prevention and flood control provided by natural coastal landforms, such as 
dunes, beaches, barrier beaches, coastal banks, land subject to coastal storm flowage, salt 
marshes, and land under the ocean.” 

After implementing the proposed action under Alternative 1, the existing natural landforms 
would continue to provide the same beneficial functions of coastal hazards reduction such as 
storm damage prevention or flood control. The proposed action would be consistent with Coastal 
Hazard Policy #1.  

Coastal Hazard Policy #2 states: “Ensure that construction in water bodies and contiguous land 
areas will minimize interference with water circulation and sediment transport. Flood or erosion 
control projects must demonstrate no significant adverse effects on the project site or adjacent or 
downcoast areas.” 

The proposed action under Alternative 1 would be consistent with Coastal Hazard Policy #2 
because no construction would alter water circulation or sediment transport. The placement of 
the water intake pipe for the wet laboratory would not disturb the bottom topography, interfere 
with current or drift patterns, or increase erosion or flooding. The installation of utility lines in 
contiguous land would not interfere with water circulation and sediment transport.  

Coastal Hazard Policy #3 states: “Ensure that state and federally funded public works projects 
proposed for location within the coastal zone will: not exacerbate existing hazards or damage 
natural buffers or other natural resources; be reasonably safe from flood and erosion-related 
damage; not promote growth and development in hazard-prone or buffer areas, especially in 
velocity zones and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern; and not be used on Coastal Barrier 
Resource Units for new or substantial reconstruction of structures in a manner inconsistent with 
the Coastal Barrier Resource/Improvement Acts.”  

All critical mechanical equipment such as the HVAC system would be installed above the 18-
foot base flood elevation, to the maximum extent practicable, during the proposed renovation to 
mitigate impacts from flooding. The extension of the sewer line, water lines, and gas line would 
be installed below grade and would affect only a previously disturbed roadway and therefore 
would not exacerbate existing hazards or damage natural buffers or other natural resources. The 
utility lines, including the sewer line and grinder pump, would be insulated and protected and 
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would be reasonably safe from flood and erosion-related damage. The area sited for the utility 
line extensions is not in an Area of Critical Environmental Concern or Coastal Barrier Resource 
Unit. The site is located within Zone VE, which is a coastal flood zone with velocity hazard due 
to wave action. However, the sewer line extension would not promote growth and development 
because it only consists of the construction of a service lateral line to an existing facility that 
would continue to be used at similar frequencies, as discussed below for the growth management 
policies. Therefore, the proposed action would be consistent with Coastal Hazard Policy #3. 

Coastal Hazard Policy #4 states: “Prioritize acquisition of hazardous coastal areas that have high 
conservation and/or recreation values and relocation of structures out of coastal high-hazard 
areas, giving due consideration to the effects of coastal hazards at the location to the use and 
manageability of the area.” 

With the proposed action under Alternative 1, the boathouse would remain within the VE flood 
zone, resulting in the potential for damages and costs to the facility from future storm events or 
sea level rise. However, there would be minimal threats to human safety, health, and welfare or 
increases to the public burden of response and recovery because approaching storms would be 
predictable well in advance of arrival, allowing staff and visiting partners to evacuate the facility, 
if necessary, which is a continuation of existing practices. Additionally, any critical mechanical 
equipment located on the first floor would be placed above the base flood elevation to the extent 
practicable to mitigate impacts from flooding. Therefore, the proposed action has the potential to 
conflict with Coastal Hazard Policy #4. However, given the mitigation measures in place, any 
effects are anticipated to be less than significant and should enable the proposed action to be 
consistent with this policy. 

Energy Policies 
Energy Policies #1 and #2 apply to energy facilities and energy conservation. Energy Policy #1 
is enforceable and Energy Policy #2 is not enforceable.  

Energy Policy #1 states: “For coastally dependent energy facilities, assess siting in alternative 
coastal locations. For non-coastally dependent energy facilities, assess siting in areas outside the 
coastal zone. Weigh the environmental and safety impacts of locating proposed energy facilities 
at alternative sites.”  

Energy Policy #2 states: “Encourage energy conservation and the use of renewable sources such 
as solar and wind power in order to assist in meeting the energy needs of the Commonwealth.”  

The site does not contain existing energy facilities, and the activities associated with the 
proposed action under Alternative 1 would not place an energy facility within the site. The 
proposed activities would not adversely affect energy conservation in the coastal zone. As part of 
the proposed renovation, various energy conservation measures, including energy efficient 
lighting and occupancy sensors, would be installed. Therefore, the proposed action would be 
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consistent with Energy Policies #1 and #2. Additionally, a PV system may be installed on the 
roof of the existing boathouse and, if implemented, it would further reduce energy demand. 

Growth Management Policies 
Growth Management Policies #1 through #3 relate to community growth and the effects of 
growth on environmental resources. Growth Management Policies #1 through #3 are not 
enforceable.  

Growth Management Policy #1 states: “Encourage sustainable development that is consistent 
with state, regional, and local plans and supports the quality and character of the community.” 

The utility line extensions, including the sewer line extension, would only consist of service 
laterals to an existing boathouse facility and therefore would not promote growth and 
development in the community. The proposed action under Alternative 1 would not encourage 
development and would not result in adverse impacts on the existing community. Following 
renovations, the typical frequency of use of the MOC in days per year would remain similar to 
existing use of the boathouse. Therefore, the proposed action would be consistent with Growth 
Management Policy #1.  

Growth Management Policy #2 states: “Ensure that state and federally funded infrastructure 
projects in the coastal zone primarily serve existing developed areas, assigning highest priority to 
projects that meet the needs of urban and community development centers.” 

Although the proposed action under Alternative 1 would involve installing a new sewer line to 
the facility, this line consists of a lateral extension line that would connect to an existing sewer 
line and manhole at the intersection of Sunset Road and Henry Lane. The sewer line extension 
would provide only sanitary sewer service to an existing facility that would continue to have a 
similar frequency of use as the original facility. Additionally, the sewer line would not result in 
or contribute to degradation of environmental resources because construction and operation 
would comply with all applicable local, state, and federal standards. Therefore, the proposed 
action would not increase growth and development near the proposed project or the frequency of 
use of the MOC and would be consistent with Growth Management Policy #2.  

Growth Management Policy #3 states: “Encourage the revitalization and enhancement of 
existing development centers in the coastal zone through technical assistance and financial 
support for residential, commercial, and industrial development.” 

This policy does not apply to the proposed action under Alternative 1 because no technical or 
financial assistance is being provided. 
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Habitat Policies 
Habitat Policies #1 and #2 concern habitat protection and restoration of degraded habitats and are 
enforceable.  

Habitat Policy #1 states: “Protect coastal, estuarine, and marine habitats—including salt marshes, 
shellfish beds, submerged aquatic vegetation, dunes, beaches, barrier beaches, banks, salt ponds, 
eelgrass beds, tidal flats, rocky shores, bays, sounds, and other ocean habitats—and coastal 
freshwater streams, ponds, and wetlands to preserve critical wildlife habitat and other important 
functions and services including nutrient and sediment attenuation, wave and storm damage 
protection, and landform movement and processes.” 

The proposed action under Alternative 1 would not involve any in-water work other than 
installing the seawater intake line along the pier for the flow-through seawater table and would 
prevent construction debris from degrading the existing habitats near the proposed site. Under 
the proposed action, the existing terrestrial, intertidal, or submerged habitats, including bottom 
sediments and vegetation, near the proposed site or the associated functions and services of these 
habitats would not be disturbed. No chemicals would be used in the seawater flow-through table 
and any bio-invasive species would be housed in a closed, recirculating seawater table to avoid 
discharging any invasive species to Scituate Harbor. Therefore, any seawater discharged from 
the flow-through seawater system would be free of contaminants or invasive species and would 
not alter the existing conditions of the receiving water. A small amount of ground would be 
disturbed within the previously disturbed roadway to provide utilities to the boathouse; however, 
best management practices would be used to control stormwater, erosion, and the transport of 
sediment to surface waters and would prevent adverse impacts on surrounding habitats. 
Therefore, the proposed action would be consistent with Habitat Policy #1.  

Habitat Policy #2 states: “Advance the restoration of degraded or former habitats in coastal and 
marine areas.” 

This policy concerns restoration of degraded habitats; however, no degraded habitats are located 
on the site and therefore does not apply to the proposed action. 

Ocean Resources Policies 
Ocean Resources Policies #1 through #3 apply to the extraction of resources in near and offshore 
waters and are enforceable. Ocean Resources Policy #1 considers aquaculture for both 
commercial and public shellfish stocking purposes and aquaculture facilities. Ocean Resources 
Policy #2 concerns the extraction of oil, natural gas, or marine minerals (other than sand and 
gravel). Ocean Resources Policy #3 relates to offshore sand and gravel extraction. These policies 
do not apply because the proposed site does not contain aquaculture facilities or activities related 
to the extraction of oil, natural gas, marine minerals, sand, or gravel. 
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Ports and Harbors Policies 
Ports and Harbors Policies #1 through #5 involve the maintenance or improvement of waterways 
and port resources. Ports and Harbors Policies #1 through #4 are enforceable, but Ports and 
Harbors Policy #5 is not enforceable.  

Ports and Harbors Policy #1 states: “Ensure that dredging and disposal of dredged material 
minimize adverse effects on water quality, physical processes, marine productivity, and public 
health and take full advantage of opportunities for beneficial re-use.”  

Ports and Harbors Policy #2 states: “Obtain the widest possible public benefit from channel 
dredging and ensure that Designated Port Areas [DPA] and developed harbors are given highest 
priority in the allocation of resources.”  

Ports and Harbors Policy #3 states: “Preserve and enhance the capacity of Designated Port Areas 
to accommodate water-dependent industrial uses and prevent the exclusion of such uses from 
tidelands and any other DPA lands over which an EEA agency exerts control by virtue of 
ownership or other legal authority.”  

Ports and Harbors Policy #5 states: “Encourage, through technical and financial assistance, 
expansion of water-dependent uses in Designated Port Areas and developed harbors, re-
development of urban waterfronts, and expansion of physical and visual access.”  

Ports and Harbors Policies #1, #2, #3 and #5 do not apply because the proposed site is not a 
Designated Port Area or developed harbor and because dredging and disposal of dredged 
material, channel dredging, or water-dependent industrial uses do not occur at the proposed site 
and would not result from the proposed action under Alternative 1.  

Ports and Harbors Policy #4 states: “For development on tidelands and other coastal waterways, 
preserve and enhance the immediate waterfront for vessel-related activities that require sufficient 
space and suitable facilities along the water’s edge for operational purposes.” 

With the proposed action under Alternative 1, the immediate waterfront would be preserved for 
vessel-related activities; therefore, the proposed action would be consistent with Ports and 
Harbors Policy #4. 

Protected Areas Policies 
Protected Areas Policies #1 through #3 address Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Scenic 
Rivers, and historic districts and are enforceable. These policies do not apply because these types 
of protected areas do not occur near the proposed site and would not be affected by the proposed 
action under Alternative 1. 
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Public Access Policies 
Public Access Policies #1 through #3 concern the promotion, maintenance, and improvement of 
public access to the coast and coastal zone. Public Access Policy #1 is enforceable and concerns 
development of coastal sites.  

Public Access Policy #1 states: “Ensure that development (both water-dependent or nonwater-
dependent) of coastal sites subject to state waterways regulation will promote general public use 
and enjoyment of the water’s edge, to an extent commensurate with the Commonwealth’s 
interests in flowed and filled tidelands under the Public Trust Doctrine.”  

With the proposed action under Alternative 1, no new development, in-water work (other than 
installing the seawater intake line along the pier) or expansion of the existing footprint of the 
boathouse would occur at the proposed site; the proposed action would only involve renovations 
of the existing boathouse. Therefore, the proposed action would be consistent with Public Access 
Policy #1. 

Public Access Policy #2 states: “Improve public access to existing coastal recreation facilities 
and alleviate auto traffic and parking problems through improvements in public transportation 
and trail links (land- or water-based) to other nearby facilities. Increase capacity of existing 
recreation areas by facilitating multiple use and by improving management, maintenance, and 
public support facilities. Ensure that the adverse impacts of developments proposed near existing 
public access and recreation sites are minimized.”  

Public Access Policy #3 states: “Expand existing recreation facilities and acquire and develop 
new public areas for coastal recreational activities, giving highest priority to regions of high need 
or limited site availability. Provide technical assistance to developers of both public and private 
recreation facilities and sites that increase public access to the shoreline to ensure that both 
transportation access and the recreation facilities are compatible with social and environmental 
characteristics of surrounding communities.”  

Public Access Policies #2 and #3 do not apply because the proposed site does not have any land-
based recreational resources and the proposed action under Alternative 1 would not affect 
recreational boating in the vicinity. 

Water Quality Policies 
Water Quality Policies #1 through #3 involve the attainment of state and national water quality 
goals especially for point and nonpoint sources and groundwater discharges and are enforceable.  

Water Quality Policy #1 states: “Ensure that point-source discharges and withdrawals in or 
affecting the coastal zone do not compromise water quality standards and protect designated uses 
and other interests.” 
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Currently, no point sources are located near the proposed project. Implementation of the 
proposed action under Alternative 1 would involve the construction of an intake pipe along the 
pier to supply seawater to a flow-through seawater table in the wet laboratory. It is anticipated 
that the water discharged into Scituate Harbor from the flow-through seawater table would 
comply with the criteria for Class SA waters under the Massachusetts surface water quality 
standards for temperature, salinity, and concentrations of dissolved oxygen and turbidity. 
Specifically, the water from the flow-through table would not be heated, treated with chemicals, 
or altered in any manner; therefore, no thermal, salinity, or chemical impacts to the surrounding 
waters from the discharge would occur. Additionally, no other contaminants or pollutants would 
be discharged in the effluent and there would be no other point sources. Water from the 
recirculating seawater table that would be used for bio-invasive species would not be discharged 
to the surrounding waters. On the rare occasion when the recirculating seawater table is needed 
by a researcher, the seawater would be disinfected using ultra violate radiation or other suitable 
means prior to discharging the water to the sanitary sewer system. Therefore, the proposed action 
would be consistent with Water Quality Policy #1.  

Water Quality Policy #2 states: “Ensure the implementation of nonpoint source pollution 
controls to promote the attainment of water quality standards and protect designated uses and 
other interests.”  

The sewer line that would be secured to the underside of the pier beneath the boathouse to 
connect to the existing sewer line at the junction of Sunset Road and Henry Lane would be 
insulated and protected to prevent damage from storms or flooding and leaks to the maximum 
extent practicable. Any seawater discharged from the flow-through seawater system would be 
free of contaminants and bio-invasive species because chemicals would not be used and a 
separate closed, recirculating seawater system would be used for any bio-invasive species to 
prevent discharge to Scituate Harbor. On the rare occasion when water from the recirculating 
seawater system would need to be discharged, it would first be disinfected using ultra violate 
radiation or other suitable means and then discharged to the sanitary sewer system. A small 
amount of on-shore ground disturbance would be necessary to provide utilities to the boathouse; 
however, typical construction methods and best management practices would be used to control 
stormwater, erosion, and the transport of sediments to surface waters, preventing adverse impacts 
on water quality. Examples of potential best management practices that could be employed 
include the use of silt fencing, temporary sediment traps or basins, or temporary seeding. Best 
management practices also would be employed to prevent construction debris from entering 
Scituate Harbor. While the presence and use of boats at the proposed site has the potential to 
contribute nonpoint source discharges to the surrounding surface water, the proposed action 
would not change current boat use or practices. However, all applicable strategies and controls 
would continue to be used to prevent spills, leaks, or releases of fuel, oil, cleaning chemicals and 
effluent, or other related contaminants. The proposed action under Alternative 1 would be 
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consistent with Water Quality Policy #2 and nonpoint source controls would prevent significant 
impacts on water quality.  

Water Quality Policy #3 states: “Ensure that subsurface waste discharges conform to applicable 
standards, including the siting, construction, and maintenance requirements for on-site 
wastewater disposal systems, water quality standards, established Total Maximum Daily Load 
limits, and prohibitions on facilities in high-hazard areas.” 

This policy does not apply because the proposed action under Alternative 1 would not require 
any subsurface waste discharges. 

No significant impacts on coastal resources are anticipated as a result of implementing the 
proposed action under Alternative 1, and the proposed action under Alternative 1 would be 
consistent with the enforceable policies of the Massachusetts CZM to the maximum extent 
practicable. NOAA would follow applicable local, state, and federal regulations when 
implementing the proposed action. As required under the CZMA, NOAA has evaluated the 
enforceable policies and regulations of the Massachusetts CZM. NOAA will be the 
intergovernmental coordinator for the Massachusetts CZM for concurrence with a federal 
Consistency Determination for the proposed site. 

4.12.1.2 Alternative 2: Renovate First and Second Floor of the Existing 
Boathouse (Preferred Alternative) 

With the proposed action under Alternative 2, the first and second floors of the existing 
boathouse would be renovated as described under Section 2.3, Alternative 2: Renovate First and 
Second Floor of the Existing Boathouse. 

Under Alternative 2, the Consistency Determinations for the proposed actions for the CZM 
policies related to Energy, Growth Management, Habitat, Ocean Resources, Ports and Harbors, 
Protected Areas, Public Access, and Water Quality would be same as Alternative 1. 

Coastal Hazards Policies 
As described above, Coastal Hazards Policies #1 through #4 deal with hazards such as flooding, 
erosion, and storm damage and the resulting threats to public safety and natural resources and 
increases in public expenditures. Coastal Hazards Policies #1 through #3 are enforceable.  

The proposed action under Alternative 2 would be consistent with Coastal Hazards Policies #1, 
#2, and #3, as discussed for Alternative 1.  

As stated above under Alternative 1, Coastal Hazards Policy #4 considers the acquisition of 
hazardous coastal areas and relocation of structures out of these areas.”  
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The proposed action under Alternative 2 would have the potential to conflict with Coastal 
Hazards Policy #4, but it is similar to Alternative 1 and, taking into account the mitigation 
measures, should enable the proposed action to be consistent with this policy. The MOC would 
remain within the VE flood zone, resulting in the potential for damages and costs to the facility 
associated with future storm events or sea level rise. Although the second floor of the MOC 
would have temporary berthing space for visiting researchers, there would be no potential for 
threats to human safety, health, and welfare or increases to the public burden of response and 
recovery. This is because approaching storms would be predictable well in advance of arrival, 
allowing staff and visiting partners to leave the facility, as necessary, continuing standard 
practices that are currently in place. To the extent practicable, critical equipment would be placed 
above the base flood elevation to mitigate impacts from flooding. 

No significant impacts on coastal resources are anticipated from implementing the proposed 
action under Alternative 2, and the proposed action under Alternative 2 would be consistent with 
the enforceable policies of the Massachusetts CZM to the maximum extent practicable. NOAA 
would follow local, state, and federal regulations applicable to the proposed action. As required 
under the CZMA, NOAA has evaluated the enforceable policies and regulations of the 
Massachusetts CZM. NOAA will be the intergovernmental coordinator for the Massachusetts 
CZM for concurrence with a federal Consistency Determination for the proposed site. 

4.12.2 Endangered Species Act of 1973 
The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended (16 U.S.C. § 1531, et seq.), provides 
for the conservation of species that are endangered or threatened throughout all or a significant 
portion of their range and for the conservation of the ecosystems on which they depend. The 
ESA directs all federal agencies to work to conserve endangered and threatened species and to 
use their authorities to further the purposes of the Act. NMFS and USFWS manage ESA-listed 
species. Generally, NMFS manages marine species, while USFWS manages land and freshwater 
species. 

A species is considered endangered if it is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range. A species is considered threatened if it is likely to become an endangered 
species within the foreseeable future. When listing a species as threatened or endangered, NMFS 
or USFWS also designates critical habitat for the species to the maximum extent prudent and 
determinable 16 U.S.C. § 1533(a)(3). 

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA states that each federal agency shall, in consultation with the 
Secretary, ensure that any action they authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of a listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
designated critical habitat. In fulfilling these requirements, each agency must use the best 
scientific and commercial data available. The consultation process is further developed in 
regulations promulgated at 50 CFR Part 402. 
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The ESA requires action agencies to consult or confer with NMFS and USFWS when there is 
discretionary federal involvement or control over the action. When a federal agency’s action 
“may affect” a protected species, that agency is required to consult formally with NMFS or 
USFWS, depending upon the endangered species, threatened species, or designated critical 
habitat that may be affected by the action (50 CFR Part 402.14 (a)). Federal agencies are exempt 
from this general requirement if they have concluded that an action “may affect, but is not likely 
to adversely affect” endangered species, threatened species, or designated critical habitat and 
NMFS or USFWS concurs with that conclusion (50 CFR Part 402.14 (b)). This finding can be 
made only if ALL of the reasonably expected effects of the proposed action will be beneficial, 
insignificant, or discountable. An action agency shall confer with NMFS and USFWS if the 
action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a proposed species or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat. 

Most consultations are conducted informally with the federal agency or a designated non-federal 
representative. When the biological assessment or other information indicates that the action has 
no likelihood of adverse effect (including evaluation of effects that may be beneficial, 
insignificant, or discountable), NMFS and USFWS provide a letter of concurrence, which 
completes informal consultation. 

NOAA intends to initiate informal consultation with USFWS for the two listed avian species. 
Any additional measures provided by USFWS will be included in the final EA and Finding of 
No Significant Impact. 

4.12.3 Executive Orders 11988, Floodplain Management, and 11990, Protection 
of Wetlands  

Executive Orders 11988, 13960, and 11990 direct federal agencies to avoid, to the extent 
possible, adverse impacts associated with occupying or modifying floodplains and wetlands. 
They also require federal agencies to avoid floodplain or wetland development whenever there is 
a practical alternative. These Executive Orders apply to any proposed actions in or affecting 
floodplains and wetlands that involve acquiring, managing, and disposing of federal lands and 
facilities; providing federally undertaken, financed, or assisted construction and improvements; 
and conducting federal activities and programs affecting land use such as water and related land 
use resource planning, regulating, and licensing activities. If a proposed action will occur within 
a wetland or a floodplain, the agency must notify and involve the public in the decision-making 
process, identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating the action in the wetland or 
floodplain, identify impacts, and evaluate measures to reduce any adverse impacts on the 
wetland or floodplain. These steps should be integrated into the NEPA analysis for the proposed 
action and have been for NOAA’s proposed MOC at the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary 
headquarters.  



NOAA SBNMS MOC Draft EA  October 2017 

67 

In compliance with Executive Orders 11988, the conversion of the boathouse to a MOC was first 
discussed during an open public meeting on 24 June 2015. The three alternatives assessed in this 
EA and measures to minimize impacts will be presented to the public when the draft EA is 
issued for public review. NOAA will then publish a public notice for its final determination in a 
local newspaper for a period of 3 days. In Section 4.1, Floodplains, of this EA is a detailed 
discussion of practicable alternatives to locating the action in the floodplain, as well as the 
identification and evaluation of measures to reduce any adverse impacts. 

In compliance with Executive Order 11990 and as discussed in Section 3.0, wetlands would not 
be affected.  
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5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following short- and long-term mitigation measures are considered to eliminate or reduce 
adverse impacts. Short-term impacts are those that would occur during activities related to the 
renovation of the existing boathouse. Long-term impacts are those that would occur during 
operation of the new MOC. 

The following mitigation measures apply to both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. 

● To the maximum extent practicable, critical mechanical equipment would be placed 
above the base flood elevation to reduce the risk of loss from flooding. Additionally, 
hazardous materials, such as oil, lubricants, and other chemicals, used in small boat repair 
or other activities in the MOC would also be stored above the base flood elevation or in 
flood proof cabinets. 

● The wet laboratory would include a closed, recirculating seawater table to accommodate 
bio-invasive species that cannot be released back to the environment, preventing impacts 
on the harbor waters. When warranted, this seawater would be disinfected using 
ultraviolet radiation or other suitable means and then discharged to the sanitary sewer. 

● Best management practices would be employed to prevent construction debris from 
falling into the waters of Scituate Harbor. 

● Best management practices would be employed during the installation of underground 
utilities to control stormwater, erosion, and the transport of sediment to the waters of 
Scituate Harbor. Examples of potential best management practices that could be 
employed include the use of silt fencing, temporary sediment traps or basins, or 
temporary seeding. 

● Renovation/construction activities would take place during normal business hours, and 
local noise ordinances would be complied with to minimize noise impacts on the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

● Additional mitigation measures may be offered by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
and considered by NOAA as part of its agency consultation under the CZMA. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS 

This EA conforms to procedural and technical requirements set forth in NOAA Administrative 
Order 216-6A and associated Companion Manual. This EA examines the potential for the 
creation and operation of a MOC for the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary to have significant effects 
on the environment. In addition to the two action alternatives, this EA also analyzes the No-
Action Alternative. 

Creating and operating a MOC for the Stellwagen Bank Sanctuary at the Stellwagen Bank 
Sanctuary headquarters facility under both of the action alternatives would not result in 
significant environmental effects; therefore, preparation of a Finding of No Significant Impact is 
warranted for the proposed action.  
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7.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

The following staff from Louis Berger contributed to this EA. 

Melissa Cameron, Louis Berger, B.A., environmental studies, University of Vermont; more than 
5 years of experience in hazardous materials management, remediation, and hazardous waste and 
discharge prevention compliance. Ms. Cameron served as the hazardous materials subject matter 
expert for this EA. 

Christopher Dixon, Louis Berger, Master of Urban and Regional Planning, University of 
Colorado Denver; M.B.A., University of Colorado Denver; B.S., environmental sciences, 
environmental economics and management, University of Georgia; more than 7 years of 
experience in economics and environmental planning. Mr. Dixon served as the socioeconomics 
subject matter expert for this EA. 

Alynda Foreman, Louis Berger, M.A., biology and environmental research and education, 
SUNY College at Buffalo; B.A., biology with a minor in environmental science, Lafayette 
College; more than 18 years of experience in environmental assessment and impact analysis. Ms. 
Foreman served as the land use, visual resources, noise, and threatened and endangered species 
subject matter expert and natural resources peer reviewer of this EA. 

Glenn David Fresch, Louis Berger, M.R.P. (transportation concentration), University at Albany; 
GIS Certificate, University at Albany; B.A., economics, Drew University; more than 4 years of 
experience in transportation planning and GIS analysis. Mr. Fresch served as the transportation 
subject matter expert for this EA. 

Erin Hagan, Louis Berger, M.E.M., conservation science, Duke University; B.A., biology, 
College of the Holy Cross; more than 8 years of experience in environmental assessment. Ms. 
Hagan served as the Water Resources and Coastal Zone Management subject matter expert for 
this EA. 

Bernward Hay, Louis Berger, Ph.D., oceanography, Massachusetts Institute of Technology and 
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution; M.S., geological sciences, Cornell University, 
geological sciences; pre-diploma geology, Georg-August Universität, Göttingen, Germany; more 
than 30 years of experience in coastal environmental assessments. Dr. Hay served as the 
floodplains subject matter expert for this EA. 

Coreen Johnson, Louis Berger, B.A., English education, South Dakota State University; post-
graduate work, Scientific and Technical Communication; more than 20 years of experience 
writing, editing, and coordinating large, complex, multi-authored environmental documents 
through the publishing process. Ms. Johnson served as the editor for this EA.  
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Joshua Schnabel, Louis Berger, M.A., geography and natural resources, San Francisco State 
University; B.A., sociology, University of Northern Colorado; more than 10 years of experience 
in natural resource management and environmental impact analysis. Mr. Schnabel served as the 
geology subject matter expert for this EA. 

Spence Smith, Louis Berger, M.A., biology (Marine Biology concentration), Boston University; 
B.A., zoology, Duke University; more than 19 years of experience in environmental assessment 
and project management. Mr. Smith served as the Project Manager for this EA.  

Leo Tidd, Louis Berger, M.P.A., environmental science and policy; B.S., environmental studies; 
more than 11 years of experience in environmental assessment and air quality analysis. Mr. Tidd 
served as the air quality subject matter expert for this EA. 

Tristyne Youngbluth, P.E., Louis Berger, B.S., civil/environmental engineering, University of 
Rhode Island; more than 15 years of experience in utility evaluation and environmental 
assessment. Ms. Youngbluth served as the utility subject matter expert for this EA. 
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