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Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62I) and 

Sections 11.06 and 11.11 of the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I have reviewed the 
Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) and hereby determine that this project 
requires the submission of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Proponent requested 
that I allow a Single EIR to be submitted in lieu of the usual two-stage Draft and Final EIR 
process pursuant to Section 11.06(8) of the MEPA regulations. I hereby grant the request to file a 
Single EIR, which the Proponent should submit in accordance with the Scope included in this 
Certificate.  
 
Project Description 

 
As described in the EENF, the project consists of the construction of a 150-megawatt 

(MW) battery energy storage system consisting of 128 lithium-ion battery enclosures. The 
project will include construction of an ancillary substation1 which will connect the battery 
storage system to an adjacent 115 kV transmission line. The project includes the construction of 

 
1The ancillary substation is part of the project but will be built and owned by Eversource.  
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internal gravel driveways and widening of an existing gravel driveway which provides access 
from the site to Main Street. 
 

As described in the EENF, the project will benefit the reliability and efficiency of the 
electric grid by storing electricity generated during off-peak periods when there is a surplus of 
low-cost energy available and dispatching the electricity into the grid during peak periods, 
thereby providing an emissions-free source2 of electricity at times when that electricity will have 
the greatest value to the regional electric system. 
 
Project Site  
 

The approximately 5.85-acre project site is part of two larger parcels, one at 21.5 acres 
and the other at 12.5 acres, owned by Weston Realty Trust “B” who will lease the project site to 
the Proponent.     The project site is currently undeveloped and located primarily in a wooded 
portion of the properties. The project site includes existing unimproved roads to access a cell 
tower and cranberry bogs to the south. That road will be utilized to access the project.  An 
Eversource Substation (Station No. 726) and electrical transmission/distribution lines within a 
right-of-way (ROW) are located north of the property. Electrical transmission and distribution 
lines are also located to the west within an additional ROW. Wetlands and commercial cranberry 
bogs are located to the south and east.  Two cranberry bogs are is located to the south of the 
project site within the boundaries of the 21.5-acre parcel to the east and an offsite parcel..   
 

Based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate 
Map (FIRM) panel No. 25023C0343J (July 17, 2012), the project site is located outside of the 
flood hazard areas subject to the 100-year (1% annual chance) flood/inundation event. Therefore, 
the site does not contain any areas of Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (BLSF). The project 
site includes bordering vegetated wetlands (BVW) but the limit of work does not extend into any 
state jurisdictional wetland resource areas. According to Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 
Endangered Species Program (NHESP) Atlas (August 1, 2017, 14th Edition), the site is not 
located within an area of Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife or an area of Priority Habitats of 
Rare Species. 
   
Jurisdiction and Permitting 
 
 The project is subject to MEPA review and requires preparation of a mandatory EIR 
pursuant to 301 CMR 11.03(7)(a)(1) because it requires a State Agency Action and involves the 
construction of a New electric generating facility with a capacity of 100 MW or more.3  The 
project requires Approval from the Energy Facilities Siting Board (EFSB) within the Department 

 
2 While the stored energy originally would have been taken from the electric grid (based on a mix of fossil fuel and 
renewable energy generation), there would be no new emissions associated with dispatching the energy during peak 
periods, as compared to a fossil-fuel powered peaker generator which is currently used to generate energy during 
periods of peak demand.  
3The project initially sought a request for determination from the EFSB that battery storage did not meet the 
definition of “generating facility” under EFSB’s enabling statutes. This petition was eventually withdrawn, and the 
project is now seeking approval to construct under M.G.L. c. 164, § 69J ¼ (generating facilities). The MEPA 
regulations do not contain a definition of “electric generating facility,” but should be read consistently with EFSB’s 
enabling statutes related to siting of such facilities. 
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of Public Utilities (DPU) pursuant to M.G.L. c.164 § 69J ¼.  The project is subject to MEPA’s  
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Policy and Protocol (GHG Policy).  
 

The project may require review by the Massachusetts Historic Commission (MHC) under 
M.G.L. c. 9, Section 26-27C and/or Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966. The project received an Order of Conditions from the Carver Conservation Commission 
(DEP SE File No. 126-579) on January 18, 2019, which was not appealed.  It will require a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater General Permit from the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).   
 

Because the scope of EFSB’s approval authority is broad and extends to all 
environmental impacts of the project, subject matter jurisdiction under MEPA is equivalent to 
full scope jurisdiction, in accordance with 301 CMR 11.01(2)(a)(3). Therefore, MEPA 
jurisdiction extends to all aspects of the project that are likely, directly or indirectly, to cause 
Damage to the Environment as defined in the MEPA regulations. 
 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 

Potential environmental impacts include alteration of 4.8 acres of land and creation of 
0.911 acres of impervious area. As noted below, public comments have also raised concerns with 
public health and safety risks associated with potential fire hazards from the project, as well as 
concerns about noise and construction period impacts. 

Measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate these impacts include implementation of an 
erosion and sedimentation control plan during the construction period and installation of 
stormwater management controls to offset increased impervious area. As described in the EENF, 
the project intends to comply with all applicable fire and noise regulations, and seeks to achieve 
GHG emissions reductions for the electric grid overall by reducing the need to generate and 
dispatch fossil-fuel powered energy during periods of peak electrical demand. 

Request for Single EIR 
 
 The MEPA regulations indicate a Single EIR may be allowed provided I find that the 
EENF:  
 

a) describes and analyzes all aspects of the project and all feasible alternatives, 
regardless of any jurisdictional or other limitation that may apply to the Scope;  

b) provides a detailed baseline in relation to which potential environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures can be assessed; and,  

c) demonstrates that the planning and design of the project use all feasible means to 
avoid potential environmental impacts.  

 
Consistent with this request, the EENF was subject to an extended comment period under 

301 CMR 11.05(7). 
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Review of the EENF 
 
 The EENF includes a project description, an alternatives analysis, existing and proposed 
conditions plans, estimates of project-related impacts, a stormwater management report and 
identifies preliminary measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate environmental impacts. The 
project is subject to a mandatory EIR threshold, and, therefore, must undergo EIR level review. 
However, based on review of the EENF and consultation with State Agencies, I am granting the 
request to file a Single EIR. The Proponent should submit a Single EIR that provides updated 
project information and analyses as specified in the Scope below.  If the Single EIR fails to 
adequately respond to the Scope included in this Certificate, additional review in the form of a 
Supplemental Single EIR may be required.   
 
 

SCOPE 
 

Project Description and Permitting 
 

The Single EIR should include a detailed description of the project and describe any 
changes to the project since the filing of the EENF. The Single EIR should include a brief 
description of how the lithium-ion battery systems work (i.e., how they store and release energy 
into the electrical grid) and how the system will improve reliability and efficiency of the electric 
grid. The Single EIR should describe in greater detail how the battery storage system is designed 
to reduce GHG emissions, including through quantitative estimates of the amount of stored 
energy that can be assumed to have originated from renewable sources and the amount of 
displacement expected of fossil fuel powered energy that would otherwise be dispatched during 
peak demand periods. The Single EIR should include updated site plans for existing and 
proposed conditions.  The Single EIR should identify and describe local and state review and 
permitting requirements, including a description of future proceedings before the EFSB.   
 
Alternatives Analysis 
 
 The EENF included an alternatives analysis which evaluated alternatives against the 
following criteria: (1) located adjacent to infrastructure with available transmission capacity, (2) 
located on a parcel of land greater than 1 acre and available for lease or sale, (3) located in an 
area where construction and operation of the project would have minimal environmental impact 
or would not closely abut residences, (4) in ISO-NE’s Southeast New England (SENE) region, 
and (5) near interconnection ties to offshore wind projects under development and other market 
initiatives that will enhance the battery energy storage system’s economic viability.  The 
alternatives included a No Build Alternative, three site location alternatives including: a 
Wakefield Location Alternative, Falmouth Location Alternative and the Preferred Alternative as 
described above. 
 

Under the No-Build alternative, the Project would not be constructed. As described in the 
ENF, failure to develop the Project would be inconsistent with ISO-NE’s capacity requirements 
in the SENE region. Moreover, because the Project is likely to defer and/or alleviate the need for 
additional electric transmission infrastructure in the area, it is likely that, without the Project, 
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other (potentially more impactful) energy infrastructure projects would be needed toprovide peak 
power capacity and add reliability to the electric distribution system. As noted, a battery storage 
system is anticipated to reduce GHG emissions for the electric grid overall, as compared to other 
alternatives like expanding peaker plant capacity or extending electric transmission lines to 
enhance reliability. Therefore, the No-Build alternative was dismissed. 
 

The Wakefield Location Alternative would involve constructing the battery energy 
storage system at a 2.24-acre site in Wakefield, Massachusetts which is adjacent to and just east 
of the existing Wakefield Substation.  Siting the battery energy storage system at this site was 
dismissed because it is densely forested and surrounded by Isolated Vegetated Wetlands (IVW) 
and Bordering Vegetated Wetlands (BVW). Second, the Wakefield site is located within 300 feet 
of the nearest residence. Third, this site was not known to be located near future offshore wind 
interconnection points which is described as important to the economic viability of the project.As 
such, the economics to develop a project at this location were not viable. Access to the site 
would have required significant tree clearing and filling an IVW in order to construct the 
roadway. Given the constraints that this site would have on the project’s development and 
economic viability, Wakefield was not considered further. 
 

The Falmouth Location Alternative involved constructing the project at a 2.42-acre 
(105,600 sf) area located adjacent to and northwest of the existing Falmouth Substation off of 
Stephens Lane in Falmouth, Massachusetts. The Falmouth site is on a lower-voltage network 
near Cape Cod, which presented deliverability difficulties to the Boston load center when 
compared to the location and transmission network of the Preferred Alternative. From an 
interconnection perspective, an interconnecting power line would have been required in order to 
connect to the nearest point of interconnection. Moreover, the site is located within 200 feet of 
the nearest residence, as well as within 200 feet of the Oak Grove cemetery. While the site is an 
active sand and gravel pit, and any tree removal required to construct the project would be 
minimal, construction would result in impacts to an IVW.  When Falmouth was under 
consideration, it was not known to be located in an area where offshore wind projects were 
anticipated to tie into the existing onshore electrical grid. Thus, given these issues, the Falmouth 
site was not considered further. 
 

As described in the EENF, the Preferred Alternative location was selected because of its 
proximity to a crucial interconnection for the 115-kV transmission systems, has no impact on 
wetlands, has minimal tree-clearing needs, and is greater than 400 feet from the nearest 
residence. Given the cost, siting constraints, land area requirements, environmental 
considerations and transmission analysis performed, the Preferred Alternative was determined to 
be ideally located for a large standalone battery energy storage system project. 
 

The Single EIR should provide additional explanation of the criteria used to evaluate the 
project alternatives.  Specifically, the Single EIR should elaborate on the appropriate distance a 
facility such as this should be located in relation to residential uses and consistency with local 
zoning requirements.  The Single EIR should reference any industry best practices related to 
siting such facilities. The EENF notes that one of the contributing factors in selection of the 
Preferred Alternative is its location greater than 400 ft from residential uses.  The Single EIR 
should clarify the significance of this distance including whether it is for aesthetic purposes, 
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minimization of fire safety risks or minimization of noise impacts to residential uses.  The 
criteria also identify market initiatives (such as offshore wind) that will enhance the battery 
energy storage system’s economic viability.  The Single EIR should elaborate on this including 
identifying which market initiatives enhance the projects economic viability and why. The Single 
EIR should explain why proximity to offshore wind resources was considered to be significant 
when considering alternatives (i.e., since the stored energy would initially be taken from the 
electric grid and not from a direct interconnection to an energy generating source), and whether 
the emergence of Falmouth as an interconnection point for offshore wind projects affects the 
prior alternatives analysis performed by the proponent. The Single EIR should further explain the 
deliverability issues that support the selection of the Preferred Alternative. Finally, the Single 
EIR should provide further justification for dismissing the No Build alternatives, including a 
description of potential other energy infrastructure projects that may be proposed in this area due 
to reliability constraints of the electric grid. As noted, the Single EIR should provide further 
explanation of the assertion that battery storage is designed to reduce GHG emissions by 
increasing reliance on renewable energy generation, in particular, when the project does not 
appear to be seeking direct interconnections to offshore wind projects. 

Environmental Justice  
 
The project is not located within one mile of an EJ community. The nearest EJ 

community (characterized as Income) is located approximately 1.45 miles to the southeast of the 
project site. The project is located within 5 miles of two EJ populations characterized as Income.  
As described in the EENF, the project will not create any air emissions as the proposed project 
will store energy, not generate it through burning of fossil fuels; therefore it will not affect air 
quality and/is not reasonably likely to negatively affect EJ populations within a 5-mile radius 
around the project site. 
 

As stated in the EENF, a large volume of construction-related diesel trucks or equipment 
may be regarded as affecting air quality up to a 5- mile radius, depending on the specific routes 
of travel for the trucks or equipment. Construction traffic to and from the project site is 
anticipated to be limited to several vehicles per day (material deliveries and staff) and will occur 
over a period of approximately six to twelve months. As described in the ENF, the volume of 
construction vehicles that will travel public roadways within close proximity to the nearest EJ 
community are considered to be minimal and therefore the project is not anticipated to affect air 
quality and is not reasonably likely to negatively affect EJ populations within a 5-mile radius 
around the project site. 

 As stated below, the Single EIR should address whether project impacts such as fire 
hazards and noise may have disproportionate impacts on surrounding EJ populations or other 
vulnerable populations and sensitive receptors. 

Fire Hazards and Public Safety 
 

Public comments have raised concerns with fire hazards, which could have 
environmental consequences if not managed properly. As described in the EENF, the project is 
designed in strict conformance with the Massachusetts Fire Code and associated National Fire 
Protection Association (“NFPA”) standards to ensure that the project is constructed and operated 
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in a manner that remains safe to the public, emergency responders and employees. The Project 
will adhere to the national standards for stationary battery energy storage installation (i.e., the 
NFPA 855 code) (the “Code”).  The Single EIR should describe the thermal risks associated with 
a battery energy storage system and specific measures that will be taken to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate thermal risks associated with the project. The Single EIR should identify fire incidences 
associated with such facilities and describe how the proposed project will be designed to avoid 
similar situations.4 The Single EIR should identify consultation with the local fire department 
including specific requirements that the local fire department have requested to mitigate fire 
risks. In the event of a fire, the Single EIR should describe the method of extinguishing and 
whether it could potentially lead to contamination of nearby resource areas (i.e. through water 
dispersal or other fire extinguishing agents). The Single EIR should describe any emergency 
management plans or protocols the project will maintain (or is required to maintain) to respond 
to unanticipated emergencies, including protocols related to cooperation with local or state 
public safety personnel, trainings or drills that the project will conduct, and communication 
protocols with the public in the event of an emergency. The Single EIR should address whether 
and how such emergency management plans or protocols will specifically address EJ or other 
vulnerable populations in the area. 
 

The EENF notes that there are numerous and redundant safeguards built into the 
hardware and management systems of lithium-ion battery systems to help mitigate the risk of a 
thermal event.  The Single EIR should describe these safeguards and how they work to mitigate 
risk of a thermal event.  
 
Noise 
 
 As described in the EENF, the Proponent is conducting a study to monitor background 
noise levels near the proposed project. Noise levels will be monitored continuously for a five-day 
period, and upon completion of the study a noise model will be prepared to determine the 
maximum predicted residential property line sound levels. In the event that predicted noise levels 
from the project are greater than 10 dBA of the minimum measured background levels at the 
closest residential property and exceed MassDEP’s noise regulation limits outlined in 310 CMR 
7.10, the Proponent will develop noise attenuation measures to bring the site into compliance. 
  
 The Single EIR should identify when the noise study will be performed. It should identify 
which components of the project may generate noise levels and the nature of the noise. It should 
indicate whether the noise study was done at time which accounts for seasonal variation in 
background noise, such as insects in the summer.  The Single EIR should include the results of 
noise study.  It should also describe appropriate noise attenuation measures, if needed.  The 
Single EIR should address whether noise impacts will be amplified for vulnerable populations or 
sensitive receptors, and, if so, address how the project will mitigate such impacts. 
 

 
4 For instance, FEMA has noted battery fires as an emerging issue of concern following a fire in Arizona. See 
https://www.fema.gov/case-study/emerging-hazards-battery-energy-storage-system-fires. A more recent fire also 
occurred in Australia. See https://www.reuters.com/world/asia-pacific/fire-breaks-out-tesla-australia-mega-battery-
during-testing-2021-07-30/. 

https://www.fema.gov/case-study/emerging-hazards-battery-energy-storage-system-fires
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Land Alteration  
 

As noted above, the project will result in the alteration of 4.8 acres of land including the 
creation of approximately 0.911 acres of impervious surface associated with structures to house 
the battery systems, switchgear and controls.  Approximately 3.265 acres of alteration is 
associated with the construction of pervious (gravel) internal roadways and 0.624 acres of 
alteration is associated with grading and stormwater management controls.  An estimated 426 
trees greater than 10 inches will need to be cleared during construction of the project. An off-site 
tree mitigation plan was proposed to the Town of Carver in 2019. The Proponent has agreed to 
replace 10% of the trees greater than 10 inches in caliper with a combination of 1-1.5-inch 
diameter maple or oak trees. The Proponent proposed to provide monetary compensation to the 
Town of Carver in an amount equal to the cost for purchasing and planting up to 50 trees at 
locations of the Town’s choosing.  The Single EIR should confirm that the proposed internal 
driveways will be impervious. Tree replanting should be identified as a mitigation measure in the 
Single EIR.  
 
Stormwater 
 

To accommodate the new impervious area and change in runoff at the site, two 
infiltration basins with sediment forebays are proposed at both the eastern and western portions 
of the site to collect and treat stormwater before discharge to the surrounding wetlands. As 
indicated in the EENF, each infiltration basin was sized to store the amount of runoff associated 
with the 10- year, 24-hour storm event. To protect infiltration basins from failing during a large 
storm, emergency spillways will be installed. The spillways will be designed to discharge  
enough water so that the infiltration basin will not overflow. In addition, riprap will be used to 
prevent erosion at the weir discharge locations. As noted below, the Single EIR should identify 
how the project will accommodate more frequent and severe storm events in light of climate 
change.   
 
Climate Change 
 

The urgent need to address climate change was recognized by Governor Baker and the 
Massachusetts Legislature with the recent passage into law of St. 2021, c. 8 - An Act Creating a 
Next Generation Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy, which sets a goal of Net Zero 
emissions by 2050. Under M.G.L. c. 30, § 61, agencies must consider the reasonably foreseeable 
climate change impacts in issuing permits and approvals, and such agencies must issue findings 
that projects will take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate Damage to the 
Environment (as defined in the MEPA statute), including GHG emissions.   

GHG Emissions 
 

The project is subject to the MEPA GHG Policy because it exceeds thresholds for a 
mandatory EIR. The GHG Policy includes a de minimus exemption for projects that will produce 
minimal amounts of GHG emissions. GHG emissions are anticipated during the construction 
period of the project only and are not expected to be ongoing. As such, this project may fall 
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under the de minimus exemption.  The EENF included a discussion of how the project meets this 
exemption.  
  

As described in the EENF, the project will not generate air emissions as a point source 
once construction is complete, as the project will store energy rather than generate energy. While 
the energy captured by the battery energy storage system will not consist solely of renewable 
energy, it can allow the capture of excess renewable energy generation during times of low 
demand for resale during periods of peak demand resulting in more efficient use of both 
renewable and non-renewable energy. As noted above, the Single EIR should provide a more 
detailed explanation of how the project is designed to reduce GHG emissions for the system as a 
whole, including through quantitative estimates of the amount of energy generation that could be 
attributed to renewable sources and the amount of anticipated displacement of fossil fuel 
powered peaker plant generation. 
 

The proposed ancillary substation (to be constructed by Eversource) required for the 
project’s connection to the grid is associated with a potential release of Sulfur Hexafluoride 
(SF6) from circuit breakers within the substation. It is anticipated that new equipment installed 
within the substation will be specified for an annual emission rate of 0. 1%, which is in 
compliance with the Massachusetts standard of 1.0% per year (310 C.M.R. 7.72). Accordingly, 
the Proponent is requesting that MEPA grant a de minimis exception to the requirement to 
analyze and quantify the potential annual GHG emissions from the proposed project. I hereby 
grant this request, with the exception of the analysis of anticipated system-wide GHG emissions 
reductions as stated above. 
 

In addition, the Single EIR should identify ways that the Proponent will incorporate 
measures to avoid and minimize GHG emissions (and other air pollutants) during the 
construction period such as limiting idling and using bio-fuels in off-road construction 
equipment.   

Adaptation and Resiliency 
 

 The project is not located in a FEMA-mapped floodplain, and no specific climate risks 
were identified for the project. The Single EIR should identify the design life of the proposed 
project and include a comprehensive discussion of the potential effects of climate change on the 
project site and describe features incorporated into the project design that will increase the 
resiliency of the site to these changes. It should attach a copy of the output report generated from 
the RMAT Climate Resilience Design Standards Tool5 and provide a review of the Town’s 
resiliency plans.  The Single EIR should identify the projected climate conditions and 
assumptions, such as temperature and precipitation rates, that will be used to design the project’s 
resiliency measures. 
 

The Single EIR should identify the useful life of the project and whether more frequent 
and intense rainfall events were considered when sizing the proposed stormwater system in light 

 
5 https://resilientma.org/rmat_home/designstandards/ 
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of the projected useful life.6 The Single EIR should specify the precipitation data used. The 
Single EIR should describe any other resiliency measures added to the project to address future 
climate conditions, such as periods of intense heat when electric systems may become 
inoperable. The Single EIR should address whether the battery packs may intensify extreme heat 
conditions that may affect surrounding areas, and whether fire hazards may be increased during 
periods of intense heat that may result from the effects of climate change.  
  
Construction Period 

 
An erosion and sedimentation control program will be implemented to minimize potential 

temporary impacts to BVW and 100-foot Buffer Zone during the construction of the project. The 
Single EIR should describe all measures to be implemented to mitigate construction impacts, 
including but not limited, to sedimentation and erosion, noise, air quality and dust. The 
Proponent should review MassDEP’s comment letter, which identified applicable regulations 
and standards for dust, odor and noise control and the handling, disposal and recycling of 
construction and demolition (C&D) debris and other solid waste. The Single EIR should specify 
construction-period truck routes. 
 
Mitigation and Section 61 Findings 
 

The Single EIR should include a separate chapter that summarizes measures to avoid, 
minimize and mitigate environmental impacts.  This chapter should include any mitigation 
measures committed to in the EENF document. The Single EIR should include draft Section 61 
Findings for all State Agency Actions required. The proposed Section 61 Findings should specify 
in detail all measures the Proponent will take to avoid, minimize and mitigate environmental 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable. The draft Section 61 Findings should clearly identify 
parties responsible for funding and implementation, and the anticipated implementation schedule 
that will ensure mitigation is implemented when appropriate in relation to environmental 
impacts.  
 
Responses to Comments 
 
 The Single EIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment 
letter received. In order to ensure that the issues raised by commenters are addressed, the Single 
EIR should include direct responses to comments to the extent that they are within MEPA 
jurisdiction. This directive is not intended, and shall not be construed, to enlarge the scope of the 
Single EIR beyond what has been expressly identified in this certificate.   
 
Circulation 

 
The Proponent should circulate the Single EIR to those parties who commented on the 

EENF, to any State Agencies from which the Proponent will seek permits or approvals, and to 
any parties specified in section 11.16 of the MEPA regulations.   

 
6 The useful life is defined as the estimated number of years an asset will be in use before needing reinvestment to 
continue performing its normal function(s). The anticipated useful life assumes regular and adequate maintenance is 
implemented. This differs from the design life (or service life), which is typically shorter. 
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       October 1, 2021                 _________________________           

                   Date                       Kathleen A. Theoharides   
 
 
Comments received:  
 
09/20/2021 Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) 
09/22/2021 Massachusetts department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) Southeast 

Regional Office (SERO) 
09/24/2021 Save the Pine Barrens (1) 
09/24/2021 Save the Pine Barrens (2) 
 
   

   
 
KAT/EFF/eff 

  





 
  

Charles D. Baker 
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Karyn E. Polito 
Lieutenant Governor 

 

Kathleen A. Theoharides
Secretary

Martin Suuberg
Commissioner 

 
 

This information is available in alternate format. Contact Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Director of Diversity/Civil Rights at 617-292-5751. 
TTY# MassRelay Service 1-800-439-2370 

MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 
Printed on Recycled Paper 

 

                                                                                    September 21, 2021 
 
Kathleen A. Theoharides 
Secretary of Environment and Energy  
Executive Office of Energy and  
Environmental Affairs 

RE: EENF Review. EOEEA 16430. 
CARVER. Cranberry Point Energy Storage 
Project at 31R Main Street.  

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900                           
ATTN:  MEPA Office  
Boston, MA 02114                                               
                                                                     
Dear Secretary Theoharides, 
 

 
  

The Southeast Regional Office of the Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has 
reviewed the Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) for the Cranberry Point 
Energy Storage Project at 31R Main Street, Carver, Massachusetts (EOEEA # 16430).  The 
Project Proponent provides the following information for the Project:   
 
The Project involves the construction of a 150 megawatt (MW) lithium-ion battery storage facility that will 
contain approximately 128 standalone enclosures of batteries used for the storage of energy These 
enclosures, along with the additional supporting electrical equipment, will be supported by concrete slab 
and pier foundations that are surrounded by crushed stone.  
 
The proposed Project has two separate areas of development within the leased area, including an east and 
west battery storage area. The eastern storage area is the larger of the two areas and is connected to the 
western side via a proposed vehicle access path at the northern edge of the Project Site.  
 
The Project will consist of approximately 217,800 square feet (5 acres), of which approximately 4,217 
square feet includes impervious surfaces such as concrete slabs and drilled piers. The remaining 213,583 
square feet within the - 5 - proposed fenced-in area will be surfaced with an approximate 12-inch-thick 
layer of crushed stone and approximately 13,051 square feet of crushed stone within the driveways. 
 
Bureau of Water Resources Comments 
Wetlands and Waterways, The Proponent has received its order though their local Order of 
Conditions (SE 126-579). Therefore, no comments from the Wetlands and Waterways Program 
are necessary.  
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Underground Injection Control. The Proponent is advised that the conveyances of the Project’s 
stormwater through underground infiltration structures may be subject to the jurisdiction of the 
MassDEP Underground Injection Control (UIC) program. These structures must be registered 
with MassDEP UIC program through the submittal of a BRP WS-06 UIC Registration 
application through MassDEP’s electronic filing system, eDEP. The statewide UIC program 
contact is Joe Cerutti, who can be reached at (617) 292-5859 or at joseph.cerutti@state.ma.us. 
All information regarding on-line (eDEP) UIC registration applications may be obtained at the 
following web page under the category “Applications & Forms”: 
https://www.mass.gov/underground-injection-control-uic. 
 
Stormwater Management/National Pollutants Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.  
The Project construction activities are scheduled to disturb more than an acre of land and therefore 
may require a NPDES Stormwater Permit for Construction Activities. The Proponent can access 
information regarding the NPDES Stormwater requirements and an application for the 
Construction General Permit at the EPA website: 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017- 
07/documents/cgp_flow_chart_do_i_need_a_permit2.pdf 
   
The Proponent is advised to consult with Sania Kamran at Kamran.Sania@epa.gov, 617-918-
1522 for any of its questions regarding EPA’s NPDES stormwater permitting requirements. 
 
Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup Comments 
Based upon the information provided, the Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup (BWSC) searched its 
databases for disposal sites and release notifications that have occurred at or might impact the 
proposed Project area.  A disposal site is a location where there has been a release to the 
environment of oil and/or hazardous material that is regulated under M.G.L. c. 21E, and the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan [MCP – 310 CMR 40.0000].  
  
There are no listed MCP disposal sites located at or in the vicinity of the site that would appear 
to impact the proposed Project area.   Interested parties may view a map showing the location of 
BWSC disposal sites using the MassGIS data viewer (Oliver) 
at:  http://maps.massgis.state.ma.us/map_ol/oliver.php    Under “Available Data Layers” 
select  “Regulated Areas”, and then “DEP Tier Classified 21E Sites”.  MCP reports and the 
compliance status of specific disposal sites may be viewed using the BWSC Waste 
Sites/Reportable Release Lookup at:  https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/portal#!/search/wastesite 
  
The Project Proponent is advised that if oil and/or hazardous material are identified during the 
implementation of this Project, notification pursuant to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan 
(310 CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary.  A Licensed Site Professional 
(LSP) should be retained to determine if notification is required and, if need be, to render 
appropriate opinions.  The LSP may evaluate whether risk reduction measures are necessary if 
contamination is present.  The BWSC may be contacted for guidance if questions arise regarding 
cleanup. 
 
Bureau of Air and Waste (BAW) Comments  
Air Quality.  Construction and operation activities shall not cause or contribute to a condition of air 
pollution due to dust, odor, or noise. To determine the appropriate requirements please refer to: 
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310 CMR 7.09 Dust, Odor, Construction, and Demolition 
310 CMR 7.10 Noise 

 
Construction-Related Measures 
MassDEP requests that all non-road diesel equipment rated 50 horsepower or greater meet 
EPA’s Tier 4 emission limits, which are the most stringent emission standards currently available 
for off-road engines. If a piece of equipment is not available in the Tier 4 configuration, then the 
Proponent should use construction equipment that has been retrofitted with appropriate 
emissions reduction equipment. Emission reduction equipment includes EPA-verified, CARB-
verified, or MassDEP-approved diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) or Diesel Particulate Filters 
(DPFs). The Proponent should maintain a list of the engines, their emission tiers, and, if 
applicable, the best available control technology installed on each piece of equipment on file for 
Departmental review.  
 
Massachusetts Air Quality and Idling Regulation 
The Project Proponent reports: “Cranberry Point will require the contractor to turn off 
construction vehicles when they are not actively in use. Typical methods of reducing idling will 
be used including driver training, periodic inspections by site supervisors, and posting signage.“ 
 
MassDEP reminds the Proponent that unnecessary idling (i.e., in excess of five minutes), with 
limited exception, is not permitted during the construction and operations phase of the Project 
(Section 7.11 of 310 CMR 7.00).  With regard to construction period activity, typical methods of 
reducing idling include driver training, periodic inspections by site supervisors, and posting 
signage. In addition, to ensure compliance with this regulation once the Project is underway, 
MassDEP recommends that the Proponent install signs limiting idling to five minutes or less on-
site. 
 
Hazardous Waste Management. If the Project generates hazardous waste and/or waste oil, that 
entity must be properly registered with the MassDEP in accordance with 310 CMR 30.000 for 
legally generating and managing regulated waste.  The Proponent is advised to consult at this 
MassDEP website https://www.mass.gov/guides/hazardous-waste-generation-generators to 
determine if the Proponent qualifies as a generator of hazardous waste and/or waste oil. 
 
Spills Prevention. A spills contingency plan addressing prevention and management of potential 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials from pre- and post-construction activities should be 
presented to workers at the site and enforced. The contingency plan should include but not be 
limited to, refueling of machinery, storage of fuels, and potential on-site activity releases. Solar 
arrays with on-site electrical storage often have a specialized emergency response plan due to the 
hazardous materials used and the potential for fire and explosion. That plan should be provided 
to local emergency management officials and training should be offered regarding responses 
involving these materials. 
 
Solid Waste Management. As a reminder, the Project Proponent is advised of the following 
requirements: 
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1. Compliance with Waste Ban Regulations:  Waste materials discovered during construction 
that are determined to be solid waste (e.g., construction and demolition waste) and/or 
recyclable material (e.g., metal, asphalt, brick, and concrete) shall be disposed, recycled, 
and/or otherwise handled in accordance with the Solid Waste Regulations including 310 
CMR 19.017: Waste Bans.  Waste Ban regulations prohibit the disposal, transfer for disposal, 
or contracting for disposal of certain hazardous, recyclable, or compostable items at solid 
waste facilities in Massachusetts, including, but not limited to, metal, wood, asphalt 
pavement, brick, concrete, and clean gypsum wallboard.  The goals of the waste bans are to: 
promote reuse, waste reduction, or recycling; reduce the adverse impacts of solid waste 
management on the environment; conserve capacity at existing solid waste disposal facilities; 
minimize the need for construction of new solid waste disposal facilities; and support the 
recycling industry by ensuring that large volumes of material are available on a consistent 
basis.  Further guidance can be found at: https://www.mass.gov/guides/massdep-waste-
disposal-bans. 

MassDEP recommends the Proponent consider source separation or separating different 
recyclable materials at the job site.  Source separation may lead to higher recycling rates and 
lower recycling costs.  Further guidance can be found at: 
https://recyclingworksma.com/construction-demolition-materials-guidance/ 

 
For more information on how to prevent banned materials from entering the waste stream the 
Proponent should contact the RecyclingWorks in Massachusetts program at (888) 254-5525 
or via email at info@recyclingworksma.com. RecyclingWorks in Massachusetts also 
provides a website that includes a searchable database of recycling service providers, 
available at http://www.recyclingworksma.com. 

 
2. Tree removal/land clearing: As defined in 310 CMR 16.02, clean wood means “discarded 

material consisting of trees, stumps and brush, including but limited to sawdust, chips, 
shavings, bark, and new or used lumber” …etc.  Clean wood does not include wood from 
commingled construction and demolition waste, engineered wood products, and wood 
containing or likely to contain asbestos, chemical preservatives, or paints, stains or other 
coatings, or adhesives.  The Proponent should be aware that wood is not allowed to be buried 
or disposed of at the Site pursuant to 310 CMR 16.00 & 310 CMR 19.000 unless otherwise 
approved by MassDEP.  Clean wood may be handled in accordance with 310 CMR 
16.03(2)(c)7 which allows for the on-site processing (i.e., chipping) of wood for use at the 
Site (i.e., use as landscaping material) and/or the wood to be transported to a permitted 
facility (i.e., wood waste reclamation facility) or other facility that is permitted to accept and 
process wood. 

If you have any questions regarding the Solid Waste Management Program comments above, 
please contact Mark Dakers at (508) 946-2847 for solid waste comments. 

Proposed s.61 Findings  
The “Certificate of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs on the Expanded 
Environmental Notification Form” may indicate that this Project requires further MEPA review 
and the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.  Pursuant to MEPA Regulations 301 
CMR 11.12(5)(d), the Proponent will prepare Proposed Section 61 Findings to be included in the 
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EIR in a separate chapter updating and summarizing proposed mitigation measures. In 
accordance with 301 CMR 11.07(6)(k), this chapter should also include separate updated draft 
Section 61 Findings for each State agency that will issue permits for the Project. The draft 
Section 61 Findings should contain clear commitments to implement mitigation measures, 
estimate the individual costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties responsible for 
implementation, and contain a schedule for implementation. 
 
Other Comments/Guidance 
The MassDEP Southeast Regional Office appreciates the opportunity to comment on this EENF. 
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact George Zoto at (508) 946-
2820. 
 
                                                    Very truly yours, 

                                                                           
                                                             Jonathan E. Hobill, 
                                                             Regional Engineer, 
                                                             Bureau of Water Resources  
JH/RR 
 
Cc:  DEP/SERO 
         
ATTN: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Regional Director  
            Gerard Martin, Acting Deputy Regional Director, BWR 
 John Handrahan, Acting Deputy Regional Director, BWSC 
 Seth Pickering, Deputy Regional Director, BAW 
            Jennifer Viveiros, Deputy Regional Director, ADMIN 
 Daniel Gilmore, Chief, Wetlands and Waterways, BWR   
 Mark Dakers, Chief, Solid Waste, BAW 
 Elza Bystrom, Solid Waste, BAW 
 Allen Hemberger, Site Management, BWSC 
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Dear Secretary Theoharides,

Save the Pine Barrens, Inc. submits these comments on the above-referenced project. STPB is a non-profit membership group 
based in Southeastern Massachusetts. www.savethepinebarrens.org Our mission is to preserve, protect and steward the finite 
natural and cultural resources of our region that are being destroyed at an alarming rate by reckless, unchecked and 
unmitigated development. This project is one more.

We request that the Proponent of this 150 MW lithium-ion battery storage system in a residential neighborhood and sensitive 
environmental and cultural area prepare and submit a full draft EIR and that the Secretary deny the request for a Single EIR.

 This will be the largest standalone battery storage system in the Northeast US. It is being foisted on our communities by a 
multinational corporation disguising itself as “green”. 

As a procedural matter, due to the massive consequences of this toxic dangerous project in the middle of a residential 
neighborhood the review must be put on hold under there is proper notice and outreach to the community. 

Carver is an Environmental Justice community and is ground-zero for destruction by the state’s reckless “renewable” energy 
program. The Proponent’s website claims the project is properly sited because it is “away from densely populated areas.” 
https://cranberrypointenergystorage.com/faq Would MEPA allow this project in an urban area? Undoubtedly not. But it is OK 
to site this in a semi-rural environmental justice community because it is not “densely populated”?  

Unregulated strip mining often accompanies the deforestation, water pollution and community devastation that is occurring 
under DOER’s egregiously flawed SMART solar siting program.  This project is another component of the irresponsible 
energy siting that is occurring throughout the region.  Southeastern Massachusetts and particularly Carver is the sacrifice zone 
for so-called “renewable” energy that is destroying the environment and poisoning our communities.

More outreach is needed to adequately inform the community about the full scale and magnitude of this risky lithium ion 
storage project that poses a very real risk of fire, explosion and pollution of the sole source aquifer. The local zoning change 
that was done to make this project possible in a residential neighborhood was highly questionable at best and riddled with 
conflicts of interest and corruption at worst.  The fact that this project that presents a grave risk of fire and explosion is 
proposed by the Town’s Fire Chief is ironic. The Fire Chief himself has been the subject of a controversial strip-mining sand 
and gravel operation under the ruse of a cranberry bog project.  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CFQY6NSjPxQ The town 
is embroiled in controversy over unregulated strip mining that is destroying globally rare Pine Barrens forest, rivers, and 
wetlands.

 Carver is also being covered with industrial scale ground mounted solar projects that are clearcutting forests, strip mining, 
and destroying wetlands. It is no coincidence that this lithium ion storage facility is located in Carver – the town has been 
exploited for ground mounted solar that will interconnect with this battery storage facility. MEPA cannot segment the 
destruction by the ground mounted solar projects from the battery storage facility that will be used to store the electricity 
generated by these industrial solar projects. https://savethepinebarrens.org/resources/

Finally, so-called “dual use” solar is being installed on chemically treated poles in wetland cranberry bogs throughout Carver. 
See photos below. These toxic poles are interconnected with this battery system and the undisclosed threats to water and 
wildlife.  https://savethepinebarrens.org/solar-2/ This toxic method of mounting industrial solar panels also poses a threat to 
the food supply being grown in the cranberry bogs where the poles are located.  This Fall’s cranberry crop is tainted by the 
fact that it is being covered with toxic, CCA treated wooden poles for mounting solar panels. All of this needs to be assessed 
and disclosed before this storage system can move forward.

This project requires the most thorough level of review under MEPA for the following reasons:

--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->Sensitive Native American sites are threatened.  Under the United Nations Declaration on 
the Rights of Indigenous People, all Native American community members must give their free, prior informed consent before 
this project proceeds. Using the thin veil of “review” by Massachusetts Historical Commission does not suffice. Anything less 
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than this makes a mockery of the state’s Environmental Justice Policy.

--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->There should be a full disclosure of the extent of earth removal, grading and clear cutting 
before the project proceeds. Earth removal in Carver is often swept under the rug as part of “site preparation” for large 
industrial solar projects and other types of development. https://savethepinebarrens.org/in-the-press/ Over the last 30 years the 
extent and scale of earth removal has never been assessed and there has never been an environmental review of the impacts on 
the Sole Source Aquifer protected under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act.

--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->There should be no impact on any species protected under the Mass. Endangered Species 
Act.  No “take” should be allowed.  MassWildlife has already allowed enough extermination of protected species in Carver 
and Wareham the last 20 years and a grossly abdicated its responsibility to implement MESA. Enough is enough.

--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->There is no way to make this project safe for a residential neighborhood. The project 
cannot be safely sited in this area.

--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->MEPA has yet to address the “alternatives” to reckless development of ground mounted 
solar and associated battery storage in the state.  Where has it ever assessed the alternatives of using less, conservation and 
efficiency? The “no build” option has never been addressed by MEPA with regard to ground mounted solar and destructive 
energy systems like this battery storage system.

MEPA continues to abdicate its responsibilities on the siting of ground mounted solar and associated infrastructure with 
devastating environmental and social consequences for our state. https://savethepinebarrens.org/ad-makepeace-tmud-solar-
projects/ The false premise that we should destroy forests, biodiversity, Native American sites and pollute our water in pursuit 
of “renewable solar” is immoral and wrong. 

 This project is fatally flawed and MEPA’s job is to ensure that all environmental impacts are fully and thoroughly vetted.  
Papering over another false green project as MEPA has done with over a dozen destructive solar projects in our region is both 
unlawful and unacceptable.

Very truly yours,

Margaret E. Sheehan

Margaret E. Sheehan

Attorney

Save the Pine Barrens, Inc.

 

Cc: Melissa Haring Feretti, Chairlady, Herring Pond Wampanoag Tribe, Inc.

Bettina Washington, THPO, Aquinnah Wampanoag Tribe

Images: Sept. 20, 2021, Tremont Street and Rochester Road, Carver MA.  Installation of wood poles treated with CCA/toxic 
chemicals in a wetland bog for installation of solar panels. Strip mining and earth removal also occurring.
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From: Margaret Sheehan
To: Flaherty, Erin (EEA)
Cc: Backman, Andy (DCR); Hopson, Barbara (AGR); Barbara Newman; zzzShapiro, Barbara (DPU); Salomaa, William

(DCR); Boeri, Robert (EEA); Skiba, Catherine (DEP); Christine.M.Jacek@usace.army.mil; Czepiga, Page (EEA);
Hill, David (DEP); Janik, David (DEP); Wong, David W (DEP); DeCarlo, Jeffrey (DOT); Simpson, Deneen (DEP);
DMF EnvReview-North (FWE); Edward Reiner; Holt, Emily (FWE); Carlson, Eric (DCR); Erin Perry; Zoto, George
(DEP); Kennedy, Gerard (AGR); Higgins, Cara A (DPH); Hokenson, Erikk (EEA); Hopps, Christine (DEP); Sullivan,
Jan (DPH); Ferguson, Jana (DPH); Burtner, Jason (EEA); Jennifer Hughes; Logan, John (FWE); Hobill, Jonathan
(DEP); Duperault, Joy (DCR); Kaitlyn Shaw; Katherine Ronan; Glenn, Kathryn (EEA); Kim, Tori (EEA); Lucien,
Lionel (DOT); Maria Tur; MassDOT PPDU; Mattocks, Steven (FWE); McKenna, Steve (EEA); Cheeseman, Melany
(FWE); MEPA (EEA); Michael Johnson; Murray, Eva (EEA); Putnam, Nancy (DCR); Rawding, Nathan (DOT); Paul
Maniccia ACOE; Ormond, Paul (ENE); Rachel Croy; Haney, Rebecca (EEA); Robinson, David S (EEA); Simon,
Brona (SEC); Richards, Todd (FWE); Viola, John D. (DEP); thomas.keough@aecom.com; Meg Sheehan;
Boccadoro, Helena (DEP); Lachance, Barbara A. (DOT); info@srpedd.org; jwalker@srpedd.org; Place, Brendan
(ENE); Greene, Andrew (DPU); Bartley, Geneen (DPU)

Subject: Re: CARVER: EEA# 16430 Cranberry Point Energy Storage- Comments
Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 3:25:04 PM

Please add this further comment:

The toxic lithium ion battery storage facility is .16 miles from a residential subdivision. 
Claiming this is “away from a densely populated area” as the Proponent “Power Plus” does on
its website is a mischaracterization.

Thank you.
Save the Pine Barrens

On Sep 24, 2021, at 3:08 PM, Margaret Sheehan <megsheehan07@gmail.com>
wrote:

 

Dear Secretary Theoharides,

Save the Pine Barrens, Inc. submits these comments on the above-
referenced project. STPB is a non-profit membership group based in 
Southeastern Massachusetts. www.savethepinebarrens.org Our mission 
is to preserve, protect and steward the finite natural and cultural 
resources of our region that are being destroyed at an alarming rate by 
reckless, unchecked and unmitigated development. This project is one 
more.

We request that the Proponent of this 150 MW lithium-ion battery 
storage system in a residential neighborhood and sensitive environmental 
and cultural area prepare and submit a full draft EIR and that the 
Secretary deny the request for a Single EIR.

 This will be the largest standalone battery storage system in the 
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Northeast US. It is being foisted on our communities by a multinational 
corporation disguising itself as “green”. 

As a procedural matter, due to the massive consequences of this toxic 
dangerous project in the middle of a residential neighborhood the review 
must be put on hold under there is proper notice and outreach to the 
community. 

Carver is an Environmental Justice community and is ground-zero for 
destruction by the state’s reckless “renewable” energy program. The 
Proponent’s website claims the project is properly sited because it is 
“away from densely populated areas.” 
https://cranberrypointenergystorage.com/faq Would MEPA allow this 
project in an urban area? Undoubtedly not. But it is OK to site this in a 
semi-rural environmental justice community because it is not “densely 
populated”?  

Unregulated strip mining often accompanies the deforestation, water 
pollution and community devastation that is occurring under DOER’s 
egregiously flawed SMART solar siting program.  This project is 
another component of the irresponsible energy siting that is occurring 
throughout the region.  Southeastern Massachusetts and particularly 
Carver is the sacrifice zone for so-called “renewable” energy that is 
destroying the environment and poisoning our communities.

More outreach is needed to adequately inform the community about the 
full scale and magnitude of this risky lithium ion storage project that 
poses a very real risk of fire, explosion and pollution of the sole source 
aquifer. The local zoning change that was done to make this project 
possible in a residential neighborhood was highly questionable at best 
and riddled with conflicts of interest and corruption at worst.  The fact 
that this project that presents a grave risk of fire and explosion is 
proposed by the Town’s Fire Chief is ironic. The Fire Chief himself has 
been the subject of a controversial strip-mining sand and gravel 
operation under the ruse of a cranberry bog project.  
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CFQY6NSjPxQ The town is 
embroiled in controversy over unregulated strip mining that is destroying 
globally rare Pine Barrens forest, rivers, and wetlands.

 Carver is also being covered with industrial scale ground mounted solar 
projects that are clearcutting forests, strip mining, and destroying 
wetlands. It is no coincidence that this lithium ion storage facility is 
located in Carver – the town has been exploited for ground mounted 
solar that will interconnect with this battery storage facility. MEPA 
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cannot segment the destruction by the ground mounted solar projects 
from the battery storage facility that will be used to store the electricity 
generated by these industrial solar projects. 
https://savethepinebarrens.org/resources/

Finally, so-called “dual use” solar is being installed on chemically 
treated poles in wetland cranberry bogs throughout Carver. See photos 
below. These toxic poles are interconnected with this battery system and 
the undisclosed threats to water and wildlife.  
https://savethepinebarrens.org/solar-2/ This toxic method of mounting 
industrial solar panels also poses a threat to the food supply being grown 
in the cranberry bogs where the poles are located.  This Fall’s cranberry 
crop is tainted by the fact that it is being covered with toxic, CCA treated 
wooden poles for mounting solar panels. All of this needs to be assessed 
and disclosed before this storage system can move forward.

This project requires the most thorough level of review under MEPA for 
the following reasons:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->Sensitive Native American sites are 
threatened.  Under the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of 
Indigenous People, all Native American community members must give 
their free, prior informed consent before this project proceeds. Using the 
thin veil of “review” by Massachusetts Historical Commission does not 
suffice. Anything less than this makes a mockery of the state’s 
Environmental Justice Policy.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->There should be a full disclosure of 
the extent of earth removal, grading and clear cutting before the project 
proceeds. Earth removal in Carver is often swept under the rug as part of 
“site preparation” for large industrial solar projects and other types of 
development. https://savethepinebarrens.org/in-the-press/ Over the last 
30 years the extent and scale of earth removal has never been assessed 
and there has never been an environmental review of the impacts on the 
Sole Source Aquifer protected under the Federal Safe Drinking Water 
Act.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->There should be no impact on any 
species protected under the Mass. Endangered Species Act.  No “take” 
should be allowed.  MassWildlife has already allowed enough 
extermination of protected species in Carver and Wareham the last 20 
years and a grossly abdicated its responsibility to implement MESA. 
Enough is enough.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->
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·      <!--[endif]-->There is no way to make this project 
safe for a residential neighborhood. The project cannot be safely sited in 
this area.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->MEPA has yet to address the 
“alternatives” to reckless development of ground mounted solar and 
associated battery storage in the state.  Where has it ever assessed the 
alternatives of using less, conservation and efficiency? The “no build” 
option has never been addressed by MEPA with regard to ground 
mounted solar and destructive energy systems like this battery storage 
system.

MEPA continues to abdicate its responsibilities on the siting of ground 
mounted solar and associated infrastructure with devastating 
environmental and social consequences for our state. 
https://savethepinebarrens.org/ad-makepeace-tmud-solar-projects/ The 
false premise that we should destroy forests, biodiversity, Native 
American sites and pollute our water in pursuit of “renewable solar” is 
immoral and wrong. 

 This project is fatally flawed and MEPA’s job is to ensure that all 
environmental impacts are fully and thoroughly vetted.  Papering over 
another false green project as MEPA has done with over a dozen 
destructive solar projects in our region is both unlawful and 
unacceptable.

Very truly yours,

Margaret E. Sheehan

Margaret E. Sheehan

Attorney

Save the Pine Barrens, Inc.

 

Cc: Melissa Haring Feretti, Chairlady, Herring Pond Wampanoag Tribe, 
Inc.

Bettina Washington, THPO, Aquinnah Wampanoag Tribe

Images: Sept. 20, 2021, Tremont Street and Rochester Road, Carver 
MA.  Installation of wood poles treated with CCA/toxic chemicals in a 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://savethepinebarrens.org/ad-makepeace-tmud-solar-projects/__;!!CUhgQOZqV7M!xFYKmkpiH4Xgj05He7NKV1gpkEa2OlNWmcgZY0h6xNbRZzNhlvSI1AamoRYTNTf5KcrdIA$


wetland bog for installation of solar panels. Strip mining and earth 
removal also occurring.
<Screen Shot 2021-09-24 at 3.00.20 PM.png><Screen Shot 2021-09-24 at 
2.59.43 PM.png>
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