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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
To address natural hazard events and improve climate resiliency, Weymouth completed 
a Hazard Mitigation Plan in 2014. The Weymouth Local Hazard Mitigation Planning Team 
identified several mitigation measures that would serve to reduce the Town’s vulnerability 
to natural hazard events. The most important of these are physical infrastructure 
improvement projects including coastal structure elevations along Fort Point 
Road. 

Weymouth took part in the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affair's 
Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness Planning Program (MVP) in 2017, to continue 
exploring ways to make Weymouth more resilient to natural hazards including coastal 
flooding and the impacts of climate change. Coastal infrastructure (particularly seawalls), 
drainage and stormwater management were among the Town’s top categories of 
concerns and challenges in the final MVP Planning Report.  Reconstruction of the coastal 
infrastructure in the Fort Point Road area was, once again, identified as an immediate 
need. 

In 2018, Weymouth pursued and was awarded an $129,557 MVP Action Grant to 
address the physical infrastructure in the Fort Point Road area. The Town worked 
together with Tighe and Bond, an engineering and environmental specialist firm, to 
determine the best solution to address the infrastructure and climate-related concerns at 
the Fort Point Road area coastline. 

Work completed under the grant included identification of required access agreements for 
construction and long-term maintenance, an existing conditions survey, geotechnical 
borings, and public outreach to discuss analysis of alternatives for the seawall 
improvements.  

The MVP Action Grant final deliverable included permit level design for the preferred 
restoration option for the coastal improvements, including public stairway access to the 
water and drainage improvements. A conceptual video rendering of the seawall 
alternatives was developed and landscape rendering graphics prepared for the preferred 
alternative for public posting.   

The technical partners from Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management met with the 
planning team on several occasions, both in person and via conference call to provide 
advice and improve the project deliverables. 
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SU MMARY OF THE 
PLANNING AND DESIGN 
PROCESS 
The MVP Action grant involved the following steps in planning, studies 
outreach and design. Highlights of each major task are provided below: 

PRIVATE PROPERTY ACCESS AND MAINTENANCE 
• While the seawall is owned by the Town, there are 25 properties 

what will need some type of legal access for wall repairs, 
improvement and maintenance.  Finding and recommendations 
to the Town were provided.

ENGINEERING STUDIES AND SURVEY 
• Existing topographic survey completed.

• Coastline conditions assessment completed.

• Three 25-40-foot deep borings drilled behind the seawall on Fort
Point Road (task was supplemental to MVP grant).

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS AND OUTREACH 
• Three alternative wall designs were presented at a public

meeting on March 21, 2018. A preferred alternate was selected
based on feedback from the public and technical advisors.

 PERMITTING LEVEL DESIGN 

• Final Deliverables: Conceptual Graphic, Permit Level Design,
Opinion of Probable Construction Cost and Permitting Memo

Large photos should fit in the text 
column 

4 5” wide

View north along Fort Point Road showing added revetment and toe repairs 
behind failing seawall. 
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PUBLIC OUTREACH 
Public outreach was accomplished through a combination of press 
releases, public meetings and postings on the Towns Website.  The 
highlights of public outreach are listed below. Public Outreach 
deliverables are in Appendix A. 

APPENDIX A: 

PUBLIC MEETINGS  

• Meeting Agenda and Sign-in sheet November 29, 2018 

• PowerPoint presentation 

• Meeting Summary 

• March 21, 2019 Public Meeting Deliverables are in Appendix C 

ACCESS AND MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT MEMO 

• Fort Point Seawall Repair Access Memo 1.10.19 

TOWN WEBSITE POSTINGS 

https://www.weymouth.ma.us/engineering/pages/fort-
point-road-seawall-project 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Large photos should fit in the text 
column 

4.5” wide 
View north along the north section of Fort Point Road beyond the end of 
added revetment. 

 

https://www.weymouth.ma.us/engineering/pages/fort-point-road-seawall-project
https://www.weymouth.ma.us/engineering/pages/fort-point-road-seawall-project
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ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT 

COASTLINE CONDITIONS SURVEY 

A complete coastline conditions survey was completed for the Fort Point 
Road area.  The coastline conditions survey included apparent sediment 
movements, tides, currents, prevailing wave orientations, beach 
sediment and shellfish characterization, revetment and seawall 
assessment, and the drainage system within the project area. The 
assessments helped to form an engineering basis for concept 
development and outreach discussions. 

A professional topographic survey of the coastline and inland drainage 
areas was completed and an existing conditions plan prepared. 

GEOTECHNICAL BORINGS 

Based on the selection of the sheet pile type design for the Fort Point 
Seawall, additional geotechnical work is required to optimize the design 
for the sea wall.  Three borings were installed, to a depth of 28-40 feet. 
The boring data was used to determine the optimal depth of the sheet 
pile cutoff wall, and subsurface materials which inform calculations to 
assure the structural integrity of the design including the existing height 
of the wall plus a potential future extension. 

The boring logs and geotechnical summary are provided in Appendix B. 

APPENDIX B: 

• Boring Locations and Logs 

• Field Investigations 

 

 

 
Large photos should fit in the text 

column 

4.5” wide 
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ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
Three conceptual alternatives for the Fort Point Road Seawall were 
examined. These alternatives included a sheet pile supported wall, an in-
kind replacement with a similar precast seawall block, or a concrete 
gravity wall.  Each of the three alternatives would be designed to be a 
minimum elevation of 12 feet NAVD88, with an option to raise the wall an 
additional 1.5 feet at some time in the future.  

The benefits and constraints for the three alternatives were analyzed. 
Feasibility, permitting issues, construction cost, public benefit, 
sustainability, ecological benefits, flood mitigation, complexity, 
maintenance and grant funding potential were all considered.  

The pros and cons of the alternatives were presented at a neighborhood 
meeting on March 21, 2019.  The presentation used a variety of media 
including PowerPoint graphics and video renderings. Following the 
meeting, landscape perspective drawings of the preferred design were 
posted on the Town website.  

Tighe & Bond recommended the sheet pile supported wall due to the 
added benefit of preventng seepage through and under the seawall and 
the height of the wall will provide the additional freeboard necessary for 
sea level rise. The alternatives analysis deliverables are provided in 
Appendix C except for the video graphics due to size.  

APPENDIX C: 

• March 21, 2019 Public Meeting Agenda and Sign in  

• Public Meeting Notice  

• Alternatives Meeting Power Point 

• Alternatives Meeting Summary 

 

Proposed Sheet Pile Seawall- EL 12.0 FT 

Proposed Sheet Pile Seawall- EL 13.5FT 

 

Matrix presenting the pros and cons of the three pond restoration options. 
Proposed Seawall Finishes 

 

Proposed Seawall Finishes 
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PERMIT LEVEL DESIGN PLANS 

The Town of Weymouth is proposing to redesign the seawall in the Fort Point Road area to provide a 
resilient, holistic system capable of properly functioning over the 50-year life of the new infrastructure.  
This holistic and resilient design approach considers projected climate change impacts, including sea 
level rise and increased frequency and severity of coastal storms.  

Seawall Redesign and Reconstruction: The existing concrete wall is anticipated to be reconstructed as 
a concrete encased sheet pile wall and will be raised approximately one and one-half to two feet from the 
current elevation to an elevation of 12’ NAVD88. The sheet pile will be driven to a depth of approximately 
12 feet below Mean Sea Level (MSL), thereby improving sliding resistance, reducing wave wash-through, 
and minimizing potential for loss of backfill in the rocks that support the wall. The new height or top-of-wall 
elevation was established through public outreach and meetings to balance the risks for overtopping with 
the impacts of a higher wall on viewsheds and access to the beach. The new wall and its foundation will 
also be designed with appropriate load-bearing capacity to accommodate future modifications in height 
and size. This will allow the Town to more easily retrofit the infrastructure in future to better respond to 
climate change impacts. 

The proposed project also includes public access stairways in three locations. The design of the concrete 
and timber stairways wraps around the top of the seawall and drops down over the revetment with helical 
anchor pilings to support the foot of the open timber stairway.  The suggested locations for stairs include 
a stairway at the end of Sawtelle Road, Bacon Road, and the north end of Caldwell Street.  The walls and 
the stairway have been designed to stay within the footprint of the existing infrastructure to minimize 
impacts on sensitive coastal resources. 

Drainage Redesign and Reconstruction:  Drainage in the Project Area will be redesigned and 
reconstructed to better respond to projected climate change impacts as a coherent, holistic system for 
storm and flood water management, not a patchwork of independent structures. This new system will 
rapidly drain flood waters post storm while also having the capacity to keep water out – i.e., to eliminate 
both surcharging and the infiltration of tidally-influenced ground water as it currently occurs.  

The permit level stormwater design includes a water-tight, easy-to-maintain system including new 
generation elastomeric check valves to control backflow. All drain outfalls were designed for durability, 
ease of maintenance, and resistance to beach sedimentation and blockage and meet Massachusetts 
stormwater management standards for redevelopment projects. Existing catch basins will be evaluated 
and replaced with new structures where appropriate. All catch basins will also be hooded to remove gross 
solids or hydrocarbons from runoff prior to discharge.  

As the project moves forward the Town plans to pursue additional MVP Action Grant funding to finalize 
design plans and obtain the necessary federal, state and local permits.  The final design and permit 
phase will take at least one year. It is anticipated that construction on the seawall repairs and 
infrastructure improvements would take place no earlier than 2021. 

Appendix D includes the permitting level design deliverables. 

APPENDIX D: 

• Permit Level Design Plans 

• Permit Level Opinion of Probable Construction Costs 

• Identification and Assessment of Permits Needed for the Fort 
Point Coastal Infrastructure Improvements 
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TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROVIDED BY 
PROJECT PARTNERS 
The project team is especially grateful to the guidance provided by 
Rebecca Haney and Erikk Hokenson, from the Massachusetts Office of 
Coastal Zone Management.  Rebecca and Erikk provided ongoing advice, 
attended the project meetings and provided critical input to improve the 
project deliverables. 

Town staff supporting the project included leadership from Chip Fontaine, 
PE, Town Engineer and Jim McGrath, PLS, Assistant Town Engineer. The 
Weymouth project team included Harbormaster Paul Milone, Conservation 
Agent Mary Ellen Schloss, Emergency Management Director John 
Mulveyhill, and Weymouth Grants and Procurement Specialist Christine 
Howe. The Town team were involved in the grant every step of the way, 
providing support to coordinate grant administration, easement and access 
agreement discussions with key abutters, providing meeting logistics, 
public outreach and field support during survey and boring work, and 
reviewing and providing valuable comments on all deliverables.  

As the project moves forward, the continued support of both state and local 
partners will be vitally important.    

 

 



Existing view north along Fort Point Road

Conceptual view north along Fort Point Road - stamped block with stain



Existing view north east along Fort Point Road

Conceptual view north east along Fort Point Road- stamped block with stain



APPENDIX A 









Town of Weymouth Staff Kickoff Meeting November 29, 2018
David Murphy, P.E. |  Project Director
Duncan Mellor, P.E. |  Principal Coastal Engineer
Gabrielle Belfit, CSM | Project Manager

FORT POINT INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS



• Project Need
– Weymouth’s most vulnerable area for coastal flooding (84 homes)
– Up to a 3 mile wave fetch exposure
– Seawalls and Drainage systems inadequate to address natural 

hazards
– Identified as highest priority for building resiliency

– Weymouth Hazard Mitigation Plan
– Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness Plan

– Protect coastal resource areas including shellfish habitat

• Current Conditions
– Wall (precast concrete, age: 55-87years, length: 3,100 ft)
– “Poor” conditions; Sea Level Rise about 0.6’ since 1950’s
– “Immediate” need of repair to address “Public Safety and Welfare”
– Drainage: old, undersized, poor condition
– Check valves malfunction, system surcharges

FORT POINT COASTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 



• Risk and Climate Hazard Impacts
– Major Coastal Floods:

– Nor’easters, Sea Level Rise, Increased Precipitation
– Erosion to Coastal Landforms, damage to roads and 

infrastructure,
– Building and property flooding

• Building Resilience
– Maintain & enhance coastal Infrastructure, revetment and seawall
– Create functional, holistic drainage system
– Elevate homes in velocity zones

FORT POINT COASTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 



• Damages
– FEMA Repetitive Loss Properties (16% of study area)
– Blizzard of ‘78- $150,000 
– No-Name Storm “91- $30,000
– Blizzard of ‘72- $75,000
– Winter Nor’easters of 2018- prolonged flooding and wall damage

• Assessments, Repairs and Improvements
– 2008 and 2011 Bourne Consulting Seawall Assessment
– 2011 Preliminary Design for Repairs/ Replacement
– 2012 Emergency Repairs (700 feet)
– 2014 Alternative Design Options

FORT POINT COASTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 



SEAWALL ALTERNATIVES
Views & beach access issues



• Design Issues
– Flood elevation
– Wave action and sediment transport
– Impact on resource areas
– Public accessibility 
– Visual impact

• Concepts Considered
– No Build
– Cobble Beach Nourishment
– Expanded rip rap revetment
– Seawall reconstruction of varying heights and widths

– Preferred was 2 feet increase in height and expand the rip rap- ENF was 
filed in 2013 and withdrawn to explore more options

– New ENF filed in 2016(7?) – wall at same location and same height with 
new layer of armor stones, no additional flood protection

FORT POINT SEAWALL ALTERNATIVES



FORT POINT INFRASCTURCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

• MVP GOALS
– Enhance flood protection for 

homes and public infrastructure

– Improve structural integrity to 
withstand major storm events with 
minimal damage

– Improve stormwater quality to 
benefit shellfish

– Reduce coastal flooding by 
designing to meet climate change 
projections, reducing risk to life 
and property



FORT POINT INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

• MVP SCOPE
– Seawall Redesign

– Consider past alternatives
– Consider public input

– Drainage Improvements
– Holistic system, with rapid 

drainage and water tight 
design to prevent surcharge

– Pretreatment will remove TSS
– Climate change drivers

– Sea Level Rise
– Storm Surge 
– Increased Precipitation



Task Party Duration Start Finish

Task 1: Kickoff Meeting,
Access and Maintenance 
Agreements

Town; 
Tighe & Bond

3 months November January

Task 2: Seawall 
Revetment and Drainage 
Engineering Assessment

Tighe & Bond 3 months December February

Task 3: Alternatives 
Analysis, Public Meeting 
and Permit Level Design

Town; 
Tighe & Bond

5 Months January May

Task 4: Reporting Tighe & Bond Monthly and Final November June

MVP PROJECT SCHEDULE



PUBLIC ACCESS FOR REPAIRS



PUBLIC ACCESS AND PROJECT SITE OWNERSHIP

• Temporary Options for Access
– Right of Entry Agreement

– Limited to one property
– Terminates when activity 

completed

• Long Term Options for Ownership
– Land Taking

– Fair compensation must be 
provided

– Permanent Easement
– Owner grants defined rights to 

another party for use of portion of 
land

– May be created based on prior use
– License Agreement

– More limited than permanent 
easement



PUBLIC OUTREACH



PUBLIC OUTREACH APPROACH

• Town Actions
– Press Release issued in June 2018
– Town to meet with “Working Group” in 

December to discuss easement 
language

• Public Meetings
– Alternatives Discussion
– Visualization Tools
– Discuss Access Options
– Maintenance Agreements

• Tools for Public Outreach
– Website
– Survey



2-YEAR PROJECT PHASING



PHASING THE INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

• Preliminary Design-FY19

• Permitting- FY20
– Conservation Commission
– CZM
– ACOE
– MassDEP Waterways Chapter 91

• Final Design- FY20
– Construction Drawings
– Specifications

• Construction Services-
FY21
– Bidding
– Construction Observation



GRANTS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

• Permitting and Final 
Design- FY20
– MVP Action Grant
– CZM Coastal Resiliency

• Construction FY-21
– Dam and Seawall Repair 

Program
– FEMA  HMGP
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Fort Point Coastal Infrastructure Improvements Project 
Kickoff – Meeting Summary 
LOCATION: Weymouth DPW, 120 Winter Street, Weymouth 

DATE: November 29, 2018 

TIME: 11:00 PM-1:00 PM-  Kickoff – T&B and Town Staff 

 1:00 PM- 2:00 PM-  CZM coastal concerns update 

ATTENDEES:     See sign in sheet  

A welcome to the meeting was provided by Chip Fontaine. Town staff (Town) and the Tighe 
& Bond MVP project team (T&B) introduced themselves and identified their roles in the project.  
The format for the project kickoff was discussed.  Part 1 was intended to be a facilitated 
discussion of the project history, new design approach, wall ownership, public outreach 
approach, and the approach for fully funding the construction.  T&B wanted to hear from the 
Town with respect to past experience and continued concerns.  Part 2 of the meeting was to 
allow CZM staff to share permitting and public access concerns with the Town and T&B. 

The agenda, sign-in sheet, and Powerpoint slides presented are attached to this meeting 
summary. 

Duncan Mellor (T&B) discussed the current conditions of the wall, drainage issues, and how 
climate change will impact the design. John Mulveyhill and others shared local history of 
inundation and evacuation of the Fort Point area. All agreed that the March 2018 storm 
events rivaled the past storm events. Their opinion was that local residents who opposed 
raising the seawall in the past may have an open mind now following the March 2018 
storms. 

Paul Milone and others discussed the coastal resources, noting that salt marsh areas were 
growing, but shellfish were dying and not harvestable due to disease and this has been 
happening for the last four to five years around Boston Harbor. Stormwater water quality 
improvements (such as LID methods) would be challenging due to the terrain and land use 
constraints.  The Town noted that prior storm events have highlighted the need to design 
the stormwater improvements to optimize flood water discharge to the extent possible with 
gravity flow. 

Duncan discussed the sea level rise values that will be added to the design include the 0.6 
feet of rise that has occurred since the walls were first built, 50 to 90 years ago.  Additional 
wall height based on statewide sea level rise guidance will be within the range of 1.6-1.9 
feet.  Combination of these values, suggests a target top of new seawall between 2.2 to 2.5 
feet above the current elevation, and may be higher to the north where wave fetch is 
greater. John and Christine discussed the home elevation program currently underway for 
six homes, elevating the structures well above the FEMA base flood elevation, which is one 
element of the path to enhancing coastal resiliency for the neighborhood.  

Duncan described the past alternative designs from 2012-2015, and Town staff participated 
in describing the reactions to the alternatives by abutters, CZM, and outcome of the MEPA 
filing in 2017.  T&B will consider lessons learned from these past feasibility concept designs. 
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Gabrielle Belfit reviewed the new MVP Action Grant, noting the project has a late start, but 
the survey was already underway the final schedule is not anticipated to be impacted. A 
revised schedule was presented and will be included in the November Progress Report. 
Monthly progress reports (and invoices) will be sent to both the Town, CZM, and EEA to 
fulfill the grant reporting requirements. 

Duncan discussed the design approach, including wall configuration (existing recurve face 
and adaptable design to allow for future wall height increases) staying inside the current 
revetment footprint and thoughts on beach accessibility. Town staffs’ initial reaction was to 
include as much height as possibleas part of the project design to avoid recurring 
construction impacts. The group discussed the goals for drainage including water quality 
improvements, preventing surcharging from incoming tides, and eliminating backyard 
drainage on private properties. Drainage options were discussed, noting that water quality 
improvements were likely limited to deep sump catch basins or other subsurface BMP’s. 
Mary Ellen Schloss encouraged the use of LID stormwater BMPs to the extent feasible, but 
agreed that space limitations are an issue in this area. 

The group discussed the current private status of the wall and the options for obtaining both 
temporary and permanent access to the wall for construction and future maintenance.  
There is one small portion of the wall that is Town-owned.  The roadway was accepted as a 
Town road some time ago, but the plan was never registered.  Jim McGrath will follow up 
next week with results of his deed and plan research to continue the discussion on public 
access agreement options. 

Gabrielle and Chip discussed the plan for public outreach, starting with informal meetings 
with the neighborhood working group to discuss the access alternatives (easement, right of 
entry agreement, etc.) and provide the public with an update on the project.  A public 
meeting is planned for late winter to present the new alternatives.  In the interim, other 
outreach would be desirable, such as posting an update on the MVP grant on the Town’s 
website, or possibly conducting a survey to gauge the community’s midset on the seawall 
and continue opportunities for education on climate change.   

Gabrielle presented examples to visualize alternatives using the software Infraworks, that 
T&B plans to use for Weymouth.  The group was in favor of this technique, particularly for 
public outreach efforts. 

The presentation ended with a discussion of plans for a two-year phased schedule to 
implement the project utilizing grants for final design and permitting in FY20 and 
construction in FY21. 

Part 2 of the meeting with CZM focused on coastal concerns, especially getting a more 
detailed insight on what went wrong with the 2017 MEPA filing. Rebecca Haney was 
appointed the EEA liaison for Weymouth’s MVP grant due to her historic involvement with 
the project.  Progress reports will go to Rebecca at CZM and Valerie at EEA.   

The group discussed Rebecca’s concerns with the stair configuration for public access. 
Rebecca’s preference was that stairs were built into the revetment, rather than stand-alone 
concrete steps perpendicular to the wall.  If winter storms were a concern, the alternate 
that they prefer would be removable steel or wooden stairs.  Rebecca noted that the salt 
marsh was growing and that encroachment into the marsh would be a negative impact and 
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should be avoided. The group had a productive discussion on how the alternatives planned 
for the MVP project align with CZM goals, and the primary challenge is likely gaining public 
support.  Methods for engaging the public were further discussed. 

Rebecca understood the setback on the timeline and asked for the MVP schedule to be 
revised and submitted with the November progress report to CZM and EEA.  

J:\W\W2176 Weymouth\005 Fort Point Road Seawall MVP\Task 1 Kickoff, Access and Maintenance\Weymouth Fort Point Kickoff 11.29.18 Meeting 
Summary.docx 
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Property Access Issues- Fort Point Road Seawall Repairs 
Project (Task 1.2 Deliverable) 

TO: Chip Fontaine, Weymouth Town Engineer 

FROM: Gabrielle C. Belfit, CFM and Duncan Mellor, P.E. 

COPY: David A. Murphy, P.E. 

DATE: January 3, 2019 

 

The seawalls along the along Fort Point Road in Weymouth are in poor condition and in need 
of improvements to reduce coastal flooding and enhance public safety issues along the 
shoreline extending from River Street to Bacon Road (the town-owned portion of Fort Point 
Road), and from Bacon Road to Caldwell Street where Fort Point Road is a private way. The 
purpose of this memorandum is to satisfy the Weymouth Fort Point MVP Action Grant Task 
1.2 Deliverable, to identify seawall/ revetment and adjacent roadways that are not town-
owned and present available options to the Town to formalize access and maintenance.  

Tighe & Bond reviewed existing deeds and registered maps provided by the Town Engineering 
research to confirm detail on ownership and the history of the road and seawall. The research 
shows 13 properties in the study area with lot lines extending to the edge of the Town owned 
stretch of Fort Point Road (starting at 50 River Road and ending at 73 Fort Point Road, before 
Bacon Road. Deeds research show another eight (8) properties where lot lines extend to the 
edged the private way (79-119 Fort Point Road- Bacon Road to Birch Road), and four (4) 
properties where lot lines extend to the low water line, crossing over the roadway and the 
seawall structure (125, 129, 138 and 140 Fort Point Road).  The twenty-five (25) deeds are 
included in Appendix A. The seawall is owned and maintained by the Town of Weymouth. 

Property legal access options for wall repairs, improvements, and maintenance were 
considered from simple right of entry agreements (ROE) for short term access to complete 
borings or other studies and permanent access options including land taking, permanent right 
of way easements, and license agreements with specific property owners  

The findings of the research and recommendations are preliminary and should be discussed 
with the Town’s Legal Counsel before releasing it for public comment. The next steps include 
evaluating the pros and cons of how to establish permanent access.  Tighe & Bond are not 
professional surveyor’s so the research provided and our recommendations must be regarded 
as provisional. 

1. Summary of Deeds Research  

1.1 Methodology 
The Weymouth Town Engineering department provided deeds for all properties along Fort 
Point Road.  The Town provided two road taking documents for Fort Point Road including from 
River Street to Wolcott (1942) and Wolcott to Bacon Road (1973). Additional deed research 
and plan review was completed for a few parcels with existing easements using the Norfolk 
District Registry of Deeds on-line resources at: 

http://www.norfolkresearch.org/ALIS/WW400R.HTM?WSIQTP=SY00 

http://www.norfolkresearch.org/ALIS/WW400R.HTM?WSIQTP=SY00
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Additional registered plan drawings for parcels located along the privately-owned stretch of 
Fort Point Road are included in Appendix B.  The road taking documents are included in 
Appendix C.  

1.2 Results 
The following Table 1 shows the results of properties researched, including dates of deeds 
and plans, and a brief description of potential access issues. Rows shaded in yellow have one 
or more easements, rows shaded grey have lots abutting the private way, and rows shaded 
in blue have property lines that extend to the low tide, crossing over the private way and 
seawall. Rows with no shading have no access issues. 

TABLE 1 
Property Research Summary 

Block/ 
Lot 

Address Deeds 
(Dates) 

Plans 
(Reference /Dates) 

Issue Noted 

11/16 50 River Street 2016 None found Public Road- 3-ft ROW 
over wall to low tide 

11/4 21 Fort Point Road 2010 1973 Public Road- None 

11/24 25 Fort Point Road 2015 Cert 37021 Bk 186 Public Road- None 

10/9 33 Fort Point Road 2005 Cert 6289, Bk 32/ 1922 Public Road- None 

10/8 39 Fort Point Road 1986 1922 Public Road- None 

10/6 43 Fort Point Road 2016 Cert 6289, Bk 32/ 1922 Public Road- None 

9/6 49 Fort Point Road 2015 Cert 6289, Bk 32/ 1922 Public Road- None 

9/5 51 Fort Point Road 1987 Cert 14530, Bk 73 Public Road- None 

9/7 55 Fort Point Road 2006 Cert 179711, Bk 899 Public Road- None 

9/3 59 Fort Point Road 1987 1926 Public Road- None 

8/3 67 Fort Point Road 2018 Cert 6289, Bk 32/ 1922 Public Road- None 

8/2 69 Fort Point Road 2018 Cert 6289, Bk 32/ 1922 Public Road- None 

8/1 73 Fort Point Road 1995 1922 Public Road- None 

7/13 79 Fort Point Road 1994 Cert 6289, Bk 32/ 1952 Private Way 

7/12 83 Fort Point Road 1976 Cert 45380, Bk227 Private Way- subject 
to easement (does not 
impact wall access) 

7/11 87 Fort Point Road 2002 Cert 6280, Bk 32 Private Way 

7/10 89 Fort Point Road 1968 Cert 6289, Bk 32 Private Way 

7/9 91 Fort Point Road 1975 Cert 6289, Bk 32 Private Way 
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7/8 105 Fort Point Road 2007 Cert 40926, Bk 205 Private Way 

7/7 111 Fort Point Road 2005 Cert 40926, Bk 205 

Cert 6289, Bk 32 

Private Way 

7/2 119 Fort Point Road 2007 Cert 6289, Bk 32 Private Way 

6/12 125 Fort Point Road 1997 Cert 6289, Bk 32 Private Way extends to 
low water  

6/13 129 Fort Point Road 2017 None Found Private Way- extends 
to low water 

6/33 138 Fort Point Road 2006 Plan 129 of 1979 
Book 5574, Pg 432 

Private Way- extends 
to low water, house 
abuts seawall 

5/21 140 Fort Point Road 2015 Book 2855, Pg 157/ 1949 Private Way- extends 
to low water, house 
abuts seawall 

2 Property Access Options  

2.1 Ownership Summary and Issues 
The results of the property deeds research indicate there are three access issues along the 
study area. Table 2, below, summarizes the road ownership category and issues the Town 
will need to address for abutting property. 

TABLE 2 
Property Ownership Summary 

Road Ownership 
Type/ Lot Layout 

Addresses Issues 

Town Owned Road- 
Lots extend to edge of 
road 

21-73 Fort Point Road None, all work can be done on 
town-owned property 

Town Owned Road 
ROW crossing wall 

50 River Road No easement for maintenance 
required as wall is Town owned and 
the ROW preceded the roadway 

Private Way- 
Lots extend to edge 
of road 

69-119 Fort Point Road 
ROE for construction, accept as 
public way, or permanent 
easement required 
Degree of wall elevation may vary  

Private Way- 
Lots cross private way 
and extend to Low 
Water 

125 and 129 Fort Point Road 
ROE for construction, accept as 
public way or permanent easement 
required 
Wall elevation may impact views 

Private Land- 
lot line crosses the 
wall and extends to 
low water 

138 and 149 Fort Point Road 

Wall in use by abutters 
Can’t make repairs unless uses 
removed 
ROE for construction  
Will need permanent easement 
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Wall elevation may impact views 

2.2 Temporary Access: Right of Entry Agreement 
The Right of Entry is typically an instrument prepared to provide a limited temporary access 
to a property. The Right of Entry is not a recorded instrument, is not transferable with a 
change in ownership, and its use generally terminates when the activity is completed. The 
advantage of this instrument is its simplicity and relatively short preparation time. An example 
right of entry agreement is provided in Appendix D. 

2.3 Permanent Access: Options  

2.3.1 Road Taking 
A road taking procedure may be followed to allow unaccepted private ways accepted as public 
ways. This type of land taking does not require providing compensation to abutters. A road 
taking would address the access issues for construction, maintenance and allow the use of 
Chapter 90 funding for future road repairs. 

2.3.2 Permanent Easement 
A permanent easement is a nonpossessory agreement to use and/or enter onto the real 
property of another without actually possessing it. The owner of a property grants a defined 
right or rights to another party for use of a portion of the property. The easement is typically 
recorded and runs with the property deed until it is formally abandoned by legal instrument. 
An easement is transferable with the property ownership.  

An easement may also be created by prior use, often referred to a prescriptive easement or 
adverse possession. Easements by prior use are based on the idea that land owners intended 
to create an easement but forgot to include it in the deed. 

2.3.3 License Agreement 

Licenses to use property in a nonpossessory manner are similar to but more limited than 
easements and are, under certain circumstances, transformed into easements by the courts. 
Some general differences do exist: 

• A license is often revocable and is typically limited in duration 

• A license is often uninsurable 

• A license is typically not recorded 

• A license is often vested in one person 

Easements are regarded as a broader and more powerful than licenses, and licenses that 
have any of the properties of an easement may be bound by the higher standards for 
termination granted by an easement. 
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3 Recommendations 
Data Collection/Site Investigations   

The remaining site investigation activities for Fort Point Road includes confirming resource 
areas for permitting. These activities are short duration and limited in scope. 

Access for permitting can be accomplished from the beach front, so no additional access 
agreements are required to complete the final design drawings. 

Construction  

The Town needs to have access across the private way, to complete the wall improvements. 
For the section of wall where there are homes abutting the public way, no additional access 
agreements are needed.  For properties along the private way, obtaining a ROE described in 
section 2.2 is recommended.  For sections where there are private homes abutting the wall, 
or the property lines cross the private way and extend to low tides, the repair/replacement of 
the walls may require both a ROE and a permanent easement to facilitate wall replacement 
and final grading and for future maintenance 

Maintenance 

A permanent easement on both side over the wall described in section 2.3.2. is recommended 
along the full stretch of seawall from Bacon Street to Parnell for future maintenance. At this 
time, the license option described in 2.3.3 is not recommended. 

Conclusions  

A ROE is recommended for construction for all properties from Bacon Road to Parnell Street.  
At this time the Town of Weymouth does not want to explore a road taking option.  A 
permanent easement is recommended for all properties from Bacon to Parnell Street for future 
maintenance and minor repair of the wall following construction.  

Attachments:  

1. Appendix A- Deeds Research, and Map (location of town-owned versus private ways) 
2. Appendix B- Additional Plans research for private ways 
3. Appendix C- Road Taking Documents  
4. Appendix D- Example Right of Entry Agreement 
5. Appendix E- Draft Easement Descriptions and Draft Easement Plan (Draft Easement 

Description and Plan will be submitted once the existing conditions drawing is completed) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J:\W\W2176 Weymouth\005 Fort Point Road Seawall MVP\Task 1 Kickoff, Access and Maintenance\Access Memo\Fort Point Road Seawall Repairs Access 
Memo.docx 
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50 River Street- 1972 Deed above 1928 Deed Below 
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Plan of 105 and 111 Fort Point Road 
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Deed for 119 Fort Point Road, plan is shown as part of subdivision. 
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Plan for 125 Fort Point Road 
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Plan for Lot 138 Fort Point Road 
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Deed for 140 Fort Point Road, no plan attached to filed deed. Eastern bound refers to 
Weymouth Fore River. 
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Early Deeds 1948 (above) and 1876 (below) for 140 Fort Point Rad- eastern boundary was 
land in 1948. 

J:\M\M1476 Manchester MA Hydro Study\012-Sawmill_Central Pond Restoration\Task 1- Kickoff and Access\9.11.18 Staff Kickoff Meeting\Sawmill Brook 
Restoration Property Access Memo.docx 
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Department of Public Works 

120 Winter Street 
Weymouth, MA 02188 

 
Kenan J. Connell 

Director of Public Works 
781-337-5100 

 
  

 
RIGHT OF ENTRY – WITHOUT PREJUDICE 

 
Project:  Seawall Repair 
 
Property Owner:   
 
Address of Property Owner: Address, Weymouth, MA Zip 
 
Permission is hereby given to the Town of Weymouth or its duly authorized agents, to enter upon my 
property in the Town of Weymouth in connection with completing repairs/improvements to the sea walls 
along Fort Point Road. The purpose of this Right of Entry is to allow for the construction work as 
described in the attachment (TBD).   
 
The right of men, equipment, machinery and material to enter upon and occupy my land located at 
Address, Weymouth, Massachusetts in order to perform the construction work on my property for the 
above project and other work deemed necessary for the completion of the work. All disturbed areas will 
be repaired to match the existing undisturbed condition, by loaming and seeding, installing a pavement 
patch, or other surface repair, as needed. 
 
This Right of Entry is made of my/our free will. I/we waive my/our right(s) to an appraisal and 
compensation. This entry to be made without prejudice to my rights in settlement of any claims for 
damages that may have hereafter appear. 
 
Granted by:    
 
 
_____________________________________   Date: _____________ 
Owner(s) or Authorized Representative 
 
 
Recommended by:   
 
 
_____________________________________   Date: _____________ 
Weymouth Town Engineer 
 



1 
 

    
 
  

    
                 

 
         

 
Property Owner 
Fort Point Road 
Weymouth, MA 02191 
 
 

LAND DAMAGE AGREEMENT AND RIGHT OF ENTRY 
Property located at Fort Point Road, Weymouth Massachusetts  

 
I, _______________________, the undersigned (“Landowners”), as an authorized 

signatory and owners of said property, listed on the Town of Weymouth Atlas as Map ___, 
Block _____ and Lot ____, do hereby grant to the Town of Weymouth the right to enter upon 
my property to repair, replace or reconstruct the drainage, seawall and stone revetment located 
between my property and the Fore River shore line.  

In acceptance of this agreement, the Landowner and the Town agrees to the following: 

The Landowner enters into this agreement for full settlement of any and all claims for 
damage incurred or to be incurred by the Town of Weymouth as a result of the construction and 
alteration relating to the work identified above. 

The Landowner agrees to accept the sum of $ Zero in full settlement of any and all claims 
whatsoever to remaining property of the owner, whether caused by the construction activity, 
limitations of access, changes in grade or drainage or alteration relating to the above described 
work. The Landowner hereby releases the Town of Weymouth from any and all claims, due to 
said construction. The owner agrees to grant a permanent easement for the town to make repairs 
to the coastal protection upon completion of the construction. 

The town agrees to the above described construction items and to restore the roadway to 
its original condition upon completion of construction. 

 

  

Town of Weymouth, 
Massachusetts 

 
 

Joseph Callanan 
Town Solicitor  

 
Town of Weymouth  

75 Middle Street 
Weymouth, MA  02189 

 
JCallanan@weymouth.ma.us 

(781) 682-3503 
 

 
 

Marsha L. Conley, Paralegal 
Legal Department 

 
Town of Weymouth  

75 Middle Street 
Weymouth, MA  02189 

 
MConley@weymouth.ma.us 

(781) 682-3648 
 
 

mailto:JCallanan@weymouth.ma.us
mailto:MConley@weymouth.ma.us


2 

It is understood that this is an agreement to allow the construction to proceed and that I, 
the undersigned, agree to grant permission to the town, and the town’s contractor(s), to perform 
this work. 

 
Landowners: 
 
By:_________________________________________ Dated:____________________ 
 
Printed Name: _________________________________ 
 
Witness:______________________________________ 
 
Printed Name:_________________________________ 
 
 
 
Town of Weymouth: 
 
 
____________________________________________  Dated:____________________ 
Robert L. Hedlund, Mayor 
 
 
As to form: 
 

 
 ____________________________________________ 
 Joseph Callanan, Esq., Town Solicitor 
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Fort Point Seawall: Field Summary (Task 2.1 Deliverable)  

TO: 

FROM: 

Through: 

DATE: 

Andrew Fontaine, P.E. 
Weymouth Town Engineer 
Weymouth Department of Public Works 

Gabrielle Belfit, CFM; Project Manager & Duncan Mellor, Principal Coastal 
Engineer 

David Murphy, P.E.; Principal In Charge 

January 3, 2019 

The Town of Weymouth has recently received a grant from the Executive Office of Energy and 
the Environment (EOEEA) under the Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness Program (MVP) to 
improve the resilience of infrastructure in the Fort Point Road vicinity.   

The scope of services includes engineering services for the existing conditions assessment, 
alternatives analysis, public outreach, and permit level design, to improve the approximately 
3,100-foot section of Fort Point Road seawall and rock revetment and adjacent stormwater 
systems. The seawall and revetment run along the west and north edge of Fort Point Road, 
beginning at the intersection of River Street and Fort Point Road and extending to the end of 
Fort Point Road and Riverview Place, in Weymouth, Massachusetts. Drainage structures 
include a mix of catch-basins, man-holes concrete pipes, and a check-valve in the vicinity of 
Fort Point Road, Wolcott Street, Bacon Street, Birch Road, Parnell Street, Caldwell Street, and 
Mayflower Avenue.  With the assistance of funding from the MVP Action Grant, the Town of 
Weymouth is proposing to redesign the seawall and drainage system structures to provide a 
resilient, holistic system capable of functioning properly over the 50-year life of the new 
infrastructure, including project climate change impacts. 

Task 2.1 includes an assessment of coastline conditions, apparent sediment movements, 
tides, currents, prevailing wave orientations, beach sediment and shellfish characterization, 
revetment and seawall assessment, and the drainage system within the project area. These 
assessments will form an engineering basis for concept development and outreach 
discussions. 

Existing Seawall & Revetment: 

The current coastal engineering structure, within the project area was constructed circa the 
1950s. The purpose of these structures, most of which include stone berm revetment, precast 
concrete seawall blocks on a cast in place levelling slab, is to break waves and stabilize the 
shoreline. This stone berm/seawall configuration is not intended to be water tight or act as a 
levee preventing flooding.  In consideration of the wave exposure and the wave protection it 
provides for at least 84 homes, this structure has been identified as the highest priority for 
coastal resiliency mitigation in both the Weymouth Hazard Mitigation Plan, and the Weymouth 
Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness Plan. 

This seawall is in typically poor condition with localized failures of the precast concrete seawall 
units and typical deterioration of the foundation slab.  Most of the seawall units have varying 
degrees of map cracking and spalling indicative of freeze-thaw deterioration.  Some of the 
units have mid height horizontal cracks full length, with some units having previously failed 
and the top of the failed units having been re-poured with patching concrete.  Examples of 
conditions along Fort Point Sea wall are shown in Attachment A. The extent of this severe 
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deterioration does indicate these seawall units are at or beyond their service life, are not cost 
effective to repair and need to be replaced.  There is a short length of seawall (about 160 LF) 
between Parnell Street and Caldwell Street with houses immediately behind the seawall where 
the seawall is used to support walls and decks.  Removal and replacement of these precast 
concrete seawall units is not feasible unless the privately-owned structures are removed off 
the wall. If this is not possible, another alternative such as a concrete overlay, may be 
necessary. 

The original stone revetment was typically a trapezoidal cross section stone berm extending 
under the seawall and into the backfill/roadway.  This state Public Works design saved on 
construction cost, but also distributed seawall weight and loads over a large footprint, making 
this design well suited to a wide variety of project conditions, including soft soils, and is 
tolerant of subsidence.  The stone was typically set with flat faces parallel to the exposed 
slope as slope paving, which does enhance resistance to stones being dislodged by waves or 
ice, but also increases wave runup and overtopping of the seawall.  Unless there is an existing 
Chapter 91 license that shows the full limit of the revetment, the reconstruction of this seawall 
and revetment is constrained by the Massachusetts state regulators to work within the 
existing stone/seawall visible footprint, even when the revetment is known to extend under 
the beach.  This limits the preliminary design options and existing revetment stone may need 
to be replaced or supplemented by larger armor stone, particularly at the visible toe of slope, 
and adequately sized to be stable under wave loading when set in random and rough surface 
configurations.  Preliminary stone sizing indicates revetment stone exposed to wave action 
should be in the 2.5-ton to 5-ton size range with appropriate underlayer stone sizes. 

Design Tide Levels: 

Based on the Boston National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) tide 
gauge, mean sea level has 
risen about 0.6 feet since this 
seawall was built, resulting in 
a gradual loss of freeboard 
and wave overtopping 
protection.  This relative sea 
level rise over the decades 
has also made the 
neighborhood more prone to 
tidal flooding and the Federal 
Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) repetitive 
flood loss claims emphasize 
this neighborhood is a high 
priority for coastal resiliency 
enhancements.  The NOAA 
Boston tide gauge data for 
tide levels (see right), 
includes a tide gauge-based 
NOAA 100-year static storm 
surge level (in meters). 

Due to the significant uncertainty involved in modeling future climate change, an approach to 
predict future risk for the seawall design is proposed based on recent sea level rise projections 
developed by the Northeast Climate Science Center (NESCS), and used in the Statewide 
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Climate Projections  (2017)1 The uncertainty regarding projections approaching 2100 
becomes so high that they can be considered unreliable, therefore the 2070 scenario was 
used as a long-term projection for sea level rise. This time frame also corresponds to the 50-
year design life of the seawall. The NECSC median expected range of sea level rise for 2070 
is 1.6 -1.9 feet including the Medium- High emission scenario. Combining the sea level rise 
(0.6’) that has already occurred, plus a projected future sea level rise of another 1.6 to 1.9 
feet, suggests seawall reconstruction should include at least 2.2 to 2.5 feet of additional 
height.  It is recommended that the new seawall be designed with an allowance for adding 
additional 1.5 feet of wall height at some point in the future without having to redesign or 
modify the seawall base. 

Wave Analysis: 

Some prior wave analysis has been performed for this site by others.  A 2014 study proposing 
a cobble berm was performed by Applied Coastal Research and Engineering, Inc. utilizing wind 
data from Logan airport to develop return probabilities for 2-minute wind speeds.  This study 
indicated a 100-year return period wind speed of 54 mph from the northeast sector, producing 
a 3.6-foot significant wave height with a 3.6 second period.  This wave height was not defined 
and is assumed to be a wave height prior to beach shoaling and wave breaking. 
 
A 2015 study by Bourne Consulting Engineering presented different wave parameters for 
revetment and seawall design, not including sea level rise and not listing wind speed utilized, 
it indicated a 100-year return period wave with 4.6-foot significant wave height, and a 3.9 
second period (not further defined) and no apparent transformation of the wave onto a 
shoaling beach 
 
Tighe & Bond performed a limited wave forecasting suitable for preliminary design for this 
site, using primary wave fetches from the north northeast (NNE) and west, for multiple design 
tide levels and wind speeds.  The wind wave fetch (3 miles) from the NNE controls, resulting 
in a 5.4’ significant wave height (average of highest one-third of waves) in deeper water at 
the NOAA 100-year flood level and a steady 75 mph wind speed (95 mph Fastest Mile speed 
equivalent).  This design wind speed is the recommended wind speed for Weymouth based 
on the American Society of Civil Engineers standard ASCE 7-10, Minimum Design Loads for 
Buildings and Other Structures, after removing the strength design load factor included in the 
mapped wind speeds.   
 
A higher wave height is associated with the less frequent H10 and H1 waves (average of the 
highest 10% and highest 1% of wave heights, respectively), however when transposed into 
shallow water over the beach, the breaking wave heights are all about the same at around a 
4-foot high breaking wave.  Breaking wave conditions, as a function of design tide level, do 
result in the highest wave loads on the seawall.  Higher design tide levels will result in more 
wave overtopping of the seawall but may have lower wave lateral loading if the resulting wave 
is not a breaking wave.   
 
Wave forces for preliminary design were checked with conventional wind and wave-based 
Army Corps of Engineers criteria, and alternatives using the methods in the American Society 
of Civil Engineers standard ASCE 7-10, which uses FEMA flood mapping criteria.  The ASCE 

                                           

 

 

1 EEA, Statewide and Major Basins Climate Projections Final 
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7-10 method results in lower breaking wave maximum pressure, but higher total lateral force 
on the seawall. The method calculations to eliminate overtopping results in an impractical 
seawall height of approximately 20 feet above beach level.  The ASCE method based on FEMA 
flood mapping does not appear reasonable for seawall design at this site.  Based on prior 
input from the neighborhood, we do anticipate the reconstructed seawall will be limited in 
height as a compromise to loss of water views and public beach access, and the new seawall 
will be designed to tolerate some storm event wave overtopping without failure. 
 
Coastal Resources: 

Input has been received from multiple town staff regarding coastal resources at this location.  
The Weymouth Harbor Master and Conservation Commission Administrator noted that salt 
marsh areas are growing, but shellfish are dying and not harvestable due to contamination 
and disease, ongoing for the last four to five years around Boston Harbor (see Figure 1). 
Stormwater water quality improvements (such as LID methods) would be challenging due to 
the terrain, depth to groundwater and land use constraints.  The Town noted that prior storm 
events have highlighted the need to design the stormwater improvements to optimize flood 
water discharge to the extent possible with gravity flow.  

 
Figure 1: Weymouth Shellfish Area Classification (MA DMF) 
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The beaches fronting this project (Fort Point) are typical semi-protected headland sediments 
of coarse grained material, typically coarse gravel to cobble with indications that net littoral 
drift is to the west (due to the longest wind fetch) with sand accumulation west of the project 
at the groin stabilized beach along River St/Regatta Road and at Wessagusett Road.  These 
beach sediments with associated headland wave exposures do indicate vegetative shoreline 
stabilization and salt marsh creation are very unlikely to survive without a substantial artificial 
reef or stone sill for toe protection from waves and ice.  Proximity of this point to the adjacent 
deep water federal navigation channel reduces the beneficial wave reductions from shallow 
bay waters, it increases current scour potential, has high speed vessel wake input and may 
act as a sink for longshore sediment transport deposition.  These issues are illustrated in 
review of aerial photos, including a visible plume of turbidity shedding off Fort Point on a flood 
tide (see Figure 2).  It is also noted however, that the beach features such as the triple cobble 
spits at Fort Point are stable over time. 

Drainage: 

As noted in earlier existing conditions summaries, stormwater drainage in the Fort Point Area 
includes three independent stormwater systems, with the remaining areas draining by sheet 
flow towards the beach.  The systems lack any oil/water separation, and condition of the piped 
system is in fair conditions. The neighborhood drainage system is critical to collect and remove 
rain water, but also tidal flood waters coming through the soils, seawall/stone berm and from 
wave overtopping.  Previous coastal flooding has highlighted problems with seepage and 
backflow through the drainage system, leaking or blocked drainage check valves, leaking pipe 
joints and a lack of sufficient gravity drainage capacity to drain floodwaters in a timely manner 
at low tides following a storm surge flooding event.  The project intent is to replace the 
drainage systems (including pipe) identified as deficient in prior events with enhancements 
to improve coastal resiliency and address water quality to the extent practical.  It is expected 
that older system check valves will be replaced and upgraded to the current second generation  
 

Figure 2: Sediment Transport- Weymouth, MA Fort Point (Google Earth)  
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Appendix A - Photographic Log  1 

 Client: Town of Weymouth 

Site:   Fort Point Road Seawalls 

Job Number: W2179-

Appendix A - Photographic Log                                             

Photograph No.: 1 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: Northwest 

Description:  Example deterioration of the back side of the seawall near Harlem Road (circa 1955) 

 

Photograph No.: 2 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: South 

Description: Example  near 125 Fort Point Road, showing voids, wall and toe deterioration 
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 Client: Town of Weymouth 

Site:   Fort Point Road Seawalls 

Job Number: W2179-

Appendix A - Photographic Log                                             

Photograph No.: 3 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: Southeast 

Description: Corner of 138 Fort Point Road showing private wall built on top of seawall, damage to 
stairs, and poor wall and revetment conditions 

 

Photograph No.: 4 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: East 

Description: 138 and 140 Fort Point Road, private structures built onto seawall 

 



 

Appendix A - Photographic Log  3 

 Client: Town of Weymouth 

Site:   Fort Point Road Seawalls 

Job Number: W2179-

Appendix A - Photographic Log                                             

Photograph No.: 5 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken:  

Description: Example repair of toe wall 

 

Photograph No.: 6 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken:  

Description: Example of wall spalling above mean high tide 
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 Client: Town of Weymouth 

Site:   Fort Point Road Seawalls 

Job Number: W2179-

Appendix A - Photographic Log                                             

Photograph No.: 7 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: South west 

Description: Example toe wall failure, cracking and spalling, center a replacement unit 

 

Photograph No.: 8 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken:   

Description: Example of wall deterioration with hole through seawall 
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 Client: Town of Weymouth 

Site:   Fort Point Road Seawalls 

Job Number: W2179-

Appendix A - Photographic Log                                             

Photograph No.: 9 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken:  

Description: Cracking and spalling 

 

Photograph No.: 10 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken:  

Description: Spall revealing concrete core 
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 Client: Town of Weymouth 

Site:   Fort Point Road Seawalls 

Job Number: W2179-

Appendix A - Photographic Log                                             

Photograph No.: 1 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: Southeast 

Description: Low tide view of beach west of Fort Point Road 

 

Photograph No.: 2 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: East 

Description:  Typical deterioration of precast wall unit, and prior toe repair 
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 Client: Town of Weymouth 

Site:   Fort Point Road Seawalls 

Job Number: W2179-

Appendix A - Photographic Log                                             

Photograph No.: 11 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: East 

Description: Spalling of precast unit, prior wall toe repair and voids beneath wall 

 

Photograph No.: 12 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: East 

Description: End to end cracking of unit, and voids underneath prior toe repair 
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 Client: Town of Weymouth 

Site:   Fort Point Road Seawalls 

Job Number: W2179-

Appendix A - Photographic Log                                             

Photograph No.: 13 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: West 

Description: View of limit of repairs and added revetment (center of photo) Town owned section of 
Fort Point Road  

 

Photograph No.: 14 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: Northeast 

Description: View from Bacon Road North, Fort Point here is currently a private way 
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 Client: Town of Weymouth 

Site:   Fort Point Road Seawalls 

Job Number: W2179-

Appendix A - Photographic Log                                             

Photograph No.: 15 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: West 

Description: Inside severe cracking of precast blocks, road repairs done behind wall 

 

Photograph No.: 16 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: West 

Description: Inside severe cracking of precast blocks, road repairs done behind wall 
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 Client: Town of Weymouth 

Site:   Fort Point Road Seawalls 

Job Number: W2179-

Appendix A - Photographic Log                                             

Photograph No.: 17 Date: 6/21/18 Direction Taken: North 

Description:  View along Fort Point Road where revetment was added and toe wall repaired, sand 
bags at failing seawall unit 
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Boring No.

Page
Project: File No.

Location: Checked by:
Client: 

Drilling Co.: Casing Sampler
Foreman: Type Split Spoon Date Time
T&B Rep.: I.D./O.D. 4'' / 4-1/4'' 1-3/8"/2"
Date Start: 04/01/19 Hammer Wt. 140#
Location Hammer Fall 30"
GS. Elev. ± 2' Datum: Other Autohammer
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little Silt

Medium Dense, GRAVEL, some medium to 
coarse Sand, trace Silt

Medium dense, brown, medium to coarse 
SAND and GRAVEL, little Silt

GRAVEL AND 
SAND

Notes: 
1) Groundwater encountered at four feet. TRACE (TR.)

LITTLE (LI.)
SOME (SO.)
AND

0 - <10%
10 - <20%
20 - <35%
35 - <50%

Proportions Used Density/Consistency

VERY LOOSE
LOOSE
MEDIUM DENSE
DENSE
VERY DENSE

0-4
4-10
10-30
30-50
>50

VERY SOFT
SOFT
MEDIUM
STIFF
VERY STIFF
HARD

<2
2-4
4-8
8-15
15-30
>30



Boring No.

Page
Project: File No.

Location: Checked by:
Client: 

Drilling Co.: Casing Sampler
Foreman: Type Split Spoon Date Time
T&B Rep.: I.D./O.D. 4'' / 4-1/4'' 1-3/8"/2"
Date Start: 04/01/19 Hammer Wt. 140#
Location Hammer Fall 30"
GS. Elev. ± 2' Datum: Other Autohammer

(ft.)

1

10'

14'

19'

24

No Well Installed

S-6/12

S-4/12

Dense, gray, GRAVEL and coarse SAND, 
some Silt

25

30

15

20

Fort Point Road, Weymouth, Massachusetts

Casing 
Blows

Sample
No.
     
    Rec. (in)

Blows     
Per 6"

Fort Point Road Seawall

Sample 
Depth

(ft.)Per Ft.

New England Boring Contractors
Ken Smith Sta. Time

NAVD88

E. Larkin

Well Construction

Town of Weymouth

See Exploration Location Plan
04/01/19 End:

Sample Description

Groundwater Readings
Depth Casing

General Stratigraphy

B-1B
1 of 2

W-2176-005

5

10

S-1/10 8-10

N
o
t
e
s

Depth

S-2/9

50-36

S-3/4

10-12

19-21

S-5/10

14-16

Hard, brown, Silt & Clay, some Gravel, some 
coarse Sand

Very dense, brown, GRAVEL and medium to 
coarse SAND, some Silt

10-12

29-23

29-31

50-4124-26

20-33

23-25

12-20

24-21

16-21

Medium dense, gray, GRAVEL, trace Silt

Dense, brown, fine to coarse SAND and 
SILT, some Gravel

Very dense, fine to coarse SAND and 
GRAVEL, some Silt

SILT and CLAY

GRAVEL and SAND

GRAVEL

SAND and SILT

GRAVEL and SAND

12-13

11-22

21-26

Notes: 
1) Groiundwater encountered at eight feet. TRACE (TR.)

LITTLE (LI.)
SOME (SO.)
AND

0 - <10%
10 - <20%
20 - <35%
35 - <50%

Proportions Used Density/Consistency

VERY LOOSE
LOOSE
MEDIUM DENSE
DENSE
VERY DENSE

0-4
4-10
10-30
30-50
>50

VERY SOFT
SOFT
MEDIUM
STIFF
VERY STIFF
HARD

<2
2-4
4-8
8-15
15-30
>30



Boring No.

Page
Project: File No.
Location: Checked by:
Client:

(ft.)

40

55

35

45

Blows     
Per 6"

Casing 
Blows

Per Ft.

Sample
No.
     
    Rec. (in)

Depth Sample 
Depth

(ft.)

50

B-1B
2 of 2

Fort Point Road Seawall W-2176-005
Fort Point Road, Weymouth, Massachusetts
Town of Weymouth

Sample Description General Stratigraphy

N
o
t
e
s

Well Construction

34'

GRAVEL and SAND

32-40

S-7/18 34-36 25-33
Hard, gray, Clayey SILT, some Gravel 

39'

S-8/14 39-41 21-47
Very Dense, gray, GRAVEL and Silty Clay

49-34 41'

Bottom of Exploration at 41 feet 

60

CLAYEY SILT

GRAVEL

65

Notes: 



Boring No.

Page
Project: File No.

Location: Checked by:
Client: 

Drilling Co.: Casing Sampler
Foreman: Type Split Spoon Date Time
T&B Rep.: I.D./O.D. 4'' / 4-1/4'' 1-3/8"/2"
Date Start: 04/02/19 Hammer Wt. 140#
Location Hammer Fall 30"
GS. Elev. ± 2' Datum: Other Autohammer

(ft.)

4'

9'
1

14'

19'

24'

SILTY CLAY

19-25

Very stiff, brown, Clayey SILT, some fine 
Sand, trace Gravel

Hard, brown, Clayey SILT and GRAVEL, little 
medium to coarse Sand

Hard, gray, Clayey SILT, some Gravel, little 
coarse Sand

Hard, gray, Silty CLAY, some Gravel, trace 
coarse Sand

24-24

26-34

CLAYEY SILT and 
GRAVEL

CLAYEY SILT

15-23

35-34

9-11

14-5

11-10

29-31

27-34

14-17

13-18

19-21

24-26

0-2

4-6

CLAYEY SILT

SAND

5-6

18-17

S-6/15

S-4/18 14-16

S-3/14 9-11 14-18

S-2/8

N
o
t
e
s

Depth

S-1/8

10

5

Depth Casing

General Stratigraphy

B-2
1 of 2

W-2176-005

Sta. Time

NAVD88

Well Construction

See Exploration Location Plan
04/02/19 End:

Sample Description

E. Larkin

Caldwell Street, Weymouth, Massachusetts

Casing 
Blows

Sample
No.
     
    Rec. (in)

Blows     
Per 6"

Fort Point Road Seawall

Sample 
Depth

(ft.)Per Ft.

Town of Weymouth

Groundwater Readings

25

30

15

20

S-7/16

S-5/9

Hard, gray Silty CLAY, little Gravel, trace 
coarse Sand

No Well Installed

Medium dense, brown, fine to medium 
SAND, some Silt, little Gravel

Refer to Note 1

Very dense, brown, fine to coarse SAND and 
SILT, little Gravel

SAND and SILT

New England Boring Contractors
Ken Smith

Notes: 
1)  Groundwater encountered at nine feet. TRACE (TR.)

LITTLE (LI.)
SOME (SO.)
AND

0 - <10%
10 - <20%
20 - <35%
35 - <50%

Proportions Used Density/Consistency

VERY LOOSE
LOOSE
MEDIUM DENSE
DENSE
VERY DENSE

0-4
4-10
10-30
30-50
>50

VERY SOFT
SOFT
MEDIUM
STIFF
VERY STIFF
HARD

<2
2-4
4-8
8-15
15-30
>30



Boring No.

Page
Project: File No.
Location: Checked by:
Client:

(ft.)

65

60

Bottom of exploration at 41 feet

S-9/20 39-41 11-12 Hard, gray, Silty CLAY, little coarse Sand, 
trace Gravel

S-8/19 34-36 18-21 Hard, gray, Silty CLAY, little Gravel, trace 
coarse Sand26-32 SILTY CLAY

22-36 41'

W-2176-005
Caldwell Street, Weymouth, Massachusetts
Town of Weymouth

Sample Description General Stratigraphy

N
o
t
e
s

Well Construction

B-2
2 of 2

Fort Point Road Seawall

50

Depth Sample 
Depth

(ft.)

Blows     
Per 6"

Casing 
Blows

Per Ft.

Sample
No.
     
    Rec. (in)

35

45

40

55

Notes: 



Boring No.

Page
Project: File No.

Location: Checked by:
Client: 

Drilling Co.: Casing Sampler
Foreman: Type Split Spoon Date Time
T&B Rep.: I.D./O.D. 4'' / 4-1/4'' 1-3/8"/2"
Date Start: 04/02/19 Hammer Wt. 140#
Location Hammer Fall 30"
GS. Elev. ± 2' Datum: Other Autohammer

(ft.)
.8' Asphalt 

4'
1

24'

26'

Stiff, gray, CLAY

Stiff, gray, CLAY

Hard, brown, SILT and GRAVEL, some fine 
to coarse SAND

2-5

8-7

33-21

8-9

6-4

4-1

2-4

4-4

9-8

7-10

14-2424-26

0-2

4-6

Fill

Soft, brown, CLAY, little Gravel, little fine to 
coarse Sand 

14-16

SILT and GRAVEL

19-21

S-6/13

S-4/24

S-3/5 9-11 6-5

S-2/5

N
o
t
e
s

Depth

S-1/12

10

5

Depth Casing

General Stratigraphy

B-3
1 of 1

W-2176-005

Sta. Time

NAVD88

Well Construction

See Exploration Location Plan
04/02/19 End:

Sample Description

E. Larkin

Fort Point Road, Weymouth, Massachusetts

Casing 
Blows

Sample
No.
     
    Rec. (in)

Blows     
Per 6"

Fort Point Road Seawall

Sample 
Depth

(ft.)Per Ft.

Town of Weymouth

Groundwater Readings

25

30

15

20
S-5/24

Bottom of the exploration at 26 feet

CLAY

No Well Installed

Medium dense, brown SAND and GRAVEL, 
little Asphalt, trace Silt

Refer to Note 1

Stiff, gray, CLAY, trace coarse Sand

New England Boring Contractors
Ken Smith

Notes: 
1)  Groundwater encountered at four feet. TRACE (TR.)

LITTLE (LI.)
SOME (SO.)
AND

0 - <10%
10 - <20%
20 - <35%
35 - <50%

Proportions Used Density/Consistency

VERY LOOSE
LOOSE
MEDIUM DENSE
DENSE
VERY DENSE

0-4
4-10
10-30
30-50
>50

VERY SOFT
SOFT
MEDIUM
STIFF
VERY STIFF
HARD

<2
2-4
4-8
8-15
15-30
>30



 

APPENDIX C 



J:\W\W2176 Weymouth\005 Fort Point Road Seawall MVP\Task 3 Alternatives Analysis- Public Meeting\Public Meeting Notice 2019-03-21.doc 

    
 
  

    
 
An informal meeting regarding a proposed new seawall design at Fort Point Rd., as well as 
discussion of an upgraded drain system in surrounding streets, will be held at 6:00 p.m. on 
Thursday, March 21, 2019 in the McCulloch Building’s Mary McElroy Meeting Room at 182 
Green Street, North Weymouth. 
 
The meeting will begin with a presentation on proposed reconstruction of the seawalls and 
coastal infrastructure. The town’s consultant, Tighe & Bond, will present a slide show and 
answer questions. Staff from the Emergency Management Division, DPW Engineering Division 
and Planning & Community Development Department will be present and answer any questions. 

Town of Weymouth 
Department of Public Works  

Kenan J. Connell 
Director of Public Works 

 
120 Winter Street 

Weymouth, MA 02188 
 

781-337-5100 
FAX 781-337-6940 

 

 
Robert L. Hedlund 

Mayor 
 

75 Middle Street 
Weymouth, MA 02189 

 
781-335-2000 
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Town of Weymouth, Neighborhood Meeting March 21, 2019
Adam Yanulis |  Vice President
Duncan Mellor, PE |  Principal Coastal Engineer
Gabrielle Belfit, CSM | Project Manager

FORT POINT INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS



FORT POINT INFRASCTURCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

• MVP PROGRAM GOALS
– Enhance flood protection for 

homes and public infrastructure

– Improve structural integrity to 
withstand major storm events with 
minimal damage

– Improve stormwater quality to 
benefit shellfish

– Reduce coastal flooding by 
designing to meet climate change 
projections, reducing risk to life 
and property



• WEYMOUTH GOALS FOR FORT POINT AREA

Address Risk and Climate Hazard Impact
Major Coastal Floods:

– Nor’easters, sea level rise, increased precipitation
– Erosion to coastal landforms, damage to roads and infrastructure,
– Building and property flooding

Improve Building Resilience
– Maintain & enhance coastal Infrastructure, revetment and seawall
– Create functional, holistic drainage system
– Elevate homes in velocity zones

FORT POINT COASTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 



• Project Need
– Most vulnerable area for coastal 

flooding (84 homes)
– Up to a 3 mile wave fetch exposure
– Seawalls and Drainage systems 

inadequate to address natural 
hazards

– Identified as highest priority for 
building resiliency
– Weymouth Hazard Mitigation 

Plan
– Municipal Vulnerability 

Preparedness Plan
– Protect coastal resource areas 

including shellfish habitat

FORT POINT COASTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 



• Current Conditions

– Wall (precast concrete, 55-
87years old, 3,100 ft)

– Sea Level Rise about 0.6’ 
since 1950’s

– “Immediate” need of repair 
to address “Public Safety 
and Welfare”

– Drainage: past useful life
– Current drain system 

surcharges with tidal 
groundwater

FORT POINT COASTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 



• Damages
– FEMA Repetitive Loss Properties (16% of study area)
– Blizzard of ‘78- $150,000 
– No-Name Storm “91- $30,000
– Blizzard of ‘72- $75,000
– Winter Nor’easters of 2018- prolonged flooding and wall damage

• Assessments, Repairs and Improvements
– 2008 and 2011 Bourne Consulting Seawall Assessment
– 2011 Preliminary Design for Repairs/ Replacement
– 2012 Emergency Repairs (700 feet)
– 2014 Alternative Design Options

FORT POINT COASTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 



FORT POINT INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

• MVP SCOPE
– Seawall Redesign

– Consider past alternatives
– Consider public input

– Drainage Improvements
– Holistic system, with rapid 

drainage and water tight 
design to prevent surcharge

– Pretreatment will remove TSS
– Climate change drivers

– Sea Level Rise
– Storm Surge 
– Increased Precipitation



FORT POINT INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

• Design Elevation

– FEMA VE 100-year flood 
zone

(16 feet NAVD88)

– FEMA AE 100-year flood 
zone

(11-12 feet NAVD88)

– The FEMA VE Zone flood level is significantly higher than 
the seawall and Fort Point Road.  

– The seawall is not water proof and will not protect the area 
from every storm

– Raising the wall excessively is not desirable for the 
neighborhood as it interferes with public access.

– Protecting the wall for reasonable risk is preferred rather 

than raising the seawall above FEMA flood levels. 



FORT POINT INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

• Design Elevation

NOAA 100-year flood
(9.6 feet NAVD88)

A design elevation of 12 
feet was used to 
accommodate 1.6-1.9 feet 
of SLR by 2070.

Assume 50 year useful life 
of wall



FORT POINT INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS
• Sea Level Rise Boston (w 0.84mm/yr subsidence)

Sea Level Rise computer modeling by NOAA indicates possible rise 
acceleration of 1.6’ to 1.9’ by 2070



PREVIOUS SEAWALL ALTERNATIVES
Views & beach access issues



• Design Issues
– Flood elevation
– Wave action and sediment transport
– Impact on resource areas
– Public accessibility 
– Visual impact

• Previous Concepts Considered
– No Build
– Cobble Beach Nourishment
– Expanded rip rap revetment
– Seawall reconstruction of varying heights and widths

– Preferred was 2 feet increase in height and expand the rip rap- ENF was 
filed in 2013 and withdrawn to explore more options

– New ENF filed in 2016(7?) – wall at same location and same height with 
new layer of armor stones, no additional flood protection

SEAWALL ALTERNATIVES



NEW ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTS



EXISTING SEAWALL 



EXISTING SEAWALL 



PROPOSED SEAWALL: CONCEPT 1A



PROPOSED SEAWALL: CONCEPT 1A



PROPOSED SEAWALL: CONCEPT 1B



PROPOSED SEAWALL: CONCEPT 1B



PROPOSED SEAWALL: CONCEPT 2A



PROPOSED SEAWALL: CONCEPT 2A



PROPOSED SEAWALL: CONCEPT 3A



PROPOSED SEAWALL: CONCEPT 4



PROPOSED SEAWALL: FINISHES
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PROPOSED SEAWALL: FINISHES



PROPOSED SEAWALL: FINISHES



PROPOSED STAIR CONCEPT



DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS

• Drainage Design

• Assume 15% increase in 24-
hour rainfall due to climate 
change



SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES
OPTION NUMBER PROS CONS APPROX 

COST
No Build  No jurisdictional impacts

 No cost
 Wall blocks are 

deteriorating
 Does not provide 

additional freeboard for 
SLR

$

1A
 Install concrete encased 

sheet pile wall
 Raise wall 2’ to EL 12’

 Prevents seep through wall
 Provides additional freeboard 

for SLR
 Can be adapted for future 

expansion

 High cost
 Must reset some 

revetment


$$$$

1B
 Install concrete encased 

sheet pile wall
 Raise to EL 13.5’

 Prevents seep through wall
 Wave overtopping reduced 
 Consider raising road

 High cost
 Must reset some 

revetment
 Loss of some views over 

the wall

$$$

2A
 Replace existing wall blocks 

in kind
 Raise wall 2’ to EL 12’

 Simple solution
 Provides additional freeboard 

for SLR
 Can be adapted for future 

expansion

 Allows water through 
revetment

 Large cast-in-place 
leveling slab

$$

2B
 Replace existing wall blocks 

in kind
 Raise wall to EL 13.5’

 Simple solution
 Wave overtopping reduced
 Consider raising road

 Allows water through 
revetment

 Large cast-in-place slab
 Loss of some views over 

the wall

$$

3A
 Install concrete gravity wall
 Raise wall 2’ to EL 12’

 Provides additional freeboard 
for SLR

 Can be adapted for future 
expansion

 Provides additional 
freeboard for SLR

 Can be adapted for future 
expansion

$$$

3B
 Install concrete gravity wall
 Raise wall to EL 13.5’

 Wave overtopping reduced 
 Consider raising road

 Wave overtopping 
reduced $$$



PUBLIC ACCESS FOR REPAIRS



PUBLIC ACCESS AND PROJECT SITE OWNERSHIP

• Temporary Options for Access

Right of Entry Agreement
– Limited to one property
– Terminates when activity 

completed

• Long Term Options for Future 
Maintenance

Permanent Easement
– Owner grants defined rights to 

another party for use of portion of 
land



PUBLIC ACCESS AND PROJECT SITE OWNERSHIP



3-YEAR PROJECT PHASING



PHASING THE INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

• Preliminary Design-FY19

• Permitting- FY20
– Conservation Commission
– CZM
– ACOE
– MassDEP Waterways Chapter 91

• Final Design- FY20
– Construction Drawings
– Specifications

• Construction Services-
FY21
– Bidding
– Construction Observation



GRANTS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

• Permitting and Final 
Design- FY20
– MVP Action Grant 

(4/19/19)

• Construction FY-21
– Dam and Seawall Repair 

Program
– FEMA  HMGP



MEETING SUMMARY Tighe&Bond 

 

Fort Point Seawall: Public Meeting Summary  
(Task 3.1 Deliverable) 
 
TO: Andrew Fontaine, P.E. 
 Weymouth Town Engineer, Department of Public Works 
 
 Jim McGrath 
 Assistant Town Engineer, Department of Public Works  
 
FROM: Gabrielle Belfit, CFM; Project Manager 
 Duncan Mellor, Principal Coastal Engineer 
 
Through: David Murphy, P.E.; Principal-in-Charge 
 
DATE: April 18, 2019 

 

The Town of Weymouth has recently received a grant from the Executive Office of Energy and 
the Environment (EOEEA) under the Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness Program (MVP) to 
improve the resilience of infrastructure in the Fort Point Road vicinity.  The scope of services 
includes engineering services for the existing conditions assessment, alternatives analysis, 
public outreach, and permit level design, to improve the approximately 2,348 linear feet of 
Fort Point Road seawall and rock revetment and associated stormwater drainage systems. 

On Thursday, March 21, 2019, a public meeting was held at the McCulloch Building’s Mary 
McElroy Meeting Room at 182 Green Street, North Weymouth from 6-8PM. The purpose of 
the meeting was to informally present and discuss the work completed on the proposed new 
seawall design at Fort Point Road, in addition to upgrading the storm drain system associated 
with the seawall. 

Approximately 45 residents and Town staff attended the meeting (sign in attached) which 
began in an open format with proposed cross sections of conceptual designs provided for 
viewing, along with light refreshments. Staff from the DPW Engineering Division, Harbor 
Master, Conservation Commission, Emergency Management Division and Planning & 
Community Development Department were available throughout the evening to answer any 
questions. 

Opening remarks were provided by Weymouth Town Engineer, Chip Fontaine highlighting the 
long history of issues with the Fort Point Seawall and introducing the Town’s consultant, Tighe 
& Bond, to present a slide show on proposed reconstruction of the seawalls and coastal 
infrastructure and answer questions.  

The highlights of the presentation are provided below. Questions from the audience are not 
included in the meeting summary for the sake of brevity, but it is worth noting that 
participation from the audience was excellent.  Individuals commented on their personal 
experiences from the March 2018 Nor’easters to help support the case for the project, and 
also mention past concerns with the wall concepts. Questions were predominantly clarification 
of a point that was being presented, and time was taken as the meeting went on to answer 
the question or defer it to Weymouth staff that had more knowledge on the issue. After the 
meeting, residents continued to engage with the Town and presenters to highlight concerns 
and express their appreciation that the Town was working to move the project forward 
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Gabrielle Belfit provided a synopsis of the MVP action goals. Weymouth adopted similar 
specific goals for Fort Point coastal infrastructure improvements, including addressing risk 
and climate hazard impacts from major coastal flooding due to Nor’easters, sea level rise and 
extreme precipitation. These impacts have resulted in coastal erosion along Fort Point Road, 
undermining the roadway, damaging utilities and the seawall, leaving homes and property 
more vulnerable to wave action. Weymouth goals for Fort Point are to enhance coastal 
revetment and seawalls, create functional, holistic drainage, and encourage elevation of 
homes in velocity zones. The MVP Grant awarded to Weymouth will address the seawall and 
associated drainage enhancement goals. 

The seawall and revetment run along the west and north edge of Fort Point Road, beginning 
at the intersection of River Street and Fort Point Road and extending to the end of Fort Point 
Road and Riverview Place, in Weymouth, Massachusetts.  The current coastal engineering 
structure, within the project area was constructed circa the 1950s. This stone berm/seawall 
configuration is not intended to be water tight or act as a levee preventing flooding.  In 
consideration of the wave exposure and the wave protection it provides for at least 84 homes, 
this structure has been identified as the highest priority for coastal resiliency mitigation in 
both the Weymouth Hazard Mitigation Plan, and the Weymouth Municipal Vulnerability 
Preparedness Plan. 

The precast concrete seawall ranges from 55-87 years old.  It is in typically poor condition 
with localized failures of the precast concrete seawall units and typical deterioration of the 
foundation slab.  The extent of this severe deterioration does indicate these seawall units are 
at or beyond their service life, are not cost effective to repair and need to be replaced.  There 
is a short length of seawall (about 160 LF) between Parnell Street and Caldwell Street with 
houses immediately behind the seawall where the seawall is used to support walls and decks.  
Removal and replacement of these precast concrete seawall units is not feasible unless the 
privately-owned structures are removed off the wall. If this is not possible, another alternative 
such as a concrete overlay, may be necessary.  Discussion during the meeting with one of 
these owners, did indicate the decks founded on this length of seawall will be removed as part 
of their house elevating work. 

Drainage structures include three stormwater systems, each a mix of catch-basins, manholes, 
concrete pipes, and a check-valve the Fort Point Area. The neighborhood drainage system is 
critical to collect and remove rain water, but also tidal flood waters coming through the soils, 
seawall/stone berm and from wave overtopping. As noted in earlier existing conditions 
summaries, stormwater drainage in the Fort Point Area includes three independent 
stormwater systems, with the remaining areas draining by sheet flow towards the beach.   

The neighborhood did express significant concern about tidal groundwater flooding. Previous 
coastal flooding has highlighted problems with seepage and backflow through the drainage 
system, leaking or blocked drainage check valves, leaking pipe joints and a lack of sufficient 
gravity drainage capacity to drain floodwaters in a timely manner at low tides following a 
storm surge flooding event. The systems also lack any oil/water separation and in many 
locations the drain system surcharges due to inflow of tidal groundwater.  

The pipes and check valves have reached the end of their useful life and will be replaced as 
part of this project. The project intent is to replace the drainage systems (including pipe) with 
enhancements to improve coastal resiliency and address water quality to the extent practical.  
New pipes and modern second-generation elastomeric coated check valves will be installed, 
enhancing the performance of the seawall drainage system. 

Statistics were presented showing repetitive losses in the Fort Point Area. Sixteen percent of 
the properties sustained damages in the Blizzards of 1972, 1978 and Nor’easters in 1991 and 
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March 2018.  Assessments for improvements and temporary repairs a have been completed 
over the past 10 years, but a design that would work for the permitting agencies and abutters 
was not agreed on. 

Tighe & Bond reviewed the past design work, abutters and regulator concerns to craft 
alternatives that could work with a design balancing habitat protection, climate change 
impacts and abutter requirement for water views and physical access to the beach. 

Duncan Mellor, Principal Coastal Engineer with Tighe & Bond explained the criteria used in 
determining the design elevation of the seawall. He first explained the FEMA flood map, 
showing a slide of the 100-year flood elevation, pointing out properties located in the Special 
Hazard Flood Area including high velocity zones (VE), where the 100-year flood elevation was 
set at 16 feet NAVD88, and the coastal area AE 100-year flood elevation is set at 11-12 feet 
NAVD88 depending on location. 

The FEMA VE Zone flood level is significantly higher than the seawall and Fort Point Road. The 
seawall is not water proof and will not protect the area from every storm. Raising the wall 
excessively is not desirable for the neighborhood as it interferes with public access. Protecting 
the wall for reasonable risk is preferred rather than raising the seawall above FEMA flood 
levels.  

Tighe & Bond looked at the actual tide elevations at the Boston Harbor Tide Gauge and noted 
that the NOAA 100-year flood was elevation 9.6 feet NAVD88. To accommodate sea level rise, 
and assuming that the seawall would be constructed to last at least 50 years, 2070 was 
chosen as a reasonable planning horizon. A design elevation of 12 feet was used to 
accommodate 1.6-1.9 feet of SLR by 2070. This range of sea level rise is supported by the 
statewide climate change information included in the 2018 Massachusetts State Hazard 
Mitigation Plan.  Duncan also presented a slide showing the trend of sea level rise at the 
Boston Harbor Tide Gauge to further demonstrate that the trend and predictions are 
reasonable design criteria. 

A brief discussion of the previously considered wall alternatives highlighted the design issues 
and previous concepts considered including: 

• No Build. Cobble Beach Nourishment 
• Expanded rip rap revetment 
• Seawall reconstruction of varying heights and widths 

In 2011 the preferred was a 2-foot increase in height and expanding the rip rap. An ENF was 
filed in 2013 and then withdrawn to explore more options.  A new ENF was filed in 2017 with 
the wall at same location and same height with a new layer of armor stones, no additional 
flood protection.  

The design issues including flood elevation, wave action and sediment transport, impact on 
resource areas, public accessibility and visual impact have not altered. So the solution will be 
a design that is permittable, more robust than the current design, and adaptable to 
accommodate sea level rise in the future.  There was discussion about enhancing the stone 
revetment to better absorb wave energy, which was agreed as beneficial, however enlarged 
revetment enhancements are not permittable with Massachusetts regulators.  At least one 
abutter did ask about an artificial reef beyond the beach to reduce wave energy reaching the 
seawall, and it was agreed to be the state of the art in coastal engineering, but to date none 
have been approved in Massachusetts.  This was noted as an option to pursue for future 
coastal resiliency improvements to help avoid future wall height increases. 
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Duncan presented several seawall designs that could meet these criteria. A synopsis of the 
alternative pros and cons from the presentation is included in Table 1. The slide show included 
renderings of the wall alternatives to get an idea of the different perspectives one would have 
walking along the side of the road with the different wall heights. 

Concept 1 is to install a concrete encased vertical sheet pile wall. The wall is proposed to be 
raised about 2.5 feet to an elevation of 12’ NAVD88. This wall is one of the more expensive 
options, and some of the revetment would need to be reset for installation. Some of the 
improvements with this concept are the prevention of seepage through and under the seawall, 
the height of the wall will provide the additional freeboard necessary for sea level rise, and 
the wall would be built in such a way that future expansion would be possible. If this wall 
concept was raised to elevation 13.5’ NAVD88, all previously stated benefits would still apply 
as well as the reduction of wave overtopping, however a taller wall would reduce the visibility 
for some of the property owners.  A show of hands during the meeting indicated this concept, 
incorporating a sheet pile cutoff wall, was strongly favored. 

Concept 2 is an in-kind replacement. The existing, deteriorating blocks would be removed and 
replaced with a recurved precast concrete wall block with a concrete leveling slab poured to 
the elevation necessary to bring the wall to the desired elevation of 12.0’ NAVD88. The 
existing revetment would be reset as necessary. Some of the benefits of this concept include 
the additional freeboard for sea level rise, it can be adapted for future expansion, and that it 
is a proven solution. This solution allows water though the revetment, which was a concern 
of some of the citizens of the area. If this wall concept was raised to elevation 13.5’ NAVD88, 
all of the previous benefits and negative effects would still apply, as well as the reduction in 
wave overtopping and the loss of some views over the wall. 

Concept 3 is to install an L-shape cast-in-place concrete gravity wall to be raised 2 feet to 
elevation 12’ NAVD88. The bottom portion of the L-shape would be constructed beneath the 
road. This option was another more expensive option, with benefits including the additional 
freeboard for sea level rise, and it can be adapted for future expansion. This solution would 
also allow water through the revetment. If this wall concept was raised to elevation13.5’ 
NAVD88, all of the previous benefits and negative effects would still apply as well as the 
reduction of wave overtopping and the loss of some views over the wall. 

It was noted that future seawall height raising might be balanced by raising the road to a 
higher elevation, if future conditions would allow corresponding driveway and cross road 
raising. 

Table 1 
Summary of Wall Alternatives 
 

OPTION NUMBER PROS CONS APPROX 
COST 

No Build • No jurisdictional impacts 
• No cost 

• Wall blocks are deteriorating 
• Does not provide additional 

freeboard for SLR 

$ 

1A - Sheet Pile Supported Wall 
− Install concrete 

encased sheet pile wall 
− Raise wall 2.5’ to EL 12’ 

 
• Prevents seep through wall 
• Provides additional 

freeboard for SLR 
• Can be adapted for future 

expansion 

 
• High cost 
• Must reset some revetment  

$$$$ 
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1B - Sheet Pile Supported Wall-
tall 

− Install concrete 
encased sheet pile wall 

− Raise to EL 13.5’ 

 
• Prevents seep through wall 
• Wave overtopping reduced.  
• Adaptable for future 

expansion 

 
• High cost 
• Must reset some revetment 
• Loss of some views over the 

wall 

$$$$ 

2A - Inkind Replacement  
− Replace existing wall 

blocks in kind 
− Raise wall 2.5’ to EL 12’ 

 
• Proven solution 
• Provides additional 

freeboard for SLR 
• Adaptable for future 

expansion 

 
• Allows water through 

revetment 
• Large cast-in-place leveling 

slab 

$$ 

2B- Inkind Replacement - tall 
− Replace existing wall 

blocks in kind 
− Raise wall to EL 13.5’ 

 
• Proven solution 
• Wave overtopping reduced 
• Adaptable for future 

expansion 

 
• Allows water through 

revetment 
• Large cast-in-place slab 
• Loss of some views over the 

wall  

$$ 

3A- Concrete Gravity Wall 
− Install concrete gravity 

wall 
− Raise wall 2.5’ to EL 12’ 

 
• Provides additional 

freeboard for SLR 
• Adaptable for future 

expansion 

 
• Provides additional 

freeboard for SLR 
• Can be adapted for future 

expansion 

$$$ 

3B - Concrete Gravity Wall-tall 
− Install concrete gravity 

wall 
− Raise wall to EL 13.5’ 

 
• Wave overtopping reduced  
• Adaptable for future 

expansion 

 
• Wave overtopping reduced 

to manageable levels 
• Can be adapted for future 

expansion 

$$$ 

 

The proposed concept for the public access stairway that would have the least impact on the 
beach was discussed. The stairway wraps around the top of the seawall and drops down over 
the revetment with pilings to support the foot of the stairs.  Different wall finishes were 
presented.  These options would be decided at the final design phase.  The steps over the 
seawall would be concrete, while the final run onto the beach would be of open construction 
to address regulatory constraints. 

Options to improve the drainage design were limited due to the tight site constraints and 
slope.  Improvements to the layout, pipe sizing, material and check valves would be the focus 
of the design.  A 15% increase in the 24-hour rainfall will be included to accommodate larger 
storm events anticipated due to climate change. 

The options to provide public access locations down to the beach were also discussed.  The 
suggested locations for stairs included a stairway at the end of Bacon Road, and one at the 
end of Parnell Street. Based on comments from the audience the second stairway would likely 
be more appropriate at the end of Parnell Street, and an additional set of access stairs at 
Caldwell Street were requested.  

Jim McGrath, Weymouth Assistant Town Engineer discussed the construction and 
maintenance issues involved in the project.  The stretch of Fort Point Road from Bacon Road 
to Parnell Street is a private way providing access for 12 homes.  All but four of the homes 
show property boundary extending up to the end of the roadway, but four of the houses 
shown property boundary extending over the roadway and seawall onto the beach.  For the 
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homes located along this stretch of Fort Point Road, two types of access agreements will be 
needed.  A temporary access agreement for construction will be needed for all 12 of the 
homes, and for the 4 homes at the end of the road, a permanent easement will be needed, 
both for construction and long-term maintenance. Jim offered to discuss the easements with 
any of the homeowners at the end of the meeting. 

The presentation wrapped up with a discussion of the next phase of the project, permitting 
and final design. An FY20 MVP action grant was targeted to fund this next phase of the work.  
Once all of the permits were in hand, there were a few options to pursue construction funding 
in FY21. 

After the slide presentation, a serios of video renderings of the wall options were shown to 
the audience.  The rendering started at River Street and proceeded along the road to the end 
of Parnell.  The main difference between the renderings were the wall heights. 

Chip Fontaine closed the hearing with an informal vote from the audience on which alternate 
was preferred.  A loud majority of the audience favored option 1A.  Individual residents 
engaged in follow-up questions with the Town and speakers for an additional 45 minutes while 
enjoying refreshments.  The neighborhood expressed much appreciation that the project is 
moving forward, after years of perceived inaction under the prior consultant. 



 

APPENDIX D 
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Prepared By:

ITEM # EST.QTY DESCRIPTION Unit Price Total Price Assumptions/Notes
1 1 Erosion & turbidity controls, install, maintain, remove

LS $5,000 $5,000 Allowance
2 1 Traffic Control, contractor

LS $20,000 $20,000 Allowance

3 1 Uniformed Traffic Police
LS $10,000 $10,000 Allowance

4 335 Existing Seawall Unit Removal
All seawall units removed, each seawall unit 7 LF (2348 

lf total)
EA $250 $83,750

5 47 Excavation incl. revetment stone  50 LF per day, 2348 LF total
Days $5,000 $235,000

6 2348 New Concrete Seawall, Elev. 12' NAVD88
LF $1,612 $3,784,917

7 2400 Backfill armor stone
ton $65 $156,000 assumes some reuse existing

8 3 Solid Concrete Stairways
EA $30,000 $90,000

9 180 Processed Gravel Borrow 3 foot offset from back of sewall
CY $65 $11,700 8" of gravel

10 2348 Remove and Reuse Coastal Revetment Stone
LF $150 $105,660

11 3 Wood Stairs Wood stairs including helical anchors 
EA $12,000 $36,000

12 8 Calcium Chloride for Dust Control
TON $1,200 $9,600

13 13 60-inch Precast Concrete Manholes Price estimated from local precast concrete
EA $5,500 $71,500 structure company estimates

14 23 48-inch Precast Concrete Manholes Price estimated from local precast concrete
EA $4,000 $92,000 structure company estimates

15 26 Manhole Frame & Cover/ Grate
EA $1,400 $36,400

16 2 30- inch Flex Valve
EA $6,000 $12,000

17 193 20" CPP Storm Drain Pipe Price estimated form MADot weighted bid prices
LF $120 $23,160

18 499 30-inch CPP Storm Drain Pipe Price estimated form MADot weighted bid prices
LF $160 $79,840

19 454 24-inch CPP storm Drain Pipe Price estimated form MADot weighted bid prices
LF $120 $54,480

20 352 15- inch CPP Storm Pipe Price estimated form MADot weighted bid prices
LF $80 $28,160

21 2 24- inch Flex Valve Price estimated based on Emergency Contract 
EA $5,500 $11,000

22 332 18- inch CPP Storm drain Pipe Price estimated form MADot weighted bid prices
LF $87 $28,884

23 1 18- inch Flex Valve Price estimated based on Emergency Contract 
EA $5,000 $5,000

24 79 10- inch CPP Storm Drain Pipe Price estimated form MADot weighted bid prices
LF $75 $5,925

25 1 15- inch Flex Valve
EA $4,000 $4,000

26 183 12- inch CPP Storm Drain Pipe Price estimated form MADot weighted bid prices
LF $80 $14,640

27 800 Fine Grade Compaction
SY $10 $8,000

28 3 Outfall Penetration & Encasements
EA $25,000 $75,000 Allowance

29 1600 Non-woven Geotextile Fabric (Geotech 801) Area calculated by 6 foot offset multiplied 
SY $6 $9,600 by length of seawall being replaced

30 1 Vibration Monitoring 2 houses
LS $35,000 $35,000

31 1 Hot Mix Asphalt Price estimated form MADot weighted bid prices
LS $170,000 $170,000 Allowance

32 1 As built survey
LS $16,000 $16,000

SUBTOTAL BID PRICE: $5,328,216
Contingency (20%): $1,065,643

General Conditions (15%): $159,846
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL: $6,553,705

Bid Phase Eng. $6,000
Engineering Services During Construction  / Observation $490,600

TOTAL OPCC $7,050,305
DISCLAIMER:
This is an engineer's Opinion of probable Construction Cost (OPCC).  Tighe & Bond has no control over the cost or availability of labor, equipment or materials, or over market conditions or the 
Contractor's method of pricing, and that the estimates of probable construction costs are made on the basis of the Tighe & Bond's professional judgment and experience. Tighe & Bond makes no 
guarantee nor warranty, expressed or implied, that the bids or the negotiated cost of the Work will not vary from this estimate of the Probable Construction Cost.

Selected areas of revetment to be reset 

3 foot offset from back of seawall 

New public access solid core stairs, concrete

Coated steel sheet pile seawall encased in concrete

Opinion of Probable Cost
Town of Weymouth, Massachusetts

 Fort Point Seawall Replacement

May 2019

GCB
Draft



MEMORANDUM Tighe&Bond 

 

Identification and Assessment of Permits Needed for 
Coastal Infrastructure Improvements in the Fort Point Area 

TO: Andrew “Chip” Fontaine, PE, Town Engineer  

 Jim McGrath, PLS, Assistant Town Engineer  

FROM: Gabrielle Belfit, CFM, Amanda Houle, PWS, CERP, Tighe & Bond 

THROUGH: Duncan Mellor, PE, Tighe & Bond 

 David Murphy, PE, Tighe & Bond 

DATE: June 4, 2019 

 

This memorandum presents an overview and assessment of permitting and regulatory 
review needs for the Fort Point coastal infrastructure project proposed to address coastal 
flooding in Weymouth as part of the Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness Program (MVP) 
grant for the Fort Point Road Coastal Infrastructure Resilience Project. The Town of 
Weymouth proposes to improve approximately 2,348 linear feet of the Fort Point Road 
seawall and rock revetment and associated stormwater drainage systems. The 75% design 
for these improvements will be completed as part of the FY18 MVP Action Grant. This 
memorandum describes the permits and other regulatory review processes that will likely be 
required to authorize the improvements to the coastal infrastructure, including applicability, 
permit timelines, and studies needed to support permit applications. Potential opportunities 
to optimize the cost and effort to file the required project permits is discussed. This 
memorandum can be considered a preliminary permitting evaluation. Once projects move 
into final design, permits and review processes will be further evaluated to confirm 
requirements based on the preferred design and associated impacts. 

1. Overview of Project 
Coastal infrastructure in the Fort Point Road neighborhood protects some of the most 
vulnerable areas in Weymouth from coastal flooding and proves to be inadequate protection 
to maintain safe conditions during major coastal storms. The Town of Weymouth is 
proposing to redesign the seawall in the Fort Point area to provide a resilient, holistic 
system capable of functioning properly over the 50-year life of the new infrastructure.  This 
holistic and resilient design approach will take into account projected climate change 
impacts, sea level rise, and increased frequency and severity of coastal storms. 

The project area is densely populated by single-family homes bordered by coastal 
infrastructure (seawall, rock revetment, and drainage structures) located along the following 
coastal roadways in North Weymouth generally adjacent to the upper Fore River: Fort Point 
Road, Birch Road, Bacon Road, Harlem Road, Wolcott Street, Sawtelle Street, Parnell Street, 
Caldwell Street, and Mayflower Avenue.  
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The Fort Point Road seawall and associated revetment are proposed to be redesigned and 
reconstructed to better respond to projected climate change impacts over the life of the 
infrastructure. The proposed seawall would be reconstructed as a concrete encased sheet 
pile wall and will be raised approximately 2 feet to an elevation of 12’ NAVD88 (Figure 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Proposed Seawall Design 
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The proposed project also includes public access stairways in three locations. The design of 
the concrete and timber stairways wraps around the top of the seawall and drops down over 
the revetment with helical anchor pilings to support the foot of the open timber stairway 
(Figure 2).  The suggested locations for stairs include a stairway at the end of Sawtell Road, 
Bacon Road, and the north end of Caldwell Street.  

   

 

 

  

Figure 2: Proposed Stairway Design 
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2. Overview of Permits Assessed 
Tighe & Bond evaluated local, state, and federal permits and regulatory review processes 
that may be required to implement the coastal infrastructure improvements in the Fort Point 
area. The proposed project area is situated within jurisdictional wetland resource areas 
(e.g., Coastal Bank, Coastal Beach, and Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage). As part of 
this evaluation, we reviewed the following permitting programs for applicability to the 
proposed seawall and drainage repairs: 

• Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) Environmental Notification Form 
(ENF)  

• Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Notice of Intent (NOI) 

• United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Pre-Construction Notification (PCN) 
under the Massachusetts General Permit (Section 10) 

• Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) Section 401 
Water Quality Certification  

• MGL Chapter 91, The Massachusetts Public Waterfront Act - Waterways License 

• Historical Review and Notification - Massachusetts Historical Commission, 
Massachusetts Bureau of Underwater Archaeological Resources, and pertinent Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officers 

• Division of Marine Fisheries (DMF) Consultation 

• Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Permits 

• Zoning permits  

• Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management Federal Consistency Review 

This list will be refined as the 75% design is revised and finalized, and once resource area 
impacts are quantified. The permitting required will ultimately depend on the overall 
magnitude of the necessary repairs and construction methodology, which will not be known 
until the selected alternative is reviewed by the necessary regulatory agencies for comment. 
Once comments from these agencies are received, the extent of permitting can and will be 
determined. Additionally, work that takes place within the footprint of the original seawall 
may be exempt from one or more permitting agencies if it is considered a maintenance or 
replacement project. 

The following section provides more detail on the permits reviewed, including preparation 
time and permit timelines, fees, and relevant references.  
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2.1 State and Local Permits and Other Required Reviews 
 

2.1.1 Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) Review 1 
The MEPA review process provides for coordinated state agency and public review of 
projects that meet certain review thresholds defined at 301 CMR 11.03 and that require a 
State Agency Action (e.g., Permit, Financial Assistance, or a Land Transfer). Through the 
MEPA process, relevant state agencies are required to identify any aspects of the proposed 
project that require additional analysis or mitigation prior to completion of the agency 
action. Single and complete projects must be considered for MEPA review; division of a 
project into elements for separate MEPA review is defined as segmentation and is not 
allowable. Due to the nature of the proposed project, it is anticipated that an ENF will be 
required based on one or more wetlands thresholds.   

The seawall repairs will likely require state approval (i.e., Agency Action) which, in this case, 
would be a Chapter 91 Waterways License for the seawall and is anticipated to receive 
Financial Assistance (MVP Action Grant funding). The proposed project is likely to trigger 
one or more review thresholds related to wetlands, including impacts to Coastal Bank and 
new fill or structure in a velocity zone. These triggers are review thresholds for an 
Environmental Notification Form (ENF) and additional MEPA review if the Secretary so 
requires.  

Based on current assumptions related to the project impacts, the project is not expected 
trigger a mandatory Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The ENF will need to describe the 
project, its alternatives, and proposed mitigation measures. It will also need to describe 
how the project will comply with the performance standards of any required state permits. 
The ENF should also discuss compliance with CZM’s Federal Consistency Standards. 

The ENF will need to be produced and distributed in accordance with the MEPA circulation 
requirements. The Town’s consultant will need to coordinate and attend a MEPA public site 
meeting for the project and respond to any comments or questions from MEPA, other 
regulatory officials, and/or the public. Upon issuance of a MEPA Certificate, the Certificate is 
valid for a period of five years.  

Generally, an ENF takes up to two months to prepare and the MEPA review process takes on 
average two months, without extensions.  EIRs are additional work and can take as much as 
six months to prepare.  There is no application fee, but several regulatory agencies are 
required to receive copies of the submittals. 

2.1.2 Notice of Intent  
A Notice of Intent (NOI) will be required for the proposed seawall repairs within 
jurisdictional resource areas in accordance with the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act 
(WPA) M.G.L. Chapter 131 Section 40 and implementing regulations (310 CMR 10.00), 
along with the Weymouth Wetlands Protection Ordinance. Work associated with the project 

                                           

 

 

1 http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/mepa/  

http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/mepa/
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is expected to occur within Coastal Bank, Coastal Beach, Land Subject to Coastal Storm 
Flowage, and the 100-foot Buffer Zone, at a minimum.   

Accordingly, the Town’s consultant will prepare and submit an NOI concurrently to the 
Conservation Commission and MassDEP. The NOI will also need to be submitted to the MA 
Division of Marine Fisheries (DMF), as the work involves work below the mean high water 
line in coastal waters. The NOI should demonstrate how the proposed work meets, to the 
extent feasible, the performance standards established for each resource area where work is 
proposed. The NOI application will need to include the following: 

• The appropriate permit application forms; 

• Project narrative including construction sequence; 

• Resource maps (e.g., USGS, floodplain, tax map); 

• Site photographs 

• Site plans and drawings depicting the existing conditions and the proposed activities 

• MassDEP Stormwater Checklist and Drainage Report 

• Request for certified list of abutters and abutter notification 

• Alternatives analysis 

• Attendance at one site walk with the Conservation Commission 

• Attendance at two public hearings with the Conservation Commission 

After an Order of Conditions (OOC) is received from the Conservation Commission, the OCC 
will need to be recorded at the Norfolk County Registry of Deeds. Following the completion 
of construction activities, the Town’s consultant will need to develop a Request for 
Certificate of Compliance to close out the project. 

Typically, it takes a minimum of one month to prepare the NOI and then another three 
months to obtain the Order of Conditions from the date of submittal, given the anticipated 
number of hearings, OOC issuance turnaround, and appeal period. The timeframe can be 
less, depending on the complexity of the project.  For Town projects, the fee is waived.  The 
Order of Conditions is for three years and may be extended for an additional three years 
upon formal request to the Commission. 

2.1.3 Army Corps of Engineers Review (Section 10) 2 
The New England District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulates activities 
subject to Corps jurisdiction in Waters of the U.S. within the boundaries of, and off the coast 
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts through a permitting and review process pursuant 
to the Massachusetts General Permit. The proposed project is subject to jurisdiction under 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 due to potential work within tidal waters of 
the United States. Temporary and permanent impacts to Waters of the United States in 
excess of 5,000 square feet but less than one acre, and which do not impact special aquatic 
sites, or which otherwise do not meet Self-Verification review thresholds, are subject to 

                                           

 

 

2 http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/StateGeneralPermits/MassachusettsGeneralPermit.aspx  

http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/StateGeneralPermits/MassachusettsGeneralPermit.aspx
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review under a Pre-Construction Notification (PCN) under the Massachusetts General Permit 
(MA GP). For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that the project will trigger a 
PCN. A PCN application will need to be developed that includes the appropriate application 
forms, a detailed narrative describing the project, site photographs, site plans and details, 
resource maps and any other required information.  

There is no application fee for this review process. The PCN review period takes on average 
three to four months upon the date of submittal of a complete application. Coordination with 
the Corps will be required following the PCN submittal to respond to comments and provide 
any additional information requested by the Corps or other federal agencies participating in 
the project review.   

2.1.4 Massachusetts 401 Water Quality Certification 3 
The Water Quality Certification regulations implement Section 401 of the federal Clean 
Water Act (CWA) in Massachusetts by establishing permitting requirements to ensure that 
dredging projects, or proposed discharges of dredged or fill material, protect the public 
health and the Commonwealth's water resources.  

A Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) is triggered by the filing of a federal 
permit.  If the project results in a loss of 5,000 square feet cumulatively of Bordering or 
Isolated Vegetated Wetlands and Land under Water, the amount of any proposed dredging 
is greater than 100 cubic yards, or if any of the other thresholds listed in 314 CMR 9.04 are 
met. This project is not anticipated to exceed these thresholds. Driving the sheet pile only 
required moving stones along the sheet pile alignment so there would be no disturbance 
below the regulated area.  Work proposed around the outfalls will not likely trigger the 401 
WQC threshold.  

 

2.1.5 MGL Chapter 91, The Massachusetts Public Waterfront Act4 
The Commonwealth's primary tool for protection and promotion of public use of its tidelands 
and other waterways is Massachusetts General Law Chapter 91, the waterways licensing 
program.   

Based on recent correspondence with MassDEP, there is no existing Chapter 91 license for 
the seawall. Public works projects which were completed before 1984 did not require the 
filing on a Chapter 91 license. Generally, maintenance and minor repair work within the 
footprint of the original fill does not require the filing of a new license.  Repair work that 
extends beyond the original footprint of existing fill requires the filing of a Chapter 91 
license. It may be possible to pursue a Chapter 91 Minor Modification for an existing 
unauthorized public works project. The Town’s consultant may prepare and submit a 
request for a Minor Modification to the Waterways staff at MassDEP.  Pending review of the 
modification request and following consultation with MassDEP Waterways staff, the Town’s 
consultant may need to develop a Chapter 91 license application and project plans in the 
                                           

 

 

3http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/water/regulations/314-cmr-9-00-401-water-quality-
certifications.html 
4http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/water/watersheds/chapter-91-the-massachusetts-public-waterfront-
act.html 

http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/water/regulations/314-cmr-9-00-401-water-quality-certifications.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/water/regulations/314-cmr-9-00-401-water-quality-certifications.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/water/watersheds/chapter-91-the-massachusetts-public-waterfront-act.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/water/watersheds/chapter-91-the-massachusetts-public-waterfront-act.html
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required License format for submittal to MassDEP should the Minor Modification be 
determined insufficient to authorize the work.  If a license is required, the Town’s consultant 
will also need to notify abutters and provide copies of the filings in accordance with 
MassDEP’s distribution requirements. Comments from MassDEP during the review process 
will need to be addressed and the License and License plans will be recorded at the Registry 
of Deeds upon authorization.  

Time periods are established in MassDEP’s regulations (310 CMR 9.00), but on an average, 
the estimated timeframe for this process is one year. The ENF filing must occur before filing 
an application for a Chapter 91 License. Following application, the process includes 
determining water dependency, public notice period (15 to 30 days), public hearing (if 
requested), written determination, appeal period, file completion, and recording the license.  
A Request for Certificate of Compliance must be submitted within 60 days of the completion 
of construction.  Application fees are waived for municipal applicants. 

2.1.6 Massachusetts Historical Review 5 
Any new construction projects or renovations to existing structures that require funding, 
licenses, or permits from any state or federal governmental agencies must be reviewed by 
the State Historic Preservation Officers, including the Massachusetts Historical Commission, 
(MHC) and the Massachusetts Bureau of Underwater Archaeological Resources (BUAR), as 
well as pertinent Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs) for impacts to historic and 
archaeological properties in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 and 950 CMR 71. The purpose of this review is to ensure that 
projects minimize or mitigate adverse effects to properties listed in the National and/or 
State Register of Historic Places.  A copy of the MEPA ENF will need to be provided to these 
agencies to initiate historical review and a copy of the Corps’ SHPO/THPO Notification Form 
will be completed and circulated during the PCN application process to initiate Section 106 
review.  There is no application fee for this process. 

2.1.7 Division of Marine Fisheries (DMF) Consultation 
The project site is located within a coastal water and is also adjacent to Land Containing 
Shellfish. Therefore, the Town will need to coordinate with DMF during project design and 
permitting to identify ways to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to fishery and shellfish 
resources. Although MA DMF participates in the MEPA review process and the NOI review, 
advance consultation with this agency is recommended for coastal projects of this nature.  

2.1.8 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit  
Construction activities that result in the disturbance of one or more acres of land are 
required to obtain coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Construction General Permit (CGP). Prior to construction, a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
must be submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be developed for the project. Based on the 

                                           

 

 

5 http://www.sec.state.ma.us/mhc/mhcrevcom/revcomidx.htm  

http://www.sec.state.ma.us/mhc/mhcrevcom/revcomidx.htm
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preliminary design, we do not anticipate this project will disturb one or more acres of land 
and therefore coverage under the EPA NPDES CGP is not applicable. 

Stormwater discharges from land owned or operated by the Town of Weymouth are 
regulated by EPA’s NPDES Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) General 
Permit.  Construction of a new outfall is allowed by this permit assuming minimum control 
measures are met and enhanced BMPs are undertaken to protect already impaired 
waterbodies.  However, because this permit is co-issued by the MassDEP, an 
antidegradation review for new outfalls is required for compliance with 314 CMR 4.04.   
Official guidance has not yet been published by MassDEP; Tighe & Bond is working to obtain 
confirmation on this process from MassDEP.  Any requirement for enhanced BMP’s will be 
addressed in the final design phase. 

 

2.1.8  Zoning Permits 

The Town of Weymouth has several local zoning, permitting and review processes. Based on 
our review of the Town of Weymouth zoning regulations, it is assumed that Site Plan Review 
or a Special Permit are not required for this project. 

2.1.9 Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management Review  
The proposed projects may be subject to Federal Consistency Review by the Massachusetts 
Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) pursuant to 301 CMR 21.07(3), as they require a 
federal license or permit and are located within the Massachusetts Coastal Zone (as defined 
by 301 CMR 21.00). Typically, CZM will not require a stand-alone Federal Consistency 
Determination and CZM’s review will be limited to providing comments to other agencies 
during the permitting processes.  

3. Recommendations to Reduce Permitting Costs and Effort 
Given the number of permits required, lengthy review timelines associated with each, and 
level of effort required to prepare each submittal, Tighe & Bond makes the following 
recommendations for permit application sequencing.   

It is recommended that the MEPA process be initiated and completed prior to preparation 
and submittal of other permit applications. We have found additional information is required 
during MEPA review at the request of permitting agencies (that will also need to be 
incorporated into permit applications) and that minor design changes may also result over 
the course of the public comment process. Identifying information, design, or narrative 
deficiencies during the MEPA process allows for a more efficient permitting process, as this 
information may then be incorporated into permit applications and narratives at the outset, 
rather than at the request of the agency reviewer at some point during the review timeline, 
which could further stall the project.   

During or before the MEPA process, it may be beneficial to commence the Minor Modification 
Request process with MassDEP Waterways. MassDEP is allowed 30 calendar days for 
response to the modification request.  Denial or approval of the Minor Modification would 
inform the need to prepare and submit an application for a Chapter 91 Waterways License.   

Given the extended review timelines required for both the Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification and the Chapter 91 License (if License is required), it is recommended 
applications for these authorizations are submitted following the conclusion of the MEPA 
process.  MassDEP offers a Joint 401/91 application process, allowing the applications to 
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utilize the same public notice and comment period and provides other minor efficiencies in 
review that would otherwise not be provided were they submitted separately. Should a 
Chapter 91 License not be required, the Section 401 WQC will be submitted as a standalone 
application to MassDEP. 

We also recommend that the NOI be submitted shortly after the 401 WQC and Chapter 91 
applications, to secure an OOC for the work, as the OOC is required by MassDEP to 
complete both the 401 WQC and Chapter 91 processes. We then suggest submitting the 
PCN on or around the time of the NOI submittal.  Submitting all permit applications over the 
course of three to four weeks commences a concurrent review from all regulatory 
authorities and provides more efficiency than a staggered review.   

 

 
j:\w\w2176 weymouth\005 fort point road seawall mvp\phase 2 -permitting\6.3.2019 permitting memo_weymouth- final draft.docx 



 

 www.tighebond.com 

 


	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	SU MMARY OF THE PLANNING AND DESIGN PROCESS
	PUBLIC OUTREACH
	ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT
	Alternatives analysis
	PERMIT LEVEL DESIGN PLANS
	TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROVIDED BY PROJECT PARTNERS

	Cover - Final.pdf
	Weymouth Department of Public Works
	Weymouth, MA

	Appendix A.pdf
	appendix a

	Appendix B.pdf
	appendix b

	Appendix C.pdf
	appendix c

	Appendix D.pdf
	appendix D

	Final Weymouth MVP Summary Report Text.pdf
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	SU MMARY OF THE PLANNING AND DESIGN PROCESS
	PUBLIC OUTREACH
	ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT
	Alternatives analysis
	PERMIT LEVEL DESIGN PLANS
	TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROVIDED BY PROJECT PARTNERS


	Fort Point Road Seawall Repairs Access Memo 1.10.19.pdf
	1. Summary of Deeds Research
	1.1 Methodology
	1.2 Results

	2 Property Access Options
	2.1 Ownership Summary and Issues
	2.2 Temporary Access: Right of Entry Agreement
	2.3 Permanent Access: Options
	2.3.1 Road Taking
	A road taking procedure may be followed to allow unaccepted private ways accepted as public ways. This type of land taking does not require providing compensation to abutters. A road taking would address the access issues for construction, maintenance...
	2.3.2 Permanent Easement
	2.3.3 License Agreement


	3 Recommendations
	Appendix A.pdf
	appendix a

	Appendix B.pdf
	appendix b

	Appendix C.pdf
	appendix c

	Appendix D.pdf
	appendix D

	Fort Point Road Seawall Repairs Access Memo.pdf
	1. Summary of Deeds Research
	1.1 Methodology
	1.2 Results

	2 Property Access Options
	2.1 Ownership Summary and Issues
	2.2 Temporary Access: Right of Entry Agreement
	2.3 Permanent Access: Options
	2.3.1 Road Taking
	A road taking procedure may be followed to allow unaccepted private ways accepted as public ways. This type of land taking does not require providing compensation to abutters. A road taking would address the access issues for construction, maintenance...
	2.3.2 Permanent Easement
	2.3.3 License Agreement


	3 Recommendations

	Fort Point Road Seawall Repairs Access Memo.pdf
	1. Summary of Deeds Research
	1.1 Methodology
	1.2 Results

	2 Property Access Options
	2.1 Ownership Summary and Issues
	2.2 Temporary Access: Right of Entry Agreement
	2.3 Permanent Access: Options
	2.3.1 Road Taking
	A road taking procedure may be followed to allow unaccepted private ways accepted as public ways. This type of land taking does not require providing compensation to abutters. A road taking would address the access issues for construction, maintenance...
	2.3.2 Permanent Easement
	2.3.3 License Agreement


	3 Recommendations

	Fort Point Road Seawall Repairs Access Memo.pdf
	1. Summary of Deeds Research
	1.1 Methodology
	1.2 Results

	2 Property Access Options
	2.1 Ownership Summary and Issues
	2.2 Temporary Access: Right of Entry Agreement
	2.3 Permanent Access: Options
	2.3.1 Road Taking
	A road taking procedure may be followed to allow unaccepted private ways accepted as public ways. This type of land taking does not require providing compensation to abutters. A road taking would address the access issues for construction, maintenance...
	2.3.2 Permanent Easement
	2.3.3 License Agreement


	3 Recommendations


	ROE Fort Point Road (002).pdf
	Town of Weymouth,
	Massachusetts

	Boring Logs- Weymouth Fort Point Rd.pdf
	Boring Log B-1A.pdf
	B-1

	Boring Log B-1B.pdf
	B-1
	B-1(2)

	Boring Log B-2.pdf
	B-1
	B-1(2)

	Boring Log B-3.pdf
	B-1


	Public Meeting Notice 2019-03-21.pdf
	Town of Weymouth
	Department of Public Works

	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN-20190607.pdf
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN G000
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN G001
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN V101
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN V102
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN V103
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN V104
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN V105
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN V106
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN C101
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN C102
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN C103
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN C104
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN C105
	W-2176-005_WF-DSGN C106
	W-2176-005_WF-DTLS C501
	W-2176-005_WF-DTLS C502

	Final  OPCC_20190606.pdf
	OPCC

	6.3.2019 Permitting Memo_Weymouth- Final 6.4.19.pdf
	2.1 State and Local Permits and Other Required Reviews

	Final Weymouth MVP Summary Report Text.pdf
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	SU MMARY OF THE PLANNING AND DESIGN PROCESS
	PUBLIC OUTREACH
	ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT
	Alternatives analysis
	PERMIT LEVEL DESIGN PLANS
	TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROVIDED BY PROJECT PARTNERS





