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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Blackburn & Union Privileges Superfund Site (B&U Site) includes 22 acres of land and 
water in Walpole, Massachusetts. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts (Commonwealth) and 
the Department of the Interior (DOI) jointly received a monetary settlement totaling $700,000 as 
damages to be expended for natural resource restoration to compensate the public for injuries to 
natural resources caused by the release of hazardous substances into the environment from the 
B&U Site.  Additionally, the Commonwealth received $300,000 for injuries specifically to 
groundwater resources resulting from the release of hazardous substances from the B&U Site. 
 
The Commonwealth, represented by the Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and 
Environmental Affairs (EEA) and DOI, represented by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, are 
responsible for using these settlement funds to implement restoration projects that will restore, 
replace, rehabilitate or acquire equivalent natural resources or services to those that were injured.   
 
The two agencies are considering three alternatives for using the joint $700,000 settlement.  All 
three alternatives are evaluated in this document: 
 

Alternative 1  
( preferred) 

 
Tier 1: Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration Initiative 
 
Tier 1: Memorial Pond Wetland Restoration & Enhancement 
 
Tier 2: Sharon Great Cedar Swamp Hydrologic Modeling 
 
Tier 2: Land Conservation 
 

Alternative 2  Daylighting the Neponset River on the B&U Site 

Alternative 3  No Action – do not implement any restoration projects  

 
Alternative 1 (preferred) is the alternative that the two agencies are proposing to implement for 
this portion of the settlement. 
 
Regarding the $300,000 State-only groundwater settlement, the Commonwealth proposes to 
select restoration projects through a competitive grant process.  The proposed grant process 
would focus on projects that benefit groundwater recharge, help to reduce groundwater demand 
and support integrated management of drinking water supplies and wastewater treatment. 
  
This Draft Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment is open for public comment until 
Friday, June 8, 2018.  Copies of the plan can be downloaded at https://www.mass.gov/service-
details/natural-resource-damages-program-restoration-funds-massdep, 
https://www.fws.gov/newengland or requested by mail at the address below.  
 
Comments can be submitted via e-mail or by mail to Karen Pelto at: 

E-mail:  Karen.Pelto@state. ma.us 
Address:  MassDEP NRD Program, One Winter Street, 6th Floor, Boston, MA 02108. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The B&U Site includes 22 acres of land and water in Walpole, Massachusetts. The B&U Site 
consists of the B&U property and any other place or area where hazardous substances migrating 
from the B&U property have come to be located.   The contamination extends from east of South 
Street in a downstream direction along both sides of the Neponset River to Lewis Pond at West 
Street. The operations of various industrial facilities dating back to the 19th century contaminated 
the soil, groundwater, surface water and sediment with arsenic, lead and other hazardous 
substances, impacting fish, wildlife and their habitats. 
 
The Commonwealth and DOI jointly received a monetary settlement totaling $700,000 as 
damages to be expended for natural resource restoration to compensate the public for injuries to 
natural resources caused by the release of hazardous substances into the environment from the 
B&U Site.  Additionally, the Commonwealth received $300,000 for injuries specifically to 
groundwater resources resulting from the release of hazardous substances from the B&U Site.   
 
The Commonwealth and DOI negotiated these settlements under the authorities of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA or 
Superfund Law), CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9607(f) and the Massachusetts Oil and Hazardous 
Materials Release Prevention & Response Act, M.G.L. Chapter 21E, as amended.  The 
Superfund Law authorizes Natural Resource Trustees (federal agencies, states and American 
Indian tribes) to act on behalf of the public to assess and seek compensation for natural resources 
that are injured by the release of hazardous substances into the environment.  The Natural 
Resource Trustees (Trustees) for the B&U Site are the Secretary of the Interior, represented by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the Secretary of EEA.  Within EEA, the 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) administers the Natural 
Resource Damages (NRD) Program.  Within the Service, the New England Field Office 
administers the NRD program for all six New England states. 
 
Natural Resource Trustee Representative Agency Trustee Representative 

 
Secretary of Energy and 
Environmental Affairs 
 

Department of Environmental 
Protection 

Karen Pelto (Primary) 
Gerard Martin (Alternate) 

Secretary of the Interior 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Region 5  

Molly Sperduto (Primary) 
Lauren Bennett (Alternate) 
 

 
The Superfund Law requires that natural resource damage settlements must be used to restore, 
replace, rehabilitate or acquire equivalent natural resources or services to those that were 
injured, in accordance with a restoration plan developed by the designated Trustees. Thus, the 
B&U Site settlement must be used to develop and implement a restoration plan (this document) 
that identifies projects that will specifically restore ecologically impacted resources (stream, 
floodplain and wetland habitats, along with the species that rely upon these habitats), as well as 
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groundwater resources. These funds cannot be used to conduct or support otherwise meritorious 
potential projects addressing unrelated injuries or concern, or remediation efforts at the B&U 
Site, or to compensate other parties who may have been negatively impacted by the B&U Site. 
 
EEA and the Service, acting in their capacity as Trustees on behalf of the public, prepared this 
Draft Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment that: 
 

 identifies the injuries to be restored through this effort; 
 explains why proposed projects were selected and what alternative projects were 

considered; 
 proposes specific natural resource restoration projects that will compensate the public for 

the natural resource injuries caused by releases of hazardous substances from the B&U 
Site; 

 ensures that restoration project selection and implementation comply with Federal, State 
and local environmental laws and policies; and   

 involves the public in the restoration planning process.   
 

Chapter 1 provides background on the B&U Site and natural resource damage settlements; 
describes the wide range of restoration project ideas that the Trustees received and explored; and 
describes the criteria Trustees used to evaluate potential restoration projects. 
 
Chapter 2 describes the three restoration alternatives that the Trustees are considering for the 
joint $700,000 settlement and presents the Trustees’ preferred restoration alternative, which 
includes several restoration projects.  The Trustees’ preferred restoration alternative is a suite of 
Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects, with Tier 1 projects being the Trustees’ highest priorities.  Tier 2 
proposed projects would be implemented should the Tier 1 projects come in under budget or 
become infeasible due to unforeseen circumstances.  
 
Chapter 3 further analyzes and explores the potential ecological, socioeconomic and 
historic/cultural effects of both the preferred and non-preferred restoration project alternatives. 
This chapter is the primary vehicle through which the Service and EEA are ensuring that the 
Draft Restoration Plan and the projects proposed therein comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). After the Final Restoration Plan is completed, individual 
restoration projects may be determined to exceed thresholds established under the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), triggering a MEPA review process. For some of the specific 
restoration projects proposed, additional consultation, compliance and permitting under laws 
such as the Endangered Species Act, the Clean Water Act and the National Historic Preservation 
Act may be required once specific project engineering and design plans are developed.  
Explanation for how projects will comply with these and other laws can be found in Table 2.  
 
Chapter 4 describes the Grant Announcement and Application process through which EEA will 
solicit and evaluate specific groundwater restoration proposals.  
  
Chapter 5 summarizes the Trustees’ proposal for how they intend to use both the joint and State-
only natural resource damage settlements for the B&U Site.  
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Commenting on this document and participating in public meetings are the primary ways that 
stakeholders and the public can be involved in the restoration planning process.   

 
Comments on this document will be accepted until Friday, June 8, 2018 and can be 
submitted via e-mail or mail to Karen Pelto (see page 1 for contact information). 
 

1.1 History of the Site 
The B&U Site has a long history of use as an industrial area; manufacturing activities and/or 
industrial operations have occurred at this location since the 17th century when this section of the 
Neponset River was divided into different water privilege areas.  The Blackburn Privilege side 
(east of South Street) used electrical power generated from the Lower Blackburn Dam to produce 
machinery, cotton, yarn, batting and lamp wicking.  The Union Factory Privilege side (west of 
South Street) was the location of a tannery and buildings for the production of various goods 
(e.g., snuff, iron, nails, cotton, and wool).  In 1915, Standard Woven Fabric used the mill 
building located on the B&U Site to manufacture asbestos brake linings. In 1937, the Kendall 
Company began using the mill building for the production of cotton and fabric.  Wastewater 
from the Kendall Company’s manufacturing operation was initially deposited in one of two on-
site settling lagoons and was subsequently discharged into the Walpole sanitary sewer system.  
One of the lagoons was not used after 1982; the other lagoon received deposits of non-contact 
cooling water until 1985.  
 
As a result of industrial operations at the B&U Site, a variety of contaminants were released into 
the environment. The manufacturing of brake pads and linings resulted in the release of asbestos, 
while various manufacturing activities contributed to the release of a number of metals and 
organic chemicals at the B&U Site.  Remedial actions at the B&U Site began in 1988 with the 
closure and removal of above-ground and underground storage tanks.   
 

 
Map of the B&U Site (Environmental Protection Agency). 
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In 1992, Shaffer Realty Nominee Trust, BIM Investment Trust, and W. R. Grace & Company-
Connecticut excavated and consolidated the asbestos-contaminated soils under a 30-inch soil 
cover.  To protect the cap, a fence was built around the area. In addition, a 400-foot section of 
the Neponset River, just west of South Street, was enclosed in a culvert.  Various additional 
remedial activities (e.g., removal of asbestos-containing soils, construction of access roads and 
sewer line relocation) caused temporary and permanent impacts to palustrine and emergent 
wetlands.  An estimated 0.49-acre of temporary impacts was mitigated through in-place 
restoration and an estimated 0.25-acre of permanent impacts was mitigated by the creation of a 
0.3-acre palustrine shrub swamp and emergent marsh adjacent to the Neponset River.   
 
In 1994, the B&U Site was listed on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 
National Priorities List, and by 1999, W. R. Grace and the Kendall Company had agreed to 
perform the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study.  Sampling of soils, groundwater, surface 
water, and sediments began in the spring of 2001 and was completed in the fall of 2003, although 
additional data were later collected and incorporated into an Addendum to the 2007 Remedial 
Investigation Report.  By 2008, a cleanup plan had been proposed, and a Record of Decision for 
the B&U Site was signed in September 2008.  The selected remedy included treatment of 
contaminated groundwater that discharged into surface water, and excavation of contaminated 
soil and sediment from several areas, including the Neponset River, Former Mill Tailrace, Lewis 
Pond, a section east of South Street and from Settling Basin No. 2 Containment Cell, if deemed 
necessary.  The selected remedy also included the establishment of a “compliance boundary” 
around portions of the B&U Site where groundwater contamination had been detected and 
restrictions were placed on its use. 
 
A number of activities have occurred on and near the site recently:  
  

 the former mill building on the west side of South Street was demolished; 
 soil was removed from the property east of South Street due to metals, organics, and 

asbestos contamination; 
 a short-term response action was performed whereby soil was removed from a residential 

lot due to lead contamination; 
 buildings and associated slabs were removed from the east of South Street; 
 additional soil was removed from the property east of South Street from below the former 

buildings; 
 the west side of South Street was redeveloped to include a parking lot for the future 

police station and senior center to be built by the Town on the east of South Street; soil 
contaminated with asbestos was either removed from the site or remains with appropriate 
cover materials; 

 a groundwater treatment plant was constructed on the west of South Street; and 
 sediments were removed from the former mill tailrace due to asbestos contamination. 

 
These actions are planned for the near future: 
 

 a groundwater collection trench will be constructed in 2018 to intercept high pH 
groundwater before it discharges into the former mill tailrace; and 
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 sediment is expected to be removed from Lewis Pond in 2018 due to asbestos 
contamination. 

 
1.2 Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Settlement 

The Trustees conducted an assessment of the injuries caused by the releases of hazardous 
substances from the B&U Site and impacts related to remedial actions and then negotiated with 
the companies determined to be responsible for the releases of hazardous substances 
(Responsible Parties or RPs) to reach settlement regarding compensation for those injuries.  The 
assessed injuries resulting from remedial actions involved the loss of approximately 400 feet of 
riverine habitat; and elevated levels of contamination resulted in injury to nearly 2 acres of 
wetlands and impacts to local groundwater. The details of this $1,000,000 settlement are 
described in a Consent Decree finalized and published on August 3, 2011, following a public 
review and comment period (https://www.cerc.usgs.gov/orda_docs/CaseDetails?ID=1051) 
(accessed March 2018).   
 
The Consent Decree specifies that settlement funds must be used to develop and implement a 
restoration plan that will restore the impacted ecological resources (river/stream, floodplain and 
wetland habitats, along with the species that rely upon these habitats), as well as groundwater 
resources, according to the following allocation:   
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The $575,000 allocated for ecological resources was received jointly – by both DOI and the 
Commonwealth – and must be used for projects that will restore ecological resources.  MassDEP 
and the Service together will make the final determination on how these funds are used. 
 
The $125,000 allocated for both groundwater and ecological resources was received jointly – by 
both DOI and the Commonwealth – and must be used for projects that will restore both 
ecological and groundwater resources.  MassDEP and the Service together will make the final 
determination on how these funds are used. 
 
The $300,000 allocated solely for restoration of groundwater resources was received by the 
Commonwealth alone.  MassDEP has actively discussed and collaborated with the Service in its 
exploration of potential groundwater restoration projects.  The Commonwealth will make the 
final determination on how these funds will be used and will manage their distribution, as 
discussed in Chapter 4. 
 
A limited portion of the settlement will be used by both Trustees to support the staff time 
required to develop a restoration plan (i.e., outreach to public, exploration of projects, writing the 
plan).  Additionally, because the Trustees are legally required to ensure that restoration projects 

Restoration of ecological resources (joint settlement) $575,000 

Restoration of both groundwater and ecological resources 
(joint settlement) 

$125,000 

Restoration of groundwater resources (state-only settlement) $300,000 

Total Settlement: $1,000,000 
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are implemented and monitored, settlement funds will also be used to support Trustee staff time 
related to oversight of restoration projects during and after implementation. 
 
Trustee Council 
The Trustees for the B&U Site formed a Trustee Council, which operates under a Memorandum 
of Agreement (MOA).  The MOA describes how the two Trustees will make decisions, resolve 
disagreements, conduct administrative and accounting activities, and ensure that the settlement 
funds are used for their intended purpose.  In developing this Draft Restoration Plan, the Trustee 
Council relied upon input from the community of Walpole, local watershed organizations, and 
interested members of the public.    
 

1.3 Coordination and Public Participation  
Meaningful public participation and involvement is a critical element of the restoration planning 
process, as is coordinating with the variety of State, local and Federal agencies and non-
governmental organizations that steward and manage natural resources in the Upper Neponset 
River Watershed. 
 
The Trustee Council initiated the restoration planning process by meeting with the Walpole 
Town Administrator and his staff to inform them about the restoration planning process and 
solicit restoration project ideas.  The Trustee Council held a public meeting in Walpole in June 
2016 to discuss the natural resource damage settlement, explain what types of restoration 
projects would qualify for the funding, and ask the public and stakeholders for ideas.  The 
meeting was advertised in the local paper and via a press release. E-mail notification was sent to 
potentially interested stakeholders; and most notably, Walpole’s Health Director arranged for 
meeting flyers to be distributed door to door in neighborhoods adjacent to the B&U Site. 
Approximately 25 people attended the meeting.   
 
Meeting attendees participated in brainstorming sessions to think through and discuss potential 
restoration project types (e.g., riparian plantings, dam removal, land conservation) and were also 
asked for their ideas about potential projects and locations.  Comments and ideas were recorded 
and a wide variety of potential restoration project ideas were shared, which greatly aided the 
Trustee Council. 
 
From June 2016 to July 2017, Trustee Council members worked with restoration project 
proponents to understand the feasibility and potential likelihood of success of proposed projects.  
The Trustee Council reviewed existing plans and data related to the projects, consulted outside 
experts, and met on- and off-site with project proponents to explore and discuss potential 
projects.   
  
Responsible party involvement 
RPs can be involved in the restoration planning process, particularly if the preferred restoration 
actions will be occurring on land owned by the RPs.  In this case, the preferred restoration 
actions being proposed will not be occurring on RP land and the RPs have not been involved in 
the restoration planning process.   
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Administrative record 
The Trustees have established an Administrative Record in compliance with Federal regulatory 
requirements for natural resource damage assessments.  The Administrative Record includes 
information and documents prepared by and/or relied upon by the Trustees throughout the 
development and implementation of the settlement.  These records are available for review by 
interested parties.  They may be viewed or downloaded from https://www.mass.gov/service-
details/more-nrd-settlements-massdep (accessed March 2018). 
 
Alternatively, interested persons can access or view these records at the offices of Karen Pelto 
(see page 1 for contact information). 
 
Arrangements must be made in advance to review or to obtain copies of these records by 
contacting Ms. Pelto.  Access to and copying of these records is subject to all applicable laws 
and policies including, but not limited to, laws and policies relating to copying fees and the 
reproduction or use of any material that is copyrighted.  
 

1.4 Criteria for Evaluating Restoration Projects  
In accordance with the requirements of the Superfund Law (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.), and the 
criteria and guidance provided in the DOI NRD regulations (43 CFR 11.82), the Trustee Council 
established both eligibility criteria that projects needed to meet in order to be considered for 
funding, and evaluation criteria, which allowed the Trustee Council to prioritize eligible projects 
through a qualitative assessment of their value and feasibility.  These criteria were shared with 
the Trustee Council’s e-mail contact list of approximately 40 interested community members and 
stakeholder groups. 
 
The DOI NRD regulations identify the following factors to be considered in the evaluation and 
selection of preferred alternatives (43 CFR 11.82): 
 

 technical feasibility; 
 the relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits 

from the restoration, rehabilitation, replacement, and/or acquisition of equivalent 
resources; 

 cost-effectiveness; 
 the results of any actual or planned response actions; 
 potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed actions, including long-term 

and indirect impacts, to the injured resources or other resources;  
 the natural recovery period; 
 ability of the resources to recover with or without alternative actions; 
 potential effects of the action on human health and safety; 
 consistency with relevant Federal, State, and Tribal policies; and 
 compliance with applicable Federal, State, and Tribal laws. 

 
The Trustee Council incorporated the 10 factors described above into its Eligibility and 
Evaluation Criteria. The Trustee Council is solely responsible for determining whether proposed 
restoration project ideas met these criteria. 
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To be eligible for funding, the B&U Site Trustee Council determined that restoration projects 
must: 

 
The Upper Neponset River watershed was defined by the Trustee Council as that portion of the 
Neponset River watershed that lies within the boundaries of the following towns:  Foxborough, 
Sharon, Dover, Walpole, Medfield, Stoughton, Randolph, Canton, Norwood, and Westwood. 
However, if a project lay outside of the Upper Neponset River watershed as defined, but would 
benefit the natural resources of the Upper Neponset River watershed, it could also be considered. 
 

 
Map of the Upper Neponset River watershed, as defined by the Natural Resource Trustees. 

 

 be located in the Upper Neponset River watershed (defined below); 
 restore, replace or acquire the equivalent of the natural resources that were injured 

(river/stream habitats, wetland habitats and groundwater); 
 be located close to the B&U Site; 
 achieve the greatest possible ecological benefit for the cost; and 
 not interfere with or be negatively affected by remedial activities occurring in and 

around the B&U Site. 
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 Protect the quality of current and potential drinking water supplies by protecting aquifers, 
recharge areas, and watersheds, including environmentally sensitive lands and critical 
habitats. 

 Protect the quantity of current and potential drinking water supplies by implementing 
measures to conserve water, reduce losses of clean water to aquifers, and provide quality 
recharge to aquifers, including offsets that also mitigate impacts to water‐dependent 
ecosystems. 

 Integrate planning and management of current and potential drinking water supplies and 
wastewater treatment, with an emphasis on the efficient use of land, energy, and water and 
regional or multi‐community benefits. 

 

 
To be considered, groundwater restoration projects had to demonstrate a benefit to the Head of 
the Neponset Sole Source Aquifer and be located in towns connected to the aquifer: Walpole, 
Dover, Foxborough, Medfield, Norwood, Sharon, and Westwood. Additionally, groundwater 
restoration projects have to meet one or more of the following objectives: 
 

 

 
Map of the Neponset Sole Source Aquifer, as defined by the Commonwealth. 
 

CANTON

DOVER

FOXBOROUGH

MEDFIELD

NORWOOD

SHARON

WALPOLE

STOUGHTON

WESTWOOD
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Under the DOI NRD Regulations (43 CFR 11.82), the Trustees are required to evaluate 
restoration project alternatives based upon all relevant considerations, including, but not limited 
to, the 10 factors listed on page 8.  Ecological and groundwater restoration project ideas that met 
the eligibility criteria were evaluated further by the Trustees based upon the 10 DOI criteria, as 
well as upon a suite of further-refined evaluation criteria developed by the Trustee Council:   

 
1.5 Restoration Project Ideas Received 

A wide range of restoration project ideas was considered during the scoping/project exploration 
phase of the restoration planning process, which ran approximately from June 2016 until July 
2017.  The Trustees solicited restoration project ideas from the public that addressed both 
ecological and groundwater resource injuries.  The list of project ideas received and considered 
included: 
 

 physical proximity to B&U Site; 
 connection between resources being restored and those 

that were injured; 
 project feasibility; 
 cost effectiveness; 
 ability to leverage other funds; 
 likelihood of being implemented and succeeding; 
 magnitude of benefits to ecological and groundwater 

resources; 
 potential to cause additional injury to natural resources; 
 potential effects on human health and safety; and 
 potential to be affected by any planned remedial work. 
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A subset of restoration projects that the Trustee Council found best met the evaluation criteria 
was then explored in greater detail.  Trustee representatives visited these potential restoration 
project sites, reviewed existing information about these sites, sought the professional opinions of 
outside experts and also spoke at length with project proponents. 
 

Projects explored in depth 

Culvert retrofits/replacements, stormwater best management practices 
(BMPs) and riparian plantings in the Traphole Brook watershed 

Restoring hydrology in the Sharon Cedar Swamp 

Implementing stormwater BMPs in Upper Neponset River Watershed 

 
 land acquisition (protect, restore and 

conserve land –numerous potential 
locations were suggested throughout 
Walpole and the Upper Neponset 
River watershed) 

 restoring hydrology in the Sharon 
Atlantic White Cedar Swamp  

 restoring hydrology in the Walpole 
Atlantic White Cedar Swamp 

 pond dredging (Memorial Pond, 
Cobbs Pond, Post Office Pond, 
Clarks Pond, Lewis Pond) 

 enhancing nearshore wetland habitat 
in conjunction with Memorial Pond 
dredging project 

 dam removal (many potential sites 
have been suggested, including Mill 
Pond Dam, White Bridge Dam, 
Blackburn Dam, Stetson Dam, 
Plimpton Dam, Pinnacle Dam, Upper 
Turner’s Pond Dam, South Walpole 
Dam, Cobbs Pond Dam, Gannawatte 
Farm Pond Dam, Bird Pond Dam, 
Pine Tree Brook Dam, Diamond 
Pond Dam) 

 stormwater system retrofits (e.g., 
bioretention swales) 

 

 
 implementing a water conservation 

program (for example, rebates for 
installation of low flow toilets and 
showerheads, lower‐use irrigation 
systems, etc.) 

 fish ladders and other fishways 
 recreational trails (canoe or 

walking/hiking) 
 invasive plant species removal  
 native tree plantings near new sewage 

treatment plant; other native plantings 
in other locations 

 timber thinning in the Town forest 
 recreational bridge replacement in the 

Town forest 
 daylighting the Neponset River on the 

B&U Site (the River currently runs 
through a culvert) 

 interpretive signage about natural 
resources 

 environmental education programs 
involving local schools; citizen 
science programs 

 river cleanups 
 replacing undersized/oversized/ 

perched culverts 
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Projects explored in depth 

Developing a water conservation program in the Upper Neponset River 
Watershed 

Daylighting the Neponset River on the B&U Site 

Land acquisition in Traphole Brook watershed 

Restoring hydrology in the Walpole Cedar Swamp 

Enhancing wetland habitat around Memorial Pond, Walpole 

 
 

2. JOINT SETTLEMENT – PROPOSED RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES  
EEA and the Service jointly received a $700,000 settlement to put toward the restoration of 
natural resources injured by the B&U Site.  Of that settlement, $575,000 must be used to restore 
ecological resources (primarily river/stream, wetland and riparian habitat) and $125,000 must be 
used for projects that restore both ecological and groundwater resources. 
 
After taking into account key evaluation criteria (section 1.4) such as technical feasibility, 
likelihood of success, cost effectiveness, ability to leverage additional funds, and proximity to 
the B&U Site, the Trustee Council determined that it would explore and analyze in detail three 
alternatives for the joint settlement: 
 

Alternative 1 

 
Tier 1: Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration Initiative 
 
Tier 1: Memorial Pond Wetland Restoration & 
Enhancement 
 
Tier 2: Sharon Great Cedar Swamp Hydrologic Modeling 
 
Tier 2: Land Conservation 
 

Alternative 2 Daylighting the Neponset River on the B&U Site 

Alternative 3 No Action – do not implement restoration projects  
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2.1 Alternative 1 – Tier 1 and 2 Restoration Projects  

This alternative proposes to implement a suite of natural resource restoration projects in the 
Upper Neponset River watershed.  There are two tiers of projects within this alternative.  The 
Tier 1 projects are the highest priority for the Trustees.  The Tier 2 projects are also priorities, 
but will only be implemented should funds be available after Tier 1 projects are implemented or 
should Tier 1 projects become infeasible for unexpected reasons.  Each project, along with an 
explanation of its inclusion in the plan and tier ranking, is described in detail below.   
 

 
2.1.1 Tier 1: Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration Initiative  

Given that a significant portion of the natural resource injury was caused by the culverting of the 
Neponset River as a remedial action on the B&U Site, the Trustees have prioritized restoring 
stream and river habitat in the Neponset River watershed.   The Trustees propose to use up to 
$450,000 of the settlement to work with the towns of Walpole, Sharon and Norwood and the 
Neponset River Watershed Association (NepRWA), with technical assistance from the 
Massachusetts Division of Ecological Restoration, to launch a watershed-scale restoration 
initiative in the Traphole Brook watershed, focused on restoring and improving aquatic and 
riparian habitat throughout the watershed.    
 
Traphole Brook is approximately 4.5 miles in length and its drainage area is approximately 4.5 
square miles.  Its headwaters are in the Moose Hill Audubon Sanctuary in Sharon, and it flows 
through Sharon and East Walpole until its confluence with the Neponset River in Norwood, at 
the southern end of Fowl Meadow, just upstream of where the Neponset River flows under I-95. 
The brook is a coldwater fishery – rare in this part of the State – that supports Eastern brook trout 
(Salvelinus fontinalis) and brown trout (Salmo trutta).  A significant portion of the Traphole 
Brook watershed is classified as a Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP) 
Priority Habitat.  A portion of Traphole Brook also lies within the Fowl Meadow and Ponkapoag 
Bog Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).  Furthermore, Traphole Brook is unusual 
within the Neponset Watershed in that there are no regulated water withdrawals from or 
wastewater discharges into the brook.  Because Traphole Brook is one of the few streams 
connected to the Neponset Sole Source Aquifer that does not have water withdrawals, restoring, 
enhancing and ensuring the long-term health of this stream and its watershed will benefit 
groundwater resources as well as ecological resources. 
 

Tier 1 Projects Trustee Contribution 

Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration Initiative 
 

Up to $450,000 
 

Memorial Pond Wetland Restoration 
 

$126,775 
 

  Total:  $576,775 
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Traphole Brook Watershed (USGS StreamStats, https://water.usgs.gov/osw/streamstats/, accessed March 
2018). 
 
Traphole Brook currently supports a healthy benthic macroinvertebrate population and trout are 
commonly found in the Brook.  However, several ecological stressors in the watershed 
negatively affect its health: 
 

 Several fish passage barriers, including at least two road crossings and a dam, restrict 
the movement of migratory fish and other organisms throughout the stream.  Migratory 
fish like Eastern brook trout utilize upstream and downstream habitats in streams during 
different times of the year and during different points in their life cycles.  Increasing fish 
access to a greater portion of the Traphole Brook would allow species like Eastern brook 
trout to have greater access to food sources, spawning sites and refuge from heat and 
predators.  This would give trout in the stream greater opportunity to live longer, grow 
bigger and successfully reproduce. 
 

 Stormwater runoff from roads negatively affects water quality in Traphole Brook by 
sending high volumes of water contaminated with roadway pollutants into the stream 
when it rains.  Efforts to slow and filter pollutants out of stormwater that flows into the 
stream would reduce streambank erosion as well as the concentration of pollutants 
entering the stream.  This would benefit the entire food chain, from the benthic 
macroinvertebrates up to fish, birds and mammals.   
 

SHARON

WALPOLE

CANTON

NORWOOD

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO,
NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri
China (Hong Kong), swisstopo, MapmyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS
User Community
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 Several streambank locations along Traphole Brook have insufficient riparian 
(streambank) vegetation.  Forested stream buffers that shade streams are important to 
prevent streambank erosion and ensure that water temperatures stay cool enough to 
support trout and other fish during warmer months. 

 
Cost estimates for restoration work to address these impacts indicate that one or more restoration 
projects in Traphole Brook could be implemented with the settlement funds available.  
Moreover, there are several potential additional sources of funding that could be combined with 
the B&U Site settlement funds to accomplish more, including the Massachusetts Culvert 
Replacement Grant, the Massachusetts Dam and Seawall Repair or Removal Fund, and the  
MassDEP section 319 Nonpoint Source Management Program.   
 
There is interest on the part of MassDEP, NepRWA and the Boston Chapter of Trout Unlimited 
in partnering on projects in this high priority watershed. The Massachusetts Division of 
Ecological Restoration (MassDER) has expressed its interest in providing technical assistance on 
this watershed-scale effort.  
 
There is a unique opportunity in the Traphole Brook watershed to leverage additional funding to 
achieve more than what could be done with settlement dollars alone.  By working with partners 
to combine financial resources, a watershed-scale approach to restoration could result in 
significant ecological benefits.   
 
The Trustees have identified a suite of potential restoration projects in the Traphole Brook 
watershed (below) and propose to fund these projects based upon the allocation outlined below.  
Of highest priority to the Trustees are the fish passage barrier removal and stormwater Best 
Management Practices projects.  However, the goal of this effort is to accomplish as many of 
these projects as possible by leveraging settlement funds to bring in additional funding to the 
Traphole Brook watershed.  To maximize flexibility and achieve the greatest amount of 
restoration possible by opportunistically pursuing projects when landowners are interested and 
additional sources of funding are available, the Trustees are creating a flexible funding structure 
for the $450,000 they invest in this watershed-scale effort: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project Type Trustee Contribution 

Fish Passage Barrier Removal Projects,  
Norwood and Sharon 

 

 
Up to $325,000 

 
Stormwater Best Management Practices, 
Norwood, Walpole and Sharon 

 
Up to $75,000 

 
Stream, Wetland and Riparian Restoration, 
Norwood, Walpole and Sharon 

 
Up to $50,000 

 
 Total:  $450,000 
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In the event that: 1) not all of the proposed projects prove feasible; or 2) costs increase for 
specific projects due to unforeseen circumstances, the Trustees will shift funding internally 
between projects in this watershed.  Under Alternative 1, should any leftover funds exist once 
these projects are implemented, the Trustees will use remaining funds to support Tier 2 projects. 
 
Fish Passage Barrier Removal and Retrofit Projects on Traphole Brook 
Highest priority for the Trustees is to address undersized, perched and degraded culverts in the 
watershed that are impeding fish passage.  The Trustees identified several barriers to fish passage 
in Traphole Brook that could be addressed as part of this watershed-scale restoration initiative. 
 
The cost to replace culverts varies depending upon the size of the culvert and site conditions 
around the culvert, but costs are frequently between $250,000 and $500,000.  The Trustees 
propose to partner with MassDER, which administers a Culvert Replacement Municipal 
Assistance Grant Program each year.  The Trustees propose to provide up to $325,000 through 
the 2018 Culvert Replacement Municipal Assistance Grant Program for culvert replacement 
projects located specifically in the Traphole Brook watershed.  The grant announcement will be 
published in mid-2018 and will be circulated to municipalities and non-governmental 
organizations throughout the Traphole Brook watershed. 
 
One example of a culvert that could be addressed through this grant opportunity is the culvert at 
the High Plain Street (Route 27, a town accepted road) crossing over Traphole Brook in Sharon, 
which appears to be undersized relative to bankfull width of the Brook (see photograph below). 
The culvert headwall on the upstream side has shifted away from the road embankment and is 
tilting downward toward the stream.  Fish have trouble traveling upstream through undersized 
culverts such as the one under Route 27, because the culverts constrict flow and, as a result, 
cause water velocities to increase in the culvert, especially during periods of high flows.   
 

 
Rte. 27 culvert in Sharon. 
 
Additionally, there is a culvert that runs under I-95 in Sharon that is in need of a retrofit.  A 
curved, raised concrete weir (~2-foot sill) was installed just upstream of the large, double box 
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culvert entrance, presumably to prevent woody debris from flowing into the culvert.   Fish can 
pass downstream through this weir but are unable to get back upstream due to the sill.  A portion 
of this weir could be removed to improve fish passage while being protective of the existing 
highway and culvert infrastructure.  While the Trustees have not allocated funding toward 
replacement of this state-owned culvert, Traphole Brook project partners intend to work with the 
Massachusetts Department of Transportation to explore options to address fish passage at this 
location.   
 
The Trustees are also open to funding the removal of barriers to fish passage other than culverts 
in Traphole Brook, should communities and landowners express interest.  As an example, there 
is a dam that is a fish passage barrier at the downstream end of Traphole Brook near Mill Pond 
Lane in Norwood.  The dam is owned in part by the Town of Norwood and in part by a group of 
adjacent homeowners.  It is an earthen dam that is approximately 100 feet long with a stone 
spillway located on river right (looking downstream, spillway is on the right side of the brook).  
Over the years, the dam has become compromised and is eroding.  As a result, a new spillway 
has formed on river left, where the dam used to meet the left riverbank.  The new spillway has 
eroded out new channels and aggravated streambank erosion problems downstream of the dam.   
 
In the past, the Town has discussed dredging the pond created by the dam and maintaining the 
dam.  Should the dam owners end up deciding not to pursue dredging and dam repair and 
become interested in removing the dam, the Trustees would be interested in partnering with the 
Town of Norwood, the private dam owners, MassDER, NepRWA and other interested groups on 
this project.  In this situation, the Trustees would explore allocating a portion of the $325,000 
planned for the Culvert Replacement Municipal Assistance Grant toward dam removal.  It is 
expected that additional funding for the project could come from the Massachusetts Dam and 
Seawall Repair or Removal Fund. 
 
Implementing fish passage projects such as the examples provided above would improve fish 
passage in the Traphole Brook watershed, as well as improve water quality overall, leading to an 
expected growth in trout populations and expanded range within this watershed. 
 
Stormwater Best Management Practices  
Stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces such as roads and parking lots carries a wide array 
of pollutants, including petroleum products and sediment, into Traphole Brook.  Additionally, 
stormwater runoff from roads causes streambank erosion, which in turn increases turbidity in the 
stream.  There are approximately nine road crossings over Traphole Brook and several of them 
could benefit from the installation of stormwater retrofits that would help to slow and filter 
stormwater runoff before it enters Traphole Brook.  There is also a substantial amount of paved, 
impervious surfaces in the watershed that could benefit from improved stormwater management.   
 
The installation of stormwater control systems (frequently referred to as stormwater BMPs) 
would both protect and improve water quality in Traphole Brook.  Stormwater BMPs can include 
installation of: 

 
 retention ponds that slow and filter stormwater as it runs off roads; 
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 porous pavement in parking lots that allows stormwater to infiltrate rather than run off; 
and/or 

 bioswales or raingardens, which are similar to mini-wetlands and are installed in parking 
lots and along roadways to retain and allow infiltration of stormwater into the ground. 

 
Specific BMPs are chosen based upon the nature and constraints of each location.  Within the 
Traphole Brook watershed, the area with the greatest amount of impervious surface is the Route 
1 shopping area in Walpole and Norwood.  Implementation of stormwater BMPs in this area 
could greatly benefit water quality downstream in Traphole Brook.  Streambank erosion along 
with odorous water were observed by the Trustees in Traphole Brook directly downstream of 
Route 1 in 2017.  These are typical indicators of stormwater runoff impacts.   
 
Notably, Eastern brook trout were observed in Traphole Brook during the summer of 2017 
downstream of the Route 1 road crossing and shopping area, therefore any efforts to improve 
water quality in this stretch of the stream would directly benefit the Eastern brook trout 
population.  Broadly speaking, reducing the amount of pollutants entering and erosion occurring 
in Traphole Brook will benefit the entire food chain supported by the stream, from benthic 
macroinvertebrates, to fish, to birds and mammals. 
 
NepRWA has already received an EPA section 319 grant from MassDEP to work with local 
municipalities implementing stormwater BMPs in Walpole. Thus NepRWA is well-positioned to 
lead the effort to identify and work with municipalities to implement stormwater BMPs 
specifically in the Traphole Brook watershed.  The Trustees propose to provide NepRWA with 
up to $75,000 toward funding stormwater BMP work in the Traphole Brook watershed, with the 
idea that NepRWA would seek matching funds from the 319 grant program or other appropriate 
sources of funding. 
 
Floodplain and Riparian Habitat Restoration 
While the streambanks and floodplain along Traphole Brook are forested in many areas, several 
locations along the stream have been identified where the banks are mowed or otherwise 
unforested.  Forested streambanks and floodplains protect water quality by allowing for better 
infiltration of water during rain events.  The strong roots of trees and shrubs hold the banks 
together and can help to prevent excessive bank erosion and collapse.  Streambank vegetation 
also provides habitat and cover for wildlife.   
 
The Trustees propose to provide NepRWA with up to $50,000 to implement a two to three-year 
stream buffer restoration effort along Traphole Brook.  This project will involve NepRWA staff 
working in partnership with the Greater Boston Chapter of Trout Unlimited to reach out to 
landowners along Traphole Brook and inform them about the importance of planting woody 
vegetation on streambanks and floodplains.  NepRWA and Trout Unlimited would work with 
interested landowners to purchase and install plant materials and to replant stream buffers on 
their land.  Participating landowners will be required to maintain the vegetation (and not remove 
it) through a conservation easement held by a local municipality or NepRWA.  Landowner 
commitment could also be demonstrated by a long-term (five to ten-year) agreement with a State 
or Federal agency.   
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2.1.2 Tier 1: Memorial Pond Wetland Restoration & Enhancement  
The Trustees propose to provide up to $126,775 of the settlement to the Town of Walpole to 
implement a 0.76-acre near shore wetland habitat restoration and enhancement project around 
Memorial Pond.  Memorial Pond is located one-half mile from the B&U Site on a tributary of the 
Neponset River (Spring Brook).  The pond was formed due to the construction of a dam at its 
outlet. It has filled in with sediment and a monoculture of cattails over time.  While the partially 
filled-in pond provides wetland habitat as is, the quality of this habitat, especially given the lack 
of diversity in vegetation, is not high. 
 
The Town of Walpole has committed $1,021,210 toward dredging the Pond.  The Trustees 
propose to fund the construction of near shore wetland habitat at two locations around the Pond 
(totaling 0.76 acre).  As part of this project, invasive plant species in the area would be removed; 
shallow water wetlands would be built using fill from the pond; and the area restored would be 
planted with native vegetation, including water plantain, bulrush, blue iris, sweet flag and 
pickerelweed.  A conceptual design for the project has been developed.   
 
Removal of the Memorial Pond dam and restoration of the stream channel in Spring Brook in 
this location is infeasible and cost prohibitive due to the complexity of the road infrastructure 
(School Street) at the pond outlet.  Additionally, as the pond has filled in, the quality of the 
wetland habitat has diminished.  Cattails and invasive plants now dominate.  Thus, enhancing 
and restoring native wetland habitat around the Pond will improve the quality of wetland habitat 
that is available for fish and wildlife. 
 
The Trustees propose to partner with the Town of Walpole and fund the native wetland habitat 
restoration aspects of the project. The Trustees’ funds will be used for: 1) remaining engineering 
and design work; 2) permitting costs; 3) wetland construction and plantings; and 4) installation 
of interpretive signage along the trail that circles the pond.  The contractor implementing the 
project has committed to monitor and maintain the plant material for two years.  The Town is 
committed to maintain the native plant community established by this restoration project and 
control invasive plants.   
 

Cost Estimate for Memorial Pond Wetland Restoration & Enhancement  

Mobilization/Demobilization and Erosion Control 
Earthwork                                  
Landscape Installation                       
Engineering, oversight & permitting          
Contingency (25%)                            
Interpretive signage                         

 
Total:  

$   7,500 
$ 24,000 
$ 43,820 
$ 27,000 
$ 21,455 
$   3,000 

 
 $126,775 

  
2.1.3 Tier 2: Sharon Great Cedar Swamp Hydrologic Modeling 

Should funds be available after the implementation of the Tier 1 projects, the Trustees propose to 
provide $25,000 to the Town of Sharon to enable its Conservation Commission to develop a 
hydrologic model for the Sharon Great Cedar Swamp.  The purpose of this model would be to 
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determine the degree to which water in a large ditch bisecting the Swamp could be controlled to 
raise the groundwater table in the swamp and restore wetland hydrology and ecosystem 
functions. 
 
The Sharon Great Cedar Swamp is a 250-acre Atlantic white cedar wetland located in Sharon.  
The swamp is a globally rare plant community and supplies high quality groundwater recharge 
that contributes to six municipal wells in Sharon. In its pristine state, a cedar swamp functions to 
purify the groundwater with no artificial intervention. The aquifer beneath the wetland feeds 
Lake Massapoag, which provides a wealth of recreation for its residents and excellent habitat for 
its fish. A healthy forested wetland reduces drought in times of low rainfall; stormwater 
percolates slowly through the complex sediments, moderating damaging floods for the entire 
region. 
 
In the late 1950s, a residential subdivision, the Heights, was built on the Sharon Great Cedar 
Swamp’s western border. The homes in this subdivision soon experienced localized flooding 
during storms: flooded basements, flooded streets, and poorly functioning septic systems. To 
eliminate excess water from the residential area, the Town authorized construction of a drainage 
ditch that extends about 1.25 miles through the western portion of the swamp. At its start, the 
ditch is about 2 feet deep by 8 feet wide. Where it exits the swamp, the ditch is currently about 
10 feet deep and 30 feet wide at its top. 
 
This ditch effectively drained a large area of the western portion of the swamp and caused a 
significant drop in the groundwater table.  Valuable water that previously percolated down into 
and was stored in the aquifer now runs off the land via the ditch.  Additionally, lowering of the 
groundwater table has had major detrimental effects on the wetland ecosystem in the Sharon 
Great Cedar Swamp. Extensive areas of formerly thick black organic soils are now dry. Rather 
than accumulating and sequestering organic matter to form peat, the now unsaturated organic 
matter decomposes and volatilizes at an accelerated rate. As a result, ground surface in the 
swamp has subsided by several feet in much of the western portion of the swamp and many 
cedars have died.  
 
A dedicated technical team of community members and scientists has been diligently gathering 
data on the groundwater table elevations around the ditch. They have established multiple 
groundwater monitoring transects along the ditch and have experimented with installing a small 
rock check-dam in the ditch to try and minimally raise the groundwater elevation.  Thus far, the 
small rock check-dam has not been effective in raising the groundwater table, indicating that a 
more significant water control structure or series of structures may be required.  
 
Establishing and monitoring some additional groundwater elevation cross-sections, along with 
developing a hydrologic model, would assist the Town of Sharon in determining: 
 

 how much they can raise the groundwater table in and around the ditch without impacting 
the adjacent neighborhood; 

 how many water control structures will be needed and at what locations along the ditch; 
and 

 how many acres of wetland they can expect to restore under these new conditions. 
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Because implementing a wetland restoration project of this nature will require modification of 
current flood patterns, permitting agencies will require a hydrologic model that supports the 
proposed project design.   Thus, completion of this hydrologic model is crucial to informing 
future design, engineering and permitting for this project.  There are a variety of state grant 
programs that fund wetland restoration, habitat restoration and groundwater restoration projects 
for which this project could be competitive once this hydrologic model provides the information 
necessary to understand the scale and scope of water control structures needed. 
 

2.1.4 Tier 2: Land Conservation 
Should Tier 1 projects become infeasible or should funds be left over after the implementation of 
the Tier 1 projects, the Trustees propose remaining funds could also be used to support land 
conservation efforts in the Upper Neponset River Watershed, with a focus on the Traphole Brook 
Watershed, if land conservation opportunities exist there.  In this situation, the Trustees would 
work with local municipalities and non-governmental organizations to acquire conservation land 
and/or increase land protection through conservation restrictions and other land protection tools.  
 

2.2 Alternative 2 – Daylighting the Neponset River 
Under this alternative, the Trustees would expend approximately $650,000 of the joint ecological 
and groundwater settlement into a solitary project to enhance potential remedial efforts that may 
be undertaken to daylight a 400-foot section of the Neponset River in Walpole on the B&U Site. 
 
Approximately 400 feet of the Neponset River is currently culverted in an area that was capped 
to contain contaminated soil and sediments at the B&U Site.  Recent inspections of the culvert 
indicate that it is beginning to fail and will need either to be repaired or removed.  There is no set 
deadline for repair of the culvert.  It is inspected regularly and if performance criteria (heading 
towards culvert failure) are exceeded, long-term repairs will be implemented.  Until then, short-
term repairs (e.g., pin-hole patching) are being implemented to maintain the culvert.  
 
While natural resource damage settlement funds cannot be used to support remedial activities, 
they can be used to support restoration of natural resources on the B&U Site beyond what is 
required for remediation.  Currently, the RPs for the B&U Site are required under the remedial 
plan to maintain this culvert.  The Trustees could contribute funding above and beyond the cost 
of maintaining the culvert to support and encourage its removal and the daylighting of the river. 
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Installation of culvert on the Neponset River in 1992 (Photo: EPA). 
 
A recent study of the culvert conducted by a consultant for the RPs indicates that repairing the 
culvert by installing a new liner would cost in the range of $1.7 to $2.3 million.  The estimated 
cost of removing the culvert entirely and daylighting the Neponset River is $4.2 million.  While 
the report does not provide a detailed breakdown of the culvert removal cost estimate and the 
Trustees assume that it is preliminary, the high cost of removing the culvert appears to be related 
to the fact that the culvert is currently integral to the cap installed to encapsulate contaminated 
sediment. If the culvert were to be removed, soil and sediment would have to be regraded, 
recapped, and potentially removed.  Additionally, due to concerns about the contaminated 
sediment in the area, turbidity must be avoided during the entire river restoration process.  The 
river would not only need to be re-routed (i.e., pumped) around the project site during the 
process of removing the culvert and recreating the river channel, the river would also have to be 
re-routed until vegetation was established on the newly graded riverbanks to avoid erosion.  
Water control to prevent turbidity is frequently a necessary and costly requirement of river 
channel restoration processes, but usually is only required during periods of active construction.  
In this situation, water control operations would need to continue for an extended period of time 
while the new riverbanks revegetate, thus increasing the cost of the project. 
 

2.3 Alternative 3 – No Action  
NEPA requires the Trustees to consider a “no action” alternative when proposing restoration 
projects.  Under the no action alternative, the Trustees would undertake no restoration projects to 
help the injured resources to recover and the settlement funds would remain unused in 
perpetuity.   
 

2.4  Evaluation of Restoration Alternatives  
The Trustees have selected Alternative 1 as their preferred alternative.  Alternative 1 includes a 
suite of projects that restore both stream and wetland habitat, thus demonstrating a strong nexus 
to the injured natural resources.  These projects are cost effective, leverage additional funds in 
order to achieve greater ecological benefit, and are all in close proximity to the B&U Site. 
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In determining which of the preferred projects would be chosen as Tier 1 projects versus Tier 2, 
the Trustees came to several conclusions.  First, the high ecological value of the Traphole Brook 
watershed, its small size and its relatively good health mean that a proportionally small 
investment in ecological restoration in this watershed could lead to a relatively high return in 
ecosystem improvements.  In particular, the presence of Eastern brook trout in locations 
throughout the brook (down to Mill Pond) indicates that suitable instream habitat and 
temperatures already exist in at least several portions of the brook.  This holistic, watershed-scale 
approach to restoration would improve water quality, increase shade and reduce water 
temperatures, and increase the ability of fish to move throughout the length of the stream to find 
food, find refuge and to reproduce.  This in turn should strengthen and help sustain the Eastern 
brook trout population in this stream.  
 
There are multiple interested partners and multiple additional funding sources for this project.  
Thus, in implementing this project, the Trustees have an opportunity to work with others to 
accomplish more projects – and create greater ecological benefits – than the Trustees could 
achieve on their own.  Additionally, given the substantial injury that occurred to riverine habitat 
as a result of releases of hazardous substances from the B&U Site, the Trustees feel it is 
important that a portion of the settlement should be used to conduct a stream or riverine habitat 
restoration project.  All of these factors lead the Trustees to propose the Traphole Brook 
Watershed Restoration Initiative as a Tier 1 project. 
 
The Trustees selected the Memorial Pond Wetland Enhancement and Restoration project as a 
Tier I project due to the proximity of this restoration project to the B&U Site; the significant 
opportunity it presents for public outreach and recreation; the improved quality of wetland 
habitat it will provide; and the likelihood that the project will be successfully implemented.  The 
extensive design and planning that has already been completed and the substantial investment 
that the Town of Walpole has made in the project provide strong assurances to the Trustees that 
this project will be successfully implemented in 2018.   
 
The Tier 2 projects (Sharon Great Cedar Swamp hydrologic model and land conservation) are 
both important efforts.  The Sharon Great Cedar Swamp hydrologic model could lead to a 
valuable and effective wetland restoration project in the swamp.  However, given the length and 
depth of the ditch running through the swamp and the low elevation of the adjacent 
neighborhood, the Trustees are uncertain about how many acres of wetland in the swamp could 
feasibly be restored and how many water control structures would need to be installed and 
maintained to achieve this restoration.  Without understanding better the acreage that could 
potentially be restored and the cost of restoring that acreage, it is difficult for the Trustees to 
assess the project.   Thus, the Trustees concluded that funding development of a hydrologic 
model to answer some of these key questions would be the best first step in moving this project 
forward. The uncertainty regarding the potential on-the-ground restoration outcomes lead the 
Trustees to rank this as a Tier 2 project. The cost of the hydrologic model is modest and the 
Trustees are committed to funding the Town of Sharon and/or NepRWA to develop this model 
should funds remain following implementation of the Tier 1 projects. 
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The second Tier 2 project, land conservation in the Upper Neponset River watershed, could 
avoid additional loss of wetland, floodplain and stream habitat by preventing development on 
land that contains or is adjacent to these habitats.  Conserving land in groundwater recharge 
zones can help protect and replenish groundwater resources.  Additionally, conserving land that 
otherwise would be developed in a watershed can help to reduce the overall quantity of 
stormwater runoff and thus help to improve or at least maintain surface water quality, benefiting 
stream, floodplain and wetland habitats.  However, given the high cost of land in the Upper 
Neponset River watershed, which is located just outside of Boston, the Trustees feel that 
conserving land in this area is not as cost effective a restoration tool as implementing restoration 
projects such as the Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration Initiative or the Memorial Pond 
Wetland Restoration and Enhancement projects.  Thus, the Trustees have identified land 
conservation as a Tier 2 project, which they fully support should funds remain after the 
implementation of Tier 1 projects. 
 
The Trustees have identified Alternative 2, daylighting the Neponset River on the B&U Site, as a 
non-preferred alternative.  The Trustees believe that daylighting the river would improve the 
health of the Neponset River and the fish and wildlife that rely upon it.  Culverting the river – 
which prevents sunlight from reaching the water column, riverbed and streambanks, creates an 
unnatural riverbed substrate and disconnects the river from its floodplain and groundwater 
sources – caused significant and permanent disruption and injury to the Neponset River.  A 
portion of the Trustees’ natural resource damages claim for the B&U Site was directly tied to this 
injury.  Daylighting the river and, in essence, “undoing” a remedial action that is causing harm to 
the environment in perpetuity is a highly justifiable use for these funds.   
 
However, there are several complicating factors related to this project that lead the Trustees to 
identify this project as a non-preferred alternative.  First, preliminary cost estimates indicate that 
removing the culvert is so significantly more expensive than maintaining the culvert with a new 
liner that the project would be cost prohibitive to the Trustees. Second, the Trustees believe that 
the high cost of this project may outweigh the ecological benefit to natural resources provided.  
Greater and more significant benefit to ecological and groundwater resources in the Upper 
Neponset River watershed can be achieved by investing the settlement in the suite of preferred 
projects proposed, rather than putting these funds toward the singular effort of removing the 
culvert on the B&U Site. 
 
The Trustees concluded that Alternative 3, the no action alternative, must be considered non-
preferred, primarily because the Trustees signed a Consent Decree agreeing to conduct natural 
resource restoration activities with the $1 million settlement.  The Trustees would be in violation 
of the Consent Decree and the Superfund Law if the no action alternative were selected.   
 
The Trustees’ preferred restoration alternative, Alternative 1, is based on the criteria identified in 
the DOI NRD Regulations, including, but not limited to, cost effectiveness, expected benefits to 
ecological (stream, floodplain and wetland) and groundwater resources and technical feasibility 
of the proposed alternatives.  The Trustees also took into consideration the proximity of the 
projects to the B&U Site, as the Town of Walpole and its natural resources were greatly 
impacted by the release of hazardous substances from the B&U Site.   
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Based upon this evaluation, the Trustees propose to use the B&U Site natural resource damage 
settlement to implement Alternative 1, their preferred restoration alternative:  
 

 
 

3. JOINT SETTLEMENT – ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED 
RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES  

In addition to evaluating the proposed restoration alternatives within the context of the DOI NRD 
Regulations, the Trustees must also evaluate the proposed restoration alternatives under NEPA.  
NEPA requires that Federal agencies consider the environmental effects of all of their actions.  
Environmental effects under NEPA include both beneficial and adverse effects to physical, 
biological, socioeconomic, cultural and historic resources.  In the case of this Draft Restoration 
Plan, the Trustees are required to conduct an analysis under NEPA called an Environmental 
Assessment.   
 

3.1  Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the Draft Restoration Plan is to restore, replace or acquire the equivalent of the 
natural resources that were injured due to the release of hazardous substances from the B&U Site 
in Walpole, Massachusetts. 
 
The need for these proposed restoration projects is two-fold: 
 

a. The Trustees are required under the Consent Decree to use these settlement funds to 
conduct restoration projects to compensate the public for injuries to natural resources 
caused by the release of hazardous substances from the B&U Site.   

 
b. Stream, wetland and floodplain ecosystems in the Upper Neponset River watershed have 

been negatively impacted by a wide array of human alterations to the landscape and 
would benefit from restoration.  These negative impacts include, but are not limited to: 

 
 degraded water quality due to stormwater runoff; degraded water quality due to 

stream and river bank erosion; 
 degraded water quality due to sewage contamination;  
 degraded water and sediment quality due to contamination from legacy hazardous 

substances;  

Tier 1: Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration Initiative 
 
Tier 1: Memorial Pond Wetland Restoration and Enhancement 
 
Tier 2: Sharon Great Cedar Swamp Hydrologic Study 
 
Tier 2: Land Conservation 
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 loss of water volume in waterways and aquifers due to water withdrawals; reduced 
access to stream habitat for fish and other migratory organisms due to artificial 
barriers in streams and rivers (e.g., undersized or perched culverts); 

 loss of biodiversity due to the spread of non-native, invasive plants; and 
 loss of forest, wetland and floodplain habitat due to residential and commercial 

development.   
 

Thus, there is a real and pressing need to implement ecological and groundwater restoration 
projects in the Upper Neponset River watershed in order to reduce the stress on and improve the 
health of ecosystems in the watershed.   

 
3.2 Affected Environment 

The Neponset River watershed is located in the western portion of the Boston Harbor Watershed; 
it drains a watershed of 123 square miles. It originates in Foxborough at Neponset Reservoir, a 
manmade impoundment. The river, which is approximately 30 miles long, flows in a 
northeasterly direction and empties into Dorchester Bay (MassDEP 2004). 
 
The river is impounded by 12 dams and passes through several mills and private reservoirs. It 
has a strong industrial history predating the industrial revolution and was used to power textile, 
paper, and lumber mills, in manufacturing processes, and for the disposal of by-products and 
wastes (MassDEP 2004). Historically industry, including many textile, paper, and lumber mills, 
thrived along the Neponset River, which received numerous untreated sewage and industrial 
discharges. Today, the 17th, 18th, and 19th century mills have closed, connected to the sewer 
system, or installed waste treatment facilities (MassDEP 2004). 
 
Currently, there are two designated ACECs in the Neponset River Sub-watershed: the Neponset 
River Estuary ACEC and the Fowl Meadow and Ponkapoag Bog ACEC. Under the authority of 
Massachusetts General Law Chapter 21A, section 2(7), the Commonwealth officially designated 
the Neponset River Estuary ACEC in Boston, Milton, and Quincy on March 27, 1995.  The 
ACEC encompasses approximately 1,300 acres. Approximately 80 percent of the ACEC consists 
of floodplains and two-thirds of the ACEC is composed of open water, salt marsh, and other 
wetland resource areas. The Neponset River Estuary ACEC supports valuable anadromous 
fishery habitat, soft-shell clam beds, commercially and recreationally important finfish species, 
and numerous bird species. The Fowl Meadow and Ponkapoag Bog ACEC was officially 
designated on August 20, 1992, and encompasses approximately 8,350 acres in Boston, Canton, 
Dedham, Milton, Norwood, Randolph, Sharon, and Westwood. Several municipal public wells 
within this ACEC provide water to Canton, Dedham, and Westwood. At least 13 State-listed rare 
species occur in the ACEC. The northern Fowl Meadow area and Ponkapoag Bog have been 
designated a National Environmental Study Area by the National Park Service. The Neponset 
River watershed lies within the range of the northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis), 
which is federally threatened with a 4(d) rule.  However, there are no known occurrences of the 
northern long-eared bat or any known hibernacula in the Neponset River watershed. 
 
Thus, while it is a highly developed urban and suburban watershed currently experiencing a 
multitude of ecological stressors, the Neponset River watershed has significant ecological, 
socioeconomic and cultural value. 
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3.3 Environmental Consequences of Restoration Alternatives 

Under NEPA, environmental effects of proposed actions and projects are classified as direct or 
indirect, short-term or long-term, adverse or beneficial and significant or insignificant.   
 
The Trustees’ preferred restoration projects (Alternative 1), which include the creation of native 
wetland habitat, the replacement of road crossings over streams that improve fish passage, the 
revegetation of stream buffers, and the installation of bioengineered structures to reduce and 
improve the water quality of stormwater that runs off into waterways, are not expected to cause 
any significant adverse effects to physical, biological, socioeconomic, historic and/or cultural 
resources.  Rather, these projects are all expected to have a long-term, beneficial effect on 
physical, biological and socioeconomic resources in the Upper Neponset River watershed.  
Alternative 2 (daylighting the Neponset River) would also have a beneficial effect on physical, 
biological and potentially socioeconomic resources.  While these effects are expected to be 
beneficial, within the context of NEPA they are considered to be “insignificant” because, overall, 
the Neponset River watershed is so heavily impacted.  The reference to these beneficial effects as 
insignificant within the context of NEPA does not mean that these beneficial effects are not 
important. 
 
Some insignificant, adverse, short-term, direct and indirect ecological effects are expected during 
the implementation of Alternative 1 (preferred) and Alternative 2 (non-preferred).  Additional 
details about these are provided in Table 1. Alternative 3, the no action alternative, would have 
no beneficial effects on the environment and would have an adverse effect on physical and 
biological resources.  Under this alternative, the negative impacts to ecological and groundwater 
resources caused by the release of hazardous substances from the B&U Site would not be 
countered by the positive effects of restoration projects in the vicinity of the B&U Site.  The 
intent of natural resource damage settlements under the Superfund Law is to conduct restoration 
that compensates for the negative effects caused by the release of hazardous substances in the 
environment.  Under the no action alternative, there would be no compensation for the adverse 
effect of the B&U Site on the Upper Neponset River watershed. 
 

3.3.1 Effects on Physical Resources 
The Trustees expect that the proposed restoration alternatives, with the exception of the no-
action alternative, will have an overwhelmingly beneficial effect on physical resources.  
Alternative 1 (preferred) will result in improvements to both stream and wetland habitats.  
Alternative 2 would also restore and improve the river channel and instream habitat (Table 1).  
Alternative 3 (no action) would have an adverse effect on physical resources.  
 
The Trustees expect several adverse effects to the physical environment (e.g., temporary 
decreases in water quality during construction activity) as a result of implementing either 
Alternative 1 (preferred) or Alternative 2 (Table 1).  These adverse effects are expected to be 
short-term and insignificant. 
 

3.3.2 Effects on Biological Resources 
The Trustees expect that the proposed restoration alternatives, with the exception of the no-
action alternative, will have an overwhelmingly beneficial effect on biological resources.  
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Alternative 1 (preferred) will result in benefits to benthic macroinvertebrates, fish, birds and 
mammals that will utilize the restored stream and wetland habitats.  Alternative 2 (daylighting 
the Neponset River on the B&U Site) would also benefit benthic macroinvertebrates, fish, bird 
and mammals species (Table 1).   
 
The Trustees expect several adverse effects to biological resources as a result of implementing 
either Alternative 1 (preferred) or Alternative 2 (e.g., temporary loss of vegetation during 
construction, some mortality of non-motile organisms).  These adverse effects are expected to be 
short-term and insignificant (Table 1).  Alternative 3 (no action) would have an adverse effect on 
biological resources. 
 
While the federally threatened northern long-eared bat has not been documented in the Neponset 
River watershed as of the time of this publication, the watershed lies within the range of the bat.  
The northern long-eared bat can be adversely affected by clearing trees greater than three inches 
in diameter at breast height during certain times of the year.  Because engineering and design 
work has not been completed for projects in Alternative 1 (preferred) or Alternative 2, it is 
uncertain if any tree clearing will be required for these projects.  Should clearing of trees be 
necessary, the Service will conduct an Intra-Service section 7 consultation to determine whether 
any adverse effects to the bat could occur, and identify ways to avoid those effects (e.g., cutting 
trees at the time of year when bats are not present). 
 

3.3.3 Effects on Historic and Cultural Resources 
There are no anticipated adverse effects to historic and cultural resources related to the proposed 
restoration activities in Alternatives 1 or 2, with the potential exception of the Mill Pond Dam, 
should its removal be considered as part of the Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration Initiative.  
Given its apparent age, the Mill Pond Dam may be considered an historic resource under the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Should this be the case and should this project be 
pursued, the Service would consult with the Massachusetts Historical Commission under section 
106 of the NHPA to determine whether the project would cause a significant adverse effect to the 
resource.  Depending upon the outcome of this consultation, the Service and its project partners 
might develop additional environmental compliance documents that would be supplemental to 
this environmental assessment.  Alternative 3 (no action) would have no adverse or beneficial 
effects on historic and cultural resources. 
 

3.3.4 Effects on Socioeconomic Resources 
There are no significant adverse socioeconomic effects associated with Alternative 1 (preferred) 
or Alternative 2.  Some short-term disruption of traffic and/or increase in noise may be 
associated with some of the projects that involve construction equipment, such as the Memorial 
Pond wetland restoration or the culvert replacement projects (Table 1).  The Memorial Pond 
wetland project is one piece of a much larger pond dredging project and the additional noise and 
traffic disruption should be negligible relative to the overall scope and scale of the project. 
Alternative 3 (no action) would have no beneficial effects on socioeconomic resources and could 
potentially have an insignificant adverse effect on socioeconomic resources because, under this 
alternative, the Trustees would not be providing funding to local municipalities and non-
governmental organizations located in the watershed to conduct restoration projects. 
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Table 1.  Additional details on environmental consequences of proposed restoration alternatives 1 and 2. 

Alternative 1(preferred) – Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration – FISH PASSAGE BARRIER REMOVAL  

Adverse/ 
Beneficial 

Effect 
Affected 

Resources 
Long/ 

short-term 
Indirect/ 

Direct 
Significant/ Insignificant 

Beneficial 
Effects 
 

Migratory fish able to access 
more habitat, thus improving 
health of fish populations 

Biological Long Direct 

Insignificant – Removing passage barriers will allow migratory fish to 
move more freely through the Brook.  There are so many barriers to fish 
passage in the Neponset River watershed, removing barriers in one 
stream is not expected to be significant within the context of NEPA. 

Increased mobility of other 
organisms (e.g., turtles) along 
stream corridor 

Biological Long Direct 

Insignificant – Streams are “roadways” for many organisms other than 
fish, including amphibians, reptiles and benthic macroinvertebrates.  
Removing barriers improves the ability of many organisms to move 
through watersheds and access important feeding, spawning and refuge 
habitats. 

Reduced flooding  Physical Long Direct 

Insignificant – Many fish passage barriers cause water to back up and 
can exacerbate localized flooding during storm events; removing 
barriers or installing appropriately sized culverts frequently alleviates 
flood risk. 

More effective instream 
sediment transportation, leading 
to improved instream habitat 

Physical Long Direct 

Insignificant – Sediment (e.g., sand, gravel and boulders) is intended to 
move downstream through stream systems.  This material helps to 
create the stream bottom that fish and other organisms require for food, 
shelter and reproduction. Undersized culverts and other barriers can stop 
this material from moving through stream systems. 

Adverse 
Effects 

Clearing of herbaceous and 
woody vegetation  

Biological  Short Direct 
Insignificant – Areas either revegetate quickly or are replanted/reseeded 
with native vegetation. 

Increased turbidity in water 
during construction, leading to 
short-term reduction in water 
quality 

Physical and 
Biological 

Short Direct 

Insignificant –Temporary condition; State-mandated erosion control 
protocols will be followed to minimize turbidity and erosion. 
Construction will follow Clean Water Act permit requirements, thus 
minimizing impacts to water quality. 
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Alternative 1(preferred) – Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration – FISH PASSAGE BARRIER REMOVAL  

Adverse/ 
Beneficial 

Effect 
Affected 

Resources 
Long/ 

short-term 
Indirect/ 

Direct 
Significant/ Insignificant 

Adverse 
Effects 

Traffic disruption due to 
construction equipment on 
roads near project sites 

Socioeconomic Short Indirect 
Insignificant –Temporary condition; measures will be taken to reduce 
congestion as much as possible; no significant effects to local 
businesses or residents are anticipated. 

Mortality of non-motile aquatic 
organisms 

Biological Short Direct 

Insignificant – Some aquatic organisms that are not able to move out of 
the way of construction equipment (e.g., freshwater mussels) may die 
during construction.  Sizable populations of non-motile organisms, if 
found at project sites, are frequently relocated. 

Increased noise for neighbors 
and passersby 

Socioeconomic Short Direct Insignificant 

 
 

Alternative 1 (preferred) – Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration – RIPARIAN RESTORATION 

Adverse/ 
Beneficial 

Effect 
Affected 

Resources 
Long/ 

short-term 
Indirect/ 

Direct 
Significant/ Insignificant 

Beneficial 
Effects 

Improved quality of riparian 
and wetland habitat, in turn 
benefiting the fish and wildlife 
that rely upon these habitats 

Biological, 
Physical 

Long Direct Insignificant 
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Alternative 1 (preferred) – Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration –STORMWATER BMPs 

Adverse/ 
Beneficial 

Effect 
Affected 

Resources 
Long/ 

short-term 
Indirect/ 

Direct 
Significant/ Insignificant 

Beneficial 
Effects 

Improved quality of riparian 
and wetland habitat 

Biological, 
Physical 

Long Direct 
Insignificant – Stormwater BMPs often involve the installation of native 
vegetation that benefits native fish and wildlife populations. 

Improved groundwater 
infiltration, leading to 
increasing aquifer recharge 

Physical Long Direct 
Insignificant – Stormwater BMPs frequently slow down the velocities 
of runoff, allowing for more of this water to sink down into the ground. 

Improved water quality in 
surface waters  

Physical Long Direct 
Insignificant – Stormwater BMPs help to remove pollutants from water, 
improving the quality of the stormwater that enters river and streams. 

Improved visual appeal of 
project sites 

Socioeconomic Long Indirect 

Insignificant – Installation of stormwater BMPs often involves the 
installation of native flowers and plants that improve the visual appeal 
of impervious surfaces, such as parking lots.  Increased visual appeal 
could have an indirect effect on the desirability of an area. 

Adverse 
Effects 

Clearing of herbaceous and 
woody vegetation  

Biological  Short Direct 
Insignificant – Areas either revegetate quickly or are replanted/reseeded 
with native vegetation. 

Increased turbidity in water 
during construction, leading to 
short-term reduction in water 
quality 

Physical and 
Biological 

Short Direct 

Insignificant –Temporary condition; State-mandated erosion control 
protocols will be followed to minimize turbidity and erosion. 
Construction will follow Clean Water Act permit requirements, thus 
minimizing impacts to water quality. 

Increased noise for neighbors 
and passersby 

Socioeconomic Short Direct Insignificant  

Mortality of non-motile aquatic 
organisms 

Biological Short Direct 

Insignificant – Some aquatic organisms that are not able to move out of 
the way of construction equipment (e.g., freshwater mussels) may die 
during construction.  Sizable populations of non-motile organisms, if 
found at project sites, are frequently relocated. 
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Alternative 1 (preferred) – Memorial Pond Wetland Restoration & Enhancement  

Adverse/ 
Beneficial 

Effect 
Affected 

Resources 
Long/ 

short-term 
Indirect/ 

Direct 
Significant/ Insignificant 

Beneficial 
Effects 

Improved quality of riparian 
and wetland habitat, in turn 
benefiting the fish and wildlife 
that rely upon these habitats 

Biological, 
Physical 

Long Direct Insignificant 

Water quality protection Physical Long Direct 
Insignificant – Wetlands are natural water filters and constructing 
wetland habitats as part of the Memorial Pond project will help to 
protect water quality in the Pond. 

Removal of non-native, 
invasive plant species 

Biological Long Direct 
Insignificant – Invasive plants, particularly large monocultures of 
invasive plants, reduce plant biodiversity, which in turn affects the 
quality of habitat and food sources available for wildlife. 

Adverse 
Effects 

Increased turbidity in water 
during construction, leading to 
reduction in water quality 

Physical Short Direct 

Insignificant –Temporary condition; State-mandated erosion control 
protocols will be followed to minimize turbidity and erosion on site. 
Construction will follow Clean Water Act permit requirements, thus 
minimizing impacts to water quality. 

Traffic disruption due to 
construction equipment on 
roads near project sites 

Socioeconomic Short Indirect 
Insignificant –Temporary condition; measures will be taken to reduce 
congestion as much as possible; no significant effects to local 
businesses or residents are anticipated. 

Clearing of herbaceous and 
woody vegetation  

Biological  Short Direct 
Insignificant – Areas either revegetate quickly or are replanted/reseeded 
with native vegetation. 

Increased noise for neighbors 
and passersby 

Socioeconomic Short Direct Insignificant 

Mortality of non-motile aquatic 
organisms 

Biological Short Direct 

Insignificant – Some aquatic organisms that are not able to move out of 
the way of construction equipment (e.g., freshwater mussels) may die 
during construction.  Sizable populations of non-motile organisms, if 
found at project sites, are frequently relocated. 
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Alternative 1 (preferred) – Sharon Great Cedar Swamp Hydrologic Model 

Adverse/ 
Beneficial 

Effect 
Affected 

Resources 
Long/ 

short-term 
Indirect/ 

Direct 
Significant/ Insignificant 

Beneficial 
Effects 

Increased understanding of 
swamp hydrology that will 
improve likelihood of 
restoration 

Physical Long Direct Insignificant 

 
 

Alternative 1 (preferred) – Land Conservation 

Adverse/ 
Beneficial 

Effect 
Affected 

Resources 
Long/ 

short-term 
Indirect/ 

Direct 
Significant/ Insignificant 

Beneficial 
Effects 

Maintaining habitat for fish and 
wildlife by keeping land out of 
development 

Biological, 
Physical 

Long Direct Insignificant 

Protecting groundwater Physical Long Direct Insignificant 

Increasing public enjoyment of 
and connection to nature 

Socioeconomic 
and cultural 

Long Direct Insignificant 

Adverse 
Effects 

Preventing development of land 
that could potentially be 
developed and generate tax and 
other revenue 

Socioeconomic Long Indirect 
Insignificant – The area of land that could be purchased with the 
available funds is so small that no significant socioeconomic impact is 
expected due to lost tax revenue. 
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Alternative 2 – Daylighting the Neponset River 

Adverse/ 
Beneficial 

Effect 
Affected 

Resources 
Long/ 

short-term 
Indirect/ 

Direct 
Significant/ Insignificant 

Beneficial 
Effects 

Migratory fish able to access 
more habitat, thus improving 
health of fish populations 

Biological Long Direct 
Insignificant – Daylighting the River will improve the ability of 
migratory fish to move freely through the watershed. 

More effective instream 
sediment transportation, leading 
to improved instream habitat 

Physical Long Direct 

Insignificant – Sediment (e.g., sand, gravel and boulders) is intended to 
move downstream through stream systems.  This material helps to 
create the stream bottom that fish and other organisms require for food, 
shelter and reproduction. The river culvert interferes with the movement 
of larger material downstream.   

Improved instream habitat that 
can be utilized by more species 

Physical Long Direct Insignificant 

Increased mobility of other 
organisms (e.g., turtles) along 
stream corridor 

Biological Long Direct 

Insignificant – Streams are “roadways” for many organisms other than 
fish, including amphibians, reptiles and benthic macroinvertebrates.  
Removing the culvert will improve the ability of many organisms to 
access the River’s important feeding, spawning and refuge habitats. 

Reintroducing sunlight to 
stream channel, thus helping to 
restore plankton communities  

Biological Long Direct 

Insignificant – Daylighting the River will allow sunlight to reach the 
River directly in this location, which in turn will allow photosynthesis to 
occur again.  This will allow plankton communities to develop in this 
section of the River.  Plankton serve as the base of the aquatic food 
chain and thus support the entire riverine ecosystem. 

Adverse 
Effects 

Traffic disruption due to 
construction equipment on 
roads near project sites 

Socioeconomic Short Indirect 
Insignificant –Temporary condition; measures will be taken to reduce 
congestion as much as possible; no significant effects to local 
businesses or residents are anticipated. 
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3.3.5 Cumulative Effects 
Cumulatively, it is anticipated that there will be a long-term, positive effect on the biological and 
physical health of the Upper Neponset River watershed due to the implementation of the 
Alternative 1 (preferred) Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects.  However, relative to the magnitude of 
adverse ecological impacts that currently exist in the watershed, the positive cumulative effect of 
these proposed restoration actions is not expected to be significant. 
 
Cumulatively, it is anticipated that there would be a long-term, positive effect on the biological 
and physical health of the Upper Neponset River watershed due to the implementation of the 
Alternative 2 (daylighting the Neponset River on the B&U Site).  However, relative to the 
magnitude of adverse ecological impacts that currently exist in the watershed, the positive 
cumulative effect of this restoration project is not expected to be significant. 
  
Cumulatively, it is anticipated that there would be a long-term adverse effect to the physical 
health of the Upper Neponset River watershed were Alternative 3 (no action) selected because no 
restoration would occur.  However, relative to the magnitude of adverse ecological impacts that 
currently exist in the watershed, the adverse cumulative effect of the no action alternative is not 
expected to be significant. 
 

3.4 Conclusion 
Within the context of NEPA, both Alternative 1 (preferred) and Alternative 2 would have a 
beneficial effect on physical and biological resources.  However, Alternative 1 (preferred), which 
would allow for the implementation of several projects, would have a greater beneficial effect 
than the Alternative 2 river daylighting project.  Additionally, the Alternative 2 river daylighting 
project is too costly to be implemented with the settlement funds. Thus, the Trustees propose to 
select and implement Alternative 1 (preferred).   
 

4. STATE SETTLEMENT – GROUNDWATER RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES 
AND ASSESSMENT 

 
4.1 Introduction 

The Secretary of the EEA serves as the Commonwealth’s Natural Resource Trustee.  Within 
EEA, MassDEP administers the NRD Program.  As a Trustee of groundwater resources at this 
Site, EEA resolved a claim for injured groundwater resources as part of the 2011 NRD 
settlement.  The settlement included $300,000 to restore, replace, and/or acquire the equivalent 
of injured groundwater resources.   
 
This section of the Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment focuses on restoring 
groundwater and the services that it provides to humans and the ecosystem, and was prepared by 
MassDEP on behalf of EEA in accordance with the NRD provisions under section 107(f) of 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9607(f).  Further, the EEA’s Trustee authority includes  section 5(a) of the 
Massachusetts Oil and Hazardous Material Release Prevention and Response Act, Chapter 21E 
of Massachusetts General Laws, M.G.L. c. 21E, as amended (“Chapter 21E”) and section 2A of 
chapter 21A of Massachusetts General Laws, as amended (“Chapter 21A, §2A”).  
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4.2 Summary of Site Injuries and Public Losses 
If contaminant concentrations measured in groundwater exceed the Massachusetts Drinking 
Water Standard for that contaminant (as published at 310 CMR 22.00) or another standard (for 
example, Groundwater Standards established in the Massachusetts Contingency Plan or an 
advisory level) established for the protection of human health, it is considered an injured 
resource.  Site investigations and sampling activities from the late-1980s through the mid-2000s 
documented the presence of volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, and 
metals in groundwater at concentrations that exceeded Massachusetts Drinking Water Standards.   
 
In 1994, EPA added the B&U Site to the Superfund program’s National Priorities List (NPL).  
The Site is located within the boundaries of the 30-square-mile Head of the Neponset Aquifer 
(HNA) designated by EPA in 1988.  The HNA encompasses most of Walpole, and portions of 
Dover, Foxborough, Medfield, Norwood, Sharon, and Westwood.  It is the principal source of 
drinking water to residents within that area served by public and private drinking water wells.  In 
addition, the Site is partly underlain by a medium yield aquifer and is classified as GW-1, a 
Current or Potential Drinking Water Source Area. 
 

4.3 Restoration Goals/Purpose of Restoration 
The Commonwealth’s overarching restoration goal, as expressed in the 1984 Water Supply 
Policy Statement, is as follows: 
 

Water is a valuable resource of the Commonwealth, and as such, the state needs to 
establish laws and policies to provide for its multiple uses, protect its quality and 
ensure that it is available to meet the legitimate needs of its citizens. The state‘s 
overall goal is to ensure that water is available in sufficient quantity and quality to 
meet Massachusetts’ current and future needs and to accommodate both 
consumptive and non-consumptive needs.  

 
This goal has been refined through several policies and guidelines, including but not limited to, 
the Massachusetts Water Supply Policy Statement (1996), Massachusetts Water Policy (2004), 
Offsets Policy Regarding Proposed Interbasin Transfers (2007), and the Massachusetts Water 
Conservation Standards (2012). The Commonwealth’s ground and surface waters are 
interconnected and renewable hydrological resources whose protection and restoration are 
critical to insure the availability of safe and potable drinking water for current and future needs; 
promote sustainable and equitable development; and sustain water-dependent ecosystems. 
Integrated water resources management is essential for the protection and restoration of 
interconnected and interdependent hydrological and ecological systems. The Commonwealth 
supports the development and implementation of local and regional, State and interstate plans 
that have broad public support and are consistent with its sustainable development principles. 
According to the 1996 Massachusetts Water Supply Policy Statement: 
 

 It is in the public interest for the state to support and strengthen local and regional 
capabilities to manage public water supplies by working together to plan, construct, 
manage, conserve, and protect water supplies using the watershed as the foundation for 
such planning. 
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 The watershed is the planning unit for all aspects of water resources assessment, planning 
and management whose implementation is best served through a coordinated, watershed-
based, public-private partnership. 
 

The 2004 Water Policy seeks to advance the following environmental principles: 
 

 keep water local and seek to have municipalities live within their water budgets by 
addressing issues from a watershed perspective; 

 protect clean water and restore impaired waters; 
 protect and restore fish and wildlife habitat; and 
 promote development strategies consistent with sustainable water resource management. 

 
In accordance with these policies, groundwater restoration projects have the potential to benefit 
current and potential drinking water supplies as well as offset ecological impacts related to 
diminished water quantity or quality. Additionally, groundwater restoration projects can 
encompass a wide range of strategies to develop, protect, maintain and conserve current and 
potential drinking water supplies and provide for the protection of natural ecosystems. 
 

4.4 Groundwater Restoration Solicitation and Criteria Evaluation Process 
The groundwater restoration process varies from the process used for ecological restoration in 
that this section of the Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment has been developed prior 
to soliciting proposals and selecting site-specific projects. However, the guidelines for 
groundwater restoration project selection are provided in this section.  The Grant Announcement 
and Application (GAA) for site-specific groundwater restoration proposals will be made 
available online through the Commonwealth’s online procurement system and MassDEP NRD 
Program website following approval of the Final Restoration Plan and Environmental 
Assessment.  Proposals received in response to the GAA solicitation will undergo a two-stage 
evaluation as described below. 
 

4.5 Solicitation Process 
Following issuance of a Final Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment, MassDEP will 
hold a public informational meeting in advance of the release of a GAA to share information 
about the settlement, groundwater restoration requirements, and funding opportunity.  MassDEP 
will then release a GAA and post an announcement about the solicitation on the 
Commonwealth’s procurement website (COMMBUYS) and the MassDEP website.  MassDEP 
will also notify interested parties about the funding opportunity through a settlement-specific 
email list, which will include participants in the restoration planning process as well as 
municipalities, non-profit organizations, and planning agencies in the Head of the Neponset 
restoration focus area.  Proposals will be due 30 days following posting of the GAA.  The 
Commonwealth’s procurement rules prohibit MassDEP from consulting with potential applicants 
to develop project ideas once the GAA is issued.  Potential applicants are strongly encouraged to 
participate in the restoration planning process and/or contact MassDEP before the GAA issue 
date to refine project ideas and obtain feedback.   
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4.6 Criteria Evaluation 
The DOI NRD regulations identify the following factors to be considered in the evaluation and 
selection of preferred alternatives (43 CFR 11.82): 
 

 technical feasibility; 
 the relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits from 

the restoration, rehabilitation, replacement, and/or acquisition of equivalent resources; 
 cost-effectiveness; 
 the results of any actual or planned response actions; 
 potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed actions, including long-term 

and indirect impacts, to the injured resources or other resources; 
 the natural recovery period; 
 ability of the resources to recover with or without alternative actions; 
 potential effects of the action on human health and safety; 
 consistency with relevant Federal, State, and Tribal policies; and 
 compliance with applicable Federal, State, and Tribal laws. 

 
MassDEP incorporated the 10 factors described above into the following Eligibility and 
Evaluation Criteria. MassDEP is solely responsible for determining whether proposed restoration 
project ideas meet these criteria. 

 
4.7 Eligibility Criteria 

Groundwater restoration projects must meet the following Eligibility Criteria to be further 
considered and evaluated by MassDEP using the Evaluation Criteria. If any project does not 
meet the Eligibility Criteria, it will not be given further consideration. A project’s demonstrated 
consistency with the Eligibility Criteria does not guarantee that it will be funded, but merely 
establishes that MassDEP could further consider the project for possible funding. Conversely, 
rejection of a proposed project based on these criteria means that MassDEP would not allocate 
NRD funds for that project, even though the proposed project may yield a restoration benefit to 
injured natural resources. 
 

a. Groundwater restoration projects must: 
 

 restore, replace, and/or acquire the equivalent of groundwater resources or groundwater 
resource services in the Head of the Neponset Sole Source Aquifer; 

 have a strong link to groundwater resources and the services they provide to humans and 
ecosystems; 

 be a tangible on-the-ground restoration project, or a component thereof: components may 
include data collection, feasibility, design, permitting, construction, monitoring, and 
community involvement; 

 be consistent with Federal, State, or local law, regulation, or policies; and 
 be protective of health or safety. 

 
b. Groundwater restoration projects must not: 
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 be used to support ongoing efforts to comply with legal requirements, such as permit 
conditions, mitigation requirements, enforcement actions, and settlement agreements.  
However, funds may support projects that enhance or improve upon existing baseline 
compliance efforts, such as but not limited to: 
 
o accelerating the pace of performance of the obligation, which such pace represents a 

calculable and substantial groundwater restoration benefit; or, 
 

o increasing the natural resource benefits associated with performance obligation. 
 

 be inconsistent or be undone or negatively impacted by future remediation work, or 
interfere with any ongoing or anticipated response actions or final decisions at the B&U 
Site; 

 
 restore groundwater resources solely outside of the Head of the Neponset Sole Source 

Aquifer; 
 

 be a proposal to conduct a study for a future restoration project or for research purposes; 
or 

 
 use funds for continued operation, maintenance or support of an existing restoration 

project or natural resource. 
 
4.8 Evaluation Criteria 

The following Evaluation Criteria will be used to prioritize eligible restoration projects through a 
qualitative assessment of their value and feasibility. 
 
Focus Criteria 
 

a. Proximity to Injured Resources:  Proposed restoration projects must be located in or 
provide groundwater resource benefits to the Head of the Neponset Sole Source Aquifer.     
 

b. Relationship to Injured Resources (Nexus):  Projects that restore, replace, or acquire the 
equivalent of the same or similar resources or services that were injured are preferred to 
projects that solely or primarily benefit other resources or services.  Injured resources 
include groundwater.    
 

Benefit Criteria 
 

a. Magnitude of Benefits:  Project maximizes the level of restoration, replacement and/or 
acquisition of the equivalent natural resources that were injured.   

 
b. Multiple Benefits:  Project will provide benefits to the greatest number of natural 

resource types and natural resource services. 
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c. Sustainability of Benefits:  Project will result in long-term, self-sustaining and 
comprehensive benefits to groundwater resources and/or the services they provide.  
Project will require only periodic maintenance or management that represents a relatively 
small investment to provide continuing benefits.  Management and degree of public 
access will be consistent with natural resource protection. 

 
d. Consistency with State, regional, or local policies and plans: Project implements one or 

more public goals, needs and/or recommendations expressed in existing State, regional, 
or local planning or regulatory documents.  

 
e. Community Goals:  Project complements one or more community goals, needs and/or 

recommendations as expressed in existing plans that incorporated public input and 
involvement in their development. 

 
f. Stewardship:  Project will result in an “informed citizenry” that will help ensure ongoing 

environmental stewardship of restored groundwater resources and services.  Project 
provides a critical foundation for ongoing and future groundwater restoration and 
protection activities. 

 
g. Avoidance of Adverse Impacts:  Project has little to no potential for adverse impacts to 

the environment or public health and safety, or modifications to project to avoid potential 
impacts would considerably decrease benefits to injured natural resources and/or 
services.  Adverse impacts include those characterized as short- or long-term, direct or 
indirect, and include those affecting resources that are not the focus of the project. 

 
h. Technical/Technological:  Project will employ well-known and accepted techniques to 

achieve stated project objectives. Likelihood of success in proposed project location and 
expected return of resources and resource services is high.   

 
i. Administrative and Management Capability:  Project will be managed and administered 

by an organization that has demonstrated capability to successfully implement and 
complete similar projects.   

 
j. Site Ownership:  Restoration will occur at a publicly owned site or on private property 

with a private owner willing to provide access and protective easements or restrictions as 
appropriate. 

 
k. Soundness of Approach:  Project demonstrates how work activities are planned and 

scheduled as well as the soundness and feasibility of all technical and logistical aspects of 
the project. 

 
l. Measurable Results:  Project delivers tangible and specific ecological and/or 

socioeconomic results that are identifiable and measurable, and that may be evaluated 
using professionally accepted quantitative or qualitative methods, so that changes to 
groundwater resources and services can be documented and evaluated.   
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m. Level of Difficulty:  Obstacles that may be encountered during project implementation 
(e.g., coordination with multiple outside parties, regulatory permits required, complex 
design and engineering, and public support) will not interfere with the likelihood of 
success. 

 
n. Reasonableness of Costs:  Project costs are commensurate with the benefits provided to 

injured natural resources and/or services.  This will be a qualitative cost-benefit analysis. 
 
o. Implementation-oriented:  Project has a high ratio of NRD funding dedicated to 

implementation compared to general support and operation. 
 
p. Project implementation readiness:  Project has substantially completed planning, design 

and/or permitting phase and/or has definitive plan for completion.  
 
q. Operation and maintenance needs:  Project demonstrates that appropriate legal, financial, 

and operational mechanisms are in place to conduct operation and maintenance to ensure 
sustained public use benefits.  

 
r. Leveraging of Additional Resources:  Project partners represent a broad range of 

community and other interests with a demonstrated commitment to provide matching 
funds and in-kind services.  While matching funds are not required, leveraging of non-
NRD resources is preferred because it extends the availability of restoration funds and 
therefore increases the resource benefits provided by the funds. 

 
s. Level of funding and resources needed for project implementation: If Project includes 

matching funds and in-kind services, applicant demonstrates that these resources in 
addition to the funding requested are adequate to complete the work proposed, including 
contingencies. 
 

As part of the GAA process, evaluation of proposals will be conducted by a Grant Review Team 
(GRT) that consists of a Team Leader and various MassDEP and EEA staff members.  Projects 
will be first assessed for eligibility by MassDEP.  Projects that are determined to be eligible will 
be evaluated by the GRT.  GRT members will independently apply the Evaluation Criteria to 
proposals and arrive at an individual score for each project. All GRT members will subsequently 
meet to discuss the projects’ merits and derive a single, consensus-based recommendation for 
each proposal. 
 

4.9 Restoration Alternatives Considered 
The Commonwealth Trustee considered a set of restoration alternative categories that could 
potentially restore injured groundwater resources and/or improve groundwater services.   These 
categories align with the Commonwealth’s water policies and are expressly guided by the 2002 
Water Conservation Standards: 
 

a. preserve the Commonwealth‘s water resources, as part of the public trust; 
 

b. sustain water supplies to meet current and future needs; and 
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c. protect aquatic ecosystems and minimize water supply impacts. 

 
Groundwater Restoration Alternative Category:  Groundwater Recharge 
 
This restoration category includes projects that: 
 

 protect the quality of current and potential drinking water supplies through aquifer land 
conservation; 

 reduce losses of clean water to aquifers; for example, projects that reduce infiltration and 
inflow to a sewer system; and 

 provide quality recharge to aquifers; for example, projects that capture, store and 
infiltrate stormwater that would otherwise be discharged directly to a stream via an 
existing storm drain system. 
 

Groundwater Restoration Alternative Category:  Demand Management 
 
This restoration category includes projects that: 
 

 implement measures to conserve water, including water audits, leak detection surveys 
and repair, infrastructure improvements or improved accounting, drought resiliency, rate 
structure studies and/or billing practices; and 

 reduce impacts of drought conditions on aquifers and ecosystems, including use of 
private wells for irrigation purposes. 
 

Groundwater Restoration Alternative Category:  Integrated Management 
 
This restoration category includes projects that: 
 

 integrate planning and management of current and potential drinking water supplies and 
wastewater treatment, with an emphasis on the efficient use of land, energy, and water 
and regional or multi-community benefits. 

 
All projects must provide an appropriate method for quantifying environmental results such as 
the water and cost savings from leaks repaired, retrofits, etc. 
 
No Action Alternative 
 
The Trustee also considered a restoration alternative of no action. Under this alternative, the 
Trustee would rely on natural recovery and would take no direct action to restore injured natural 
resources or compensate for lost natural resource services.  Under this alternative, no 
compensation would be provided for interim losses in resource services. 
 

4.10 Preferred Restoration Alternatives 
The Commonwealth Trustee’s preferred restoration alternatives include a suite of restoration 
projects from the restoration alternative categories described above (groundwater recharge; 
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demand management and integrated management) that compensate for interim losses and satisfy 
the site-specific and regulatory criteria listed above.  The Commonwealth Trustee considered the 
no action alternative to be non-preferred. 
 

4.11 Environmental Benefits from Preferred Restoration Alternatives 
Implementation of the preferred restoration alternatives are expected to generate long-term 
benefits to groundwater resources, and groundwater-dependent ecological resources, that are 
substantially greater than any potential short-term adverse impacts that may occur during 
construction.  Demand management, land acquisition for aquifer protection and integrated water 
supply and wastewater management are actions considered by the Commonwealth Trustee to 
have no or minor potential environmental impact.    
 
 

5. CONCLUSION 
After significant and meaningful consultation with the public, stakeholders, and restoration 
project proponents, and after evaluating and considering the proposed restoration alternatives 
under the Superfund Law and NEPA, the Trustees propose to implement Alternative 1, their 
preferred restoration alternative, for the $700,000 joint settlement: 

 
Tier 1: Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration Initiative 
 
Tier 1: Memorial Pond Wetland Restoration and Enhancement 
 
Tier 2: Sharon Great Cedar Swamp Hydrologic Study 
 
Tier 2: Land Conservation 

 
Given that the Traphole Brook Watershed Restoration Initiative will benefit both groundwater 
and ecological resources, the Trustees propose to expend the $125,000 portion of the joint 
settlement dedicated to restoration efforts that benefit both ecological and groundwater resources 
on the Traphole Brook restoration effort. 
 
 In addition, with its $300,000 groundwater settlement, the Commonwealth proposes to initiate a 
Grant Announcement and Application process in order to identify and fund three categories of 
groundwater restoration projects (groundwater recharge, demand management and integrated 
management) that will best: 
 

a. preserve the Commonwealth‘s water resources, as part of the public trust; 
 

b. sustain water supplies to meet current and future needs; and  
 

c. protect aquatic ecosystems and minimize water supply impacts. 
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6. COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL LAWS AND POLICIES 
Alternative 1 (preferred) projects have been evaluated for consistency with applicable federal, State, and local laws, regulations, and 
programs. A brief description of compliance with these governing bodies is provided in Table 2. 
 
Table 2. Consistency and compliance with Federal Laws, Regulations, and Programs. 
Law, Regulation or Program Compliance Description 

Massachusetts Clean Waters Act (M.G.L. Chapter 21, Sections 
26-53) 

Authorizes MassDEP to take all action necessary or appropriate to secure to the 
Commonwealth the benefits of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, and 
other Federal legislation pertaining to water pollution control. 

Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act (M.G.L. Chapter 131 
section 40) 

Establishes a public review and decision-making process by which activities affecting 
Areas Subject to Protection are to be regulated in order to contribute to the following 
interests: 

� protection of public and private water supply 
� protection of ground water supply 
� flood control 
� storm damage prevention 
� prevention of pollution 
� protection of land containing shellfish 
� protection of fisheries 
� protection of wildlife habitat 

Massachusetts Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(M.G.L. Chapter 21A, section 2(7)) 

ACECs are those areas within the Commonwealth where unique clusters of natural and 
human resource values exist and which are worthy of a high level of concern and protection. 
ACEC designation creates a framework for local and regional stewardship of critical 
resources and ecosystems. After designation, the aim is to preserve and restore these areas 
and all EEA agencies are directed to take actions with this in mind. 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (M.G.L. Chapter 30, 
sections 61-62H) 

MEPA requires State agencies to study the environmental consequences of their actions.  
After the Final Restoration Plan is completed, individual restoration projects may be 
determined to trigger thresholds established under MEPA and will then be required to 
proceed through a MEPA review.  

Massachusetts Oil and Hazardous Materials Release Prevention 
& Response Act, M.G.L. Chapter 21E, as amended.   

Authorizes MassDEP to assess injury, recover damages, and restore natural resources. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Chapter 3 of this document, along with the signature of the Service Authorized Official, 
ensures that the Draft Restoration Plan is in compliance with NEPA.  

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) 

Chapters 2 and 4 of this document ensure that the Draft Restoration Plan is in compliance 
with CERCLA. 

Clean Water Act of 1977 (Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972) 

Any necessary applications for 404 General Permits to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
will be filed in compliance with this Act. 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as Amended (16 USC 1531 
et seq.) 

Impacts to identified State and federally protected species will be minimized during the 
construction phase of the proposed projects; projects will enhance fish and wildlife habitat 
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value.  Consultations with the Service for proposed projects will be conducted in accordance 
with this Act. 

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 
Any necessary applications for General Permits to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will be 
filed in compliance with this Act.  

Presidential Executive Order 12898 – Environmental Justice 
The proposed projects will enhance safety and recreational opportunities for all residents 
and visitors, regardless of ethnic background. Public meetings and comments are open to the 
public. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
The Service is the Lead Federal Agency for the projects proposed and has played an integral 
role in the development of the proposed projects and alternatives analysis. 

Presidential Executive Order 11990 – Protection of Wetlands 
The proposed projects avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse 
impacts associated with the alteration of wetlands. 

Presidential Executive Order 11988 – Floodplain Management 
The proposed projects will not encourage any human development or building within the 
existing mapped floodplain. 

Presidential Executive Order 12898 – Environmental Justice 
The proposed projects will not adversely affect low-income or minority populations.  
Projects being considered are all beneficial to surrounding communities. 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended (16 
USC 470 et seq.) 

The Service will consult with the State Historic Preservation Office and the Advisory 
Council for Historic Preservation on any projects that could involve historic and/or cultural 
resources. 

Water Resources Development Act of 1990 
The proposed projects seek to increase acreage and enhance the quality of wetland 
resources.  

Federal Noxious Weed 
Control Act and Executive Order 13112 

The proposed projects are not expected to introduce or spread noxious weeds or non-native 
invasive species.  
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