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Weston O

5 Centennial Drive, Peabody, MA 01960 (HQ)
Tel: 978.532.1900

Boston — Charles River Vegetation Management Plan
WSE Project No. 2180457

March 22, 2021

Boston Conservation Commission
1 City Hall Square, Room 709
Boston, MA 02201

Re:  NOI Filing
Charles River Vegetation Management Plan
Test Plot Implementation

Dear Members of the Commission:

On behalf of the Department of Conservation and Recreation, Weston & Sampson Engineers, Inc. is
hereby enclosing two (2) copies of the Notice of Intent submittal (including plans) and a digital copy
has been emailed to CC@boston.gov to fulfill the requirements of the Massachusetts Wetlands
Protection Act, M.G.L. Chapter 131, Section 40 submittal requirements and the City of Boston
submittal requirements. This submittal is a formal Notice of Intent for the test plot implementation as
part of the Charles River Vegetation Management Plan.

As part of the filing, we have attached the following:

Appendix A:  Project Description

Appendix B:  Alternatives Analysis

Appendix C:  Stormwater Report

Appendix D:  Maps

Appendix E:  Specifications

Appendix F: Abutter Information

Appendix G:  Wetland Delineation Report

Appendix H:  Vegetation Management Plan (on attached CD)
Plans

If you have any questions regarding this submittal, please contact me at (978) 532-1900 ext. 2117.
Very truly yours,

WESTON & SAMPSON

Devin Batchelder, CWS
Environmental Scientist

westonandsampson.com
Offices in: MA, CT, NH, VT, NY, NJ, PA, SC & FL



Enter your transmittal number - > X287542

Transmittal Number

Your unique Transmittal Number can be accessed online:
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/service/approvals/transmittal-form-for-payment.html

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Transmittal Form for Permit Application and Payment

1. Please typeor - A Permit Information
print. A separate

Transmittal Form WPA Form 3 Notice of Intent

must be comp_leted 1. Permit Code: 4 to 7 character code from permit instructions 2. Name of Permit Category
for each permit Test plots associated with the new Charles River Vegetation Management Plan

lication.
application 3. Type of Project or Activity
2. Make your
check payableto B Applicant Information — Firm or Individual
the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts Department of Conservation & Recreation
and mail it with a 1. Name of Firm - Or, if party needing this approval is an individual enter name below:
copy of this form to:
MassDEP, P.O. — . —
Box 4062, Boston, 2. Last Name of Individual . 3. First Name of Individual 4. MI
MA 02211. 251 Causeway Street, Suite 600
_ 5. Street Address
3h-, Tfhree CFTIP'GS of Boston MA 02114 (857) 248-3598
L;ch;:jm will be 6. City/Town 7. State 8. Zip Code 9. Telephone # 10. Ext. #
' C/O Danielle Mellett danielle.mellett@state.ma.us
Copy 1 - the 11. Contact Person 12. e-mail address

original must

accompany your p— - — —
permit application. C. Facility, Site or Individual Requiring Approval

Copy 2 must . .

acc%‘:npany your Department of Conservation & Recreation

fee payment. 1. Name of Facility, Site Or Individual

Copy 3 should be The Charles River Reservation

retained for your 2. Street Address

records Boston MA 02114

4. Both fee-paying 3. City/Town 4. State 5. Zip Code 6. Telephone # 7.Ext. #
and exempt

applicants must 8. DEP Facility Number (if Known) 9. Federal I.D. Number (if Known) 10. BWSC Tracking # (if Known)

mail a copy of this

transmittal form to:

D. Application Prepared by (if different from Section B)*

g'_ac')s_sgfxpmsz Weston & Sampson Engineers
Boston, MA 1. Name of Firm Or Individual
02211 55 Walkers Brook Dr, Suite 100
2. Address
* Note: Reading MA 01867 978-532-1900 2117
For BWSC Permits, 3. Clt.y/Town 4. State 5. Zip Code 6. Telephone # 7.Ext. #
enter the LSP. Devin Batchelder
8. Contact Person 9. LSP Number (BWSC Permits only)

E. Permit - Project Coordination

1. Is this project subject to MEPA review? [Jyes X no
If yes, enter the project’s EOEA file number - assigned when an
Environmental Notification Form is submitted to the MEPA unit:

EOEA File Number

F. Amount Due

DEP Use Only Special Provisions:

1. [ Fee Exempt (city, town or municipal housing authority)(state agency if fee is $100 or less).
Permit No: There are no fee exemptions for BWSC permits, regardless of applicant status.

2. [ Hardship Request - payment extensions according to 310 CMR 4.04(3)(c).
Rec’d Date: 3. [ Alternative Schedule Project (according to 310 CMR 4.05 and 4.10).
4. [ Homeowner (according to 310 CMR 4.02).
Reviewer: 139212 400.00 3/18/2021

Check Number Dollar Amount Date

tr-formw.doc ¢ rev. 12/17 Page 1 of 1
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Important:
When filling out
forms on the
computer, use
only the tab key
to move your
cursor - do not
use the return
key.

Note:

Before
completing this
form consult
your local
Conservation
Commission
regarding any
municipal bylaw
or ordinance.

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Provided by MassDEP:

Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 3 - Notice of Intent
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, 8§40

MassDEP File Number

Document Transaction Number
Boston

City/Town

A. General Information

1. Project Location (Note: electronic filers will click on button to locate project site):

The Charles River Reservation Boston 02114

a. Street Address b. City/Town c. Zip Code
. . ) See Attached List

Latitude and Longitude: 4. Lafitude e. Longitude

See Attached List

f. Assessors Map/Plat Number

g. Parcel /Lot Number

2. Applicant:
C/O Danielle Mellett
a. First Name b. Last Name

The Charles River Reservation - Department of Conservation & Recreation

c. Organization

251 Causeway Street, Suite 600

d. Street Address
Boston

MA 02114

e. City/Town
(857) 248-3598

f. State g. Zip Code
danielle.mellett@state.ma.us

h. Phone Number i. Fax Number

3. Property owner (required if different from applicant):

C/O Priscilla

j- Email Address

[ ] Check if more than one owner

Geigis

a. First Name

b. Last Name

The Charles River Reservation - Department of Conservation & Recreation

c. Organization

251 Causeway Street, Suite 600

d. Street Address
Boston

MA 02114

e. City/Town
(857) 248-3598

f. State g. Zip Code

h. Phone Number i. Fax Number
4. Representative (if any):

Devin

j- Email address

Batchelder

a. First Name
Weston & Sampson Engineers

b. Last Name

c. Company
55 Walkers Brook Drive, Suite 100

d. Street Address
Reading

MA 01867

e. City/Town
(978)-532-1900

f. State g. Zip Code
batchelder.devin@wseinc.com

h. Phone Number i. Fax Number

j- Email address

5. Total WPA Fee Paid (from NOI Wetland Fee Transmittal Form):

$825

225.00 Separate City Fee

a. Total Fee Paid

wpaform3.doc ¢ rev. 2/8/2018

b. State Fee Paid

See Project Description for Info
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Provided by MassDEP:

Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands A DEEISIEEeT

WPA Form 3 - Notice of Intent
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, 8§40

Document Transaction Number
Boston

City/Town

A. General Information (continued)

6. General Project Description:

Test plots associated with the new Charles River Vegetation Management Plan (See Appendix A for
additional information)

7a. Project Type Checklist: (Limited Project Types see Section A. 7b.)

1. [] Single Family Home 2. [ Residential Subdivision

3. [ Commercial/lndustrial 4. [] Dock/Pier

5. [ Utilities 6. [] Coastal engineering Structure
7. [ Agriculture (e.g., cranberries, forestry) 8. [] Transportation

9. X Other

7b. Is any portion of the proposed activity eligible to be treated as a limited project (including Ecological
Restoration Limited Project) subject to 310 CMR 10.24 (coastal) or 310 CMR 10.53 (inland)?

1] Yes K No If yes, describe which limited project applies to this project. (See 310 CMR

' 10.24 and 10.53 for a complete list and description of limited project types)

2. Limited Project Type

If the proposed activity is eligible to be treated as an Ecological Restoration Limited Project (310
CMR10.24(8), 310 CMR 10.53(4)), complete and attach Appendix A: Ecological Restoration Limited
Project Checklist and Signed Certification.

8. Property recorded at the Registry of Deeds for:

Suffolk

a. County b. Certificate # (if registered land)
41914 322

c. Book d. Page Number

B. Buffer Zone & Resource Area Impacts (temporary & permanent)

1. [ Buffer Zone Only — Check if the project is located only in the Buffer Zone of a Bordering
Vegetated Wetland, Inland Bank, or Coastal Resource Area.

2. X Inland Resource Areas (see 310 CMR 10.54-10.58; if not applicable, go to Section B.3,
Coastal Resource Areas).

Check all that apply below. Attach narrative and any supporting documentation describing how the
project will meet all performance standards for each of the resource areas altered, including
standards requiring consideration of alternative project design or location.

wpaform3.doc ¢ rev. 2/8/2018 Page 2 of 9



For all projects
affecting other

Resource Areas,

please attach a
narrative
explaining how
the resource
area was
delineated.

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Provided by MassDEP:

Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands A DEEISIEEeT
WPA Form 3 - Notice of Intent |
. Document Transaction Number
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, 840 Boston
City/Town

B. Buffer Zone & Resource Area Impacts (temporary & permanent) (cont’d)

Resource Area Size of Proposed Alteration Proposed Replacement (if any)
a. D Bank 1. linear feet 2. linear feet
b.[] Bordering Vegetated

Wetland 1. square feet 2. square feet

c.[] Land Under

) 1. square feet 2. square feet
Waterbodies and

Waterways 3. cubic yards dredged
Resource Area Size of Proposed Alteration Proposed Replacement (if any)
d.X] Bordering Land 2,115 (temporary) 2,115 (in situ)
Subject to Flooding 1. square feet 2. square feet
0 0
3. cubic feet of flood storage lost 4. cubic feet replaced
e.[] Isolated Land
Subject to Flooding 1. square feet
2. cubic feet of flood storage lost 3. cubic feet replaced

Charles River

f IZ' Riverfront Area 1. Name of Waterway (if available) - specify coastal or inland

2. Width of Riverfront Area (check one):

X] 25 ft. - Designated Densely Developed Areas only
[] 100 ft. - New agricultural projects only

[] 200 ft. - All other projects
966,250 sq ft

3. Total area of Riverfront Area on the site of the proposed project: square feet

4. Proposed alteration of the Riverfront Area:

7,613 (temporary) 7,613 (temporary) N/A
a. total square feet b. square feet within 100 ft. c. square feet between 100 ft. and 200 ft.
5. Has an alternatives analysis been done and is it attached to this NOI? X Yes[] No

6. Was the lot where the activity is proposed created prior to August 1, 19967 X Yes[] No
3. [ Coastal Resource Areas: (See 310 CMR 10.25-10.35)

Note: for coastal riverfront areas, please complete Section B.2.f. above.

wpaform3.doc ¢ rev. 2/8/2018 Page 3 of 9



Online Users:
Include your
document
transaction
number
(provided on your
receipt page)
with all
supplementary
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submit to the
Department.
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 3 - Notice of Intent
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, 8§40

Provided by MassDEP:

MassDEP File Number

Document Transaction Number
Boston

City/Town

B. Buffer Zone & Resource Area Impacts (temporary & permanent) (cont'd)

Check all that apply below. Attach narrative and supporting documentation describing how the
project will meet all performance standards for each of the resource areas altered, including
standards requiring consideration of alternative project design or location.

Resource Area

Size of Proposed Alteration Proposed Replacement (if any)

a.[] Designated Port Areas Indicate size under Land Under the Ocean, below
b.[] Land Under the Ocean 1. square feet
2. cubic yards dredged
c.[] Barrier Beach Indicate size under Coastal Beaches and/or Coastal Dunes below
d. Coastal Beaches 1. square feet 2. cubic yards beach nourishment
e D Coastal Dunes 1. square feet 2. cubic yards dune nourishment
Size of Proposed Alteration Proposed Replacement (if any)
. [] Coastal Banks T incar feet
g.[] Rocky Intertidal
Shores 1. square feet
h. D Salt Marshes 1. square feet 2. sq ft restoration, rehab., creation
i. ] Land Under Salt
Ponds 1. square feet
2. cubic yards dredged
i. [ Land Containing
Shellfish 1. square feet
k.1 Fish Runs Indicate size under Coastal Banks, inland Bank, Land Under the
Ocean, and/or inland Land Under Waterbodies and Waterways,
above
1. cubic yards dredged
L[]  Land Subject to

Coastal Storm Flowage 1. square feet

[] Restoration/Enhancement

If the project is for the purpose of restoring or enhancing a wetland resource area in addition to the
square footage that has been entered in Section B.2.b or B.3.h above, please enter the additional
amount here.

a. square feet of BVW b. square feet of Salt Marsh

[] Project Involves Stream Crossings

a. number of new stream crossings b. number of replacement stream crossings

Page 4 of 9



Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Provided by MassDEP:

Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands A DEEISIEEeT

WPA Form 3 - Notice of Intent

Document Transaction Number

Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, 8§40

Boston

City/Town

C. Other Applicable Standards and Requirements

[] This is a proposal for an Ecological Restoration Limited Project. Skip Section C and
complete Appendix A: Ecological Restoration Limited Project Checklists — Required Actions
(310 CMR 10.11).

Streamlined Massachusetts Endangered Species Act/Wetlands Protection Act Review

1. Is any portion of the proposed project located in Estimated Habitat of Rare Wildlife as indicated on
the most recent Estimated Habitat Map of State-Listed Rare Wetland Wildlife published by the
Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP)? To view habitat maps, see the
Massachusetts Natural Heritage Atlas or go to
http://maps.massgqis.state.ma.us/PRI_EST HAB/viewer.htm.

al[]vYes X No If yes, include proof of mailing or hand delivery of NOI to:

Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
1 Rabbit Hill Road

Aug 1 2017 Westborough, MA 01581

b. Date of map

If yes, the project is also subject to Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA) review (321
CMR 10.18). To qualify for a streamlined, 30-day, MESA/Wetlands Protection Act review, please
complete Section C.1.c, and include requested materials with this Notice of Intent (NOI); OR
complete Section C.2.f, if applicable. If MESA supplemental information is not included with the NOI,
by completing Section 1 of this form, the NHESP will require a separate MESA filing which may take
up to 90 days to review (unless noted exceptions in Section 2 apply, see below).

c. Submit Supplemental Information for Endangered Species Review*

1. [ Percentage/acreage of property to be altered:

(a) within wetland Resource Area percentage/acreage

(b) outside Resource Area percentage/acreage

2. [ Assessor’s Map or right-of-way plan of site

2. [ Project plans for entire project site, including wetland resource areas and areas outside of
wetlands jurisdiction, showing existing and proposed conditions, existing and proposed
tree/vegetation clearing line, and clearly demarcated limits of work **

@[] Project description (including description of impacts outside of wetland resource area &
buffer zone)

®) [] Photographs representative of the site

* Some projects not in Estimated Habitat may be located in Priority Habitat, and require NHESP review (see
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/requlatory-review/). Priority Habitat includes habitat for state-listed plants
and strictly upland species not protected by the Wetlands Protection Act.

** MESA projects may not be segmented (321 CMR 10.16). The applicant must disclose full development plans even if such plans are

not required as part of the Notice of Intent process.
wpaform3.doc ¢ rev. 2/8/2018 Page 5 of 9
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Provided by MassDEP:

Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands A DEEISIEEeT
WPA Form 3 - Notice of Intent |
. Document Transaction Number
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, 840 Boston
City/Town

C. Other Applicable Standards and Requirements (cont’d)

© [ MESA filing fee (fee information available at
http://www.mass.gov/dfwele/dfw/nhesp/requlatory review/mesa/mesa fee schedule.htm).
Make check payable to “Commonwealth of Massachusetts - NHESP” and mail to NHESP at
above address

Projects altering 10 or more acres of land, also submit:

@[] Vegetation cover type map of site

@[] Project plans showing Priority & Estimated Habitat boundaries

(H OR Check One of the Following

1.[]  Project is exempt from MESA review.
Attach applicant letter indicating which MESA exemption applies. (See 321 CMR 10.14,
http://www.mass.gov/dfwele/dfw/nhesp/requlatory review/mesa/mesa_exemptions.htm;

the NOI must still be sent to NHESP if the project is within estimated habitat pursuant to
310 CMR 10.37 and 10.59.)

2.00  Separate MESA review ongoing. a. NHESP Tracking # b. Date submitted to NHESP

3.[] Separate MESA review completed.
Include copy of NHESP “no Take” determination or valid Conservation & Management
Permit with approved plan.

3. For coastal projects only, is any portion of the proposed project located below the mean high water
line or in a fish run?

a. [X] Not applicable — project is in inland resource area only b.[ ] Yes [ No

If yes, include proof of mailing, hand delivery, or electronic delivery of NOI to either:

South Shore - Cohasset to Rhode Island border, and North Shore - Hull to New Hampshire border:
the Cape & Islands:

Division of Marine Fisheries - Division of Marine Fisheries -

Southeast Marine Fisheries Station North Shore Office

Attn: Environmental Reviewer Attn: Environmental Reviewer

836 South Rodney French Blvd. 30 Emerson Avenue

New Bedford, MA 02744 Gloucester, MA 01930

Email: DMF.EnvReview-South@state.ma.us Email: DMF.EnvReview-North@state.ma.us

Also if yes, the project may require a Chapter 91 license. For coastal towns in the Northeast Region,
please contact MassDEP’s Boston Office. For coastal towns in the Southeast Region, please contact
MassDEP’s Southeast Regional Office.

wpaform3.doc ¢ rev. 2/8/2018 Page 6 of 9
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Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 3 - Notice of Intent
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, 8§40

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Provided by MassDEP:

MassDEP File Number

Document Transaction Number
Boston

City/Town

C. Other Applicable Standards and Requirements (cont'd)

4.

Online Users:
Include your
document
transaction
number

(provided on your 5.

receipt page)
with all
supplementary
information you

submit to the 6.

Department.

Is any portion of the proposed project within an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)?

[1vYes X No If yes, provide name of ACEC (see instructions to WPA Form 3 or MassDEP
2 Website for ACEC locations). Note: electronic filers click on Website.

b. ACEC

Is any portion of the proposed project within an area designated as an Outstanding Resource Water
(ORW) as designated in the Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards, 314 CMR 4.00?

a[] Yes [XI No

Is any portion of the site subject to a Wetlands Restriction Order under the Inland Wetlands
Restriction Act (M.G.L. c. 131, § 40A) or the Coastal Wetlands Restriction Act (M.G.L. c. 130, § 105)?

a.[] Yes [XI No

Is this project subject to provisions of the MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards?

a.[X] Yes. Attach a copy of the Stormwater Report as required by the Stormwater Management
Standards per 310 CMR 10.05(6)(k)-(q) and check if:
1.[]  Applying for Low Impact Development (LID) site design credits (as described in
Stormwater Management Handbook Vol. 2, Chapter 3)

2.[] A portion of the site constitutes redevelopment

3.[] Proprietary BMPs are included in the Stormwater Management System.
b.[]  No. Check why the project is exempt:

1.[]  Single-family house

2.[] Emergency road repair

3.[] Small Residential Subdivision (less than or equal to 4 single-family houses or less than
or equal to 4 units in multi-family housing project) with no discharge to Critical Areas.

Additional Information

[] Thisis a proposal for an Ecological Restoration Limited Project. Skip Section D and complete

Appendix A: Ecological Restoration Notice of Intent — Minimum Required Documents (310 CMR
10.12).

Applicants must include the following with this Notice of Intent (NOI). See instructions for details.

Online Users: Attach the document transaction number (provided on your receipt page) for any of
the following information you submit to the Department.

1.[XI  USGS or other map of the area (along with a narrative description, if necessary) containing
sufficient information for the Conservation Commission and the Department to locate the site.
(Electronic filers may omit this item.)

2.[X]  Plans identifying the location of proposed activities (including activities proposed to serve as
a Bordering Vegetated Wetland [BVW] replication area or other mitigating measure) relative
to the boundaries of each affected resource area.

wpaform3.doc ¢ rev. 2/8/2018 Page 7 of 9



Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Provided by MassDEP:

Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands A DEEISIEEeT

WPA Form 3 - Notice of Intent

Document Transaction Number

Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, 8§40

Boston

City/Town

D. Additional Information (cont'd)

3. Identify the method for BVW and other resource area boundary delineations (MassDEP BVW
Field Data Form(s), Determination of Applicability, Order of Resource Area Delineation, etc.),
and attach documentation of the methodology.
4.[X] Listthe titles and dates for all plans and other materials submitted with this NOI.

Charles River Basin Vegetation Management Plan

a. Plan Title

Weston & Sampson Daniel Biggs

b. Prepared By c. Signed and Stamped by

March 2021 1:10

d. Final Revision Date e. Scale

f. Additional Plan or Document Title g. Date

5.[] Ifthere is more than one property owner, please attach a list of these property owners not
listed on this form.

6.[ ] Attach proof of mailing for Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program, if needed.
7.[]  Attach proof of mailing for Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries, if needed.
8.[X]  Attach NOI Wetland Fee Transmittal Form

90.[X] Attach Stormwater Report, if needed.

E. Fees

1. [ Fee Exempt: No filing fee shall be assessed for projects of any city, town, county, or district
of the Commonwealth, federally recognized Indian tribe housing authority, municipal housing
authority, or the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority.

Applicants must submit the following information (in addition to pages 1 and 2 of the NOI Wetland
Fee Transmittal Form) to confirm fee payment:

139211 3/18/2021

2. Municipal Check Number 3. Check date

139212 3/18/2021

4. State Check Number 5. Check date

Weston & Sampson Engineering INC.

6. Payor name on check: First Name 7. Payor name on check: Last Name

wpaform3.doc ¢ rev. 2/8/2018 Page 8 of 9



Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Provided by MassDEP:

Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands NiassDEP Fils Number
WPA Form 3 - Notice of Intent .
: Document Transaction Number
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40 Bostan
City/Town

F. Signatures and Submittal Requirements

| hereby certify under the penalties of perjury that the foregoing Notice of Intent and accompanying
plans, documents, and supporting data are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. | understand
that the Conservation Commission will place notification of this Notice in a local newspaper at the
expense of the applicant in accordance with the wetlands regulations, 310 CMR 10.05(5)(a).

| further certify under penalties of perjury that all abutters were notified of this application, pursuant to
the requirements of M.G.L. ¢. 131, § 40. Notice must be made by Certificate of Mailing or in writing by
hand delivery or certified mail (return receipt requested) to all abutters within 100 feet of the property line
of the project location.

' NLLLS 3/12/2021

Syl gon Jo -7 -2

3. Signature of Property Owner if different) 4. Date
o Bl 3/11 /2021
5. Signature of Representative (if any) 6. Date

For Conservation Commission:

Two copies of the completed Notice of Intent (Form 3), including supporting plans and documents,
two copies of the NOI Wetland Fee Transmittal Form, and the city/town fee payment, to the
Conservation Commission by certified mail or hand delivery.

For MassDEP:

One copy of the completed Notice of Intent (Form 3), including supporting plans and documents, one
copy of the NOI Wetland Fee Transmittal Form, and a copy of the state fee payment to the
MassDEP Regional Office (see Instructions) by certified mail or hand delivery.

Other:

If the applicant has checked the “yes” box in any part of Section C, Iltem 3, above, refer to that
section and the Instructions for additional submittal requirements.

The original and copies must be sent simultaneously. Failure by the applicant to send copies in a
timely manner may result in dismissal of the Notice of Intent.

wpaform3.doc « rev. 2/8/2018 Page 9of 9
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

NOI Wetland Fee Transmittal Form
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, 8§40

A. Applicant Information

1. Location of Project:

The Charles River Reservation Boston

a. Street Address b. City/Town
139212 $400

¢. Check number d. Fee amount

2. Applicant Mailing Address:
C/O Danielle Mellett

a. First Name b. Last Name
The Charles River Reservation - Department of Conservation & Recreation

c. Organization

251 Causeway Street, Suite 600

d. Mailing Address

Boston MA 02114

e. City/Town f. State g. Zip Code
(857) 248-3598 danielle.mellett@state.ma.us

h. Phone Number i. Fax Number j. Email Address

3. Property Owner (if different):
C/O Priscilla Geigis

a. First Name b. Last Name
The Charles River Reservation - Department of Conservation & Recreation

c¢. Organization
251 Causeway Street, Suite 600

d. Mailing Address

Boston MA 02114
e. City/Town f. State g. Zip Code
(857) 248-3598
h. Phone Number i. Fax Number j. Email Address
B. Fees

Fee should be calculated using the following process & worksheet. Please see Instructions before

filling out worksheet.

Step 1/Type of Activity: Describe each type of activity that will occur in wetland resource area and buffer zone.

Step 2/Number of Activities: Identify the number of each type of activity.

Step 3/Individual Activity Fee: Identify each activity fee from the six project categories listed in the instructions.

Step 4/Subtotal Activity Fee: Multiply the number of activities (identified in Step 2) times the fee per category

(identified in Step 3) to reach a subtotal fee amount. Note: If any of these activities are in a Riverfront Area in

addition to another Resource Area or the Buffer Zone, the fee per activity should be multiplied by 1.5 and then

added to the subtotal amount.

Step 5/Total Project Fee: Determine the total project fee by adding the subtotal amounts from Step 4.

Step 6/Fee Payments: To calculate the state share of the fee, divide the total fee in half and subtract $12.50. To

calculate the city/town share of the fee, divide the total fee in half and add $12.50.

noifeetf.doc « Wetland Fee Transmittal Form « rev. 10/11
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

NOI Wetland Fee Transmittal Form
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, 8§40

B. Fees (continued)

Step 1/Type of Activity Step 2/Number Step Step 4/Subtotal Activity
of Activities 3/Individual Fee
Activity Fee
Control Vegetation 5 Test Plots $110 $550 x 1.5 R.A.

Step 5/Total Project Fee:  $825

Step 6/Fee Payments:

$825
a. Total Fee from Step 5

$400
b. 1/2 Total Fee less $12.50

$225 Seperate City Fee
See Project Description

Total Project Fee:

State share of filing Fee:

City/Town share of filling Fee:

C. Submittal Requirements

a.) Complete pages 1 and 2 and send with a check or money order for the state share of the fee, payable to
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

Department of Environmental Protection
Box 4062
Boston, MA 02211

b.) To the Conservation Commission: Send the Notice of Intent or Abbreviated Notice of Intent; a copy of
this form; and the city/town fee payment.

To MassDEP Regional Office (see Instructions): Send a copy of the Notice of Intent or Abbreviated Notice of

Intent; a copy of this form; and a copy of the state fee payment. (E-filers of Notices of Intent may submit these
electronically.)

noifeetf.doc « Wetland Fee Transmittal Form « rev. 10/11 Page 2 of 2



g City of Boston

City of Boston
VAN Environment Mayor Martin J. Walsh
| ——

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING APPLICATION
NOTICE OF INTENT - BOSTON NOI FORM

The Boston Notice of Intent Form is intended to be a supplement to the WPA Form 3 detailing
impacts to locally designated wetland resource areas and buffer zones. Please read these
instructions for assistance in completing the Notice of Intent application form. These instructions
cover certain items on the Notice of Intent form that are not self-explanatory.

INSTRUCTIONS TO SECTION B: BUFFER ZONE AND RESOURCE AREA IMPACTS

Item 1. Buffer Zone Only. If you check the Buffer Zone Only box in this section you are indicating that
the project is entirely in the Buffer Zone to a resource area under both the Wetlands Protection Act
and Boston Wetlands Ordinance. If so, skip the remainder of Section B and go directly to Section C. Do
not check this box if the project is within the Waterfront Area.

Item 2. The boundaries of coastal resource areas specific to the Ordinance can be found in Section II of
the Boston Wetlands Regulations. You must also include the size of the proposed alterations (and
proposed replacement areas) in each resource area.

Item 3. The boundaries of inland resource areas specific to the Ordinance can be found in Section II of
the Boston Wetlands Regulations. You must also include the size of the proposed alterations (and
proposed replacement areas) in each resource area.

INSTRUCTIONS TO SECTION C: OTHER APPLICABLE STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS

Item 1. Rare Wetland Wildlife Habitat. Except for Designated Port Areas, no work (including work in the
Buffer Zone) may be permitted in any resource area that would have adverse effects on the habitat of
rare, “state-listed” vertebrate or invertebrate animal species.

The most recent Estimated Habitat Map of State-Listed Rare Wetland Wildlife is published by the
Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP). See:

maps.massgis.state.ma.us /PRI_EST HAB /viewer.htm or the Massachusetts Natural Heritage
Atlas.

If any portion of the proposed project is located within Estimated Habitat, the applicant must send the
Natural Heritage Program, at the following address, a copy of the Notice of Intent by certified mail or
priority mail (or otherwise sent in a manner that guarantees delivery within two days), no later than
the date of the filing of the Notice of Intent with the Conservation Commission.

Evidence of mailing to the Natural Heritage Program (such as Certified Mail Receipt or Certificate of
Mailing for Priority Mail) must be submitted to the Conservation Commission along with the Notice of

Intent.
Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
1 Rabbit Hill Road
Westborough, MA 01581-3336
508.792.7270
CITY of BOSTON

1CITY HALL SQUARE BOSTON, MA 02201-2021 | ROOM 709 | 617-635-3850 | CC@BOSTON.GOV


http://maps.massgis.state.ma.us/PRI_EST_HAB/viewer.htm

G City of Boston NOTICE OF INTENT APPLICATION FORM  fosion i Number

AN . Boston Wetlands Ordinance
VA Environment ) .
— City of Boston Code, Ordinances, Chapter 7-14  MassDEP File Number

A. GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Project Location

The Charles River Reservation

Boston 02114

a. Street Address

See Attached List

b. City/Town c. Zip Code

f. Assessors Map /Plat Number

2. Applicant

g. Parcel /Lot Number

The Charles River Reservation

C/O Danielle Mellett Department of Conservation & Recreation
a. First Name b. Last Name c. Company
251 Causeway Street, Suite 600
d. Mailing Address
Boston MA 02114
e. City/Town f. State g. Zip Code
(857) 248-3598 danielle.mellett@state.ma.us
h. Phone Number i. Fax Number j. Email address

3. Property Owner

The Charles River Reservation

C/O Priscilla Geigis Department of Conservation & Recreation
a. First Name b. Last Name c. Company
251 Causeway Street, Suite 600
d. Mailing Address
Boston MA 02114
e. City/Town f. State g. Zip Code
(857) 248-3598
h. Phone Number i. Fax Number j. Email address

Q Check if more than one owner

(If there is more than one property owner, please attach a list of these property owners to this form.)

4. Representative (if any)

Devin Batchelder Weston & Sampson Engineers
a. First Name b. Last Name c. Company
55 Walkers Brook Drive, Suite 100
d. Mailing Address
Reading MA 01867
e. City/Town f. State g. Zip Code
978-532-1900 ext. 2117 batchelder.devin@wseinc.com
h. Phone Number i. Fax Number j. Email address

CITY of BOSTON
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G City of Boston NOTICE OF INTENT APPLICATION FORM  fosion i Number

AN . Boston Wetlands Ordinance
VA Environment ) .
— City of Boston Code, Ordinances, Chapter 7-14  MassDEP File Number

5. Is any portion of the proposed project jurisdictional under the Massachusetts Wetlands
Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131 §40?

X Yes o No
If yes, please file the WPA Form 3 - Notice of Intent with this form

6. General Information

Test plots associated with the new Charles River Vegetation Management

Plan (See Appendix A for additional information)

7. Project Type Checklist
a. 0O Single Family Home b. O Residential Subdivision

c. 0O Limited Project Driveway Crossing ~d. 0O Commercial/Industrial

e. 0 Dock/Pier f. 0 Utilities
g. 0O Coastal Engineering Structure h. 0O Agriculture - cranberries, forestry
i. 0 Transportation j. M Other

8. Property recorded at the Registry of Deeds

Suffolk 322
a. County b. Page Number
41914
c. Book d. Certificate # (if registered land)

9. Total Fee Paid

$825 $400 $225
a. Total Fee Paid b. State Fee Paid c. City Fee Paid
B. BUFFER ZONE & RESOURCE AREA IMPACTS

Buffer Zone Only - Is the project located only in the Buffer Zone of a resource area protected by
the Boston Wetlands Ordinance?
O Yes X No

1. Coastal Resource Areas

CITY of BOSTON
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City of Boston
Environment

NOTICE OF INTENT APPLICATION FORM  5osion File Number
Boston Wetlands Ordinance
City of Boston Code, Ordinances, Chapter 7-14  MassDEP File Number

R rce Ar Resource Proposed Proposed
Ar iz Alteration* Migitation

O Coastal Flood Resilience Zone

Square feet Square feet Square feet
O 25-foot Waterfront Area

Square feet Square feet Square feet
O 100-foot Salt Marsh Area

Square feet Square feet Square feet
O Riverfront Area

Square feet Square feet Square feet
2. Inland Resource Areas
R rce Ar Resource Proposed Proposed

Ar iz Alteration* Migitation

O Inland Flood Resilience Zone

Square feet Square feet Square feet
O Isolated Wetlands

Square feet Square feet Square feet
O Vernal Pool

Square feet Square feet Square feet
O Vernal Pool Habitat (vernal pool + 100 ft. upland area)

Square feet Square feet Square feet
X 25-foot Waterfront Area 120,781 1,780 (temporary)

Square feet Square feet Square feet
& Riverfront Area 966,250 7,613 (temporary)

Square feet Square feet Square feet

C. OTHER APPLICABLE STANDARDS & REQUIREMENTS
1. What other permits, variances, or approvals are required for the proposed activity described
herein and what is the status of such permits, variances, or approvals?
CITY of BOSTON 3
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Boston File Number

.. City of Boston NOTICE OF INTENT APPLICATION FORM
Environment Boston Wetlands Ordinance
— City of Boston Code, Ordinances, Chapter 7-14  MassDEP File Number

2. Is any portion of the proposed project located in Estimated Habitat of Rare Wildlife as
indicated on the most recent Estimated Habitat Map of State-Listed Rare Wetland Wildlife
published by the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP)? To view
habitat maps, see the Massachusetts Natural Heritage Atlas or go to
http://www.mass.gov /dfwele /dfw /nhesp /nhregmap.htm.

a Yes M No
If yes, the project is subject to Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA) review (321 CMR 10.18).

A. Submit Supplemental Information for Endangered Species Review

U Percentage /acreage of property to be altered:
(1) within wetland Resource Area percentage,/acreage
(2) outside Resource Area percentage,/acreage

] Assessor’s Map or right-of-way plan of site
3. Is any portion of the proposed project within an Area of Critical Environmental Concern?

O Yes X No
If yes, provide the name of the ACEC:

4. Is the proposed project subject to provisions of the Massachusetts Stormwater Management
Standards?

X Yes. Attach a copy of the Stormwater Checklist & Stormwater Report as required.
Q Applying for a Low Impact Development (LID) site design credits
O A portion of the site constitutes redevelopment
O Proprietary BMPs are included in the Stormwater Management System
O No. Check below & include a narrative as to why the project is exempt
O Single-family house
O Emergency road repair

0 Small Residential Subdivision (less than or equal to 4 single family houses or less

than or equal to 4 units in a multifamily housing projects) with no discharge to
Critical Areas

5. Isthe proposed project subject to Boston Water and Sewer Commission Review?

a Yes M No
CITY ot BOSTON
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.’ C'lty Of BOStOTL NOTICE OF INTENT APPLICATION FORM Boston File Number

VA A Boston Wetlands Ordinance
T City of Boston Code, Ordinances, Chapter 7-1.4  MassDEP File Number

D. SIGNATURES AND SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

I hereby certify under the penalties of perjury that the foregoing Notice of Intent and
accompanying plans, documents, and supporting data are true and complete to the best of my
knowledge. I understand that the Conservation Commission will place notification of this
Notice in a local newspaper at the expense of the applicant in accordance with the Wetlands
Protection Ordinance.

QA ikttt 3/12/2021
Sign: f Applicang Date
m—‘ S~17-21

Sigﬁ'atm'c of Property Owrfer.af different) Date
gz T T 3/11/2021
Signature of Representative (if any) Date

CITY of BOSTON



Additional Lot Information:

Test Plot 1:

Parcel ID: 0300943000

Address: Leverett Street, Boston MA, 02114
Latitude: 42°21'52.83"N

Longitude: 71° 4'18.83"W

Test Plot 2:

Parcel ID: 0502496000

Address: Cambridge Street, Boston MA, 02114
Latitude: 42°21'23.30"N

Longitude: 71° 4'33.23"W

Test Plot 3:

Parcel ID: 2100370000

Address: Technically No Address, Closest Parcel Is — University Road, Boston MA, 02215
Latitude: 42°21'5.10"N

Longitude: 71° 6'18.52"W

Test Plot 5:

Parcel ID: 2200470000
Address: Charles River, 02135
Latitude: 42°21'56.58"N
Longitude: 71° 7'3.47"W

Test Plot 6:

Parcel ID: 2200577000

Address: 525 Western Ave, Boston MA, 02135
Latitude: 42°22'21.33"N

Longitude: 71° 7'54.95"W

Test Plot 7:

Parcel ID: 2202748000

Address: N Beacon Street, Boston MA, 02135
Latitude: 42°21'38.51"N

Longitude: 71° 8'55.53"W
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Background

Currently, management of the Charles River riverfront area is conducted under expired
orders of conditions (OOCs) with Boston, Cambridge, and Watertown Conservation
Commissions. Recognizing the Massachusetts Department of Conservation and
Recreation (DCR’s) resource limitations and the importance of park maintenance, each of
the Conservation Commissions has been willing to allow continued operation and
maintenance under expired OOCs; however, this approach has only been intended as an
interim solution. For example, in some areas maintenance practices have resulted in
overcutting of vegetation and indiscriminate mowing right up to the edge of water. In
addition to potential exposure and erosion, areas of cleared vegetation present easy
access to the river for geese and swans, which are aggressive, territorial, and tend to foul
both water and adjacent parklands with their droppings.

In an effort to provide these conservation commissions with an updated management plan
for the riverfront area, the DCR has developed a Riverbank Vegetation Management Plan
(RVMP) that includes best management practices (BMPs) and techniques for managing
riverfront vegetation along the Charles River in the jurisdictions of the Conservation
Commissions of Boston, Cambridge, Newton, and Watertown and the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP).

As part of this RVYMP, DCR is proposing to implement six vegetative test plots within the
City of Boston, five of these vegetative test plots requiring a notice of intent (NOI)
submission. Located at strategic locations along the Charles River, these test plots will be
used to determine the effectiveness of proposed vegetation management approaches and
will provide valuable information to the DCR regarding planting strategies. The results will
inform future long-term vegetation management planning within the RVMP. Implementation
of these vegetative test plots will involve site preparation, including any invasive/nuisance
species removal, loosening soil and installing any erosion control features, as well as
planting of native vegetation, which is outlined in the attached plan set.

No wetlands within the City of Boston will be impacted as part of this test plot
implementation; however, there will be minor impacts to the following resource areas
identified under the Massachusetts Wetland Protection Act: Riverfront Area and Bordering
Land Subject to Flooding (BLSF).

Site Description

The management area subject to this RVYMP extends from the New Charles River Dam at
Boston Harbor to the Watertown Dam in Watertown, at a length of approximately 8 "2 miles.
This area is also known as the Lower Charles River. Please see the Drawing Atlas: Section
1 — Existing Conditions Mapping of the RVMP in Appendix H for maps of areas of interest.

The Lower Charles River has four major sections—the Upper Basin from the Watertown
Dam to Herter Park, the Middle Basin from Herter Park to the Boston University Bridge, the
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Lower Basin from the Boston University Bridge to Science Park, and the New Charles River
Basin from Science Park to the Charles River Locks. This RVMP covers land owned by the
DCR, immediately adjacent to the resource areas where the adjacent parkland impacts the
ecological function of the resource areas. Several highly valued recreational areas are
located in the project corridor.

The Charles River shoreline is a manmade environment, both in terms of soils and the
inhabiting vegetation. Formerly a tidal salt marsh, the current alignment of the Upper,
Middle and Lower basins was influenced by the creation of the dam and constructed
shoreline edges over 150 years ago. Almost immediately, volunteer species, both native
and non-native, moved in and colonized the shore. The Upper, Middle and Lower Basins of
the Charles are entirely manmade. Over time, ecological disturbance and anthropocentric
management practices have altered plant communities and shoreline conditions.

The Lower Charles River shoreline along Boston, Cambridge, Newton, and Watertown offer
mature shade trees that make a significant contribution to the urban forest. Volunteer
plants have established themselves along most of the shoreline and include shrubby
growth along the riverbanks; however, erosive flows and wave action from the river’s active
boating community have severely undercut parts of the shore. Some trees and shrubs lean
toward the water; others have lost the battle with gravity and have toppled in. At the same
time, invasive plants have knit themselves into the plant community. Purple loosestrife,
Japanese knotweed, multiflora rose, and others expand their range from season to season,
squeezing out native plants. Additionally, several non-invasive, but visually obstructive,
species such as pokeweed and false indigo bush overgrow and fill vistas where
maintenance staff struggle to keep views open for both daily passive use as well as highly
anticipated annual events such as the Head of the Charles Regatta.

Riverbank Vegetation Management Plan

The RVMP is provided for review in Appendix H. The RVMP for the Charles River
Reservation is intended to be a plan of action to address the following goals:

e Steward parklands that reflect the cultural value and 100-plus-year history of the
Charles River Reservation.

e Provide public access to outstanding opportunities for passive and active
recreation along and adjacent to the riverbank.

e Restore a healthy riverbank ecology that provides for stable shorelines, beautiful
vistas, climate resiliency, and a safe, healthy tree canopy.

e Engage a cooperative network of parkland stakeholders who both enjoy the many

recreational opportunities and provide volunteer assistance in managing the RVMP
area.
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This RVMP includes the following major sections:

e Project overview, which discusses background and purpose of the RVMP, aspired
conditions, regulatory context, public involvement and data used to develop the
plan.

e Existing conditions, which discusses history of the Charles River Reservation,
existing riverbank vegetation and other topics related to the condition of vegetation.

e Vegetation management strategy, which discusses preferred vegetation conditions,
management of riparian biodiversity, tree health, ground stability, erosion control,
soil management, and vistas.

¢ Management areas and management approaches, which discusses an ecological-
services approach to managing the subject area.

o Management logistics, which discusses schedule, ongoing maintenance,
monitoring and adaptive management.

As part of developing this RVMP, DCR has developed the following series of
implementation goals for riverbank vegetation management.

Two-Year Goals
Two-year goals include the following:

¢ Initial implementation of the RVMP during fall 2020/spring 2021. This will include
implementation of vistas and eight restoration test plots, five of which are in Boston,
(see Table 1, below) as well as general operation and maintenance in accordance
with the RVMP.

¢ Monitoring of the installed vistas and restoration areas to ensure
planting/stabilization strategies are successful, and to provide ongoing public
access.

Five-Year Goals

The principal five-year goal of this RVMP is to continue monitoring, operation and
maintenance in accordance with the RVMP to support and promote biodiversity, shoreline
resilience, and appropriate public use.

Goals Beyond Five Years

The principal goal beyond the five-year initial term of this RVMP is to adapt and update
management strategies as needed to maintain diverse native plant associations,
appropriate public use, and establish appropriate management standards for a five-year
extension of regulatory approval.
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Test Plots Throughout Study Area, Including Boston

Before final implementation of the RVMP, the DCR is proposing to install eight vegetation
“test plots” along the length of the project area. These experimental areas will serve to
inform the vegetation planting and management strategies within the entire RVMP. A
summary of these test plots can be found in Table 1. Of the eight test plots six, Test Plots
1,2, 3,5, 6, and 7, are in Boston. The remaining test plots are shown in Table 1 for overall
project context.

Table 1: Test Plot Summary Information.

Test Plot Management Area City Dimensions and Area
Test Plot 1 (P1) Egg'eqreneerﬁfs itr:gcgge;gp Boston —12' x50’ (595 SF)
Test Plot 2 (P2) VLV%V é%mgd;frgv'*efsr?;;eous Boston —8' X 50’ (470 SF)
Test Plot 3 (P3) Roadway and Multi-Use Boston —6'x 50’ (301 SF)

Paths

Test Plot 4 (P4)

Undetermined

Undetermined

Undetermined

Low to Medium Herbaceous

Test Plot 5 (P5) with Shrub or Overstory Boston ~12" x 50’ (600 SF)

Test Plot 6 (P6 A&B) | Meadows ~Boston ~50" x 50’ (2,522 SF)

Test Plot 7 (P7) ('\)/'ed'“m toHigh Shruband | g1, ~20’ x 50' (1,032 SF)
yergtory . |

Test Plot 8 (P8) Riparian Wooded Banks with Watertown An irregular shape of

Understory

approx. 1,744 SF

Boston-Specific Work

Six test plots will be installed along portions of the Charles River within Boston. Out of these
six Boston test plots only five of the test plots fall within a resource area covered under the
Mass Wetlands Protection Act requiring review from the Boston Conservation Commission.
The proposed management strategies for each plot are listed below:

Test Plot P1—Teddy Ebersol’'s Red Sox Fields near Lederman Park, Southside- restore low
herbaceous rip rap/scouring and ongoing care. Nuisance/invasive vegetation at this
location includes Amorpha fructicosa (False Indigo), Calystegia sepium (bindweed), and
Celastrus orbiculatus (Asiatic bittersweet). The existing riprap shoreline is compromised by
a lack of adequate vegetative buffer at the slope crest. Water has scoured behind the
riprap, collapsing the bank. Soil back-fill of degraded shore edge with erosion and
sedimentation (E&S) control measures will be necessary. Subsequent revegetation of
native species within and behind existing riprap is recommended to stabilize the shore.

Test Plot P2—Esplanade Dock, Southside—restore low herbaceous planting at west side
of dock ramp. The vegetative buffer in this area is sparse, narrow and primarily composed
of invasive/nuisance species, including Phragmites australis (commmon reed), Cuscuta
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(dodder) and Calystegia sepium (bindweed). The management strategy includes
revegetation with low-lying native shrubs and herbaceous perennials recommended to
prevent degradation of the bank.

Test Plot P3—Between Esplanade Outdoor Gym and Boston University Bridge,
Southside—restore/ revegetate eroded path along the shore. Joggers have created a
footpath adjacent to an existing asphalt multi-use path close to the river edge. Erosion of
exposed soils, minimal vegetative cover, and compacted tree roots are a result. The
management strategy revegetation with low-lying shrubs and herbaceous perennial in the
area between the asphalt path and river. Commonly found invasive/nuisance species in
this test plot include false indigo bush (Amorpha fruticosa), yellow iris (Iris pseudacorus)
and purple loostrife (Lythrum salicaria).

Test Plot P5 -Shoreline Restoration at Western Avenue — restore low herbaceous plantings.
This area provides an example of the prevalence of a vegetative buffer comprised on
mostly false indigo bush (Amorpha fruticosa) along the shoreline that obstructs the views of
the river and during cultural events. The management strategy includes revegetation with
low-lying native shrubs and herbaceous perennials recommended to prevent degradation
of the bank and maintain views.

Test Plot P6—Eliot Bridge, Southside—convert passive lawn to meadow. A large expanse
of lawn exists to the east of Eliot Bridge, with intermittent tree cover. The creation of sun
and shade meadows/low-mow areas are recommended for this location. Meadows
contribute to biodiversity and reduce the need for carbon-intensive maintenance. The
establishment of meadows will increase infiltration rates of stormwater and will contribute to
biodiversity across the landscape. This test plot does not fall within a Mass Wetland
Protection Act resource area and consequently is not included in the Notice of Intent
submission below.

Test Plot P7- Western side of Arsenal, Southside- Remove knotweed at shore, replant with
medium to high species. Polygonum cuspidatum (Japanese knotweed) and intermittent
stands of Ailanthus altissima (tree of heaven) dominate the shoreline at this location,
blocking visual access and crowding out native species. Existing benches and proximity to
the shared-use path make this an ideal viewshed location. Removal of invasive/nuisance
species and subsequent replanting of native shrub and herbaceous materials is
recommended. Intermittent plantings of trees at the slope crest is recommended to shade
out invasive/nuisance species and enhance shoreline stabilization.

The entire plan set detailing all eight of the proposed vegetation test plots spaced along
the Charles River Reservation has been attached to this submission in order to provide a
comprehensive view of the project. The plan sheets that specifically refer to the Boston
vegetation test plots include Sheets C101, C102, C103, C105, C106A, C106B, C107, C201,
C202 and C2083.

Invasive/Nuisance Species Management

The Massachusetts Invasive Plant Advisory Group (MIPAG) is a collaborative group which
evaluates plant species that are suspected to be invasive in the state. These species are

Page 5



given designations based on historical and field data. Lists of species have been
developed for Massachusetts based on the level of “invasiveness” shown by the species in
question. MIPAG defines “invasive plants” as “non-native species that have spread into
native or minimally managed plant systems in Massachusetts. These plants cause
economic or environmental harm by developing self-sustaining populations and becoming
dominant and/or disruptive to those systems.” Other designations include “likely invasive”
meaning “non-native species that are naturalized in Massachusetts but do not meet the full
criteria that would trigger an ‘invasive plant’ designation” as well as “potentially invasive”
which are “non-native species not currently known to be naturalized in Massachusetts, but
that can be expected to become invasive within minimally managed habitats within the
Commonwealth.” The final designation that MIPAG offers is “not currently meeting criteria”
which means the species was “evaluated for invasiveness by MIPAG. They did not meet
the necessary criteria to list them as invasive, likely invasive or potentially invasive at the
time of evaluation.” These MIPAG designations will be referenced throughout the RVMP.

This RVMP proposes management of invasive, noxious, and visually obstructive plant
species with the intent to increase vegetation diversity and habitat creation while improving
views. Based on a 2018 site investigation, present invasive and nuisance species currently
exist in all proposed test plots within Boston, with the exception of Test Plot 6. A summary
of the invasive/nuisance species found at each site can be found below in Table 2.

Table 2: 2018 Summary of Invasive/Nuisance Species within Boston Test Plots

Test Plot City Invasive/Nuisance Species Present

false indigo bush (Amorpha fruticosa)
hedge bindweed (Calystegia sepium)
Test Plot 1 (P1) Boston Asiatic bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus)
dodder (Cuscuta spp)

yellow iris (Iris pseudacorus)

false indigo bush (Amorpha fruticosa)
yellow iris (Iris pseudacorus)

Test Plot 2 (P2) Boston hedge bindweed (Calystegia sepium)
phragmites (Phragmites australis)
dodder (Cuscuta spp)

false indigo bush (Amorpha fruticosa)
Test Plot 3 (P3) Boston yellow iris (Iris pseudacorus)
purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria)

false indigo bush (Amorpha fruticosa)
Test Plot 5 (P5) Boston hedge bindweed (Calystegia sepium)
purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria)

Test Plot 6 (P6 A&B) | Boston No Invasive/Nuisance Species Identified

Japanese knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum)
tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima)

Test Plot 7 (P7) Boston
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As part of the proposed test plot implementation the DCR is proposing to treat/manage
invasive/nuisance species present on site. Each species requires a unique set of
management techniques which have been outlined in detail below.

Ailanthus altissima - Tree of Heaven (MIPAG - Invasive) is a fast-growing deciduous tree
originally introduced to North America in the late 1700s. Found across the country, Tree of
Heaven is listed as invasive in at least 30 states. Due to prolific seed production and an
aggressive root system, the tree will easily crowd out native vegetation and form dense
thickets. The leaf resembles that of the native staghorn sumac, but the blades are smooth
with a glandular tooth at the base. Sumac leaflets are serrated along the entire margin, with
a single leaflet at the end of the leaf. Tree of Heaven can grow up to 80 feet tall.

Control Schedule and Methods
1. Manual — difficult to control manually/mechanically. Trees re-sprout vigorously, and
massive root suckering occurs.
a. Hand-pulling: very young seedlings can be pulled or dug if soil conditions allow
(moist soil is best). Remove the entire root system.
* Proposed Date: Spring or early summer

2. Mechanical -
a. Grubbing: for young trees or saplings, hand grubbing may be effective. Usually
not feasible for dense stands or mature trees. Remove the entire root system.
* Proposed Date: Spring
b. Cutting: cut trees while small, in early summer when root reserves are at their
lowest. Cut regrowth frequently and repeatedly and apply herbicide to cut surfaces.
Provide shade from competitive native plants and trees after control efforts.
* Proposed Date: Spring or early summer, repeat cutting monthly

3. Chemical — herbicides are generally the most effective way to control regrowth from cut
trees and to kill root systems of mature Tree of Heaven. The DCR recognizes the potential
negative ramifications associated with chemical treatments (e.g. herbicides pesticides)
however, the DCR also recognizes that manual/mechanical treatments are not effective in
certain situations. Therefore, the DCR prefers to implement manual approaches wherever
practicable and chemical treatments may be utilized if deemed necessary based on site
conditions.

a. Basal Bark Spraying: does not require cutting and has proven to be an effective

control method. Best results when applied when Tree of Heaven is fully leafed but

before it begins to show fall color. Most appropriate for treating small patches or

isolated trees (especially trees with trunk diameters between 4 - 8 inches).

* Proposed Date: Summer

Amorpha fruticosa - False Indigo Bush (MIPAG — Not Currently Meeting Criteria [as
invasive)) is a deciduous, woody perennial that is native to eastern and central North
America. It can grow up to 12 feet tall, with elliptical leaves that are 1 to 2 inches long and
covered with glands and downy hairs. The lower stems of False Indigo Bush are capable of
producing new stems when buried in sediment. Flowers are borne in clusters in late
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summer and are blue-violet. False Indigo Bush is found in riparian areas, forest edges,
rights-of-way, and meadows. It grows densely and can outcompete other species.

Control Schedule and Methods

1. Manual -
a. Hand-pulling: appropriate for individual plants or small infestations. Seedlings
can be easily pulled in damp/wet soil, while mature plants can be dug up. Remove
entire rhizome, as leaving pieces can result in growth of more false indigo. Spread
mulch in these areas as needed. Remove all parts of false indigo from the site,
dispose of appropriately.
* Proposed Date: Spring-Summer
b. Cutting: Cutting the plant at the base repeatedly and consistently can result in
lowered seed production and nutrient stores and less re-sprouting. This should be
done prior to mature seed production in order to limit further spread.
* Proposed Date: Spring-Summer
c. Digging and Defoliation: Dig and sever the root 3 to 4 inches below the crown.
Repeat as necessary to control growth as repeated defoliation limits regrowth.
* Proposed Date: Anytime

Calystegia sepium - Hedge Bindweed (MIPAG — Not Listed [as invasive]) is characterized
as a perennial vine that can reach lengths of up to 10 feet. Bindweed stems twine tightly
around surrounding vegetation and climbs aggressively, often killing off the species it
grows on. Hedge Bindweed alternate leaves are triangular in shape, with squared-off basal
lobes. Its buds produce 5-lobed white corollas. Hedge Bindweed is tolerant of a wide
range of soils and can be found on roadsides and urban waste areas.

Control Schedule and Methods

1. Manual -
a. Hand-pulling: young plants can be removed by hand (up to 3 - 4 weeks following
seed germination). After this bindweed is harder to control manually.
* Proposed Date: Spring
b. Deep cultivation: using wide sweeps to cut roots and rhizomes 16 - 18 inches
below the surface in dry soil.
* Proposed Date: Late Spring-Early Summer

Celastrus orbiculatus - Asiatic Bittersweet (MIPAG — Invasive) is native to Japan, Korea, and
China, but was introduced into the U.S. in the mid-1800s. It was introduced as an
ornamental plant and has since turned into one of the most dominant invasive species and
poses a significant threat to native species. Asiatic Bittersweet is fast growing, and
commonly shades out the surrounding plants. It is also known to girdle trees. It has
alternate, rounded glossy leaves that produce small greenish yellow flowers in May and
June. In addition to flowers, Oriental bittersweet produces a bright yellow-orange fruit
clustered in the leaf axils. While Asiatic Bittersweet prefers full sun, it has the ability to
flourish in shaded conditions. It can be found in grasslands, open woods, roadsides, and
fence rows.
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Control Schedule and Methods

1. Manual -
a. Minor infestations may be hand-pulled. Remove entire plant (including the root
system). For climbing vines, cut near the ground to kill upper sections and relieve
tree canopy. Rooted sections remain alive and must be pulled, repeatedly cut to
the ground, or treated with herbicide. If left untended, cut plants will re-sprout from
the base.
* Proposed Date: Spring

2. Chemical — Systemic herbicides (e.g., Glyphospate and Triclopyr) will absorb into
plant tissues and roots, killing whole plant within approximately 1 week. The DCR
recognizes the potential negative ramifications associated with chemical treatments
(e.g. herbicides pesticides) however, the DCR also recognizes that manual/mechanical
treatments are not effective in certain situations. Therefore, the DCR prefers to
implement manual approaches wherever practicable and chemical treatments may be
utilized if deemed necessary based on site conditions.
a. Chemical control is most effective when stems are first cut by hand or mowed,
and herbicide is applied immediately to the cut stem.
b. Repeated applications likely to be necessary. Fall and winter applications avoid
or minimize impacts to native species. In areas with wildflowers or native plants,
application should be conducted before their emergence, carefully targeted, or
delayed until late summer or autumn. If native grasses present among the
bittersweet, triclopyr should be used as it is selective for broad-leaved plants.
Follow-up monitoring recommended.
c. For dense, low patches: option to cut entire patch to the ground early in growing
season, apply chemical solution a month later. This method has been shown to
produce complete rootkill and no off-target damage or root uptake by adjacent
vegetation.

Employing a combination of the above methods has been seen to generally yield best
results and may reduce potential impacts on native organisms.

Safety Requirements: When bittersweet grows high on trees, there is a danger of the
increased weight leading to uprooting and blow-over during heavy snowfall/high winds.
Upland meadows, young forests, thickets, and beaches are areas most vulnerable to
invasion and dominance.

Cuscuta epithymum and Cuscuta epilinum - Dodder (MIPAG — Not Listed [as invasive)), is
an annual-sprouting parasitic plant. Dodder commonly infest crops, ornamentals, native
plants, and weeds. If attached to more than one host, they can spread diseases between
plants. Their stems are thread-like and yellowish in color. They have small white to pink
flowers that grow in small dense clusters. They are easily recognized by their intertwining
bright yellow growth.
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Control Schedule and Methods

1. Manual —
a. Hand-pulling: if you find Dodder seedlings before they attach to a host, remove
immediately. Pruning: after Dodder has attached to a host, prune that part of the
host plant 1/4 to 1/8 of an inch below the infected area, to prevent regeneration
from the piece of Dodder left in host plant. (Pruning shrubs and trees is usually not
advised as it is not effective unless the Dodder is confined to 1 - 2 branches that
can be removed without compromising the health of the host plant). Remove all
parts of Dodder from the site, dispose of appropriately.
* Proposed Date: Immediate Removal

Iris pseudacorus - Yellow Iris (MIPAG — Invasive) is a 3-4-foot herbaceous perennial with
leaves at 1.5 - 3 feet. It is known for its yellow showy flowers with flowers on each stem.
Yellow Iris is native to most countries in Europe, as well as Western Asia and North Africa. It
was brought to the United States in the mid-1800s. Yellow Iris has been found to displace
native species. It can be found on the banks of lakes, ponds, rivers, streams, and even
immersed in water. Yellow Iris flourishes in freshwater wetlands but can tolerate a number
of different habitats

Control Schedule and Methods

1. Manual -
a. Hand-pulling: appropriate for individual plants or small infestations. Skin
protection is suggested as resins in iris leaves and rhizomes can irritate the skin.
Seedlings can be easily pulled in damp/wet soil, while mature plants can be dug
up. Remove entire rhizome, as leaving pieces can result in growth of more irises.
Monitor location for new leaves and continue to remove rhizomes. Dispose of any
rhizome away from wet sites. Composting is not recommended as rhizomes can
continue growing after 3 months without water.
* Proposed Date: Spring-Summer

Lythrum salicaria - Purple Loosestrife (MIPAG - Invasive) is an herbaceous wetland
perennial that can grow 1.5 - 5 feet tall. The leaves are normally opposite and in pairs,
however the leaves can be alternate and found in whorls of three. Leaves are lance-shaped
and 1 - 4 inches long. The flowers are purple to pink. They are numerous and borne on
spikes that are from 4 - 16 inches long. Each flower has 5 - 7 petals. The flowers are in
bloom from July to September. The fruits are capsules, each containing numerous reddish-
brown seeds. Purple Loosestrife was first reported in North America in the early 1800s.

Purple Loosestrife invades and destroys habitat along rivers, streams, and wetlands. It
grows in dense patches that choke out native plants and deter wildlife. Purple Loosestrife is
a prolific seed producer and its light seeds are carried by wind and often take hold in
nearby wetlands.

Control Schedule and Methods

1. Manual —
a. Hand-pulling: recommended for isolated stems and small populations. Pull out
entire root to prevent regeneration from root pieces. Broken stems can resprout, so
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care must be taken to minimize disturbance to the soil and native vegetation in the
area.
* Proposed Date: Spring-Early Summer (before flowering)

2. Chemical — The DCR recognizes the potential negative ramifications associated with
chemical treatments (e.g. herbicides pesticides) however, the DCR also recognizes that
manual/mechanical treatments are not effective in certain situations. Therefore, the DCR
prefers to implement manual approaches wherever practicable and chemical treatments
may be utilized if deemed necessary based on site conditions.
a. Glyphosate is commonly used to control Purple Loosestrife, but as some trade
names (e.g., 1% to 2% solutions of Rodeo) are non-specific systemics, care should
be taken to avoid damage to other plants in the area and adjacent waterways
and/or wetlands when spraying. Use a targeted spraying method - spraying may
increase loosestrife density if other vegetation is killed off. Spraying should be done
in late August, or after the peak bloom period.
* Proposed Date: Late August

Phragmites australis - Phragmites (MIPAG — Invasive) is one of the most widely distributed
flowering plants. It occurs on every continent except Antarctica and is cosmopolitan in
temperate zones. Phragmites is widely distributed in North America and occurs in all US
states except Alaska. This robust perennial grass that may reach 20 feet, and produces
stout, erect, hollow aerial stems. Stems are usually leafy, persistent, and without branches.
Leaves are aligned on one side of the stem, flat at maturity.

Control Schedule and Methods

1. Manual -
a. Pulling/cutting: this method is only effective in small stands. Treatments must be
repeated yearly. Cut stems below the lowest leaf, leaving a 6 inches or shorter
stump in July only — other times may increase stand density. Remove material from
the site and compost or allow to decay on upland areas.
* Proposed Date: July
b. Cutting the perimeter of a stand can prevent expansion.

2. Chemical — The DCR recognizes the potential negative ramifications associated with
chemical treatments (e.g. herbicides pesticides) however, the DCR also recognizes that
manual/mechanical treatments are not effective in certain situations. Therefore, the DCR
prefers to implement manual approaches wherever practicable and chemical treatments
may be utilized if deemed necessary based on site conditions.
a. Glyphosate and Imazapyr are known to control common reed effectively when
properly used. These chemicals are nonselective. Care should be taken to avoid a
dosage that is too concentrated, or breaking the stems during treatment, as these
both will prevent the herbicide from reaching the rhizomes. The DCR recognizes
the potential negative ramifications associated with chemical treatments (e.g.
herbicides pesticides) however, the DCR also recognizes that manual/mechanical
treatments are not effective in certain situations. Therefore, the DCR prefers to
implement manual approaches wherever practicable and chemical treatments may
be utilized if deemed necessary based on site conditions.
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* Proposed Date: Late summer or early fall

b. Cut stem treatment: use for isolated or scattered stands, where impacts to native
species must be avoided. Cut plants to waist height and add one drop of herbicide
to hollow stems. Remove seed heads from the site after cutting.

* Proposed Date: Late summer or early fall

c. Disposal: be sure the plant is dead before placing in compost/mulch pile.

Polygonum cuspidatum - Japanese Knotweed (MIPAG - Invasive) is an herbaceous
perennial that appears woody and reaches 3-10 feet in height. The round stems are hollow
and covered with scales. The shoots grow from spreading rhizomes that can reach 65 feet
in length. The leaves are broadly oblong-ovate or ovate-lanceolate, 3-6 inches long and 2 -
4.75 inches wide. Japanese Knotweed is native to China, Japan and Korea. In the United
States it is found from Maine to Georgia and west from South Dakota to Oklahoma. This
plant has been reported from all the states of New England, being introduced sometime
after 1830. It forms dense, persistent thickets that exclude other vegetation. Its vegetative
reproduction has proved quite successful. Established populations are difficult to
eradicate.

Control Schedule and Methods

1. Mechanical -
a. Cutting alone is not effective. Stems cut easily, and knotweed can be mowed.
Cutting too early in the season can result in regrowth. June is the most effective
time for cutting. Note that cutting later than June reduces the window to chemically
treat the Knotweed, which should ideally occur a minimum of six weeks after
cutting.
* Proposed Date: June
b. Prevent the spread of rhizome pieces in soil.
c. Encourage or establish native groundcover to provide competition.

2. Chemical - The DCR recognizes the potential negative ramifications associated with
chemical treatments (e.g. herbicides pesticides) however, the DCR also recognizes that
manual/mechanical treatments are not effective in certain situations. Therefore, the DCR
prefers to implement manual approaches wherever practicable and chemical treatments
may be utilized if deemed necessary based on site conditions.

a. Herbicides can be applied to the plant via spot foliar spray or stem injection.

* Proposed Date: Late summer (six weeks after cutting)

Removal/Management Methodologies

Within each test plot, invasive and nuisance species management will include either
mechanical and/or chemical controls. The control methodology will be determined based
onsite conditions present at the time of treatment including, but not limited to, extent of
species presence, density of vegetative growth, and proximity to the water/other resources.
As emphasized above, chemical treatments options are not the preferred methodology for
invasive and nuisance species management due to the negative environmental concerns
associated with such chemicals. However, in situations where manual/mechanical
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treatments are not effective or practicable chemical treatments may be utilized if deemed
necessary based on site conditions.

Mechanical methods are commonly the go-to approach to manage invasive/nuisance plant
species and can be used with no special licensing. Most of the work can be done with the
assistance of either volunteers or maintenance staff. However, mechanical removal
methods can require long-term commitment and continued maintenance of the
invasive/nuisance species zones to ensure that the plants removed do not grow back.
Depending on the breadth and extent of the population, mechanical management may
also require large areas of disturbance, especially when digging is required. These
disturbed areas may be susceptible to erosion and can become prime breeding grounds
for regrowth or encroachment of other invasive/nuisance species. Proper erosion and
sediment control measures should be put into place to mitigate disturbances and cleared
areas should be replanted with appropriate native species as soon as possible. Methods
of mechanical control that have proven effective are highlighted below.

Pull or Dig: Large herbaceous and woody plant species can often be pulled out and have
their roots dug up, if found in limited quantities. When this method is used, it is important to
remove as much of the plant material as possible including root mass, stolons, and
rhizomes. Some species can re-infest an area if remnant roots are left behind. Instead of
using a shovel, digging with a fork or similar tool may be preferred. Shovels can often cut
through a root, leaving a portion behind, where as a fork will tend to pull the entire root
system. Weed wrenches can be useful tools for removing woody plant species. Steel
prongs attached to a long rod are used to lever under the roots of a plant and uproot it
from the soil. Any excavated soils will be utilized on site as part of the test plot
implementation.

Chemical Controls (Herbicides). Herbicides can be quite effective but poise a significant
environmental risk. All applications should comply with local laws, licensing requirements,
and manufacturer recommendations. The contractor doing the herbicide application will be
responsible for submitting any paperwork required for herbicide use.

Due to the proximity of target species to adjacent waterways, chemical control via large-
scale spraying is not recommended. Instead, chemical treatments should be conducted
through localized applications where less risky manual methods would be ineffective or
impractical. Herbicides that are least impactful to waterbodies should be used. Localized
applications could and should be performed in conjunction with mechanical methods such
as cutting. Timing is paramount to any successful chemical treatment to interrupt the
lifecycle of the plant. Precautions should be taken to avoid chemical runoff or drift and
impacts to pollinators and other nontarget species. Herbicides should only be applied on
dry days with minimal to no wind to prevent impacting other species in the area. Two
chemical treatment methods that have proven effective are highlighted below.

Foliar Applications: Foliar applications are not proposed as part of this project due to the
environmental risk they pose.
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Cut and Wipe: The cut-and-wipe method combines mechanical and chemical treatments.
The goal is to avoid large ground disturbances caused by digging up roots. Instead, a
chemical treatment is applied to cut stems and/or roots, which require a higher
concentration of the active ingredient than is used in small scale spray applications. A 25 -
35% solution of the active ingredient should be used. Stems should be cut as close to the
ground as possible and herbicide should be applied directly to the cut surface. This
application should be done as soon as possible after the plant is cut to ensure
effectiveness of the herbicide. The herbicide should be applied manually with a rag or
sponge. The idea is to thoroughly wet the cut surface so that the herbicide absorbs into the
plant tissues. Treatment timing will depend on each individual species present, for further
details see the Control Schedule and Methods Section. Apply chemicals during dry
conditions to reduce the chance of point-source pollution.

Environmental Considerations - NOI

As part of this proposed project, two resource areas identified by the Massachusetts
Wetlands Protection Act will be impacted: Riverfront Area and Bordering Land Subject to
Flooding. All of the proposed test plot areas are located outside the designated “Coastal
Zone” and as such all impacts are to inland resource areas.

Riverfront Area

Since the Charles River is a perennial river, five of the proposed vegetative test plots fall
within the “riverfront area” that is regulated by the WPA per 310 CMR 10.58. The City of
Boston is a municipality that is identified in 310 CMR 10.58(2)(a)3.a. as having a 25-foot
riverfront area due to development. The riverfront area applies to the portion of land located
between a perennial river's mean annual highwater line and a parallel line measured
horizontally 25 feet out from the mean annual highwater line. This area is considered to be
significant because it provides important functions and values such as flood control,
nutrient filtration, groundwater recharge, and wildlife habitat. This project proposes a total
of 7,613 SF of temporary impact within the riverfront area (See Table 3).

Table 3: Vegetation Test Plot Impact Summary within Riverfront Area®

_ . Total Temporary
Test Plot Plot Size (SF) (Lérp)'t of Disturbance || - ot Within
Riverfront Area (SF)
Plot 1 (P1) ~12'x 50’ = 595 1,667 1,268
Plot 2 (P2) ~8' x50’ = 470 2141 2141
Plot 3 (P3) ~6’ x50 = 301 1,320 1,320
Plot 5 (P5) 12" x 50" = 600 1,867 1,405
Plot 7 (P7) ~20'x 50" = 1,032 2,797 1,479
Totals 2,998 9,792 7,613

Note:

a. Only five of six test plots in Boston are in the jurisdictional riverfront area.

These impacts will be temporary and site conditions will be improved upon completion of
the proposed work. We are considering the impacts for these test plots “temporary”
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because the areas of the proposed test plots are currently vegetative in nature and after
final conditions the test plots will remain vegetative in nature. The other temporary impacts
located outside the data plots are for construction access and stockpiling purposes.

The location of the proposed work within the riverfront area is considered already altered
area. The work area is composed of managed park space adjacent to walking trails and
roadways. Each standard for work in the riverfront area (per 310 CMR 10.58 (4)) are
provided below, followed by an explanation on how the project meets each standard.

(@) Protection of Other Resource Areas. The work shall meet the performance standards
for all other resource areas within the riverfront area, as identified in 310 CMR 10.30
(Coastal Bank), 10.32 (Salt Marsh), 10.55 (Bordering Vegetated Wetland), and 10.57 (Land
Subject to Flooding). When work in the riverfront area is also within the buffer zone to
another resource area, the performance standards for the riverfront area shall contribute to
the protection of the interests of M.G.L. c. 131, § 40 in lieu of any additional requirements
that might otherwise be imposed on work in the buffer zone within the riverfront area.

Portions of vegetative Test Plots 1, 2, 3, 5, and 7 fall within the 100-year floodplain, which is
an area identified as bordering land subject to flooding (CMR 10.57). This proposed
project seeks to maintain the topography of the test plot locations within the 100-year
floodplain and will not result in any change in flood storage. The performance standards for
this resource area have been taken into consideration and are addressed below.

(b) Protection of Rare Species. No project may be permitted within the riverfront area
which will have any adverse effect on specified habitat sites of rare wetland or upland,
vertebrate or invertebrate species, as identified by the procedures established under 310
CMR 10.59 or 10.37, or which will have any adverse effect on vernal pool habitat certified
prior to the filing of the Notice of Intent.

This proposed project is not within any of the habitat areas identified by the MassWildlife's
Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program (NHESP) on MassGIS data layers
including NHESP Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife, NHESP Priority Habitats of Rare
Species, NHESP Certified Vernal Pools, and NHESP Potential Vernal Pools. Environmental
resources maps outlining these areas can be seen in Appendix D.

(c) Practicable and Substantially Equivalent Economic Alternatives. There must be no
practicable and substantially equivalent economic alternative to the proposed project with
less adverse effects on the interests identified in M.G.L. c. 131 § 40.

There is no practicable or equivalent alternative that would achieve the goals of the
proposed vegetation test plots. A complete Alternatives Analysis can be found in Appendix
B.

Bordering Land Subiject to Flooding

Portions of vegetative Test Plots 2, 3, 5, and 7 fall within the 100-year floodplain (FEMA
Zone AE), which is a resource area identified as bordering land subject to flooding ,
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regulated by the Massachusetts Wetland Protection Act, (WPA) and can be seen in
Appendix D. BLSF is defined in 310 CMR 10.57(2)(a)(1) as

An area with low, flat topography adjacent to and inundated by flood waters rising
from creeks, rivers, streams, ponds or lakes. It extends from the banks of these
waterways and water bodies;, where a bordering vegetated wetland occurs, it
extends from said wetland.

The boundary of this wetland resource area is identified as the 100-year floodplain, as
determined by the current FEMA Map of the area or by credible evidence from a registered
professional engineer, per 310 CMR 10.57(2)(a)(3). This project proposes a total of 2,115
SF of temporary impact within BLSF (See Table 4).

Table 4: Vegetation Test Plot Impact Summary within Bordering Land Subject to Flooding ®

Total Temporary Impact
gk ool Within BLSF (S?:/) i
Plot 2 (P2) 551
Plot 3 (P3) 674
Plot 5 (P5) 529
Plot 7 (P7) 361
Totals 2,115
Note:

a. Only four of six test plots in Boston are in the jurisdictional BLSF.

The proposed project will return each test plot to a vegetated state upon completion, as a
result the impacts are considered temporary. Since there is no proposed change in
topography there will be no loss of flood storage area as a result of this project.

There are four general performance standards associated with this resource area per 310
CMR 10.57(4)). These performance standards have been taken into consideration and are
addressed here:

(a) Bordering Land Subject to Flooding.
1. Compensatory storage shall be provided for all flood storage volume that will be lost as
the result of a proposed project within Bordering Land Subject to Flooding, ...

This proposed project seeks to maintain the topography of the test plot locations within the
100-year floodplain and will not result in any change in flood storage. As a result, no
compensatory storage shall be provided.

2. Work within Bordering Land Subject to Flooding, including that work required to provide
the above-specified compensatory storage, shall not restrict flows so as to cause an
increase in flood stage or velocity.

This proposed project will not restrict flows or cause an increase in flood stage or velocity.
All proposed work will occur outside wetland areas.
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3. Work in those portions of bordering land subject to flooding found to be significant to the
protection of wildlife habitat shall not impair its capacity to provide important wildlife habitat
functions. Except for work which would adversely affect vernal pool habitat, a project or
projects on a single lot, for which Notice(s) of Intent is filed on or after November 1, 1987,
that (cumulatively) alter(s) up to 10% or 5,000 square feet (whichever is less) of land in this
resource area found to be significant to the protection of wildlife habitat, shall not be
deemed to impair its capacity to provide important wildlife habitat functions. Additional
alterations beyond the above threshold, or altering vernal pool habitat, may be permitted if
they will have no adverse effects on wildlife habitat, as determined by procedures
contained in 310 CMR 10.60.

The proposed test plots are small areas (~50 feet in length) spread out along the length of
the Charles River Reservation within Boston. Implementation of these vegetative test plots
will involve site preparation, including invasive/nuisance species removal, loosening soil
and installing any erosion control features, as well as planting of native vegetation, which is
outlined in the attached plan set. This project will allow for increased native plant diversity
and will work to restore a healthy riverbank ecology. Given that this project proposes to
take an existing vegetated area and replace it with a proposed vegetated area there will be
de minimis impact and we do not expect significant adverse impacts to the functions and
values currently provided along the river. As a result, the proposed test plot implementation
within bordering land subject to flooding shall not impair its capacity to provide important
wildlife habitat functions. The proposed test plot implementation within Boston will occur on
multiple lots and the total amount of impact is 2,115 square feet. Per the requirements
listed under 10.57(4)(a)(3) and the Massachusetts Wildlife Habitat Protection Guidance for
Inland Wetlands document developed by the DEP, this project does not require a Habitat
Evaluation including the procedures contained in 310 CMR 10.60 because the project is on
multiple lots and the impacts cumulatively alter less than 5,000 square feet. It should also
be noted there is no vernal pool habitat located within the proposed test plot locations.

(c) Protection of Rare Wildlife Species. Notwithstanding the provisions of 310 CMR
10.57(4)(a) or (b), no project may be permitted which will have any adverse effect on
specified wildlife habitat sites of rare vertebrate or invertebrate species, as identified by
procedures established under 310 CMR 10.59.

As stated above, this proposed project is not within any of the habitat areas identified by
the NHESP on MassGIS data layers including NHESP Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife,
NHESP Priority Habitats of Rare Species, NHESP Certified Vernal Pools, and NHESP
Potential Vernal Pools. Environmental resources maps outlining these areas can be seen in
Appendix D.

Bank

Bank is a resource area regulated by the Massachusetts Wetland Protection Act, (WPA).
Bank is defined in 310 CMR 10.54(2)(a) as:
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The portion of land surface which normally abuts and confined a waterbody. It
occurs between a water body and a vegetated bordering wetland and adjacent
floodplain, or, in absence of these, it occurs between a waterbody and an upland.

The upper boundary of this wetland resource area is considered the mean annual high
water level (MAHW), as identified in the field. The lower boundary of this wetland resource
area is the mean annual low flow level. Impacts associated with this project will occur
above mean annual high water level. As a result, there is no bank resource area impacts
associated with this project.

100ft Wetland Buffer Zone

The work areas associated with proposed Test Plots 1, 2, 3, 5, and 7 fall within 100ft of the
Bank, which is an Area Subject to Protection and recognized by the WPA as the 100ft
Wetland Buffer Zone (Buffer Zone) per 310 CMR 10.02(2)(b). The Buffer Zone is defined as
any area within 100ft of any area subject to the protection of M.G.L chapter 131, section 40
and identified per 310 CMR 10.02(1)(a).

Work within the Buffer Zone will include implementation of the vegetative test plots. This
test plot implementation will involve site preparation, including invasive/nuisance species
removal, loosening soil and installing any erosion control features, as well as planting of
native vegetation, which is outlined in the attached plan set. This project will allow for
increased native plant diversity and will work to restore a healthy riverbank ecology. Given
that this project proposes to take an existing vegetated area and replace it with a proposed
vegetated area there will be de minimis impact and we do not expect significant adverse
impacts to the functions and values currently provided along the river. The 100ft Wetland
Buffer Zone is shown on the attached plan set where the scale allows. In some cases the
scale is such that the 100ft Wetland Buffer line is outside the frame of the drawing and a
note has been made on the sheet.

Environmental Considerations — City of Boston

City of Boston 25 Foot Waterfront Area
The City of Boston, through its Wetlands Ordinance, has placed additional restrictions on
land within 25 feet of the Riverfront Area as follows:

Waterfront Area is the portion of the buffer zone which extends twenty-five (25) feet
horizontally from the edge of the following wetland resource areas: Any coastal
beach, dune, bank, tidal flats, rocky intertidal shores, salt marshes or land containing
shellfish; or Any inland bank, lake, pond, intermittent stream, brook, creek or
riverfront area.

As described above, work within the Waterfront Area will include implementation of the
vegetative test plots. This test plot implementation will involve site preparation, including
invasive/nuisance species removal, loosening soil and installing any erosion control
features, as well as planting of native vegetation, which is outlined in the attached plan set.
This project proposes a total of 1,780 SF of temporary impact within the Waterfront Area
(See Table 5).
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Table 5: Vegetation Test Plot Impact Summary within Waterfront Area 2

Total Temporary Impact
Test Plot Within Waterfront Area
(SF)
Plot 5 (P5) 462
Plot 7 (P7) 1,318
Totals 1,780
Note:

a. Only two of six test plots in Boston are in the jurisdictional Waterfront Area.

City of Boston Consideration of Climate Change

Per the City of Boston Wetlands Ordinance ‘Impacts of Climate Change. Include without
limitation: extreme heat; the timing, frequency, intensity, and amount of precipitation, storm
surges, and rising water levels; increased intensity or frequency of storm events or extrerme
weather events; and frequency, intensity, and duration of droughts.” As indicated in the
RVMP Climate change has the potential to create significant adverse effects in the Charles
River Reservation Basin, which could have major implications for DCR’s management of
the parklands. A flood control structure, the New Boston Dam, provides a level of
protection against sea level rise and coastal surge to the parklands along the Charles River
Basin. Unless the dam is flanked or overtopped by extreme conditions in the Boston
Harbor, sea level rise and coastal surge are not expected to be an immediate threat to the
vegetation along the river. However, an increased precipitation frequency could increase
peak stream flows and cause riverine flooding, destabilizing the river's banks, causing
scouring along bridge embankments, and causing the vegetation to be lost or
compromised. Extended drought conditions and increased rainfall could also negatively
impact the park’s plant life and/or change the plant community species composition.
Warmer temperatures are expected to increase the vegetation’s growing season. While a
longer growing season could be beneficial, it may also result in a production of allergens,
including pollen and poison ivy. Warmer temperatures and changes in precipitation
patterns could also increase the presence of pests that are harmful to the park’s vegetation
as well as vector-borne diseases (such as Lyme disease) affecting the park’s visitors. The
proposed plant selection took into consideration those plants that are drought resistant,
pest resistant, are less likely to produce allergens and can compete with other invasive
species that might be more adapted to climate change. This proposed test plot
implementation is on a small scale but the results from these test plots will aid in informing
the larger RVMP.

City of Boston NOI Filing Fee

The City of Boston has established their own system for collecting a filing fee associated
with the NOI submission. Per the Conservation Commission Guidance Document “the
commission does not accept the municipal portion of the state fee and has its own fee
structure requirements”. Based on the City fee structure, projects with a fair cost of more
than $100,000 pay 0.075% of the fair cost as a fee (not to exceed $1,500). The fair cost of
this proposed project is $300,000. As a result, the calculated municipal fee for the City of
Boston is $225. This is not considered an additional by-law fee but the actual municipal fee
associated with the NOI submission.
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APPENDIX B
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS



Alternatives Analysis
Basis for Alternatives Analysis

The following is a presentation of alternatives for managing riverfront vegetation along the
Charles River Reservation in the jurisdiction of the Conservation Commissions of Boston,
Cambridge, Newton, and Watertown, and the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act. The
primary objective is to update management practices of the riverfront and refocus
operations by implementing a Charles River Vegetation Management Plan (RVMP) in these
communities.

Management Approach Alternative Analysis

Volunteer plants have established themselves along most of the shoreline and include
shrubby growth along the riverbanks; however, erosive flows and wave action from the
river's active boating community have severely undercut parts of the shore. Some trees
and shrubs lean toward the water; others have lost the battle with gravity and have toppled
in. At the same time, invasive plants have knit themselves into the plant community. Purple
loosestrife, Japanese knotweed, multiflora rose, and others expand their range from
season to season, squeezing out native plants. Additionally, several non-invasive, but
visually obstructive, species such pokeweed and false indigo bush overgrow and fill vistas
where maintenance staff struggle to keep views open for both daily passive use as well as
highly anticipated annual events such as the Head of the Charles Regatta. The following is
a discussion of alternative proposals to manage riverfront vegetation.

The goals of this project are as follows:

1. Improve viewsheds along the Charles River while minimizing environmental impacts
by altering management practices

2. increase the vegetative diversity along the shore

3. Stabilize the riverbank and reduce geese access to the river.

Management Approach Alternative 1 — Maintain the Current RVMP Approach

Currently, management is conducted under expired orders of conditions (OOCs) with the
four previously mentioned municipal Conservation Commissions. Recognizing DCR’s
resource limitations and the importance of park maintenance, each of the Conservation
Commissions has been willing to allow continued operation and maintenance under
expired OOCs, but this approach has only been intended as a short-term solution.

Advantages
The current approach addresses the goal of maintaining public views of the River. There

would be no temporary impact within resource areas identified by the Massachusetts
Wetland Protection Act.

Disadvantages
In some areas, maintenance practices have resulted in overcutting of vegetation and

indiscriminate mowing right up to the edge of water. Several invasive and non-native
species grow more robustly and propagate when cut; current management practices are



contributing to the proliferation of invasive populations along the shore. This alternative is
also not sustainable in terms of the amount of labor needed for continued cutting. In
addition to potential exposure and erosion, areas of cleared vegetation present easy
access to the river for geese and swans, which are aggressive, territorial, and tend to foul
both water and walkways. Inadequate vegetative buffers contribute to drainage and
nutrient introductions to the river. Current management does not contribute to overall
species diversity; rather, monocultures of undesirable species have become the norm. This
plan does not address erosion control problem areas on the banks of the Charles River.

Management Approach Alternative 2 — Selective Intensive Management

This alternative would involve selecting a few areas along the Charles River Reservation for
intensive ecosystem management implemented by the DCR. The remaining portions of the
Charles River Reservation would continue to be maintained according to the current RVMP
as described in Alternative 1.

Advantages
The DCR maintenance efforts could be focused on a few intensive restoration areas, while

maintaining the current limited maintenance plan for the remaining portions of the Charles
River Reservation. These areas would benefit from greater species diversity while not
requiring intensive management of larger swaths of the shore.

Disadvantages
Invasive and nuisance species will travel from the unmanaged/limited maintenance

portions of the Reservation to the intensive restoration areas. This alternative is not suitable
for long term management and does not address larger goals of improving public viewing,
providing bank stabilization and reducing geese access along the length of the river.

Management Approach Alternative 3 — Implement Proposed RVMP Test Plots

This alternative addresses the need for maintenance and upkeep of the vegetation
bordering the Charles River in a more forward-thinking manner. An RVMP has been
developed that would allow for natural yet maintained vegetation growth in the form of
restoration areas. In allowing this regrowth, there would be fewer open areas allowing for
geese access, and healthier vegetation along the entire river. Shorelines will be stabilized,
viewing vistas will be created, stable tree canopy will be created, and the area will consider
management options to make the riverfront area more adaptive to climate change. Rather
than implementing this entire RVMP at one time, the DCR is proposing the installation of
eight (8) test plots, each in a different types of management area. This will allow for a
certain level of experimentation to ensure the highest level of possible success when it
comes time to implement larger scale vegetation management options.

Advantages
These test plots will serve to inform the DCR about what techniques and plantings are

effective before implementing management on a larger scale along larger portions of the
Charles River Reservation. The current management plan has caused overcutting in many
areas along the riverbank. The updated RVMP would promote sustainable landscape
management. The goal with these proposed test plots is to create a diverse, ample native
vegetative buffer. The plantings would provide fewer open areas that contribute to nutrient
loading and erosional issues, as well as restricting the access of geese. Shorelines will be



stabilized, views will be provided, and the enhanced vegetative species diversity will
hopefully create a more climate resilient landscape.

Disadvantages
This alternative will require some temporary impact within resource areas identified by the

Massachusetts Wetland Protection Act as outlined in the project description. These areas
will need to be intensively maintained and protected during the establishment period.

Conclusion

Based on the alternatives analysis provided above, Weston and Sampson’s project team
recommends Alternative 3 be the option the local conservation commissions pursue to
maintaining and enhancing the vegetative buffer in the Charles River Reservation.
Alternative 1, or maintain the current RVMP, would prevent all wetland resource impacts.
On the other hand, the current management techniques have resulted in overcutting of
vegetation and indiscriminate mowing right up to the edge of water and is not sustainable
in terms of labor or vegetative diversity. Alternative 2 would provide limited intensive
restoration, however; invasive/nuisance species from the adjacent unmanaged sites would
spread to these intensive restoration areas, which is not sustainable in the long term.
Alternative 3 will provide an opportunity to try different management techniques in order to
better inform the DCR about what practices will be most effective prior to a larger scale
implementation. The ultimate goal of the RVMP is to provide sustainable landscape
management, enhanced species diversity, and protection of this cherished parkland
resource.

Vegetation Treatment Alternative Analysis

There are several options available for treatment of invasive and nuisance vegetation. The
four treatment options outlined below are the most commonly utilized options. Specific
treatments for individual species at each test plot will vary based on unique considerations
such as the plot location, species density, morphology, and other environmental factors.

The DCR recognizes the potential negative ramifications associated with chemical
treatments (e.g. herbicides pesticides) however, the DCR also recognizes that
manual/mechanical treatments are not effective in certain situations. Therefore, the DCR
prefers to implement manual approaches wherever practicable and chemical treatments
may be utilized if deemed necessary based on site conditions.

Vegetation Treatment Alternative 1 — Mechanical Treatment/ Hand Removal

This mechanical alternative utilizes hand removal as a treatment measure. Options for
hand/mechanical removal may include utilizing hand pulling, hand tools, and depending on
the species size and root development may include targeted removal utilizing construction
equipment.

Advantages
This alternative is targeted and can be used in small or difficult to access areas. Potential

damage associated with vegetation removal is lessened due to the targeted nature of this
alternative. Certain species respond well to hand pulling removal.



Disadvantages
This alternative can be time consuming and may require repeated efforts in a single

growing season, which is impractical given the scarcity of DCR’s labor and financial
resources. In many instances if careful removal of the entire rhizome system is not
completed then the vegetation can return, in some cases presenting more robust growth.

Vegetation Treatment Alternative 2 — Mechanical Treatment/ Solar Treatment

This mechanical alternative utilizes opaque tarps to stop solar exposure to plant species.
Depending on site conditions the tarps may be left in place for an extended period of time
to ensure full die off of the targeted species.

Advantages
Solar treatments can be installed with reasonably low effort and with minimal soil

disturbance.

Disadvantages
This alternative requires monitoring to ensure that the tarp remains intact. Utilizing tarps

also indiscriminately kills any plant species present, soil organisms, and the soil seed bank
in the upper portion of the soil profile.

Vegetation Treatment Alternative 3 — Chemical Treatment/ Cut and Dab

This chemical alternative involves cutting the targeted vegetation and then applying the
appropriate herbicide directly to the cut stems. This allows the herbicide to be absorbed
into the root system, ultimately killing the targeted vegetation.

Cut and dab reduces and targets the chemical application, preserving adjacent plant
species and protecting soil organisms. DCR recommends proposes cut and dab for
control of species that cannot be controlled by mechanical means.

Advantages
Many invasive and nuisance species do not respond to mechanical removal options. Cut

and dab reduces and targets the chemical application, preserving adjacent plant species
and protecting soil organisms. Herbicides have a high success rate of killing treated
vegetation.

Disadvantages
Repeated applications may be necessary. This alternative utilizes chemicals which can

have potential negative ramifications to nearby vegetation and wildlife.

Vegetation Treatment Alternative 4 — Chemical Treatment/ Foliar Treatment

This chemical treatment does not require prior cutting of the targeted plant species. A hand
sprayer, backpack sprayer, or mounted sprayer containing the appropriate herbicide is
utilized on a targeted area.



Although herbicides are effective means of plant control, foliar spray can spread with wind
and indiscriminately impact adjacent plant and water resources as well as create a public
health risk. DCR recommmends against foliar application of herbicide at this time.

Advantages

Many invasive and nuisance species do not respond to mechanical removal options. This
alternative is good for dense monoculture stands of a given species. Foliar treatment
requires low effort and no ground disturbance. Herbicides have a high success rate of
killing treated vegetation.

Disadvantages

Foliar spray can spread with wind and indiscriminately impact adjacent plant and water
resources as well as create a public health risk. This alternative is only appropriate in very
limited situations. In most instances DCR recommends against foliar application and is not
proposing foliar spraying for this project.
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filling out forms
on the computer,
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cursor - do not
use the return

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands Program

Checklist for Stormwater Report

A. Introduction

A Stormwater Report must be submitted with the Notice of Intent permit application to document
compliance with the Stormwater Management Standards. The following checklist is NOT a substitute for
the Stormwater Report (which should provide more substantive and detailed information) but is offered
here as a tool to help the applicant organize their Stormwater Management documentation for their
Report and for the reviewer to assess this information in a consistent format. As noted in the Checklist,
the Stormwater Report must contain the engineering computations and supporting information set forth in
Volume 3 of the Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook. The Stormwater Report must be prepared and
certified by a Registered Professional Engineer (RPE) licensed in the Commonwealth.

The Stormwater Report must include:

e The Stormwater Checklist completed and stamped by a Registered Professional Engineer (see
page 2) that certifies that the Stormwater Report contains all required submittals.! This Checklist
is to be used as the cover for the completed Stormwater Report.

Applicant/Project Name

Project Address

Name of Firm and Registered Professional Engineer that prepared the Report

Long-Term Pollution Prevention Plan required by Standards 4-6

Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan required
by Standard 82

e Operation and Maintenance Plan required by Standard 9

In addition to all plans and supporting information, the Stormwater Report must include a brief narrative
describing stormwater management practices, including environmentally sensitive site design and LID
techniques, along with a diagram depicting runoff through the proposed BMP treatment train. Plans are
required to show existing and proposed conditions, identify all wetland resource areas, NRCS soil types,
critical areas, Land Uses with Higher Potential Pollutant Loads (LUHPPL), and any areas on the site
where infiltration rate is greater than 2.4 inches per hour. The Plans shall identify the drainage areas for
both existing and proposed conditions at a scale that enables verification of supporting calculations.

As noted in the Checklist, the Stormwater Management Report shall document compliance with each of
the Stormwater Management Standards as provided in the Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook. The
soils evaluation and calculations shall be done using the methodologies set forth in Volume 3 of the
Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook.

To ensure that the Stormwater Report is complete, applicants are required to fill in the Stormwater Report
Checklist by checking the box to indicate that the specified information has been included in the
Stormwater Report. If any of the information specified in the checklist has not been submitted, the
applicant must provide an explanation. The completed Stormwater Report Checklist and Certification
must be submitted with the Stormwater Report.

' The Stormwater Report may also include the lllicit Discharge Compliance Statement required by Standard 10. If not included in
the Stormwater Report, the lllicit Discharge Compliance Statement must be submitted prior to the discharge of stormwater runoff to
the post-construction best management practices.

2 For some complex projects, it may not be possible to include the Construction Period Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan in
the Stormwater Report. In that event, the issuing authority has the discretion to issue an Order of Conditions that approves the
project and includes a condition requiring the proponent to submit the Construction Period Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan
before commencing any land disturbance activity on the site.
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands Program

Checklist for Stormwater Report

B. Stormwater Checklist and Certification

The following checklist is intended to serve as a guide for applicants as to the elements that ordinarily
need to be addressed in a complete Stormwater Report. The checklist is also intended to provide
conservation commissions and other reviewing authorities with a summary of the components necessary
for a comprehensive Stormwater Report that addresses the ten Stormwater Standards.

Note: Because stormwater requirements vary from project to project, it is possible that a complete
Stormwater Report may not include information on some of the subjects specified in the Checklist. If it is
determined that a specific item does not apply to the project under review, please note that the item is not
applicable (N.A.) and provide the reasons for that determination.

A complete checklist must include the Certification set forth below signed by the Registered Professional
Engineer who prepared the Stormwater Report.

Registered Professional Engineer’s Certification

| have reviewed the Stormwater Report, including the soil evaluation, computations, Long-term Pollution
Prevention Plan, the Construction Period Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan (if included), the Long-
term Post-Construction Operation and Maintenance Plan, the lllicit Discharge Compliance Statement (if
included) and the plans showing the stormwater management system, and have determined that they
have been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Stormwater Management Standards as
further elaborated by the Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook. | have also determined that the
information presented in the Stormwater Checklist is accurate and that the information presented in the
Stormwater Report accurately reflects conditions at the site as of the date of this permit application.

Registered Professional Engineer Block and Signature

4/"4\,\/ 2/5/2020

2/5/2020

Sigr}é‘fure and Date

Checklist

Project Type: Is the application for new development, redevelopment, or a mix of new and
redevelopment?

[ ] New development
[] Redevelopment

[] Mix of New Development and Redevelopment
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands Program

Checklist for Stormwater Report

Checklist (continued)

LID Measures: Stormwater Standards require LID measures to be considered. Document what
environmentally sensitive design and LID Techniques were considered during the planning and design of
the project:

[ ] No disturbance to any Wetland Resource Areas

[ ] Site Design Practices (e.g. clustered development, reduced frontage setbacks)
[ 1 Reduced Impervious Area (Redevelopment Only)
XI Minimizing disturbance to existing trees and shrubs
[ ] LID Site Design Credit Requested:
[] Credit 1
[] Credit2
[ ] Credit3
X Use of “country drainage” versus curb and gutter conveyance and pipe
[ ] Bioretention Cells (includes Rain Gardens)
[ ] Constructed Stormwater Wetlands (includes Gravel Wetlands designs)
[ ] Treebox Filter
[ ] Water Quality Swale
[] Grass Channel
[ ] Green Roof
X Other (describe) This project is limited to small test plots for vegetation restoration.

Standard 1: No New Untreated Discharges

X No new untreated discharges

[ ] Outlets have been designed so there is no erosion or scour to wetlands and waters of the
Commonwealth

[] Supporting calculations specified in Volume 3 of the Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook included.
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands Program

Checklist for Stormwater Report

Checklist (continued)

Standard 2: Peak Rate Attenuation

L]
L]

[

Standard 2 waiver requested because the project is located in land subject to coastal storm flowage
and stormwater discharge is to a wetland subject to coastal flooding.

Evaluation provided to determine whether off-site flooding increases during the 100-year 24-hour
storm.

Calculations provided to show that post-development peak discharge rates do not exceed pre-
development rates for the 2-year and 10-year 24-hour storms. If evaluation shows that off-site
flooding increases during the 100-year 24-hour storm, calculations are also provided to show that
post-development peak discharge rates do not exceed pre-development rates for the 100-year 24-
hour storm.

Standard 3: Recharge

[

L]
L]
L]

O

1 O

L]
L]

Soil Analysis provided.

Required Recharge Volume calculation provided.

Required Recharge volume reduced through use of the LID site Design Credits.

Sizing the infiltration, BMPs is based on the following method: Check the method used.

[ Static (] Simple Dynamic ] Dynamic Field'

Runoff from all impervious areas at the site discharging to the infiltration BMP.

Runoff from all impervious areas at the site is not discharging to the infiltration BMP and calculations
are provided showing that the drainage area contributing runoff to the infiltration BMPs is sufficient to

generate the required recharge volume.

Recharge BMPs have been sized to infiltrate the Required Recharge Volume.

Recharge BMPs have been sized to infiltrate the Required Recharge Volume only to the maximum
extent practicable for the following reason:

[ ] Site is comprised solely of C and D soils and/or bedrock at the land surface
[ ] M.G.L. c. 21E sites pursuant to 310 CMR 40.0000

[ ] Solid Waste Landfill pursuant to 310 CMR 19.000

[] Project is otherwise subject to Stormwater Management Standards only to the maximum extent
practicable.

Calculations showing that the infiltration BMPs will drain in 72 hours are provided.

Property includes a M.G.L. c. 21E site or a solid waste landfill and a mounding analysis is included.

180% TSS removal is required prior to discharge to infiltration BMP if Dynamic Field method is used.

1 swcheck.doc « 04/01/08 Stormwater Report Checklist « Page 4 of 8



Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands Program

Checklist for Stormwater Report

Checklist (continued)

Standard 3: Recharge (continued)

[ ] The infiltration BMP is used to attenuate peak flows during storms greater than or equal to the 10-
year 24-hour storm and separation to seasonal high groundwater is less than 4 feet and a mounding
analysis is provided.

[] Documentation is provided showing that infiltration BMPs do not adversely impact nearby wetland
resource areas.

Standard 4: Water Quality

The Long-Term Pollution Prevention Plan typically includes the following:

e Good housekeeping practices;

e Provisions for storing materials and waste products inside or under cover;

¢ Vehicle washing controls;

e Requirements for routine inspections and maintenance of stormwater BMPs;

e Spill prevention and response plans;

e Provisions for maintenance of lawns, gardens, and other landscaped areas;

e Requirements for storage and use of fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides;

e Pet waste management provisions;

e Provisions for operation and management of septic systems;

e Provisions for solid waste management;

e Snow disposal and plowing plans relative to Wetland Resource Areas;

¢ Winter Road Salt and/or Sand Use and Storage restrictions;

e Street sweeping schedules;

e Provisions for prevention of illicit discharges to the stormwater management system;

e Documentation that Stormwater BMPs are designed to provide for shutdown and containment in the
event of a spill or discharges to or near critical areas or from LUHPPL;

e Training for staff or personnel involved with implementing Long-Term Pollution Prevention Plan;

e List of Emergency contacts for implementing Long-Term Pollution Prevention Plan.

[ 1 A Long-Term Pollution Prevention Plan is attached to Stormwater Report and is included as an
attachment to the Wetlands Notice of Intent.

[ ] Treatment BMPs subject to the 44% TSS removal pretreatment requirement and the one inch rule for
calculating the water quality volume are included, and discharge:
[] is within the Zone Il or Interim Wellhead Protection Area
[] is near or to other critical areas
[ 1 is within soils with a rapid infiltration rate (greater than 2.4 inches per hour)
[] involves runoff from land uses with higher potential pollutant loads.

[] The Required Water Quality Volume is reduced through use of the LID site Design Credits.

[] Calculations documenting that the treatment train meets the 80% TSS removal requirement and, if

applicable, the 44% TSS removal pretreatment requirement, are provided.
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands Program

Checklist for Stormwater Report

Checklist (continued)

Standard 4: Water Quality (continued)
[ ] The BMP is sized (and calculations provided) based on:

[ ] The %" or 1” Water Quality Volume or

[ ] The equivalent flow rate associated with the Water Quality Volume and documentation is
provided showing that the BMP treats the required water quality volume.

[] The applicant proposes to use proprietary BMPs, and documentation supporting use of proprietary
BMP and proposed TSS removal rate is provided. This documentation may be in the form of the
propriety BMP checklist found in Volume 2, Chapter 4 of the Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook
and submitting copies of the TARP Report, STEP Report, and/or other third party studies verifying
performance of the proprietary BMPs.

[ ] A TMDL exists that indicates a need to reduce pollutants other than TSS and documentation showing
that the BMPs selected are consistent with the TMDL is provided.

Standard 5: Land Uses With Higher Potential Pollutant Loads (LUHPPLs)

[ ] The NPDES Multi-Sector General Permit covers the land use and the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been included with the Stormwater Report.
The NPDES Multi-Sector General Permit covers the land use and the SWPPP will be submitted prior
to the discharge of stormwater to the post-construction stormwater BMPs.

L]
[ ] The NPDES Multi-Sector General Permit does not cover the land use.
[ ] LUHPPLs are located at the site and industry specific source control and pollution prevention

measures have been proposed to reduce or eliminate the exposure of LUHPPLs to rain, snow, snow
melt and runoff, and been included in the long term Pollution Prevention Plan.

[

All exposure has been eliminated.

[

All exposure has not been eliminated and all BMPs selected are on MassDEP LUHPPL list.

[ ] The LUHPPL has the potential to generate runoff with moderate to higher concentrations of oil and
grease (e.g. all parking lots with >1000 vehicle trips per day) and the treatment train includes an oil
grit separator, a filtering bioretention area, a sand filter or equivalent.

Standard 6: Critical Areas

[ 1 The discharge is near or to a critical area and the treatment train includes only BMPs that MassDEP
has approved for stormwater discharges to or near that particular class of critical area.

[] Critical areas and BMPs are identified in the Stormwater Report.
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands Program

Checklist for Stormwater Report

Checklist (continued)

Standard 7: Redevelopments and Other Projects Subject to the Standards only to the maximum

extent practicable

[ ] The project is subject to the Stormwater Management Standards only to the maximum Extent
Practicable as a:

[ ] Limited Project

[ 1 Small Residential Projects: 5-9 single family houses or 5-9 units in a multi-family development
provided there is no discharge that may potentially affect a critical area.

[ 1 Small Residential Projects: 2-4 single family houses or 2-4 units in a multi-family development

with a discharge to a critical area

[ ] Marina and/or boatyard provided the hull painting, service and maintenance areas are protected
from exposure to rain, snow, snow melt and runoff

] Bike Path and/or Foot Path
[ ] Redevelopment Project

[] Redevelopment portion of mix of new and redevelopment.

[ ] Certain standards are not fully met (Standard No. 1, 8, 9, and 10 must always be fully met) and an
explanation of why these standards are not met is contained in the Stormwater Report.

[ ] The project involves redevelopment and a description of all measures that have been taken to
improve existing conditions is provided in the Stormwater Report. The redevelopment checklist found
in Volume 2 Chapter 3 of the Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook may be used to document that
the proposed stormwater management system (a) complies with Standards 2, 3 and the pretreatment
and structural BMP requirements of Standards 4-6 to the maximum extent practicable and (b)
improves existing conditions.

Standard 8: Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and Sedimentation Control

A Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan must include the
following information:

Narrative;

Construction Period Operation and Maintenance Plan;

Names of Persons or Entity Responsible for Plan Compliance;
Construction Period Pollution Prevention Measures;

Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan Drawings;

Detail drawings and specifications for erosion control BMPs, including sizing calculations;
Vegetation Planning;

Site Development Plan;

Construction Sequencing Plan;

Sequencing of Erosion and Sedimentation Controls;

Operation and Maintenance of Erosion and Sedimentation Controls;
Inspection Schedule;

Maintenance Schedule;

Inspection and Maintenance Log Form.

XI A Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan containing
the information set forth above has been included in the Stormwater Report.
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands Program

Checklist for Stormwater Report

Checklist (continued)

Standard 8: Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and Sedimentation Control
(continued)

[l The project is highly complex and information is included in the Stormwater Report that explains why
it is not possible to submit the Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Plan with the application. A Construction Period Pollution Prevention and
Erosion and Sedimentation Control has not been included in the Stormwater Report but will be
submitted before land disturbance begins.

[ ] The project is not covered by a NPDES Construction General Permit.

[ 1 The project is covered by a NPDES Construction General Permit and a copy of the SWPPP is in the
Stormwater Report.

[1 The project is covered by a NPDES Construction General Permit but no SWPPP been submitted.
The SWPPP will be submitted BEFORE land disturbance begins.

Standard 9: Operation and Maintenance Plan

[ ] The Post Construction Operation and Maintenance Plan is included in the Stormwater Report and
includes the following information:

[ ] Name of the stormwater management system owners;

[ ] Party responsible for operation and maintenance;

[ ] Schedule for implementation of routine and non-routine maintenance tasks;

[ 1 Plan showing the location of all stormwater BMPs maintenance access areas;
[] Description and delineation of public safety features;

[ ] Estimated operation and maintenance budget; and

[ 1 Operation and Maintenance Log Form.

[ ] The responsible party is not the owner of the parcel where the BMP is located and the Stormwater
Report includes the following submissions:

[ 1 A copy of the legal instrument (deed, homeowner’s association, utility trust or other legal entity)
that establishes the terms of and legal responsibility for the operation and maintenance of the
project site stormwater BMPs;

[ ] A plan and easement deed that allows site access for the legal entity to operate and maintain
BMP functions.

Standard 10: Prohibition of lllicit Discharges
[ 1 The Long-Term Pollution Prevention Plan includes measures to prevent illicit discharges;

[ 1 An lliicit Discharge Compliance Statement is attached;

[ ] NO lllicit Discharge Compliance Statement is attached but will be submitted prior to the discharge of
any stormwater to post-construction BMPs.

1 swcheck.doc « 04/01/08 Stormwater Report Checklist « Page 8 of 8



Stormwater Report
To Be Submitted with the Notice of Intent

Applicant/Project Name: Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation
Charles River Vegetation Management Plan—Test Plots

Project Address: Various locations along the Charles River
Boston, MA
Cambridge, MA
Watertown, MA

Firm: Weston & Sampson, Inc.
Registered PE James Pearson, P.E.

Below is an explanation concerning Standards 1-10 as they apply to the Massachusetts
Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) Charles River Vegetation Management
Plan (CRVMP) test plots:

General:

Currently, management of the Charles River Riverfront Area is conducted under expired
orders of conditions (OOC) with Boston, Cambridge, and Watertown Conservation
Commissions. Recognizing the DCR'’s resource limitations and the importance of park
maintenance, each of the Conservation Commissions has been willing to allow continued
operation and maintenance under expired OOCs; however, this approach has only been
intended as a short-term solution. For example, in some areas maintenance practices have
resulted in overcutting of vegetation and indiscriminate mowing right up to the edge of
water. In addition to potential exposure and erosion, areas of cleared vegetation present
easy access to the river for geese and swans, which are aggressive, territorial, and tend to
foul both water and adjacent parklands with their droppings.

In an effort to provide these conservation commissions with an updated management plan
for the riverfront area, the DCR has developed the CRVMP that includes best management
practices (BMPs) and techniques for managing riverfront vegetation along the Charles
River in the jurisdictions of the Conservation Commissions of Boston, Cambridge, Newton,
and Watertown and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(MassDEP).

As part of this CRVMP, DCR is proposing to implement five vegetative test plots within the
City of Boston requiring a Notice of Intent (NOI) submission. Located at strategic locations
along the Charles River, these experimental data plots will provide valuable information to
the DCR regarding planting strategies which will inform future long-term vegetation
management planning within the CRVMP. Implementation of these vegetative test plots will
involve site preparation, including any invasive species removal, loosening soil and
installing any erosion control features, as well as planting of native vegetation, which is
outlines in the attached plan set. Sediment and erosion control measures will be utilized to
prevent any unwanted sediment from entering the adjacent wetland resource areas and
storm drains.



Standard 1: No New Untreated Discharges

The proposed project will create no new untreated discharges. No new impervious area
will be created during this project.

Standard 2: Peak Rate Attenuation

Since there will be no increase in impervious area, post-development (post-improvement)
peak discharge rates will not exceed pre-development (pre-improvement) peak discharge
rates.

To ensure that the work incorporates the performance standards recommended in the
DEP’s Stormwater Management Policy, necessary erosion and sedimentation control
measures will be utilized during construction. These measures will include silt fence, fiber
roll, and slope stabilization matt.

Standard 3: Recharge

As noted in the Standard 2 explanation, the impervious area in the work area will not be
increased at the completion of the project; therefore, recharge rates will not decline in the
work area at the end of the project. Infiltration may actually improve somewhat as a result
of installing planting soils that may be less compacted than existing onsite soils.

Standard 4: Water Quality

No new impervious area is being added to any of the project areas, therefore the proposed
work will not change water quality at the site. There will be no increase in stormwater flow,
and the design for test plots will not increase soil erosion. During the project, silt fence,
fiber roll, and slope stabilization matt, will be used to minimize sedimentation and soil
erosion.

Standard 5: Land Uses with Higher Potential Pollutant Loads (LUHPPLS)

Not Applicable. There are no LUHPPLs in the work area.

Standard 6: Critical Areas

There will be no new discharge to critical areas.

Standard 7: Redevelopments and Other Projects Subject to the Standards Only to the
Maximum Extent Practicable

Not applicable. Strictly speaking, the proposed test plots do not meet the definition of
“redevelopment,” nor do they meet the definition of “development” since the work involves
vegetation management.



Standard 8: Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and Sediment Control

A detailed Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and Sedimentation Control
Plan is included. To ensure that the work incorporates the performance standards
recommended in the DEP’s Stormwater Management Policy, necessary erosion and
sedimentation control measures will be utilized during construction. These measures will
include silt fence, fiber roll, and slope stabilization matt as depicted on the site plans.

Standard 9: Operation and Maintenance Plan

An stormwater operations and maintenance plan is not needed since there will not be any
new stormwater management systems put in place in the project work area.

Standard 10: Prohibition of lllicit Discharges

By the nature of the proposed work, there will be no illicit discharges. The project areas
consist of vegetated areas that are not connected to a MS4 system.



Reqistered Professional Engineer’s Certification

| have reviewed the Stormwater Report, including any relevant soil evaluations,
computations, Long-term Pollution Prevention Plan, the Construction Period Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Plan, the Long-term Post-Construction Operation and Maintenance
Plan, the lllicit Discharge Compliance Statement and the plans showing the stormwater
management system, and have determined that they have been prepared in accordance
with the requirements of the Stormwater Management Standards as further elaborated by
the Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook. | have also determined that the information
presented in the Stormwater Checklist is accurate and that the information presented in the
Stormwater Report accurately reflects conditions at the site as of the date of this permit
application.

Registered Professional Engineer Block and Signature

JAMES I.
PEARSON
CIVIL

No. 50675

2/5/2020 7//‘ /’L\,\/ - 2/5/2020

Signatun}/énd Date




Construction Period Pollution Prevention and
Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan

SECTION 1: Introduction

Currently, management of the Charles River Riverfront Area is conducted under expired orders of
conditions (OOC) with Boston, Cambridge, and Watertown Conservation Commissions.
Recognizing the DCR'’s resource limitations and the importance of park maintenance, each of the
Conservation Commissions has been willing to allow continued operation and maintenance under
expired OOCs; however, this approach has only been intended as a short-term solution. For
example, in some areas maintenance practices have resulted in overcutting of vegetation and
indiscriminate mowing right up to the edge of water. In addition to potential exposure and erosion,
areas of cleared vegetation present easy access to the river for geese and swans, which are
aggressive, territorial, and tend to foul both water and adjacent parklands with their droppings.

In an effort to provide these conservation commissions with an updated management plan for the
riverfront area, the DCR has developed the CRVMP that includes best management practices
(BMPs) and techniques for managing riverfront vegetation along the Charles River in the
jurisdictions of the Conservation Commissions of Boston, Cambridge, Newton, and Watertown and
the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP).

As part of this CRVMP, DCR is proposing to implement five vegetative test plots within the City of
Boston requiring a Notice of Intent (NOI) submission. Located at strategic locations along the
Charles River, these experimental data plots will provide valuable information to the DCR regarding
planting strategies which will inform future long-term vegetation management planning within the
CRVMP. Implementation of these vegetative test plots will involve site preparation, including any
invasive species removal, loosening soil and installing any erosion control features, as well as
planting of native vegetation, which is outlines in the attached plan set. Sediment and erosion
control measures will be utilized to prevent any unwanted sediment from entering the adjacent
wetland resource areas and storm drains.

Soil excavated from each test plot will be stockpiled adjacent to the test plot until installation of
new plantings is completed. Immediately after installation of the vegetation, the test plot will be
backfilled with suitable soil. Each test plot from groundbreaking through installation/backfill is
anticipated to take one to two days.

Sediment and erosion control measures will be utilized to prevent any unwanted sediment from
entering the adjacent wetland resource areas and storm drains.

As part of this project, this “Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Plan” has been created to ensure that no further disturbance to the wetland
resource is created during the project.

SECTION 2: Construction Period Pollution Prevention Measures

Best management practices (BMPs) will be utilized as Construction Period Pollution Prevention
Measures to reduce potential pollutants and prevent any off-site discharge. The objectives of the
BMPs for construction activity are to minimize the disturbed areas, stabilize any disturbed areas,
control the site perimeter and retain sediment. Both erosion and sedimentation controls and non-



stormwater best management measures will be used to minimize site disturbance and ensure
compliance with the performance standards of the WPA and Stormwater Standards. Measures will
be taken to minimize the area disturbed by construction activities to reduce the potential for soil
erosion and stormwater pollution problems. In addition, good housekeeping measures will be
followed for the day-to-day operation of the construction site under the control of the contractor to
minimize the impact of construction. This section describes the control practices that will be in
place during construction activities. Recommended control practices will comply with the
standards set in the MA DEP Stormwater Policy Handbook.

2.1 Minimize Disturbed Area and Protect Natural Features and Soil

In order to minimize disturbed areas, work will be completed within well-defined work limits. These
work limits are shown on the test plot plans. The Contractor shall not disturb wetland area without
prior approval from the Engineer. The Contractor will be responsible to make sure that all of their
workers and any subcontractors know the proper work limits and do not extend their work into the
undisturbed areas. The protective measures are described in more detail in the following sections.
2.2 Control Stormwater Flowing onto and through the project

Construction areas adjacent to wetland resources will be lined with appropriate sediment and
erosion control measures. These measures will include silt fence or compost tube as conditions
allow and as depicted on the site plans.

2.3 Stabilize Soils

Soil excavated from the proposed test plots will be stockpiled adjacent to the trench until the new
plantings are installed. Immediately after installation of the test plots, the test plots will be backfilled
with suitable soil.

2.4 Proper Storage and Cover of Any Stockpiles

The location of the Contractor's storage areas for equipment and/or materials shall require written
approval of the Engineer.

Adequate measures for erosion and sediment control such as silt fence shall be placed around the
downstream perimeter of stockpiles and shall be employed to protect any downstream areas from
siltation.

There shall be no storage of equipment or materials in areas designated as wetlands.

The Engineer may designate a particular area or areas where the Contractor may store materials
used in his operations.

2.5 Perimeter Controls and Sediment Barriers

Erosion control lines as described in Section 5 will be utilized to ensure that sedimentation does
not occur outside the perimeter of the work area.

2.6 Storm Drain Inlet Protection



Not applicable. There are not storm drain inlets in the vicinity of the proposed test plots.
2.7 Retain Sediment on Site

The Contractor will be responsible to monitor erosion control measures. Whenever necessary the
Contractor will clear sediment from the erosion protection measures that may have been silted up
during construction. Daily monitoring should be conducted using the attached Monitoring Form.
The following good housekeeping practices will be followed on-site during the construction
project:

2.8 Material Handling and Waste Management

Materials stored on-site will be stored in a neat, orderly manner in appropriate containers. Materials
will be kept in their original containers with the original manufacturer’s label. Substances will not be
mixed with one another unless recommended by the manufacturer.

Waste materials will be collected and stored in a securely lidded metal container from a licensed
management company. The waste and any construction debris from the site will be hauled off-site
daily and disposed of properly. The contractor will be responsible for waste removal.
Manufacturer's recommendations for proper use and disposal will be followed for materials.
Sanitary waste will be collected from the portable units a minimum of once a week, by a licensed
sanitary waste management contractor.

2.9 Designated Washout Areas

The Contractor shall use washout facilities at their own facilities, unless otherwise directed by the
Engineer.

2.10 Proper Equipment/Vehicle Fueling and Maintenance Practices

On-site vehicles will be monitored for leaks and receive regular preventative maintenance to
reduce the risk of leakage. To ensure that leaks on stored equipment do not contaminate the site,
oil-absorbing mats will be placed under oil-containing equipment during storage. Regular fueling
and service of the equipment may be performed using approved methods and with care taken to
minimize chance of spills. Repair of equipment or machinery within the 100" water resources area
shall not be allowed without the prior approval of the Engineer. Any petroleum products will be
stored in tightly sealed containers that are clearly labeled with spill control pads/socks placed
under/around their perimeters.

2.11 Equipment/Vehicle Washing
The Contractor will be responsible to ensure that no equipment is washed on site.

SECTION 3: Spill Prevention and Control Plan

The Contractor will be responsible for preventing spills in accordance with the project
specifications and applicable federal, state and local regulations. The Contractor will identify a
properly trained site employee, involved with the day-to-day site operations to be the spill



prevention and cleanup coordinator. The name(s) of the responsible spill personnel will be posted
on-site. Each employee will be instructed that all spills are to be reported to the spill prevention
and cleanup coordinator.

3.1 Spill Control Equipment

Spill control/containment equipment will be kept in the Work Area. Materials and equipment
necessary for spill cleanup will be kept either in the Work Area or in an otherwise accessible on-site
location. Equipment and materials will include, but not be limited to, absorbent booms/mats,
brooms, dust pans, mops, rags, gloves, goggles, sand, plastic and metal containers specifically
for this purpose. It is the responsibility of the Contractor to ensure the inventory will be readily
accessible and maintained.

3.2 Notification

Workers will be directed to inform the on-site supervisor of a spill event. The supervisor will assess
the incident and initiate proper containment and response procedures immediately upon
notification. Workers should avoid direct contact with spilled materials during the containment
procedures. Primary notification of a spill should be made to the local Fire Department and Police
Departments. Secondary Notification will be to the certified cleanup contractor if deemed
necessary by Fire and/or Police personnel. The third level of notification (within 1 hour) is to the
DEP or municipality’s Licensed Site Professional (LSP). The specific cleanup contractor to be used
will be identified by the Contractor prior to commencement of construction activities.

3.3 Spill Containment and Clean-Up Measures

Spills will be contained with granular sorbent material, sand, sorbent pads, booms or all of the
above to prevent spreading. Certified cleanup contractors should complete spill cleanup. The
material manufacturer’s recommended methods for spill cleanup will be clearly posted and on-site
personnel will be made aware of the procedures and the location of the information and cleanup
supplies.

3.4 Hazardous Materials Spill Report

The Contractor will report and record any spill. The spill report will present a description of the
release, including the quantity and type of material, date of the spill, circumstances leading to the
release, location of spill, response actions and personnel, documentation of notifications and
corrective measures implemented to prevent reoccurrence.

This document does not relieve the Contractor of the Federal reporting requirements of 40 CFR
Part 110, 40 CFR Part 117, 40 CFR Part 302 and the State requirements specified under the
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (M.C.P) relating to spills or other releases of oils or hazardous
substances. Where a release containing a hazardous substance or oil in an amount equal to or in
excess of a reportable quantity established under either 40 CFR Part 110, 40 CFR Part 117 or 40
CFR Part 302, occurs during a twenty-four (24) hour period, the Contractor is required to comply
with the response requirements of the above mentioned regulations. Spills of oil or hazardous
material in excess of the reportable quantity will be reported to the National Response Center
(NRC).



SECTION 4: Contact Information/Responsible Parties

Owner/Operator:

Priscilla Geigis

Department of Conservation and Recreation
Bureau of Design and Project Management
251 Causeway Street, Suite 600

Boston, MA 02114

Cell: (617) 626-1250

Engineer:

James Pearson, P.E.

Weston & Sampson Engineers, Inc.
55 Walkers Brook Dr, Suite 100
Reading, MA 01867

978-532-1900 ex. 2346

Site Inspector:
TBD

Contractor:
TBD

SECTION 5: Erosion and Sedimentation Control

Erosion and Sedimentation Control Drawings can be found in the attached project plans. In
addition, a technical specification (Section 01570 Environmental Protection) has been included as
part of Appendix E, which details all Erosion and Sedimentation controls.

SECTION 6: Site Development Plan

The Site Development Plan is included in the attached plans.

SECTION 7: Operation and Maintenance of Erosion Control

The erosion control measures will be installed as detailed in the technical specification 071570
Environmental Protection. |f there is a failure to the controls the Contractor, under the supervision
of the Engineer, will be required to stop work until the failure is repaired.

Periodically throughout the work, whenever the Engineer deems it necessary, the sediment that
has been deposited against the controls will be removed to ensure that the controls are working

properly.

SECTION 8: Inspection Schedule

During construction, the erosion and sedimentation controls will be inspected daily. Once the
Contractor is selected, an onsite inspector will be selected to work closely with the Engineer to
ensure that erosion and sedimentation controls are in place and working properly. An Inspection
Form is included.



Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan

Charles River Vegetation Management Plan—Test Plots

Inspection Form

Inspected By: Date: Time:

DOES NOT
YES NO APPLY ITEM

Do any erosion/siltation control measures
require repair or clean out to maintain adequate
function?

Is there any evidence that sediment is leaving
the site and entering the wetlands?

Are any temporary soil stockpiles or construction
materials located in non-approved areas?

Are on-site construction traffic routes, parking,
and storage of equipment and supplies located
in areas not specifically designed for them?

Specific location, current weather conditions, and action to be taken:

Other Comments:

Pending the actions noted above | certify that the site is in compliance with the

Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan.

Signature: Date:

Weston & Sampson



APPENDIX D
MAPS
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APPENDIX E
CONTRACT SPECIFICATIONS



SECTION 015710

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

PART 1 GENERAL

1.01 DESCRIPTION

A.

The work covered by this section of the specifications consists of furnishing all labor,
materials, tools and equipment and performing all work required for the prevention of
environmental pollution during and as a result of construction operations under this
contract.

The requirements set forth in this section of the specifications apply to areas adjacent to
rivers, streams, and other water bodies, and construction in and adjacent to wetlands,
unless otherwise specifically stated.

All work under this Contract shall be in accordance with applicable local, state, and
federal regulations.

Prior to commencement of work, the Contractor shall meet with representatives of the
Owner’s Representative to develop mutual understandings relative to compliance of the
environmental protection program.

1.02 RELATED WORK

A

B.

Section 310101: Site Restoration.

Section 320190: Tree and Shrub Protection.

1.03 SUBMITTALS

A

The Contractor shall submit for approval details and literature fully describing
environmental protection methods to be employed in carrying out construction activities
within 100 feet of wetlands or across areas designated as wetlands and in areas adjacent
to rivers, streams, and other water bodies.

PART 2 PRODUCTS

2.01 SILT FENCE

A

3/16/2020

The silt fence shall consist of a 3-foot wide continuous length sediment control fabric,
stitched to a mesh backing and stapled to preweathered oak posts installed as shown on
the drawings. The oak posts shall be 2-inches