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4.0   Potential Impacts and Proposed Mitigation 

This section presents the results of the studies and analyses undertaken on the various parts of 
Alternative 8, the FEIR Alternative, including project-related impacts and alternatives designed to 
minimize or avoid these impacts.  Where the impacts could not be either avoided or minimized, 
mitigation measures are proposed.  Many of these analyses are preliminary and based on conceptual-
level engineering.  As the MEPA process concludes, a rigorous design and permitting process will begin 
and the level of impact and details concerning mitigation will be refined.  Many of the questions posed in 
the comment letters on the DEIR, SDEIR and echoed in the Certificates on these documents have been 
addressed in this FEIR, at least on a conceptual level.  However, some of the comments will not be 
addressed until the projects have progress through to fully design, which is beyond the scope of the 
MEPA process. 

4.1 Floodplains, Watershed Hydrology, and Riverine Hydraulics 

The FEIR Alternative (Alternative 8) looked at improving the SDEIR Alternative 7 based on the 
comments received on the SDEIR.  To accomplish this, additional background data was collected, 
channel geometry was optimized, land surveys were performed and conceptual-level designs were 
prepared.  The resulting FEIR Alternative represents the preferred flood mitigation project for the Town 
of Winchester.  The major changes from the SDEIR Alternative are for Project 2.  The Town Team 
significantly modified the project since the submittal of the SDEIR, ultimately reducing the proposed 
cross-sectional area and impacts.  Other changes to the FEIR included refinement of the upstream and 
downstream mitigation projects based on feasibility studies and additional design.  Model results show 
that the flood improvements in Winchester from the FEIR Alternative are predicted to be slightly less 
than the SDEIR Alternative, but that the FEIR Alternative has fewer environmental impacts and the 
improvements physically fit better into the existing built environment.  The following sections report on 
the impacts from the FEIR Alternative and proposed mitigation for those impacts.   

4.1.1 Impacts on Watershed Hydrology and Hydraulics 

The FEIR alternative still uses the existing conditions hydrology as a basis for analysis, with appropriate 
modifications to include completed flood mitigation projects and additional survey data obtained for 
Project 2.  The model results indicate that the hydraulics of the Aberjona River will be changed in high 
flow events.  The model results also show significant reductions in the floodplains and associated peak 
water elevations at all frequency storm events.  A series of water surface profiles showing this are 
included in Appendix M.  Figures 4-1 and 4-2 show the 100-year and 50-year floodplains in Winchester 
resulting from implementation of the FEIR Alternative and the proposed upstream and downstream 
mitigation measures. 

As stated in the SDEIR, the Aberjona and Mystic Rivers currently have unnatural constriction points that 
lower channel velocities and cause increased flooding.  A comparison of velocities for Alternative 8 and 
the No Action Alternative (existing conditions) show an increase in some areas and a decrease in other 
areas.  Table 4-1 compares velocity at the peak water stage from the No Action Alternative to Alternative 
8 for the one percent annual chance event (100-year storm).  Velocity comparisons are provided just 
upstream, just downstream, and within the bridge or culvert.  The reaches above Mt. Vernon Street and 
above the Railroad Crossing at Muraco School have the biggest increases in velocity; this is caused by 
the removal of existing bridge constrictions in the vicinity.  Once the bridge openings are less
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constricted, there will be less of a backwater effect to lower the in-stream velocities.  The peak stages 
in these areas will also be considerably lowered during these flood events, reducing the flood hazard.  
Velocities within the structures that create the constrictions are proposed to be reduced, since 
pressurized flow through the structures is reduced 

The ability of a stream to move sediment is associated with the power of the stream, which is equal to 
the product of the velocity, width, depth and slope of energy.  Although the velocities are predicted to 
rise in several locations, the flow depths will be reduced.  Therefore, the power of the stream is not 
changing significantly.  Since the power is not changing, the level of erosion and sediment transport is 
not predicted to change.  The main power changes would be at bridges that are not being revised and 
were located in the backwater of bridge constriction that is being enlarged.  The largest increase is in the 
reach upstream of Muraco School to just above Washington Street.  During the design of the Muraco 
School culvert project, the design team will analyze increases in stream power at bridges in the 
backwater of the current culvert.  Armoring or other scour prevention measures may have to be 
considered in the designs for these bridges and reaches to prevent scour in those critical areas.  The 
design team will consider j-hooks, cross-veins, and other scour prevention measures, as well as slope 
bioengineering methods (as opposed to rip-rap) during the design phases of the projects. 

Table 4-1:  Velocity Comparison (100 - year event, feet per second) 

 Downstream 
Within Culvert or 

Bridge Upstream 
Location 1 Exist. Alt. 8 Diff. Exist. Alt. 8 Diff. Exist. Alt. 8 Diff. 
Amelia Earhart Dam N/A   N/A   0.5 0.5 --- 

Main St – Craddock Locks 1.8 1.8 --- 4.1 2.7 - 1.4 1.4 1.5 + 0.1 

Confluence with Alewife Brook 0.9 1.0 + 0.1 N/A   1.1 1.2 + 0.1 

High St 1.1 1.2 + 0.1 4.3 4.2 - 0.1 1.1 1.2 + 0.1 

Mystic Valley Parkway (Winchester) 0.7 0.7 --- 4.2 4.3 + 0.1 2.7 2.7 --- 

RR Crossing 4.7 4.7 --- 7 7.1 + 0.1 5.2 5.2 --- 

Bacon St 1.3 1.6 + 0.3 7.2 5.2 - 2.0 3.1 2.9 - 0.2 

Main St 2.8 3.4 + 0.6 6.3 6 - 0.3 2.1 2.5 + 0.4 

Mt Vernon St 2.5 2.9 + 0.4 10.3 7.7 - 2.6 2.6 4.0 + 1.4 

Shore Rd 0.9 1.5 + 0.6 3.7 5.4 + 1.7 1.9 3.3 + 1.4 

Skillings Rd 1.9 2.6 + 0.7 0.4 1.2 + 0.8 0.6 1.4 + 0.8 

High School Playground Culvert 0.6 1.4 + 0.8 3.6 4.9 + 1.3 2.0 2.6 + 0.6 

Swanton St 3.0 3.6 + 0.6 8.5 6.1 - 2.4 1.4 1.8 + 0.4 

Muraco School 0.7 1.2 + 0.5 12.3 7.3 - 5.0 0.5 1.3 + 0.8 

Cross St 1.3 3.2 + 1.9 0.8 3.7 + 2.9 0.2 0.5 + 0.3 

Washington St 2.0 3.9 + 1.9 2.6 8.7 + 6.1 1.8 3.2 + 1.4 
1   Predicted model velocities taken from just upstream bridge, culvert, or location.  The velocity reported is associated with the 

velocity at the peak stage from the model run, the value is not necessarily the peak velocity. 
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The structural changes being proposed in this FEIR focus on conditions under high flow events.  During 
low-flow and average flow conditions the velocities in the channel will remain approximately as they are 
today for most stretches of the river.  The structural conveyance improvements will be designed to mimic 
existing carrying capacities during these flow regimes.   

The low-flow and average velocities of Project 2 reach will be the most affected, but will stay very similar 
to how they are currently.  In this section of the River, some velocities will likely increase and other 
segments velocities will decrease.  The channel stretch downstream of the USGS gage is currently in 
the backwater of the Upper Mystic Lake (Mid-Lakes) Dam, and this stretch will remain in the backwater 
following both the improvements currently underway at the dam and following implementation of Project 
2.  The stretch upstream of the USGS gage to Center Falls Dam, which is currently in the backwater of 
the USGS gage, will have a normal water elevation lower than existing conditions once the gage is 
removed.  This reach will then also be in the backwater of the Upper Mystic Lake Dam.   

Figure 4-3 presents the differences in existing and proposed channel inverts between the Wedgemere 
Train Station and Center Falls Dam.  The light gray line illustrates current bottom inverts (based on 2008 
detailed survey), the solid black line illustrates the invert of the proposed 35-foot wide channel, and the 
dashed black line illustrates the proposed invert of the 8-foot wide low flow channel.  The proposed low-
flow channel in this reach will be 2-feet deeper than the main channel.  Based on the detailed cross-
sectional survey that the Town performed for this FEIR, adverse slopes downstream of the USGS gage 
were not as severe as previously thought based on the original survey performed for FEMA, which 
focused mainly upstream and downstream cross sections at bridges.  However, channel work in this 
reach is still required to get the proposed channel configuration and install the low-flow channel. 
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Figure 4-3:  Channel Inverts (Existing and Proposed) 
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Another concern with regard to Project 2 involves the removal of the USGS gage and the maintenance 
of long term flow records at this location without gaps.  The Town of Winchester has been working with 
the USGS in regards to replacement of the gage.  Current plans include installing a bottom mounted 
velocity and stage sensor, with a telemetric recorder under Bacon Street or Waterfield Road.  The new 
gage will be installed by the USGS six months to one year prior to removal of the current gage.  This will 
allow a long enough period of record overlap to correlate the two data sets.   
 
The Town of Winchester will fund the cost of the installation and equipment costs for the new gage, 
estimated to be approximately $20,000.  The Town of Winchester will also pay the operational costs for 
the new gage while the two gages are in service.  The current USGS gage operational costs are 
currently funded by DCR.  Upon removal of the current gage, DCR’s funding would now cover the new 
gage.  

4.1.2 Upstream Flow Regulation 

As with the SDEIR Alternative, hydrologic/hydraulic evaluation of the FEIR Alternative continued to show 
that if just the conveyance improvements in Winchester were completed, downstream flood elevations 
would be increased slightly.  This includes a predicted rise in the 100-year flood elevation in the lower 
Mystic River and Alewife Brook of approximately 0.2 feet, which would be considered unacceptable by 
Winchester and the downstream communities.   

Horn Pond, in the City of Woburn, with a surface area of approximately 100 acres lies directly upstream 
of Winchester.  For the SDEIR, the hydrologic/hydraulic model was used to evaluate the impact of 
changing the configuration and operation of the outlet structure and secondary spillway at Scalley Dam 
(Horn Pond Dam) on flood levels.  This analysis showed that if the gated spillway was made larger (by 
doubling the width of the existing primary spillway, and raising the secondary spillway 1-foot) that 
storage volume in the pond could increase and be used more efficiently, resulting in lower downstream 
flood flows and no increases in flood elevation upstream.   

Since the SDEIR, Winchester worked with the City of Woburn and conducted a feasibility study to further 
investigate the changes proposed in the SDEIR.  The City of Woburn expressed concern over any 
changes to the secondary spillway elevation and concern over effects to the Lake Avenue Culvert 
immediately downstream.  The feasibility study showed that if the secondary spillway remained at the 
same elevation, similar improvements as proposed in the SDEIR could be realized if an additional 8-foot 
wide sluice gate was added, essentially creating an opening 2.6 times the size of the current primary 
spillway.       

This larger primary spillway would result in lower peak water levels in Horn Pond and would lessen the 
uncontrolled flows over the dam and secondary spillway, which would ultimately reduce the peak flows 
in Horn Pond Brook.  The model also predicted since flows would be reduced that conditions at Lake 
Avenue would also improve, a major concern of Woburn. 

The FEIR Alternative includes the additional primary spillway opening.  For the FEIR Alternative the 
model was run with the existing and proposed additional primary spillway being fully opened at hour 6 of 
the model run, with no initial drawdown of Horn Pond.  Model results predict that in addition to mitigating 
for impacts downstream of Winchester, the Scalley Dam improvements would also further improve flood 
stages within the Town of Winchester.  Flood stages along the Aberjona River downstream of the 
confluence with Horn Pond Brook within Winchester would be reduced by approximately 0.3 feet more in 
the 100 year flood.  Flood stages would also be reduced along Horn Pond Brook itself.    Flood 
reductions vary from 0 to 1 foot.  A cost analysis of the construction of the new spillway was conducted 
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as part of the feasibility study, and improvements to Scalley Dam are estimated at approximately 
$520,000. 

In addition to the Scalley Dam improvements, as with the SDEIR Alternative, the FEIR Alternative still 
includes the a rain barrel program, increased infiltration in the upstream watershed, and a new 
regulation dealing with the infiltration of stormwater from development and redevelopment projects.   

4.1.3 Downstream Flow Regulation 

The SDEIR Alternative included two downstream mitigation measures, modifications the Main Street 
Bridge (Craddock Locks) in Medford and improvements to the Upper Mystic Lakes Dam.  Both of these 
downstream measures are still carried as mitigation measures for the FEIR Alternative. 

Since filing the SDEIR, the DCR has advanced the project at the Upper Mystic Lake Dam through 
design, permitting, and now into construction.  The DCR rehabilitation proposes to replace the primary 
stop log spillways with bottom-hinged crest gate bays and ogee bays.  This will give the DCR better 
control of the Upper Mystic Lake pool elevation prior to a storm event and better control of the overflow 
during the event.  Prior to projected storm event DCR plans on drawing down the normal pool 2.2-feet to 
allow for more flood storage.  This will increase the flood flow buffering capacity in Upper Mystic Lake.  
This new control structure and operation has been added to the FEMA HEC-RAS model as part of the 
FEIR Alternative.  The Mid-Lakes Dam is currently under construction and expected to be complete in 
the spring of 2011. 

As stated in the SDEIR, the Craddock Locks Bridge in Medford causes a restriction to flow in the Mystic 
River exacerbating the flooding problems in the Alewife Brook area.  Removal of the remainder of the 
lock structure from under the bridge would allow additional flow to pass through without requiring 
operation during a storm event.  Since the filing of the SDEIR, the Town of Winchester had a feasibility 
study performed that investigated the possibility of removing the remaining lock structure remnants prior 
to the full bridge rehabilitation being proposed by MassDOT.  The feasibility study concluded that 
portions of the remaining concrete panels that are part of the remaining lock mechanisms could be 
removed prior to the full bridge rehabilitation project.  Design and construction of these temporary 
measures is estimated at a cost approximately $400,000.  If the current schedule for the bridge 
rehabilitation remains, it is likely that the interim measure of removing the concrete panels will not be 
required.  If the schedule does get pushed, Winchester will consider performing the interim 
improvements so they can proceed with their in town projects.  

The model results continue to show that the modification to the Craddock Locks alone would result in 
increases to flood elevations in the reach downstream of Craddock Locks.  However, this would not 
necessarily result in increased flooding in this reach of the river, since the conveyance capacity of the 
Mystic River in this area is large, drainage outfalls are at higher elevations, and water elevations in this 
reach are primarily controlled by the three flood pumps at the Amelia Earhart Dam.  Model results also 
indicate that relatively small modification of the pumping regime (still assuming that only two of three 
pumps are available at the Amelia Earhart Dam), could lower water surfaces to below existing 
conditions.  Model results also show that once the improvements created by Mid-lakes Dam and Scalley 
Dam are incorporated, there will be a slight decrease in flood elevations downstream of Main Street 
Bridge.  Therefore, the FEIR Alternative includes the upstream mitigation measure of Scalley Dam, and 
the downstream mitigation measures of Mid-Lakes and Craddock Locks;the FEIR Alternative does not 
rely on any changes to Amelia Earhart Dam.   
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Model results do indicate if three pumps were available at Amelia Earhart Dam that water levels could 
be maintained at significantly decreased elevations for a 100-year storm in this reach.  For that reason 
we are still recommending that a fourth pump be added to the Amelia Earhart Dam, but it is not included 
as part of the required mitigation for this project.  Installation of the fourth pump has been estimated to 
cost approximately $5.0 million. 

4.2 Wetland Resource Areas  

The impacts of the projects with respect to wetland resource areas and compliance of the projects with 
the Massachusetts Wetland Protection Act  performance standards has been a primary concern of many 
commenters since the filing of the ENF.  The FEIR Alternative further seeks to minimize impacts to 
resource areas and includes mitigation which will effectively improve the habitat along significant 
reaches of this urbanized stream.  To give some insight into the progression of the alternatives with 
respect to minimizing impact, Table 4-2 presents a summary of the evolution of the preferred alternative 
since the filing of the ENF.  Table 4-3 presents a summary of resource area impacts by project for the 
FEIR Alternative.  The following section describes the impacts to the various wetland resource areas at 
the six proposed in town projects (Projects 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 10) and mitigation projects being designed 
and permitted by Winchester. 

Table 4-2: Impacts to Wetland Protection Act Resource Area 

Alternative Bank (l.f.) LUW (s.f.) BVW (s.f.) Riverfront Area 
(s.f.) 

BLSF (s.f.) 

ENF 9,730 127,970 4,000 480 80 
DEIR 7,420 116,916 11,000 80 80 
SDEIR 1,720 87,720 1,000 21,500 0 
FEIR 2,240 101,970 1,000 63,390 63,390 

Changes to the impact numbers from the SDEIR to the FEIR, specifically the LUW and Riverfront Area 
numbers, have resulted from more advanced designs of the projects, more accurate mapping of the 
resource areas, and a more detailed (and conservative) analysis of impacts.  While these numbers have 
increased due to refinements in the analyses the work proposed within these resource areas is either 
the same or less than the work proposed in the SDEIR Alternative.  Impacts in these areas will be 
temporary and will the resource areas will be restored (or additional area added) resulting in a  net 
increase in the area and quality of these resources. 

Table 4-3:  Summary of Resource Area Impacts, FEIR Alternative 

Project No. Bank (l.f.) 1 LUW (s.f.) BVW (s.f.) Riverfront Area 
(s.f.) 2 

BLSF (s.f.) 

2 1,540 98,990 0 53,720 53,720 
3 50 540 0 670 670 
4 100 200 0 1500 1500 
6 100 300 0 1000 1000 
8 100 300 0 1000 1000 
10 320 1000 1,000 4000 4000 
Craddock Locks 0 0 0 0 0 
Scalley Dam 30 640 0 1500 1500 
Sum 2,240 101,970 1,000 63,390 63,390 
1 All in town projects involve the temporary alternation of Bank which will be restored in-place and in-kind resulting in no loss. 

2 All projects that involve impacts to the Riverfront Area will, in most cases, result in the replacement in-kind in a slightly different location due to the relocation of the river 

channel. 
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4.2.1 Bordering Vegetated Wetland 

Bordering Vegetated Wetland will only be permanently impacted at one of the six projects.  Project 10 
(Railroad Bridge near Muraco School) will result in 1,000 s.f. of impacts to Bordering Vegetated Wetland.  
This proposed project includes installing two 7-foot diameter conduits under the MBTA railroad bridge 
to supplement the two existing 6.5 by 7-foot bridge openings.  There is a fringing wetland on the 
downstream east bank and approximately 1,000 s.f. will be lost in this area due to the taper required 
for the new culvert.  The Town proposes construction of a 2,000 s.f. Bordering Vegetated Wetland 
replication area as mitigation for this loss.  As this project undergoes detailed design, the exact 
location of Bordering Vegetated Wetland replication will be decided, but there is ample opportunity to 
create a replication area on the Town-owned parcel at this project location.   

4.2.2 Bank 

A total of 2,240 l.f. of temporary Bank impact will occur over the six in town projects (Projects 2, 3, 4, 6, 
8, and 10) and mitigation projects as described below.  All temporary alternations of the Bank will be 
restored in-place and in-kind resulting in no loss.  Therefore, mitigation is not required.  The habitat value 
of the new Bank will represent an improvement over the existing condition, potentially qualifying the 
project as a restoration effort.  Restoration of the Banks is described below. 

 Project No. 2 – River Channel Modification - The preliminary design calls for the entire east 
bank from Waterfield Road downstream approximately 1,300 l.f. to Manchester Road to be 
rebuilt using bio-engineering methods (cellular confinement system) and re-vegetated with 
indigenous, non-invasive, shrubs and herbaceous vegetation.  An additional 240 l.f. of bank will 
be disturbed due to removal of the USGS gage weir, which will be rebuilt using bio-engineering 
methods (cellular confinement system) and re-vegetated with indigenous, non-invasive, shrubs 
and herbaceous vegetation.   A meandering 8-foot wide by 2-feet deep pilot channel with bio-
engineered banks will be incised within the main river channel between Waterfield Road and 
Bacon Street.  In addition, because the FEIR proposed 35 feet of bottom width (as opposed to 
the SDEIR-proposed 39 foot cross section), there is an opportunity to create a tree planting strip 
at the top of the bank.  The lack of space for re-vegetation associated with the Project 2 channel 
widening was a primary concern expressed by several reviewers in comments on the SDEIR.  
The goal of the mitigation program along this reach is to provide bank stability in both the low-
flow and high flow channels, and to provide vegetation and in-stream structures for fish and 
wildlife habitat.  The shrub and tree plantings will provide shade along this reach of the river, 
and the vegetation along the west bank will be left undisturbed.  The new east bank will be set 
at the same angle of repose as the existing bank (approximately 1:1) but it will be made of 
bioengineered ―geo-cells‖ planted with indigenous vegetation as opposed to the current granite 
block revetment.  This will represent an improvement to the habitat quality of this reach.  

Along the remainder of the Project 2 reach from Manchester Road to Bacon Street 
(approximately 1,450 l.f.), the banks will remain undisturbed as there will not be any river 
widening in this reach.  Adverse slopes along the channel bottom will be removed and the pilot 
channel will be continued through this reach; it will terminate in a natural pool just downstream 
of Bacon Street. 

 Project No. 3 – Center Falls Dam - The Center Falls Dam project consists of replacing the one 
remaining gate valve with a new sluice valve; replacement of the first gate valve was completed 
in 2003.  This minor project will temporarily alter approximately 50 l.f. of Bank.  Restoration of 
Bank will be in-place and in-kind, resulting in no loss. Permitting for the replacement of both 
gate valves was completed along with the original construction in 2003.  
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 Project No. 4 – Mount Vernon Street Bridge Improvements - An estimated 100 l.f. of Bank 
will be temporarily impacted and will be re-graded and re-planted as Bank to allow for a taper at 
the downstream end of the new culvert on the bank adjacent to Town Hall.  Restoration of Bank 
will be in-place and in-kind, resulting in no loss.   

 Project No. 6 – High School Playing Field - At each end of the culvert the disturbed area will 
be limited to approximately 50 l.f. of Bank for a total of 100 l.f. of impact.  Restoration of the 
Bank will be in-place and in-kind, resulting in no loss.  

 Project No. 8 – Swanton Street Bridge Improvement - Approximately 100 l.f. of Bank will be 
altered by this project.  Restoration of Bank will be in-place and in-kind, resulting in no loss.   

 Project No. 10 – Railroad Bridge Near Muraco School - This proposed project includes 
installing two 7-foot diameter conduits under the MBTA railroad bridge to supplement the two 
existing two 6.5 by 7-foot bridge openings.  A total of 320 l.f. of temporary alteration to Bank is 
projected, which will be restored in-place and in-kind resulting in no loss.  

 Craddock Locks – Removal of remaining lock components – Alterations are to concrete 
portion of bridge, will have no impact to banks.  

 Scalley Dam – Additional of second Sluiceway - Approximately 30 l.f. of Bank will be altered 
by this project.  Restoration of Bank will be in-place and in-kind, resulting in no loss.   

4.2.3 Bordering Land Subject to Flooding 

By necessity all of the projects proposed in the FEIR Alternative will involve work in floodplains 
(Bordering Land Subject to Flooding). For that reason the numbers presented in this FEIR represent the 
area of BLSF where work is proposed.  BLSF can overlap Bank, RA, and BVW so the footprint area of 
―impact‖ is hard to separate out from these other Resource Areas.  None of the projects propose any 
additional fill in a floodplain, nor will they act as a restriction to flow.  Therefore it has been determined 
that there are no permanent impacts to BLSF even though work is being performed in floodplains.  Loss 
of floodplain area will occur as a result of the project as the intent of the project is to mitigate for past 
man-made alterations and impacts within the watershed which have caused flooding impacts.  This work 
provides positive mitigation for flood control and reduces storm damage caused by flooding.  The 
projects also will reduce the extent of the 10-year floodplain which is cited in the Wetlands Protection Act 
as critical to wildlife habitat.  Where work is occurring within the 10-year floodplain currently serving as 
wildlife habitat the improvements being made will increase the capacity of that area to serve as wildlife 
habitat.  Along the river corridor the area of 10 year floodplain which may be reduced (lost) is either 
developed or grassed.  Therefore that portion of the 10-year floodplain does not currently serve as 
wildlife habitat.  Therefore, all of the projects are in compliance with the performance standards of 
Bordering Land Subject to Flooding. 

One of the questions raised in the Certificate on the SDEIR related to how the projects could result in a 
decrease in regulated floodplain, and therefore a reduction in jurisdiction over activities in those areas.   
The issue seems to be twofold; first it was assumed that a reduction in floodplain area would result in 
new areas opened for development, and second, there appeared to be a question as to whether these 
new development areas would contribute (negatively) to stormwater runoff.  The purpose of these 
projects is to reduce flooding in already-developed areas, not to reduce the floodplain in undeveloped 
areas (of which there are few in this heavily urbanized corridor).  While undeveloped areas on individual 
lots may be brought out of the floodplain and therefore not regulated as Bordering Land Subject to 
Flooding, it is a Town regulation that any site development in Winchester (including the expansion of an 
existing use) requires that any new impervious surfaces have stormwater runoff mitigated (infiltrated) 
both for increases in the rate of flow as well as the total volume of flow.  Therefore any increase in 



AECOM Report Environment 

 
J:\ESP\Projects\P100\600 to 699\10687-011 FEIR\MEPA\FEIR_Published\AberjonaFMP_v4.doc February 2010 

4-11 

development on these individual lots would be ―captured‖ by the Town review process and mitigation 
would be required.  Any former floodplain area that is developed will, therefore, not cause an increase in 
stormwater flow to the Aberjona River.  The only significant open spaces that will benefit from a 
reduction in floodplain are Town-owned or DCR-owned properties such as the fields at the High School, 
Manchester Field, Ginn Field, and the Mystic Valley Parkway greenspace.  Most of the areas being 
either brought out of the floodplain or which will experience a decrease in the depth of flooding are 
already fully developed, thus reducing the potential for damage of property from flood waters. 

4.2.4 Riverfront Area 

In Section 2.0 of this FEIR the method used to evaluate the baseline Riverfront Area was described.  
Because the area of each project is not contained on a traditional ―lot‖ a conservative estimation of lot 
area was used.  For each project any conversion of Riverfront Area into another Resource Area was 
considered as a loss of Riverfront Area.  For example, widening a channel 15 feet entails a 
transformation of a 15 foot strip of Riverfront Area because that area is being converted into Bank and 
Land Under Water.  Of course moving a bank out 15 feet also means that the outer edge of Riverfront 
Area is extended by 15 feet.  For that reason the Inner and Outer Riparian Zones were evaluated 
separately.  Figures 4-4 through 4-10 show this analysis graphically and also contain tabular information.  
For the FEIR Alternative approximately 63,390 s.f. (or 1.47 acres) of Riverfront Area will be affected by 
the projects.  This equates to only 2.0% of total impacts to the Riverfront Area located within the lots.  
The greatest disturbance is located in Project 2 which will result in 9.0% of the Riverfront Area to be 
disturbed.  No one project exceeds the 10% threshold provided by 310 CMR 10.58(4)(c)2.b.vi; therefore, 
a variance from the Wetlands Protection Act will not be required for any of the projects proposed as part 
of the FEIR Alternative.  Table 4-4 provides a summary of the assessment of the Riverfront Area by 
inner and outer riparian zones.  Table 4-5 provides the calculations of the percent of Riverfront Area 
impacted by project.  Table 4-6 provides a summary of new area within the Riverfront Area and 
conversion of Riverfront Area to other regulated resource areas. 

Even though there will be a transformation of 15 feet of inner riparian area from Riverfront Area to Bank 
and Land Under Water, the widening of the Aberjona River by 15 feet will increase the amount of 
Riverfront Area by 15 feet, thus increasing the amount of land subject to jurisdiction and protection under 
the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act.  There will be no net loss of wetland area, in fact, there will 
be an increase because of the enlarging of the Riverfront Area. 

Table 4-4:  Riverfront Area Analysis—Area Disturbed 

Project Disturbance Area of 
Inner Riparian Zone 
(square feet) 

Disturbance of Outer 
Riparian Zone  
(square feet) 

Total Area Disturbed 
(square feet) 

Total Area Disturbed 
(acres) 

2 53,720 0 53,720 1.23 
3 670 0 670 0.02 
4 1,500 0 1,500 0.03 
6 1,000 0 1,000 0.02 
8 1,000 0 1,000 0.02 
10 4,000 0 4,000 0.09 
Craddock 0 0 0 0.00 
Scalley 1,500 0 1,500 0.03 
Totals 63,390 0 63,890 1.471 

1. Due to rounding inconsistencies, we have used the higher number. 
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Figure 4-4 Project 2 Waterfield Road to Bacon Street
Comparing Existing and Proposed Resource Areas
Including: Riverfront Area, Area within Banks, Bordering
Vegetated Wetlands, and Floodplain Boundaries

Inner
Riparian
Zone

Inner
Riparian
Zone

Outer
Riparian
Zone

Outer
Riparian
Zone

Resource Area Square Feet*
New Area Within Banks, removed from Inner Riparian Zone (Total) 19,200
New (Additional) Area in Inner Riparian Zone 18,300
New (Additional) Area in Outer Riparian Zone 17,330
Riverfront Area Impacted 53,720
Alteration of Land Under Water 98,990
Bank Disturbance along MVP (length in feet) 1,300
Bank Disturbance at USGS gage (total length in feet) 240
* unless units are otherwise noted
MVP = Mystic Valley Parkway
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Figure 4-5 Project 3 Center Falls Dam
Comparing Existing and Proposed Resource Areas
Including: Riverfront Area, Area within Banks, and Bordering
Vegetated Wetlands, and Floodplain Boundaries
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Inner
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Zone

Outer
Riparian
Zone

Outer
Riparian
Zone

Mill Pond
09-18

Resource Area Square Feet*
New Area Within Banks -540
New (Additional) Area in Inner Riparian Zone 540
New (Additional) Area in Outer Riparian Zone no change
Loss of Land Under Water 540
Riverfront Area Impacted 670
Bank Disturbance (length in feet) 50
* unless units are otherwise noted
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Figure 4-6 Project 4 Mt. Vernon Street Bridge
Comparing Existing and Proposed Resource Areas
Including: Riverfront Area, Area within Banks, Bordering
Vegetated Wetlands, and Floodplain Boundaries

Inner
Riparian
ZoneInner

Riparian
Zone

Outer
Riparian
Zone

Outer
Riparian
Zone

Resource Area Square Feet*
New Area Within Banks, removed from Inner Riparian Zone 1,140
New (Additional) Area in Inner Riparian Zone 520
New (Additional) Area in Outer Riparian Zone 310
Alteration of Land Under Water 200
Riverfront Area Impacted 1500
Bank Disturbance (feet) 100
* unless units are otherwise noted
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Figure 4-7 Project 6 High School Playing Fields
Comparing Existing and Proposed Resource Areas
Including: Riverfront Area, Area within Banks, Bordering
Vegetated Wetlands, and Floodplain Boundaries
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Outer
Riparian
Zone

Inner
Riparian
Zone

Inner
Riparian
Zone

Outer
Riparian
Zone

Outer
Riparian
Zone

Resource Area Square Feet*
New Area Within Banks, removed from Inner Riparian Zone 720
New (Additional) Area in Inner Riparian Zone 130
New (Additional) Area in Outer Riparian Zone none
Alteration of Land Under Water 300
Riverfront Area Impacted 1000
Bank Disturbance (length in feet) 100
* unless units are otherwise noted
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Figure 4-8 Project 8 Swanton Street Bridge
Comparing Existing and Proposed Resource Areas
Including: Riverfront Area, Area within Banks, Bordering
Vegetated Wetlands, and Floodplain Boundaries

Inner
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Inner
Riparian
Zone

Outer
Riparian
Zone

Outer
Riparian
Zone

Resource Area Square Feet*
New Area Within Banks, removed from Inner Riparian Zone 700
New (Additional) Area in Inner Riparian Zone 40
New (Additional) Area in Outer Riparian Zone none
Alteration of Land Under Water 300
Riverfront Area Impacted 1000
Bank Disturbance (length in feet) 100
* unless units are otherwise noted
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Figure 4-9 Project 10 Railroad Bridge at Muraco School
Comparing Existing and Proposed Resource Areas
Including: Riverfront Area, Area within Banks, Bordering
Vegetated Wetlands, and Floodplain Boundary

Resource Area Square Feet*
New Area Within Banks, removed from Inner Riparian Zone 2,500
New (Additional) Area in Inner Riparian Zone 2,000
New (Additional) Area in Outer Riparian Zone 1,500
Alteration of Land Under Water 1,000
Riverfront Area Impacted 4,000
Bordering Vegetated Wetland Impacted, converted to Land Within Banks 300
Bank Disturbance (length in feet) 320
* unless units are otherwise noted
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Figure 4-10 Scalley Dam
Comparing Existing and Proposed Resource Areas
Including: Riverfront Area, Area within Banks, Bordering
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Inner Riparian
Zone

Resource Area Square Feet*
New Area Within Banks, removed from Inner Riparian Zone (Total) 350
New (Additional) Area in Inner Riparian Zone 0
New (Additional) Area in Outer Riparian Zone 0
Alteration of Land Under Water 640
Riverfront Area Impacted 1,500
Bank Disturbance (length in feet) 30
* unless units are otherwise noted
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Table 4-5:  Riverfront Area Analysis—Percent of Total RA Disturbed 

Project Total Riverfront Area (acres) Total Disturbed Riverfront 
Area (acres) 

% Disturbed Riverfront Area 

2 13.72 1.23 9.0% 

3 0.58 0.02 3.4% 

4 2.62 0.03 1.1% 

6 1.11 0.02 1.8% 

8 1.63 0.02 1.2% 

10 12.43 0.09 0.7% 

Craddock N/A 0.00 0.0% 

Scalley 39.65 0.03 0.1% 

Totals 71.74 1.47 2.0% 
 

Table 4-6: Riverfront Area Analysis—New Riverfront Area Created 

Project New Inner Riparian Zone Area 
(square feet) 

New Outer Riparian Zone Area 
(square feet) 

Net Conversion to Other 
Resource Areas (square feet) 

2 18,300 17,330 19,200 

3 540 0 540 

4 520 310 1,140 

6 130 0 720 

8 40 0 700 

10 2,000 1,500 2,500 

Craddock 0 0 0 

Scalley 0 0 350 

Each of the project areas are described below relative to Riverfront Area impacts. 

 Project No. 2 – River Channel Modification - The preliminary design calls for the expansion of 
the channel bottom from its current 20 to 25 feet width to 35 feet width for approximately 1,300 
of the 2,750 l.f. reach between Waterfield Road and Bacon Street.  This will involve ―moving‖ the 
east bank out towards the Mystic Valley Parkway and rebuilding it using bio-engineering 
methods (cellular confinement system and re-vegetated with indigenous, non-invasive, shrubs 
and herbaceous vegetation).  The purpose and goal of the mitigation program along this reach 
is to provide bank stability in both the low-flow and high flow channels, and to provide vegetation 
and in-stream structure for fish and wildlife habitat.  By moving the Bank out towards the Mystic 
Valley Parkway, Land Under Waterway will be created and the existing Inner Riparian Zone of 
Riverfront Area will be affected.  Additional Outer Riparian Zone (17,330 s.f.) will be created in 
Manchester Field.  Without taking credit for the new Riverfront Area created, approximately 
9.0% of the Riverfront Area (53,720 s.f. or 1.23 acres) on the ―lot‖ which contains Project 2 will 
be affected by the project.  All of that will be restored as Land Under Water, Bank, or Riverfront 
Area following channel enlargement, therefore there will not be a loss of Resource Areas due to 
the project. 
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 Project No. 3 – Center Falls Dam - The Center Falls Dam project consists of replacing an 
existing gate valve with a new sluice valve.  Approximately 3.4% of the Riverfront Area (670 s.f. 
or 0.02 acres) on the ―lot‖ which contains Project 3 will be affected by the project and all of that 
will be restored as Land Under Water, Bank, or Riverfront Area. 

 Project No. 4 – Mount Vernon Street Bridge Improvements - Approximately 1,140 s.f. of 
Riverfront Area will be disturbed as part of this project.  The Riverfront Area will be re-graded 
and re-planted as Bank to allow for a taper at the upstream end of the new culvert on the bank 
adjacent to the walking path.  Approximately 1.1% of the Riverfront Area (1,500 s.f. or 0.03 
acres) on the ―lot‖ which contains Project 4 will be affected by the project and all of that will be 
restored as Land Under Water, Bank, or Riverfront Area. 

 Project No. 6 – High School Playing Field - Riverfront Area is not present along the length of 
the culvert because in areas ―Where a river runs through a culvert more than 200 feet in length, 
the riverfront area stops at a perpendicular line at the upstream end of the culvert and resumes 
at the downstream end‖ [310 CMR 10.58 (2)(a)3.c.], but the area does contain Bordering Land 
Subject to Flooding.  At the upstream and downstream ends of the new culvert, tapers in the 
Bank will affect Riverfront Area.   Approximately 1.8% of the Riverfront Area (1000 s.f. or 0.02 
acres) on the ―lot‖ which contains Project 6 will be affected by the project and all of that will be 
restored as Land Under Water, Bank, or Riverfront Area. 

 Project No. 8 – Swanton Street Bridge Improvement - Approximately 700 s.f. of Riverfront 
Area would be re-graded and re-planted as Bank to allow for tapers at the widened bridge 
opening.  Approximately 1.2% of the Riverfront Area (1000 s.f. or 0.02 acres) on the ―lot‖ which 
contains Project 8 will be affected by the project and all of that will be restored as Land Under 
Water, Bank, or Riverfront Area. 

 Project No. 10 – Railroad Bridge near Muraco School - This proposed project would include 
installing two 7-foot diameter conduits under the MBTA railroad bridge to supplement the 
existing two 6.5 by 7-foot bridge openings.  Approximately 0.7% of the Riverfront Area (4,000 
s.f. or 0.09 acres) on the ―lot‖ which contains Project 10 will be affected by the project and all of 
that will be restored as Land Under Water, Bank, or Riverfront Area. 

 Craddock Locks – Removal of Remaining Lock Components – Alterations are to concrete 
portion of bridge, will have no impact to Riverfront Area.  

 Scalley Dam – Additional of Second Sluiceway - This proposed project includes installing a 
new 8-foot primary spillway to supplement the existing 5-foot primary spillway.  Approximately 
0.1% of the Riverfront Area (1,500 s.f. or 0.03 acres) on the ―lot‖ which contains the Scalley 
Dam will be affected by the project and all of that will be restored as Land Under Water, Bank, 
or Riverfront Area. 

4.2.5 Land Under Waterbodies and Waterways  

Each of the projects involves some work in the Aberjona River, so each project will have a temporary 
impact on Land Under Water (shown in Table 4-3).  Following construction Projects 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 
Scalley will result in the creation of additional new Land Under Water (19,200 s.f., 1,140 s.f., 720 s.f., 
700 s.f., 2,500 s.f., and 350 s.f., respectively).  Project 3 will result in the loss of approximately 540 s.f. of 
Land Under Water due to the construction of the new sluice gate.  Therefore, although 101,970 s.f. will 
be disturbed due to the projects only 540 s.f. will be lost, 24,610 s.f. will be created, and 101,430 s.f. will 
be restored.  
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4.3 Waterways 

As detailed in Chapter 2 work subject to Licensing (Projects 3, 4, 6, 8, and 10) or Permitting (Project 2) 
will occur and the Town of Winchester will apply for the appropriate permit or license during the design 
and permitting phases of the project.  The areas of impact to waterways have been minimized to the 
greatest extent feasible and there is no alternative to constructing the proposed improvements that 
would not involve work below MHW in the Aberjona River.  A comprehensive stormwater control plan 
that includes cofferdams, silt curtains, dewatering/filtration areas, and haybale/silt fence barriers will help 
to avoid alterations to federal and state wetland areas.  All river banks will be restored using bi-
engineering methods and native plants.  Public access to the river will not be adversely affected by the 
projects.  The navigability of the river will not be adversely affected by the projects. As this project is 
intended to mitigate for flooding impacts and will retain and restore open space and public access 
associated with the projects, no Chapter 91-related long-term impacts to waterways or public access is 
anticipated 

4.4 Sediment, Soil, and Water Quality  

The Aberjona River is listed by the DEP as an impaired waterbody and a warmwater fishery.  Comments 
on the SDEIR focused on Project 2, so this section focus on Project 2.  The reader is directed to Section 
4.2.3 and 4.5.4 for water quality impacts due to the other projects.  The DEP expressed concern 
regarding the loss of canopy in Project 2 and the potential impacts that could have on water quality, as 
well as habitat quality.  From Waterfield Road downstream to Manchester Road Project 2 calls for the 
expansion of the channel from its current 15 to 20 feet bottom width to a 35 feet bottom width main 
channel, which will contain an 8 feet wide by 2 feet deep pilot channel.  The purpose of the pilot channel 
is to increase water depths during low-flow periods.  This will, in turn, help to keep water temperatures 
more moderate and provide better cover and foraging habitat for fish.  The cutting of the vegetation on 
the left (east) bank of the channel will have a short term impact on water temperatures.  This 1,300 l.f. 
reach of the stream has a thin but dense buffer of vegetation between the river and the Mystic Valley 
Parkway.  Undoubtedly this vegetated buffer provides shade in the morning hours and removing it will 
expose more of the river to morning sun.  Project 2 calls for this bank to be stabilized using 
bioengineering methods and shrub/herbaceous plantings on the bank and trees planted at the top of 
bank in a 2:1 ratio for every tree removed.  Over the longer term, this bank treatment will be far superior 
from a habitat standpoint than the current bank which is made of granite blocks.  In addition, the incised 
pilot channel will provide greater water depths at low-flow than currently exists in this reach, enhancing 
the long-term viability of the fishery resource in the river. 

4.4.1 Water Quality Impacts related to Project 2 

In relation to Project 2, the removal of the granite revetment and bank vegetation on the east bank of the 
river will have some short-term, adverse impacts to water quality.  The removal of cover from this short 
reach of river will temporarily increase water temperatures.  The new channel bank will be bio-
engineered and will contain low growing vegetation.  At the top of the new bank trees will be replanted in 
a 2:1 ratio to those removed.  The new plantings will provide shading to the banks and the water 
surface, resulting in lower water temperatures.  In addition, the proposed channel will be wider and the 
incorporation of a 2-foot deep meandering low-flow channel will provide adequate water depths, 
favorable flow conditions, and aid in maintaining cooler water temperatures.  

4.4.2 Dredging Impacts related to Project 2 

Several of the proposed projects from the ENF that would have required dredging in the Aberjona River 
were eliminated in the DEIR from further consideration because the flood reduction benefits accrued 
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from those projects were not significant and the environmental and capital costs of the projects were 
substantial.  The only remaining dredging impacts remaining in the DEIR Alternative were associated 
with Project 2, which proposed the dredging of approximately 32,000 cubic yards of material from the 
river from Waterfield Road downstream to the Wedgemere Train Station.  As a result of further 
refinements and modeling analysis, the SDEIR and FEIR Alternatives eliminated the need for work 
downstream of the Bacon Street Bridge, therefore reducing the volume of dredged materials.   

The DEIR and the SDEIR contained detailed descriptions of a variety of dredging methods, dewatering 
methods, and dredge disposal options currently approved for use by the DEP on numerous projects in 
the Commonwealth.  The exact means and methods to be used in a specific project are derived through 
the permitting and detailed design processes, but based on the conceptual design performed for this 
FEIR it appears that coffer damming and excavation in the dry may be the most feasible dredging 
alternative for Project 2. 

Since the DEIR and SDEIR were published, Project 2 has been modified significantly due to additional 
studies of this reach of the river by the USACE and the Town team.  Project 2 has been shortened (it 
now extends from Waterfield Road downstream to Bacon Street instead of downstream to the 
Wedgemere Train Station), and the proposed widening has been limited to a 35 feet wide bottom width 
for approximately 1,300 linear feet downstream of Waterfield Road. 

Project 2, as presented in the FEIR Alternative, still requires a significant level of dredging to create the 
pilot channel from Waterfield Road downstream to Manchester Road, and to remove the adverse slopes 
from Manchester Road downstream to Bacon Street.  Approximately 16,000 cubic yards of material are 
proposed to be removed in this reach, including bank soils.  Current plans for Project 2 construction 
involve performing the work activities from upstream to downstream in three phases, dividing the project 
into three reaches.  Each phase involves installing coffer-dams at the upstream and downstream ends, 
dewatering, and performing excavation and restoration activities in the dry using mechanical methods.  
Specifically, the 1,300 feet long reach of the river to be widened to 35-feet will coffer dammed, 
dewatered, and allowed to dry in-situ first.  This portion of the River will then be excavated and materials 
will be directly loaded into trucks for off-site disposal.  The flow of the river will be bypass pumped 
around the contained area.  Once the material is removed, the channel bottom, pilot channel, and left 
bank will be shaped and the bio-engineering materials installed.  Only after the area is re-constructed 
and stabilized will flow be reintroduced to the channel and the upstream cofferdam removed.  The 
downstream cofferdam will remain in place for the next phase. 

Following this completion of the first phase the next reach (including the USGS weir and Ginn Field 
footbridge) will be coffer-dammed, dewatered, and excavated in a similar manner.  The third reach (from 
downstream of the footbridge to just downstream of Bacon Street) will be worked on following 
completion of the second reach.  After all three reaches have been completed natural flow in the river 
will be restored. 

Because dewatering within the coffer dammed area will be required, an elutriate testing and treatment 
program will be developed during design and permitting to address this issue.  Dewatering operations 
will comply with the Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards, 314 CMR 4.00.  If analytical 
testing and pre-treatment of dewatering fluid is required prior to discharge to prevent pollution of the 
river, a plan that addresses the removal of specifically identified contaminants will be proposed prior to 
the startup of dredging operations.  This will be reviewed by the DEP during the Water Quality 
Certification process. 
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4.4.2.1 Management of Dredged Material from Project 2 

As discussed in Section 4.4.2, soils and sediments associated with Project 2 will be dewatered and 
allowed to dry in-situ prior to being directly transported to a receiving facility.  It is likely that some portion 
of sediments or soil will require additional dewatering or require additional analysis due to field 
observations that are inconsistent with those observed during pre-characterization activities.  The 
current areas that lend themselves to temporary stockpiling and dewatering include a portion of 
Manchester Field, Ginn Field, and/or the town-owned parking area west of the river.  In accordance with 
314 CMR 9.07(4)(a), (b), and (c), stockpiled materials will be placed in a secure manner and potential for 
runoff and loss through erosion will be minimized.  Materials will be placed on impermeable material and 
regularly covered when not being accessed.   

4.4.2.2 Assessment of Sediments associated with Project 2 

Given previous industrial activities in the watershed, the Aberjona River sediment has a high likelihood 
of contamination and the water quality of the river is impaired.  The SDEIR started with this 
understanding and recommended a sediment and water quality sampling program during project design 
and permitting to fully characterize environmental conditions before permits are sought for the project.  
Based on comments from DEP during the SDEIR review, AECOM implemented a Sediment Sampling 
Analyses Plan (SSAP) in support of the design phase of Project 2 in August and September 2008, as 
detailed in Section 2.4.  The results of the SSAP are summarized in Appendix E, Sediment Sampling 
and Riparian Soil Analysis Report for Aberjona River Flood Mitigation Program Project #2 – 25% Design 
Phase.  This effort sufficiently characterized sediments in the work area and provides data for disposition 
selection as discussed in Section 4.4.2.4.     

4.4.2.3 Potential Dewatering Technologies 

By excavating in the dry inside of a cofferdam, most of the dewatering will be ―In-place dewatering‖, 
which involves temporarily removing the water from a river to allow the sediments to dry in-situ.  Once 
sufficiently dry the sediment is removed using standard earthmoving practices.  In-place drying times 
vary depending on the sediment composition, with more organic sediments taking longer to dry than 
mineral soils.  A significant disadvantage of this method is that if the dewatering operation is breached 
by a storm event or high groundwater levels beyond the capabilities of the mud pumps inside the 
cofferdam the excavation re-fills and re-wets the sediment. 

4.4.2.4 Range of Disposal Options 

The third part of a successful dredging project is the cost-effective disposal or, hopefully, reuse of the 
dewatered sediments.  The nature and characteristics of dredged material needs to be assessed to see 
if they are suitable for disposal in a variety of situations and would not require disposal as hazardous 
materials at a licensed landfill.  At the time of publication of this FEIR, contamination along portions of 
the Aberjona River in the vicinity of Project 2 is known to be an issue and has been confirmed based 
upon the results of the SSAP.  While the exact off-site location of the final permitted receiving facility is 
not known, all dredging-derived waste material will eventually be shipped off-site under Bills of Lading 
(BOLs) and/or Uniform Waste Manifests.  Contaminated sediments will be disposed of off-site at 
appropriately permitted receiving facilities.  Once the final volume of sediment to be disposed of has 
been established and the permitted receiving facility has been selected, a robust in-situ sampling 
program may be required to meet receiving facility acceptance criteria and to facilitate direct loading of 
the sediments. 

Preliminary chemical characterizations of the bank/riparian soils were compared against acceptance 
criteria provided by the aforementioned potential receiving facilities (Section 2.4.2).  Based on a 
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comparison of the analytical results with potential acceptance criteria, there are no apparent limitations 
to disposal options at these receiving facilities.  However, acceptance of these soils can only be 
confirmed through application with the receiving facilities.  Additionally, based on the low levels of 
compounds identified in the soils, alternative less costly reuse options will be explored.  Once the final 
volume of soil to be disposed of has been established and the receiving facility has been selected, a 
robust in-situ sampling program may be required to meet receiving facility acceptance criteria and to 
facilitate direct loading of the soils. 

4.5 Wildlife Habitat 

Wildlife habitat impacts will occur due to the alternation of Bank, Land Under Water, Bordering 
Vegetated Wetland, and Riverfront Area.  These impacts were discussed in detail in Section 4.2.  Most 
impacts will be construction-related and will result in the re-grading and restoration of the resource areas 
impacted, resulting in no net loss of area of wetland resource and subsequent wildlife habitat function.  
In these areas, impacts to wildlife habitat will be temporary in nature.  As most of the wildlife utilizing 
these areas are adapted to urban environments, we do not anticipate that the temporary disturbances 
will result in long-term adverse impacts to any species.  The work is being performed primarily in urban 
settings where human alterations have reduced or impacted the wildlife habitat functions of these 
resource areas.   

The impacts associated with Project 2 as a result of the proposed channel widening between Waterfield 
Road and Manchester Road represent the largest potential impact to wildlife habitat of all the projects 
proposed in the FEIR Alternative.  Potential impacts include construction-related disruption to the wildlife 
habitat, as well as long-term changes as a result of the proposed channel widening.  The Town has 
significantly modified this project since the SDEIR Alternative to minimize the long-term impacts.  The 
proposed 25% design for this project includes the following mitigation measures: 

 Reduced width of the proposed channel widening between Waterfield and Manchester Roads 
from 39-feet (SDEIR Alternative) to 35-feet (FEIR Alternative) to allow for a sidewalk and 
planting strip at the top of the slope;  

 Preservation of existing vegetative cover on the west bank of the River in the vicinity of the 
channel widening and preservation of all existing vegetation in the stretch between Manchester 
Road and Bacon Street;   

 Removal of the weir associated with the USGS gaging station to allow for unimpeded movement 
of species between the Upper Mystic Lake and the Center Falls Dam;  

 Installation of a low-flow channel in the River between Waterfield Road and Bacon Street to 
provide minimum flow depth to accommodate Alewife during the spawning season (March 
through May) and minimum flow depth during the low-flow season; and  

 Restrictions on the time of year during which in-stream dredging and dewatering activities will 
occur to prevent impacts to anadromous fish. 

 Planting a minimum of two 3-inch caliper replacements for each 4-inch caliper tree removed 

 Removal of existing granite revetment on the east bank, and restoration with low growing 
vegetation.   

Several measures, including re-vegetation of the eastern bank, installation of the low-flow channel, and 
removal of the USGS weir, are specifically designed to address concerns expressed by several SDEIR 
reviewers that the channel widening could result in increased water temperatures in the stretch between 
Waterfield Road and Bacon Street.  Appendix G includes a preliminary plant list for the various planting 
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zones associated with Project 2 and draft planting plans based on the 25% design.  Appendix G also 
includes two illustrative perspectives, one depicting the reach where the proposed channel will be 
encroaching on the MVP and one depicting where the sidewalk will still be able to meander. The 
following sections address the potential habitat and water quality impacts associated with the Project 2 
dredging, as well as the short and long-term impacts to the fish and benthic communities.     

4.5.1 Potential Habitat and Water Quality Impacts from Dredging 

Project 2 involves the widening of the Aberjona River, which requires the entire east bank (1,300 l.f.) to 
be rebuilt using bio-engineering methods (cellular confinement system) and re-vegetated with 
indigenous, non-invasive shrubs and herbaceous vegetation.  Project 2 also includes channel bottom 
modifications, which requires coffer damming the river and performing excavation and restoration 
activities using the dry dredging technique.  To facilitate sediment removal for dry dredging and 
reconstruction of the bed and banks, the river section within the cofferdam would be pumped dry.  The 
flow of the river would be pumped around the area of operations entirely.  This method would impact 
Bank (1,300 l.f. on the east bank due to widening and 240 l.f. on both banks due to removal of the 
USGS gage weir) and Land Under Water (98,990 s.f.) resource areas during the construction process 
and would result in mitigation for those impacts taking place at the location of impact.  The new channel 
would be wider (35 feet versus the existing 18 foot average) and would contain a pilot channel 
approximately 8 feet wide and 2 feet deep.  This new pilot channel would contain the low-flows and 
prevent the project from decreasing water depth during low-flow periods.  The edges of the new low-flow 
channel would be lined with coir fiber rolls or other bio-engineered materials, which provide both stability 
and a growth medium for vegetation, enhancing the habitat value of the low-flow channel.  At the edges 
of the new channel bottom there would be riprap toe protection to both keep the granite blocks on the 
west bank and the cellular confinement system on the east bank from being undercut.  The result would 
be an increase in Land Under Water (17,330 s.f. after mitigation) in this reach of the river.   

Together this new pilot channel, the bioengineered banks, and the plantings along the river will help 
enhance the habitat value of this altered section of river.  The resulting channel banks and river bed will 
be stable and will offer low flow refuge for fish and a more natural bank condition than currently exists. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, at the proposed location of Projects 3 and 4 the river is heavily influenced by 
the ponding behind Center Falls Dam and the adjacent urban parkland setting.  The proposed projects 
(new sluice gate and an additional culvert under the Mount Vernon Street Bridge) will not have an 
adverse impact on the habitat characteristics of this ponded section of the river.  At the Project 6 location 
the new culvert under the High School Playing fields will offer little in the way of fish or wildlife habitat but 
does not represent a degradation of the existing conditions in the area.  Unfortunately because of site 
constraints day lighting of the river through this area was not an option.  Projects 8 and 10 are increases 
to bridge sections over the river.  Options for incorporating fish habitat and wildlife passage in the 
reconstruction of the Swanton Street bridge and the addition of a culvert under the MBTA bridge near 
Muroco School will be evaluated during the design of these projects and incorporated in the permitting 
processes. 

4.5.2 Fish and Benthic Communities Impacts 

The existing bank in the Project 2 reach between Waterfield Road and Bacon Street is armored with 
large granite blocks which have some vegetation (including trees) growing in the joints between blocks.  
The loss of approximately 1,200 l.f. of bank vegetation on the east bank of the river between Waterfield 
Road and Manchester Road will have some short-term, adverse impacts to fish species and benthic 
communities.  The removal of cover from this short reach of river will temporarily expose species to 
increased water temperatures and vulnerability to predators.  The new channel bank will be bio-
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engineered and will contain low growing vegetation.  At the top of the new bank trees will be replanted in 
a 2:1 ratio to those removed.  The new plantings will provide shading to the banks and the water 
surface.  The proposed channel will be wider and the incorporation of a 2-foot deep meandering low-flow 
channel will provide adequate water depths, favorable flow conditions, and aid in maintaining cooler 
water temperatures to allow for the reestablishment of a benthic community and passage of fish, 
including anadromous species.    

The dry dredging technique, when applied properly, results in a major overhaul of waterbody conditions, 
and can greatly improve conditions for the future, but short-term impacts to the benthic community and 
fish species may be substantial and unavoidable.  Dredging has the potential to reshape benthic habitats 
but also to dislodge or eliminate existing biotic communities.  Due to the removal of water and the fact 
that much of the bottom is scraped or removed, widespread impact to non-mobile and water dependent 
species is expected in the short-term.  Re-establishment of benthic fauna may take several years and 
may involve a community of different composition.  Potential long-term impacts to fisheries and other 
wildlife are largely a function of altered habitat, and for most dredging projects, habitat is considered to 
be improved for the majority of species.  Short-term disruption of populations in the immediate and 
downstream areas can occur and the intended change in bottom conditions for improved conveyance 
might represent a negative change for some species.  A review of several dredging studies suggests 
most impacts are short-lived and generally acceptable relative to long-term benefits of the technique. 

The restoration of anadromous fish to the Mystic River and its tributaries, including the Aberjona River, is 
a primary objective of the Mystic River Action Plan.  As part of the restoration effort a new fish ladder is 
being installed at the Upper Mystic Lake Dam to allow anadromous fish, such as herring and alewife, to 
reach Upper Mystic Lake for spawning.  With the construction of the fish ladder, anadromous fish will be 
able to access the reach of river being considered for this project.  While there are several other 
impediments to fish migration upstream of Waterfield Road, the proposed project will actually result in 
increased water depths during low-flow periods and enhanced habitat conditions for most fish species, 
including anadromous species.  Construction activities associated with the project should be restricted to 
avoid the time of year during which anadromous fish are not present in the project area.  It is proposed 
that construction be restricted to August through February to avoid the ascending and descending 
herring.   

In summary, re-configuration of the channel will not permanently adversely affect fish and benthic 
communities, in fact, the river habitat in this reach will be enhanced by the channel reconfiguration 
project. 

4.6 Open Space and Recreational Resources  

Several of the proposed projects within the FEIR Alternative will have short term (construction-related) 
impacts to open space and recreational resources in Winchester.  Project 2 may require the use of a 
portion of Ginn Field for construction staging operations.  For safe operations this may require closing a 
portion of the active playfields at Ginn Field and will require temporary perimeter fencing around the 
construction operations area as well as at the access/egress locations.  Project 2 will also cause the 
temporary closure of the walking path along the Mystic Valley Parkway and the closure of the foot bridge 
across the Aberjona River which connects the Manchester Field and Ginn Field areas.  Project 3 may 
require the temporary closure of a portion of the pocket park behind the Winchester Town Hall as the 
new sluice gate is added to Center Falls Dam.  Project 6 will require the closure of Ciarcia Field 
(Winchester High School playing fields) off Skillings Road for the installation of the new box culvert 
under the fields.  For safe operations this may require closing all of the active playfields and will require 
temporary perimeter fencing around the construction operations area as well as at the access/egress 
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locations.  Access to Project 10 (the new culverts under the railroad bridge at Muraco School) may 
require the temporary closure of a portion of the open space play area behind the school for safe 
operations. 

None of these projects will result in a long-term impact to open space and recreational resources as all 
areas will be restored following construction.  None of the projects foreclose any opportunities for the 
potential future bikepath being discussed in Winchester. 

4.7 Historic and Cultural Resources Impacts 

The cultural resources surveys undertaken for the Aberjona River FMP were designed to identify 
archaeological and aboveground properties that are listed or potentially eligible for listing in the 
State/National Registers. Impacts on historic properties are assessed by applying the Criteria of Adverse 
Effect in accordance with 36 CFR 805(a)(1). The Criteria state that adverse effects occur when an 
undertaking may directly or indirectly alter characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for inclusion 
in the Register. Reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, 
be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative also need to be considered.  

4.7.1 Impacts to Archaeological Resources 

An intensive (locational) archaeological survey was conducted in archaeologically sensitive areas where 
proposed ground disturbing activities are anticipated. No archaeological sites were encountered. 
Consequently, the proposed Aberjona River Flood Mitigation Program will have no impact on 
archaeological resources.   

4.7.2 Impacts to Historic Architectural Resources 

The historic architectural assessment and intensive survey identified a number of properties that are 
listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). 

Winchester Center Historic District - Project 4 will result in the physical alteration of the Mount Vernon 
Street Bridge, a contributing structure within the Winchester Center Historic District. The project will 
involve the construction of a fourth 8-foot wide opening. This additional opening will alter the structure’s 
original design as a three-span bridge, resulting in a potential adverse effect. Project 2 will involve 
temporary construction activities at the south edge of the Winchester Center Historic District near the 
Waterfield Road Bridge and widening of the river channel south of Waterfield Road. These activities are 
not anticipated to alter the historic characteristics that qualify the district for the National Register or 
qualify the Waterfield Road Bridge as a contributing property to the National Register district. Views from 
the district toward the river are currently obstructed by dense vegetation along the river banks. The 
physical alteration of the bridge will not change viewsheds within the district or impact the qualities for 
which any other property within the district is significant.  No other project elements have the potential to 
impact the Winchester Center Historic District.  

Mystic Valley Parkway - Project 2 will directly and indirectly impact the Mystic Valley Parkway, resulting 
in an adverse effect. Widening of the river channel toward its east bank would change views from the 
parkway roadbed by taking the abutting land, introducing a guard rail into the landscape, removing trees, 
and relocating the extant sidewalk.  No other project elements have the potential to impact the Mystic 
Valley Parkway Historic District. 

Kellaway Landscape - Project 2 will impact a non-contributiing portion of the potential Kellaway 
Landscape Historic District. That section of the district was altered significantly in 1946 when the river 
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channel was straightened and relocated from the east side of Manchester Field to the west side. The 
Project will widen and deepen the existing river channel and will alter the slope of the east bank of the 
river. A portion of granite block wall at the base of the bank will be removed. Vegetation along the east 
side of the river will be cleared and views to and from the river may change slightly. These changes will 
have no adverse effect on the potential Kellaway Landscape Historic District because they will be 
conducted in a non-contributing area that was altered after the district’s period of significance (1911-
1940). No other project elements have the potential to impact the Kellaway Landscape. 

USGS Stream Gaging Station and Weir – Since the SDEIR, Project 2 has been modified to retain the 
USGS Stream Gaging Station Gage House, thereby minimizing impacts to the historic property. The 
removal of the associated concrete weir, however, constitutes an adverse effect on a property that is 
potentially eligible for listing in the State/National Registers. No other project elements have the potential 
to impact the USGS Stream Gaging Station and Weir. 

Bacon Street Bridge - Project 2 would deepen the Aberjona River channel immediately upstream of the 
bridge but would preserve the vegetation along both stream banks. This work will not alter the 
characteristics that qualify the bridge for the National Register and therefore will have no effect on the 
historic structure. No other project elements have the potential to impact the Bacon Street Bridge. 

4.7.3 Mitigation Measures 

Projects determined to have an adverse effect on historic properties require consultation to seek ways to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6. The consultation is 
considered completed when a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that stipulates measures that will be 
carried out before and/or during project construction is executed in accordance with 800.6(b)(2).(iv). 
Proposed measures to mitigate project impacts are listed below.  

Winchester Center Historic District - The Town and consulting parties will explore ways to avoid or 
minimize effects to the Mt. Vernon Street Bridge by adhering to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation in designing the construction of a bypass culvert.  Such work would use context-
sensitive stone masonry compatible with, yet differentiated from, the structure’s historic fabric.  
Recordation of the bridge according to Massachusetts state-level documentation standards would be 
another means to mitigate the impacts of the proposed work. Any construction activities involving the 
bridge could be undertaken sensitively to avoid disturbing the landscaping and viewsheds in the 
surrounding historic environment. 

Mystic Valley Parkway - The Town continue to work with a landscape architect and participate in the 
design of preferred alternative for Project 2, in conjunction with the WHC and MHC. The introduction of a 
wood guard rail into the landscape could incorporate a context sensitive design compatible with the 
surrounding natural environment that would retain open views between the parkway and river. The 
presence of pedestrian circulation and vegetation along the parkway are integral components of the 
parkway system. Replanting of grass and trees along the east bank of the river would help maintain the 
feeling of the Mystic Valley Parkway as a component of a planned park system. Consideration should be 
given to the design concepts of Herbert Kellaway’s plans for the river corridor, such as the retention of 
public green space adjacent to the river, pedestrian recreational access, open views of the river, and 
plantings along the riverbanks.  

USGS Stream Gauging Station and Weir – The redesign of Project 2 to allow for the retential of the 
USGS Stream Gauging Station Gauge House, which is the most important element of the complex, will 
minimize the effect of the undertaken on the qualities of significance that make the property eligible for 
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listing in the State/National Registers. The adverse effect caused by the removal of the associated 
concrete weir may be mitigated through the recordation of the entire complex to Massachusetts state-
level documentation standards. 

4.8 Construction Period Impacts and Proposed Construction Sequence 

The flood mitigation projects proposed as part of the FEIR Alternative improvements includes widening 
of one existing roadway bridge, work under another roadway bridge and under one railroad 
embankment, work within existing streets, work adjacent to a railroad easement, work along the Mystic 
Valley Parkway and work with the Abejorna River itself.  Indirect impacts from the projects will likely 
include the temporary disruption of vehicular and pedestrian traffic patterns and added traffic on 
neighboring streets due to re-routing.  Other impacts may include permissions/permits required to work 
close to the railroad and secondary impacts to local businesses, schools, municipal buildings, and 
access to the commuter rail station and parking lots.  Coordination with DCR will be required for work 
adjacent to the Mystic Valley Parkway, with the City of Medford for work at the Craddock Locks, with the 
City of Woburn for work at the Scalley Dam, and with MassDOT for work along Route 16 in Medford.  
Local emergency management officials will be consulted prior to final development of the traffic 
management plans for each respective project.  Coordination with MWRA will also be required for 
several of the projects that are in close proximity to the existing MWRA sewer lines.    

4.8.1 Erosion and Sedimentation 

During construction each of the projects identified in the FEIR Alternative will comply with all applicable 
federal, state and local regulations and the conditions of all permits obtained for the various projects.  A 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be developed in accordance with the NPDES Phase 
II General Permit and a Notice of Intent for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction 
Activities will be submitted to the US Environmental Protection Agency prior to the start of construction 
for any projects that are expected to disturb more than an acre (Project 2 is the only project that this 
would apply to).  During construction the contractor will be required to comply with the NPDES General 
Permit and the SWPPP for the project.  Erosion controls that will be implemented for all the projects are 
detailed below. 

4.8.2 Controls During Construction 

The following Best Managements Practices (BMPs) will be used to minimize and prevent erosion and 
sedimentation of adjacent resource areas during construction of the various projects. 

  Disturbed areas will be kept as small as possible; the limit of work area will be marked to 
prevent work in areas that should not be disturbed.  

 Disturbed areas that are completed, or disturbed areas that will not be re-disturbed for 30 days 
or more, will be temporarily stabilized.  Stabilization will be accomplished by temporary seeding, 
permanent seeding, mulching or other equivalent practice. 

 Silt fences/haybales will be installed along all side slope and down slope boundaries of the work 
areas. 

 Coffer Dams or floating turbidity curtains will be used to prevent siltation from traveling 
downstream for work associated with bridge abutments. 

 Rip rap aprons will be constructed at all drain outlets.   

 Construction entrances will be used to minimize off-site movement of soil with vehicles. 
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In addition to the erosion and sediment control BMPs, the following good housekeeping BMPs will be 
implemented to control pollutants in stormwater.   

 Construction waste material and trash will be properly contained on site, and will be disposed of 
at an off-site location subject to the regulations and requirements of the authorities governing 
disposal of such materials. 

 Material staging will be limited to staging areas determined. 

 Street cleaning during the active excavation process, and periodically to prevent dust due to 
construction.  

 Wetting agents will be used in areas of exposed soil to reduce dust.  

4.8.3 Traffic 

The construction periods will generate additional truck traffic and construction employee traffic.  The 
construction of the various projects will involve the use of designated routes, defined in coordination with 
the various Town and City staff, prior to the start of construction for each Project.  Traffic impacts related 
to Project 2 will also be coordinated with DCR and traffic impacts relating to the Craddock Locks project 
will be coordinated with MassDOT. 

The Town of Winchester is committed to working with various town and city staff and DCR officials to 
help ensure appropriate maintenance and protection measures are in place during construction of each 
project in the FEIR Alternative.  Appropriate traffic management plans will also be developed during the 
design phase of each project. 

4.8.4 Clean Construction Equipment Initiative/ Diesel Retrofit Program 

As stated in the SDEIR, the Town of Winchester commits to bidding these projects with a requirement 
that the successful bidder complies with the DEP State Revolving Fund Diesel Retrofit Program, 
formerly called the Clean Construction Equipment Initiative.  The program requires diesel construction 
equipment to have exhaust emission controls such as diesel oxidation catalysts. 

4.8.5 Proposed Project Sequence or Phasing 

The conveyance, storage, infiltration, and flow regulation measures proposed as the FEIR Alternative 
should be viewed as a ―package‖ of efforts designed to relieve flooding in Winchester.  As a secondary 
benefit, several of the projects will provided need flood relief to several of the downstream communities 
in the Mystic River watershed.  The capital costs and construction-related disruptions of implementing all 
these individual projects preclude their being constructed at the same time.  Many of the projects 
(including those described as flood flow mitigation) are being proposed and built by jurisdictions other 
than the Town of Winchester. 

As stated in the DEIR and SDEIR, in general it is recommended that the proposed improvements be 
built from downstream to upstream with the exception of Project 3, which does not create any adverse 
upstream or downstream impacts.  This project has been fully permitted and one of the two gate valves 
was replaced in 2003; replacement of the second and final valve may occur at any time.  The current 
plan for the order of project completion is as follows:   

 Mid Lakes Dam will be completed first.  This project is being included as mitigation but has 
been designed and constructed through the DCR.  The Mid-lakes Dam is currently under 
construction, and should be completed by the spring of 2011.    
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 Project 2 (Waterfield Road to Bacon Street) should be completed next.  The 25 percent 
design has been completed, and will be brought to construction ready after completion of the 
MEPA process.  Project 2 creates additional conveyance in the channel from bank to bank, but 
does not increase the conveyance of the River which includes the channel and overbanks.  
Therefore, the flow rates downstream do not change and will not have an adverse affect on 
flooding downstream.  

 The Main Street Bridge (Craddock Locks) mitigation project will be completed prior to 
Projects 4, 6, 8, and 10 as proposed in the FEIR Alternative.  The modeling performed for the 
SDEIR showed that the Craddock Locks project could be performed prior to the Scalley Dam 
project if the minor operational changes were made at the Amelia Earhardt Dam.  The modeling 
performed for this FEIR showed that with Craddock Locks could be completed after completion 
of Mid Lakes with no adverse effects downstream and no operation changes at Amelia Earhardt 
Dam.   

 The Scalley Dam mitigation project should be completed prior to Projects 4, 6, 8, and 10 as 
proposed in the FEIR Alternative.  Without the mitigation effects of the changes at Scalley Dam, 
these projects showed increase in peak water surface elevations downstream 

 Project 4 (Mount Vernon Street Bridge Improvement) should be completed after the Scalley 
Dam mitigation project is completed 

 Project 6 (High School Playing Fields culverts) should be completed after Project 4 is 
completed.  

 Project 8 (Swanton Street Bridge Improvements) should be completed after Project 6 is 
completed. 

 Project 10 (Railroad Bridge Near Muraco School) should be completed after Project 8 is 
completed. 

Winchester is cognizant of the possibility for undesired affects downstream if the projects are not 
completed in an order that prevents any downstream impacts.  Several model runs were made looking 
at sequencing the projects in various orders.  Appendix M includes a series of water surface profiles for 
the 100-year storm event that step through each project as they would be performed, and the model 
predicts that if the projects are completed in the order laid out above that no downstream impacts would 
be realized. 

The SDEIR stated that the FEIR would investigate performing Project 4, 8, and 10 prior to the installation 
of mitigation projects.  The results of this analysis showed that these projects could not be performed 
without prior mitigation.  
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4.9 Summary of Mitigation Commitments 

Table 4-6 presents of summary of the mitigation measures that The Town of Winchester commits for 
implementation of the FEIR Alternative. 

Table 4-7:  Summary of Mitigation Commitments 

Mitigation Measure Timeline/Phasing FEIR Section 
Wetland Resource Areas   
Erosion and sedimentation control Throughout construction activities 4.8.1 
Stormwater management Throughout construction activities 4.8.1 
Replacement on a 2 to 1 ratio for BVW disturbed Prior to completion of the Project 4.2.1 
Restoration of disturbed resource areas Prior to completion of the Project 4.2 
Installation of Low flow Channel (Project 2) Prior to completion of the Project 3.3.2, 4.5 
Replacement of lost trees on 2 to 1 ratio (Project 2) Prior to completion of the Project 4.5 
Upstream/Downstream Flood Impacts   
Upper Mystic Lakes Dam Improvements Prior to start of construction on in town 

projects 
3.3.4.1 

Craddock Locks (Main Street Bridge) Prior to start of construction on in town 
projects, except Project 2 3.3.4.2 

Scalley Dam Improvements Prior to start of construction on in town 
projects, except Project 2 

3.3.3 

Stormwater management   
Infrastructure Improvements Ongoing 3.3.6.1 
Engineering Department Project Reviews Ongoing 3.3.6.3 
Rain Barrel Program Ongoing 3.3.6.4 
Measures to reduce existing stormwater runoff Ongoing 3.3.6.1 
Implementation of additional stormwater regulations Complete 3.3.6.2 
Transportation    
Coordination with various town and state entities Prior to start of construction 4.8.3 
Development of traffic management plans if required Prior to start of construction 4.8.3 
Historical and Archaeological Resources    
Development of Memorandum of Agreement  Prior to completion of design 4.7.3 
Construction Period   
Minimize disturbed areas Throughout construction activities 4.8.2 
Temporary stabilization of disturbed areas Throughout construction activities 4.8.2 
Erosion and sedimentation control measures Throughout construction activities 4.8.2 
Construction entrances Throughout construction activities 4.8.2 
Diesel Retrofit Program Throughout construction activities 4.8.4 
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5.0   Draft Section 61 Findings 

This Chapter provides draft Section 61 Findings pursuant to the Secretary's Certificate on the 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report (SDEIR) and in accordance with MGL Ch. 30, Sec. 61, 
which states:  "Any determination made by any agency of the commonwealth shall include a finding 
describing the environmental impact, if any, of the project and a finding that all feasible measures have 
been taken to avoid or minimize said impact."  Two state permits requiring Section 61 Findings are 
needed for the project: 

 Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the DEP, and  

 Public Waterfront Act (MGL Ch. 91) Waterways License/Permit from the DEP.   

The DEP Northeast Regional Office (NERO) in its comment letter on the SDEIR also asked for a Section 
61 Finding for ―wetlands in the event a Superseding Order of Conditions is applicable‖.  Therefore, a 
draft Section 61 Finding for a Superseding Order of Conditions under the Wetlands Protection Act has 
been added to this FEIR. 

The proposed project may also require an 8M Permit from the MWRA due to close proximaty to sewer 
lines for Project 2.  During final design the Town team will coordinate with MWRA and file for an 8M 
Permit if deemed necessary. Approvals from the MBTA will be required for Project 10:  Railroad Bridge 
by Muraco School. 
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MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

BUREAU OF RESOURCE PROTECTION 

DIVISION OF WETLANDS AND WATERWAYS 

WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION PROGRAM 

 

DRAFT FINDING PURSUANT TO MGL CHAPTER 30, SECTION 61 
 

PROJECT NAME:  Aberjona River Flood Mitigation Program 

PROJECT LOCATION:  Winchester, Massachusetts 

PROJECT PROPONENT:  Town of Winchester 

EOEEA NUMBER:  13046 

PERMIT NAME:  Water Quality Certificate 

 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project consists of a set of proposed structural measures and best management practices intended 
to reduce the frequency and intensity of backwater flooding of the Aberjona River in Winchester.  Over 
the past decade (in 1996, 1998, 2001, 2004, and 2006), the Town of Winchester has experienced 
significant flooding and flood damages (approximately $25 million) emanating from the Aberjona River.  
In 1999, the Town commissioned a study of the causes of flooding.  This study resulted in the 
recommendation of 17 conveyance modifications along the Aberjona River in Winchester, five of which 
have been completed (Shore Road culvert addition, removal of the dam near Muraco School, one of two 
new sluice gates at Center Falls Dam, a new culvert at Cross Street, and localized stormdrain 
improvements).   

The channel conveyance project downstream of downtown Winchester (Project 2 of the FEIR 
Alternative) includes work in Waters of the United States.  The proposed project will widen the river for 
approximately 1,300 linear feet downstream of the Waterfield Road Bridge.  In this reach the river will be 
widened from its current 15 to 20-foot bottom width to a 35-foot bottom width channel by cutting into the 
left (looking downstream) river bank.  The new bank will be set at a 1:1 slope and stabilized using bio-
engineering methods (geo grid or a similar approach).  This bank will be re-vegetated with herbaceous 
vegetation and shrubs and trees will be planted at the top of bank in a 2:1 ratio to those removed (above 
4-inch-diameter caliper).  An 8 feet-wide by 2-feet deep pilot channel will be incised in the main channel 
in a meandering pattern and its banks will be stabilized using bioengineering methods.  Downstream of 
this reach, the USGS gage weir will be removed, adverse bottom slopes at the weir, footbridge to Ginn 
Field, and Bacon Street bridge will be removed, and the pilot channel will be continued to Bacon Street.  
The banks in this reach will not be affected as the river is already greater than 35-feet wide.  This 
second reach of Project 2 is 1,450 linear feet in length. 

In 2004, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) began a flood study of the Mystic River 
Basin, including the Aberjona River.  Using the new FEMA model, the floodplain of the Aberjona River 
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was re-evaluated, as were the restrictions to flow along the river and its tributaries.  This model has 
undergone rigorous peer review and the resulting mapping is scheduled for implementation in June 
2010. 

On June 24, 2002 an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) was filed along with a request for a Phase 
1 Waiver for 3 of 17 conveyance improvements proposed.  On June 30, 2003 the EOEA Secretary 
issued a Certificate on the ENF requiring preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and 
denying the Phase 1 Waiver request.  On December 1, 2003 a Notice of Project Change (NPC) was 
filed requesting a Phase 1 Waiver for one project (new culvert at Cross Street), which was granted by 
the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) Secretary on February 23, 2004.  A Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was prepared, pursuant to M.G.L. Ch. 30 § 61 and 62A-H of the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), and submitted to the EOEA on February 15, 2006.  
This DEIR presented five alternatives to reduce flooding along the Aberjona River.  Two significant 
mitigation projects (a new control structure at Scalley Dam in Woburn and modifications to the Craddock 
Locks in Medford) were also discussed.  On April 28, 2006 the EOEA Secretary issued a Certificate on 
the DEIR requiring preparation of a Supplemental DEIR (SDEIR) to include additional alternatives, 
modeling, and watershed-wide mitigation.  On April 20, 2007, the Executive Office of Energy and 
Environmental Affairs (EOEEA) Secretary issued a Certificate on the SDEIR, including issues to be 
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).  The proponent filed the FEIR on 
___________ and a Certificate was issued by the EOEEA Secretary’s Office on____________, stating 
that the FEIR adequately and properly complied with MEPA and its implementing regulations. 

The Conservation Commissions in the Towns of Winchester and the Cities of Medford and Woburn have 
reviewed each project Notices of Intent filed for the projects pursuant to the Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection act and local bylaw/ordinances.  The Commissions issued Orders of Conditions on the 
following dates: [insert list here]  

A Water Quality Certification application, prepared in accordance with Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act and Regulations (314 CMR 4.00, 314 CMR 9.00) was submitted to the Massachusetts Department 
of Environmental Protection (DEP) Northeast Regional Office (NERO) on________ and noticed in the 
Winchester Star on ___________ for Projects _______.  An Individual Permit application under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act was filed with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on _______ for Projects 
______.  

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Project 2 will result in the removal of approximately 16,000 cubic yards of sediment (including bank soils 
above the mean high water - MHW) from the Aberjona River.  This amount of dredging (which exceeds 
the threshold at 314 CMR 9.04(12)) and will require a permit from the USACE under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (which exceeds the threshold at 314 CMR 9.04(9)).  The other projects proposed by 
the Town of Winchester meet the standards of 314 CMR 9.03(1), (3), and (5).  Therefore individual 
Water Quality Certification applications for those projects are not required. 

The current design scenario for Project 2 calls for the 1,300 feet long reach of the river to be widened to 
35-feet to be coffer-dammed at the upstream and downstream ends, dewatered, and for excavation to 
occur in the dry.  This will be done during a period of low to moderate flows and the river will be bypass 
pumped around the contained area.  This will allow for sediment dewatering to occur in place rather than 
hydraulically pumping the material to temporary drying beds or belt filter presses.  Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) and turbidity controls will be put in place prior to coffer-damming and dewatering the 
work zone.  Discharged water from the construction zone will be tested for turbidity on at least a daily 
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basis and any rise in turbidity above 10 ntu shall be cause to temporarily halt dewatering to allow time to 
address the source of turbidity.  If other analytical testing and pre-treatment of dewatering fluid is 
required prior to discharge to prevent pollution of the river, a plan that addresses the removal of 
specifically identified contaminants will be proposed prior to the startup of dredging operations.  This will 
be reviewed by the DEP prior to implementation. 

Once the material is removed, the channel bottom, the pilot channel, and left bank will be shaped and 
the bio-engineering materials installed.  Only after the area is re-constructed and stabilized will flow be 
reintroduced to the channel and the upstream cofferdam removed.  The downstream cofferdam will 
remain in place as the next reach is dredged. 

Following this excavation activity the next reach (including the USGS weir and Ginn Field footbridge) will 
be coffer-dammed, dewatered, and excavated in a similar manner.  The third reach (from downstream of 
the footbridge to just downstream of Bacon Street) will be worked on following completion of the second 
reach.  After all three reaches have been completed flow in the river will be restored.  

The soil and sediment in the 2,650-foot long stretch of the Aberjona River associated with Project 2 has 
been thoroughly tested and analyzed for the contaminants in accordance with 314 CMR 9.07(2) and 
dredging will take place in accordance with 314 CMR 9.07(3) and (5).  Dewatered material will be loaded 
onto trucks and testing of the material will occur for excavations in those areas pre-characterized during 
the sampling program as having potential exceedences of standards. 

The Town hopes to be able to beneficially reuse all of the uncontaminated material excavated as part of 
this project under 314 CMR 9.07(9).  The material will be transported to an upland storage area for 
stockpiling and reuse.  Excess material will be used for landfill daily cover, or disposed of in an approved 
landfill per 314 CMR 9.07(8). 

 FINDINGS 

For the reasons stated above, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), 
Bureau of Resource Protection (BRP), Division of Wetlands and Waterways (DWW) hereby finds that, 
with implementation by the proponent of the mitigation measures described above, all practicable and 
feasible means and measures will be taken to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to the environment 
associated with the proposed channel conveyance and floodplain mitigation project in Winchester.  
Appropriate conditions consistent with this Section 61 Finding will be included in the Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification issued by the DEP to describe more fully and ensure implementation of said 
measures. 

 

             

                 Date    DEP BRP DWW 
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MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

BUREAU OF RESOURCE PROTECTION 

DIVISION OF WETLANDS AND WATERWAYS 

WATERWAYS LICENSING AND PERMITTING PROGRAM 

 

DRAFT FINDING PURSUANT TO MGL CHAPTER 30, SECTION 61 
 
 
PROJECT NAME:  Aberjona River Flood Mitigation Program 

PROJECT LOCATION:  Winchester, Massachusetts 

PROJECT PROPONENT:  Town of Winchester 

EOEEA NUMBER:  13046 

PERMIT NAME:  Chapter 91 Waterways License and/or Permit 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project consists of a set of proposed structural measures and best management practices intended 
to reduce the frequency and intensity of backwater flooding of the Aberjona River in Winchester.  Over 
the past decade (in 1996, 1998, 2001, 2004, and 2006), the Town of Winchester has experienced 
significant flooding and flood damages (approximately $25 million) emanating from the Aberjona River.  
In 1999, the Town commissioned a study of the causes of flooding.  This study resulted in the 
recommendation of 17 conveyance modifications along the Aberjona River in Winchester, five of which 
have been completed (Shore Road culvert addition, removal of the dam near Muraco School, one of two 
new sluice gates at Center Falls Dam, new culvert at Cross Street, and localized stormdrain 
improvements).   

In 2004, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) began a flood study of the Mystic River 
Basin, including the Aberjona River.  Using the new FEMA model, the floodplain of the Aberjona River 
was re-evaluated, as were the restrictions to flow along the river and its tributaries.  This model has 
undergone rigorous peer review and the resulting mapping is scheduled for implementation in 2010. 

On June 24, 2002 an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) was filed along with a request for a Phase 
1 Waiver for 3 of 17 conveyance improvements proposed.  On June 30, 2003, the EOEA Secretary 
issued a Certificate on the ENF requiring preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and 
denying the Phase 1 Waiver request.  On December 1, 2003, a Notice of Project Change (NPC) was 
filed requesting a Phase 1 Waiver for one project (new culvert at Cross Street), which was granted by 
the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) Secretary on February 23, 2004.  A Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was prepared, pursuant to M.G.L. Ch. 30 § 61 and 62A-H of the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), and submitted to the EOEA on February 15, 2006.  
This DEIR presented five alternatives to reduce flooding along the Aberjona River.  Two significant 
mitigation projects (a new control structure at Scalley Dam in Woburn and modifications to the Craddock 
Locks in Medford) were also discussed.  On April 28, 2006, the EOEA Secretary issued a Certificate on 
the DEIR requiring preparation of a Supplemental DEIR (SDEIR) to include additional alternatives, 
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modeling, and watershed-wide mitigation.  On April 27, 2007, the Executive Office of Energy and 
Environmental Affairs (EOEEA) Secretary issued a Certificate on the SDEIR, including issues to be 
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).  The proponent filed the FEIR on 
___________ and a Certificate was issued by the EOEA Secretary’s Office on____________, stating 
that the FEIR adequately and properly complied with MEPA and its implementing regulations. 

The Winchester Conservation Commission, under Wetlands Protection Act Notices of Intent (NOIs) filed 
for the projects, has reviewed each project proposal.  The Commission issued Orders of Conditions 
under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act and Regulations (310 CMR 10.00) on __________ 
permitting the projects.  The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) DEP 
Division of Wetlands and Waterways Water Quality Certification Program has reviewed Project 2 and 
issued a Water Quality Certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and 314 CMR 9.00 on 
__________ permitting the projects 

Waterways License/Permit applications, prepared in accordance with the Massachusetts Public 
Waterfront Act (MGL C. 91) and Regulations (310 CMR 9.00) for Projects _______, were submitted to 
the DEP Waterways Program on________ and noticed in the Winchester Star on ___________.   

 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

The channel conveyance projects include work in Waters of the Commonwealth.  The proposed projects 
have the following impacts below the mean high water (MHW) along the Aberjona River which are 
subject to Waterways Licensing or Permitting as Water-Dependent Projects: 

Waterways Permit 

 Project 2:  Channel Widening, Waterfield Road to Bacon Street – Widen the River channel 
between Waterfield Road and Manchester Road from an average bottom wideth of 15 to 20-feet 
to approximately 35-feet.  Re-grade and deepen the channel between Waterfield Road and 
Bacon Street.  Remove and replace the USGS gage and associated weir. 

Waterways Licenses 

 Project 3:  Center Falls Dam – Replace one of the two remaining 30-inch gate valves on either 
side of Center Falls Dam with 5 by 5-foot butterfly gates and 4 by 6-foot discharge boxes.  The 
first valve was replaced in 2003. 

 Project 4:  Mount Vernon Street Bridge Improvements – Expansion of the hydraulic opening 
at the Mount Vernon Street Bridge. 

 Project 8:  Swanton Street Bridge Improvement – Replacement of the existing 10 by 16-foot 
bridge opening under Swanton Street with a 10 by 25-foot bridge opening.   

 Project 10:  Railroad Bridge Near Muraco School – Installation of two seven-foot diameter 
conduits under the MBTA railroad near the Muraco School to supplement the two existing 6.5 by 
7-foot bridge openings.   

The areas of impact to waterways have been minimized to the greatest extent feasible and there is no 
alternative to constructing the proposed improvements that would not involve work below MHW in the 
Aberjona River.  A comprehensive stormwater control plan that includes cofferdams, silt curtains, 
dewatering/filtration areas, and haybale/silt fence barriers will help to avoid alterations to federal and 
state wetland areas.  All river banks will be restored using bi-engineering methods and native plants.  
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Public access to the river will not be adversely affected by the projects.  The navigability of the river 
would not be adversely affected by the projects. 

 FINDINGS 

For the reasons stated above, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), 
Bureau of Resource Protection (BRP), Waterways Regulation Program hereby finds that, with 
implementation by the proponent of the mitigation measures described above, all practicable and 
feasible means and measures will be taken to avoid or minimize adverse wetland and related impacts to 
the environment associated with the proposed channel conveyance and floodplain mitigation project in 
Winchester.  Appropriate conditions consistent with this Section 61 Finding will be included in the Water 
Dependent Waterways License or Permit for each project issued by the DEP to describe more fully and 
ensure implementation of said measures. 

 

             

                 Date    DEP BRP Waterways Program 
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MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

BUREAU OF RESOURCE PROTECTION 

DIVISION OF WETLANDS AND WATERWAYS 

WETLANDS PROGRAM 

 

DRAFT FINDING PURSUANT TO MGL CHAPTER 30, SECTION 61 

 
 

PROJECT NAME:  Aberjona River Flood Mitigation Program 

PROJECT LOCATION:  Winchester, Massachusetts 

PROJECT PROPONENT:  Town of Winchester 

EOEEA NUMBER:  13046 

PERMIT NAME:  Superseding Order of Conditions  

 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project consists of a set of proposed structural measures and best management practices intended 
to reduce the frequency and intensity of backwater flooding of the Aberjona River in Winchester.  Over 
the past decade (in 1996, 1998, 2001, 2004, and 2006), the Town of Winchester has experienced 
significant flooding and flood damages (approximately $25 million) emanating from the Aberjona River.  
In 1999, the Town commissioned a study of the causes of flooding.  This study resulted in the 
recommendation of 17 conveyance modifications along the Aberjona River in Winchester, five of which 
have been completed (Shore Road culvert addition, removal of the dam near Muraco School, one of two 
new sluice gates at Center Falls Dam, new culvert at Cross Street, and localized stormdrain 
improvements).   

In 2004, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) began a flood study of the Mystic River 
Basin, including the Aberjona River.  Using the new FEMA model, the floodplain of the Aberjona River 
was re-evaluated, as were the restrictions to flow along the river and its tributaries.  This model has 
undergone rigorous peer review and the resulting mapping is scheduled for implementation in June 
2010. 

On June 24, 2002, an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) was filed along with a request for a Phase 
1 Waiver for 3 of  17 conveyance improvements proposed.  On June 30, 2003, the EOEA Secretary 
issued a Certificate on the ENF requiring preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and 
denying the Phase 1 Waiver request.  On December 1, 2003, a Notice of Project Change (NPC) was 
filed requesting a Phase 1 Waiver for one project (new culvert at Cross Street), which was granted by 
the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) Secretary on February 23, 2004.  A Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was prepared, pursuant to M.G.L. Ch. 30 § 61 and 62A-H of the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), and submitted to the EOEA on February 15, 2006.  
This DEIR presented five alternatives to reduce flooding along the Aberjona River.  Two significant 
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mitigation projects (a new control structure at Scalley Dam in Woburn and modifications to the Craddock 
Locks in Medford) were also discussed.  On April 28, 2006 the EOEA Secretary issued a Certificate on 
the DEIR requiring preparation of a Supplemental DEIR (SDEIR) to include additional alternatives, 
modeling, and watershed-wide mitigation.  On April 20, 2007, the Executive Office of Energy and 
Environmental Affairs (EOEEA) Secretary issued a Certificate on the SDEIR, including issues to be 
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).  The proponent filed the FEIR on 
___________ and a Certificate was issued by the EOEEA Secretary’s Office on____________, stating 
that the FEIR adequately and properly complied with MEPA and its implementing regulations. 

The Conservation Commissions in the Towns of Winchester and the Cities of Medford and Woburn have 
reviewed each project Notices of Intent filed for the projects pursuant to the Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection act and local bylaw/ordinances.  The Commissions issued Orders of Conditions on the 
following dates: [insert list here]  

A Water Quality Certification application, prepared in accordance with Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act and Regulations (314 CMR 4.00, 314 CMR 9.00) was submitted to the Massachusetts Department 
of Environmental Protection (DEP) Northeast Regional Office (NERO) on________ and noticed in the 
Winchester Star on ___________ for Projects _______.  An Individual Permit application under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act was filed with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on _______ for Projects 
______.  

Waterways License/Permit applications, prepared in accordance with the Massachusetts Public 
Waterfront Act (MGL C. 91) and Regulations (310 CMR 9.00) for Projects _______, were submitted to 
the DEP Waterways Program on________ and noticed in the Winchester Star on ___________.   

 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

The channel conveyance projects include work in Waters of the United States.  The proposed projects 
have the following impacts below the top of Bank along the Aberjona River, in Bordering Vegetated 
Wetland (BVW), in Land Under Waterbodies (LUW), in Riverfront Area (RA), and in Bordering Land 
Subject to Flooding (BLSF): 

Summary of Resource Area Impacts, Winchester Flood Mitigation Program 
Project No. Bank (l.f.) 1 LUW (s.f.) BVW (s.f.) Riverfront Area 

(s.f.) 2 
BLSF (s.f.) 

2 1,540 98,990 0 53,720 53,720 
3 50 540 0 670 670 
4 100 200 0 1500 1500 
6 100 300 0 1000 1000 
8 100 300 0 1000 1000 
10 320 1000 1,000 4000 4000 
Craddock Locks 0 0 0 0 0 
Scalley Dam 30 640 0 1500 1500 
Sum 2,240 101,970 1,000 63,390 63,390 
1 All in town projects involve the temporary alternation of Bank which will be restored in-place and in-kind resulting in no loss. 

2 All projects that involve impacts to the Riverfront Area will, in most cases, result in the replacement in-kind in a slightly different location due to the relocation of the river 

channel. 
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Mitigation of impacts includes creation of approximately 2,000 square feet of Bordering Vegetated 
Wetland replacement area, 2,240 linear feet of Bank restoration, and 125,000 square feet of Land Under 
Waterways restoration, and over 40,000 square feet of Riverfront Area restoration.  None of the projects 
propose any additional fill in a floodplain, nor will they act as a restriction to flow.  Therefore it has been 
determined that there are no permanent impacts to BLSF even though work is being performed in 
floodplains.  The alteration areas have been minimized to the greatest extent feasible and all mitigation 
is in excess of 1:1.  A comprehensive stormwater control plan that includes cofferdams, silt curtains, 
dewatering/filtration areas, and haybale/silt fence barriers will help to avoid alterations to federal and 
state resource areas.  

The projects meet all performance standards of the Wetland Protection Act for work in Banks (310 CMR 
10.54(4)), Bordering Vegetated Wetlands (310 CMR 10.55(4)), Land Under Water Bodies and 
Waterways (310 CMR 10.56(4)), Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (310 CMR 10.57(4)), and 
Riverfront Area (310 CMR 10.58(4)).  The project is not located in an area of Estimated Habitat of Rare 
Wetlands Wildlife as defined by the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program of the 
Massachusetts Department of Fish and Game.   

 FINDINGS 

For the reasons stated above, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), 
Bureau of Resource Protection (BRP), Division of Wetlands and Waterways (DWW), Northeast Regional 
Office (NERO) hereby finds that, with implementation by the proponent of the mitigation measures 
described above, all practicable and feasible means and measures will be taken to avoid or minimize 
adverse wetland and related impacts to the environment associated with the proposed channel 
conveyance and floodplain mitigation project in Winchester.  Appropriate conditions consistent with this 
Section 61 Finding will be included in the Superseding Order of Conditions issued by the DEP-NERO to 
describe more fully and ensure implementation of said measures. 

 

             

                 Date    DEP NERO BRP DWW 
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6.0   Comment Letters and Responses to Comments 

This chapter contains the comment letter on the SDEIR, and responses to those letters.  The following 
letters were received. 

 Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) – April 6, 2007 

 Department of Environmental Protection Northeast Regional Office (DEP NERO) – April 6, 2007 

 Massachusetts Water Resource Authority (MWRA) – March 23, 2007 

 Senator Patricia D. Jehlen – April 6, 2007 

 Town of Arlington Board of Selectman – April 6, 2007 

 Town of Arlington Conservation Commission – April 5, 2007 

 City of Cambridge Executive Department – April 5, 2007 

 Town of Winchester Planning Board – April 5, 2007 

 Town of Winchester Conservation Commission – March 19, 2007 

 Town of Winchester Historical Commission – April 5, 2007 

 ABC Flooding Board – April 6, 2007 

 Mystic River Watershed Association – April 6, 2007 

 Water Supply Citizens Advisory Committee (WSCAC) – March 9, 2007 

 Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) – April 6, 2007 

 Henry J. Curtis, Jr. – March 14, 2007 

 Stephen H. Kaiser – April 6, 2007 

 Ellen Knight – March 17, 2007 

 Jean M. Marrone – March 13, 2007 

 John and Gay Mohrbacher – March 9, 2007 

 George Murphy – March 22, 2007 

 Robert C Pasciuto – March 19, 2007 

 Anthony Perrotta – March 14, 2007 

 John F. Shawcross – March 21, 2007 

 Paul J. Welliver – March 13, 2007 

Each comment letter received has been annotated with numbers in the right column by each comment 
that required a response, following the letter is a matrix with responses to comments corresponding to 
the number assigned.   
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April 6, 2007

Secretary Ian Bowles
EOEA, Attn: MEPA Office
Deirdre Buckley, EOEEA No. 13046
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

Re: Aberjona River Flood Mitigation Program - EOEEA No. 13046.

Dear Secretary Bowles:

The Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) has reviewed the Supplemental DEIR for the
Aberjona River Flood Mitigation Program proposal. The Department provides the following
information, recommendations and questions related to the adjacent DCR-managed Mystic Valley
Parkway in Winchester and DCR facilities located downstream. While DCR believes that the SDEIR
is a notable improvement over the DEIR and generally adequate in that regard, some remaining issues
exist that the proponent still needs to address, and we ask that the proponent properly respond to these
concerns in a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) and in regard to these concerns offer
comments:

Article 97
• DCR maintains that the proposal to widen the river by removing river bank and associated

vegetation of DCR parkland along the Aberjona River would result in a change of use and physical
control to Article 97 parkland owned by the Commonwealth. The proposed work would eliminate
an upland portion of parkland adjacent to the river. Please note that the land in question was not
acquired for flood control purposes. The specific area of land was acquired by the Metropolitan
Parks Commission, a predecessor parks agency to DCR, for parkland and parkway purposes.
DCR’s position continues to be that the proposed uses of DCR property, such as the right to
construct and maintain permanent channel modifications and perpetual flowage rights upon the
land, would require, at least, the conveyance of an easement by the Commonwealth. Conveyance
of an easement or the fee interest would require an act of the Legislature. DCR also understands
that the proponent may need to acquire an easement, in any event, to comply with site control
requirements of the Army Corps of Engineers. The FEIR must describe how the project will
minimize and mitigate impacts to protected parkland, and must address compliance with EOEEA’s
Land Disposition Policy, particularly addressing the ‘no net loss’ of parkland for the benefit of the
public. As part of this analysis the proponent should discuss whether conveyance of a suitably-
tailored easement or the fee interest is appropriate under the circumstances. In the SDEIR, DCR
notes with interest that some public access walkway improvements are under consideration in this
regard. As part of any further discussion in the FEIR, DCR would like to better understand the

1



proposal, the maintenance responsibilities of the town for these improvements, and the design
details, such as how public safety will be addressed, for example, the need for an appropriate
railing to avoid the risk of pedestrians slipping into the channel. Please contact DCR General
Counsel Tom LaRosa (617) 626-4944 for additional information regarding the land disposition
process.

Natural and Historic Resources
• Vegetated riparian areas serve a number of beneficial functions for fisheries. The tree canopy

provides shade that helps to moderate water temperatures, contributing to conditions that maintain
adequate dissolved oxygen levels. Detritus from decaying leaves and twigs that fall into rivers and
streams provide a key energy source to fuel the base of the aquatic food chain. Insects that fall
from overhanging branches are an important food source for fish in rivers and streams. Tributaries
with a buffer of riparian vegetation can contribute clean, cool water to the mainstems, as well as
providing organic matter needed by aquatic organisms. The FEIR should clarify how removal of
bank and associated upland vegetation might impact riverine habitat related to anadromous fish
restoration efforts in the overall watershed.

• The Public Archaeology Lab (PAL) prepared a “Technical Memorandum, Aberjona Flood Control
Project, Winchester, MA”. They concluded that at least nine of the proposed twelve individual
projects potentially contain intact archaeological resources, and that an Intensive (Locational)
Archaeological Survey should be conducted for these archaeologically sensitive portions of the
project. The Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) concurred with this recommendation.
A copy of any additional archaeological survey information that will be provided to MHC should
also be provided for review by DCR’s Archaeologist as soon as it is available and prior to any
work activities.

• The Mystic Valley Parkway is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. EOEEA has
recognized this significance through its creation of the Historic Parkways Initiative, a collaborative
historic preservation effort to support the protection of parkways as historic landscapes with Article
97 protection. The FEIR should describe how alterations to the landscape located between the
Mystic Valley Parkway and the Aberjona River are consistent with DCR’s Historic Parkway
Guidelines.

Bridges and Dams
• The proposed flood mitigation strategy is likely to increase water elevations immediately

downstream during storm events, potentially resulting in localized flooding. Proposed DCR
engineering projects located downstream of Winchester’s focus stretch, i.e. installation of an
additional pump at the Amelia Earhart Dam, rehabilitation of the Upper Mystic Lake Dam, and
removal of the Cradock Bridge obstruction, should be implemented in advance of the Aberjona
River alterations proposed by the Town of Winchester. Detailed engineering cost breakdowns
need to be considered for the three projects listed above. The proponent must recognize budgetary
and staffing constraints related to DCR’s timetable for implementing the proposed dam
improvements. Also, it can not be assumed that the Massachusetts Highway Department (MHD)
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will undertake the obstruction removal for the Cradock Bridge as part of any upcoming MHD
bridge rehabilitation work.

• Spot Pond is not part of the tributary system to the Aberjona River as stated on page 2-1 of the
SDEIR. Spot Pond drains to the Malden River via Spot Pond Brook in Stoneham. If the
contributory watershed area of Spot Pond was used in the predictive modeling of the Aberjona
River, then a correction for predicted flows may be necessary.

• The SDEIR provides some information on flow velocities. The FEIR should include flow
velocities in the vicinity of the Mystic Valley Parkway Bridge. DCR is concerned that the project
might increase scour velocity at this location.

Riverside Design and Construction Considerations
• DCR must have final approval of any proposed landscape design along the Mystic Valley Parkway.

A qualified landscape architect must be part of the team that would coordinate with DCR to ensure
that historic parkway character and recreational value along the corridor will be enhanced. DCR’s
field staff should also be consulted at the design stage. Work activities will require a DCR
Construction Permit.

Thank you for taking these comments into consideration. Please contact Paul DiPietro in the Division
of Planning and Engineering at (617) 626-1436 with any additional questions.

Sincerely,

Priscilla Geigis
Acting Commissioner

cc Michael J. Toohill, ENSR Environmental Scientist
Mark Twogood, Assistant Town Manager, Winchester
Wade Welch, Town Counsel, Winchester
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Response to Comments from DCR, April 10, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 Subsequent to issuance of the SDEIR Certificate, the Town held a series of meetings 
with representatives of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and DCR to discuss 
alternative configurations for Project 2 to address the issues presented in the SDEIR 
comments, including application of Article 97.   
These discussions led a re-design of Project 2, described in Section 3.3.2 of the FEIR, 
that reduced the proposed width of the channel bottom from 39 feet to 35 feet, or by 
approximately 10%.  In addition, the sidewalk running between the river channel and 
the Mystic Valley Parkway will be retained an not below street grade.  Reducing the 
channel bottom width to 35 feet, however, disqualifies Project 2 from funding under 
Section 205 of the federal 1948 Flood Control Act of 1948 (Public law 80-858), as 
amended.  The USACE concluded that a channel width of less than 39 feet would not 
provide sufficient flood relief to meet the 1:1 cost-to-benefit ratio required by that statute 
to qualify for federal funding.  As a consequence, redesigning Project 2 to a 35-foot 
channel width eliminates approximately $800,000 in federal funding that would be 
available to the project if it retained a 39-foot channel width. 
Because Project 2 no longer qualifies for USACE funding, a permanent easement 
regarding the channel modification or perpetual flowage within that channel is not 
required. The narrower channel width substantially reduces the amount of parkland that 
physically altered by Project 2, and the redesigned project retains the sidewalk running 
between the river channel and the parkway.  These changes reduce the potential 
impacts to public use of the parkland, and avoids any loss in DCR’s physical control of 
the project area.  Based on recent discussions with DCR staff, it is the Town’s 
understanding that DCR will not request application of Article 97 and EOEA’s Article 97 
Land Disposition Policy to the redesigned Project 2.   

2 The restoration of anadromous fish to the Mystic River and its tributaries, including the 
Aberjona River is a primary objective of the Mystic River Action Plan.  As part of the 
restoration effort a new fish ladder in the Upper Mystic Lake Dam is being installed to 
allow anadromous fish to reach Upper Mystic Lake for spawning.  While there are 
several other impediments to fish migration upstream of Waterfield Road that prevent 
the fish from migrating further upstream to spawn, the proposed Project 2 will actually 
result in increased water depths during low flow periods and enhanced habitat 
conditions. 
In the short term there will be a loss of bank vegetation on the east bank of the river for 
a distance of approximately 1,300 linear feet.  The existing bank in this reach is 
armored with large granite blocks, which has some vegetation (including trees) growing 
in the joints between blocks.  The new channel bank will be bio-engineered, the granite 
blocks will be removed, and the bank will be planted with low growing vegetation. At the 
top of the new bank trees will be replanted in a 2:1 ratio to those removed.  The 
elevation change from the top of Bank to the ordinary water level is only 4 feet and the 
new plantings will provide shading to the banks and the water surface. The proposed 
channel will be wider and the incorporation of a 2-foot deep meandering low flow 
channel will provide adequate water depths, favorable flow conditions, and aid in 
maintaining cooler water temperatures to allow for the passage of anadromous fish.    
In summary, re-configuration of the channel will not adversely affect anadromous fish 
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restoration efforts, in fact, the river habitat in this reach will be enhanced by the channel 
reconfiguration project.     

3 A copy of the archeological report was sent to the attention of Rick Sullivan at DCR on 
February 5, 2010.  No pre- or post- contact cultural materials or features potentially 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places were identified during 
archeological testing at Project 2 and no further archaeological testing is 
recommended. 

4 The FEIR describes the proposed alterations to the landscape between the Mystic 
Valley Parkway (MVP) and the River, as well as proposed modifications that will occur 
within the National Register of Historic Places boundaries of the MVP. DCR will be 
invited to participate in the consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and 950 CMR 71 regarding the effects of Project 2 on the historic 
MVP. The consultation will focus on producing a final design that minimizes the effect to 
the extent possible and is developed in accordance with Historic Parkway Preservation 
Treatment Guidelines issued by DCR in 2006. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
among the consulting parties will stipulate measures that will be undertaken to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate Project effects will be included in the FEIR. 

5 The flood mitigation strategy proposed as part of the FEIR Alternative will not result in 
increase of water levels downstream, with the implementation of upstream and 
downstream flood mitigation measures.  It is our understanding that Upper Mystic Lake 
Dam project is currently under construction and is scheduled for completion in 2011.  
MassDOT improvements to the Craddock Bridge at Main Street in Medford are in 
design. As part of its work since the SDEIR filing, the Town of Winchester and its 
consultants performed a study that showed the panels in the Craddock Locks could be 
removed before the bridge is reconstructed to provide the same mitigation benefits.  
The FEIR Alternative does not require improvements to the Amelia Earhart dam as a 
downstream mitigation measure; however installation of an additional pump would be 
helpful for the lower Mystic Basin towns. 

6 Thank you for pointing this out.  This was a factual error in the text of the SDEIR.  The 
watershed was not modeled with Spot Pond as part of it.  

7 The velocities upstream and downstream of the Mystic Valley Parkway Bridge are not 
predicted to change.  The model results show a 0.1 feet-per-second increase within the 
bridge, a minor change which should not affect scour through the bridge.  Table 4-1 in 
Section 4.1.1 of this FEIR, now includes velocity comparison at the Mystic Valley 
Bridge.  

8 The landscape architecture firm Pressley Associates, Inc. will be working with AECOM 
on the final design of Project #2 that affects the MVP.  The design team is committed to 
coordinating each phase of the design with DCR.   
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Ian A. Bowles     
Executive Office of       
    Environmental Affairs       
100 Cambridge Street  
Boston MA, 02114 
 
Attn: MEPA Unit 
 
Dear Secretary Bowles: 
 
 The Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has reviewed the Supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (SDEIR) submitted by town of Winchester for implementation 
of flood control improvements at various locations along the Aberjona River between Washington 
Street and the MBTA railroad tracks in Winchester (EOEA# 13046).  The preferred alternative in 
the SDEIR (Alternative 7) is a revision of the Modified Aberjona River Conveyance Improvements, 
(Alternative 5) in the DEIR. The revisions result in a reduction in wetlands impacts and the volume 
of dredge sediments from the Aberjona River. The Department is very encouraged by the progress 
that has been made to incorporate watershed-based alternatives, and MassDEP requests that the 
following comments be addressed in a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). 
 
 The town of Winchester is susceptible to flooding as a result of urbanization of the Aberjona 
River watershed, which has contributed to increasing peak streamflow rates. In March 2001 a record 

onstricted in the town of Winchester 
by three dams/weirs and 20 bridges/culverts. By eliminating these constrictions and undertaking 

damaging floods, such as the five storms (October 1996, June 1998, March 2001, April 2004, and 
May 2006), which caused over $20 million in loss in the past ten years.   
 
  The SDEIR has identified and modeled new alternatives that incorporate best 
management practices and several preliminary designs for Project 2, which originate from the 
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Feasibility Study for the channel-widening project.  
According to the SDEIR the channel-widening project is necessary, based on the modeled 
results, to achieve significant retraction of the floodplain. The model is calibrated and now 

RE: Winchester 
Aberjona Flood Mitigation 
Program 
EOEA # 13046 
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appears to more properly reflect actual flooding conditions. MassDEP requests that the FEIR 
include a comparison between the model and the USGS Aberjona gage for discharges at the 1-, 
10-, 25-, 50- and 100-year floods, to verify that the model is a good fit. 
 
 The Department appreciates the efforts of the town of Winchester in refining the 
preferred alternative, and improving the balance between human needs for flood control and the 
ecological functions and riparian habitat. The preferred plan, as now proposed is more congruent 
with the wetlands performance standards. The plan now consists of seven discrete projects that 
change the flow conveyance structures and widen and deepen the river channel. In addition to the 
reduced profile channel-widening project (Project 2), the plan is to complete Project 3 at the 
Center Falls by r , Project 4 at the Vernon Street 
Bridge, Project 6 at the high school fields plans to add 

, Project 8 at Swanton Street entails replacement of 
, 

Project 10  at the r
 and Project at 15 Davidson Park will remove 

the remaining pieces of the dam. In addition, Project 1, an MWRA project will reduce flooding 
impacts.  A new siphon chamber at Wedgemere Train Station is due for construction in 2007. 
The river  
 
 The plan is to schedule the work downstream before the upstream projects. However, the 
SDEIR indicates that Projects 4, 8, and 10 may be studied further to determine whether they can 
proceed prior to downstream projects, without causing flooding. The downstream mitigation 
controlled by the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) needs to be completed 
prior to the upstream projects, because if the Aberjona River is widened without this downstream 
mitigation, there would be increased flooding in Arlington, Somerville, Cambridge, and 
Medford. The downstream mitigation improves the control structure at the Upper Mystic Lake 
and removes the Craddock Locks in Medford. The new modeling done for the SDEIR also shows 
that the Craddock Locks are a cause of backwater flooding on the Alewife River (p. 3-31).  
Therefore, the FEIR should make it clear that these projects will proceed before others upstream. 
The fourth pump at the Amelia Earhart dam apparently is not essential to complete early in the 
flood improvement project; it was not included in the modeled preferred alternative. 
 
Section 61 Finding (for FEIR) 

The Department requests that the FEIR include a Section 61 Finding, describing those 
measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate environmental impacts from the project that relate to 
the MassDEP permits, including a Section 61 Finding for wetlands in the event a Superseding 
Order of Conditions is applicable. The Finding also should identify the parties responsible for 
implementing these measures, and an approximate schedule for completing the work after the 
environment is impacted.  Inclusion of a tabular presentation of the mitigation measures that will 
be implemented for the project simplifies the preparation of Section 61 Findings, by assembling in 
order the information required in 310 CMR 11.07 (6)(k). MassDEP suppor
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Wetlands 
 The proposed flood control projects would impact land under water and waterways 
(LUW), inland bank, bordering vegetated wetland (BVW), bordering land subject to flooding 
(BLSF) and riverfront area will occur.  
 
PROJECT BANK (LF)    LUW (SF)   BVW (SF)      RA (SF)      BLSF (SF) 

 
 

Despite the fact that 11,000 square feet of BVW impact has been eliminated, MassDEP 
remains concerned about the Project 2 channel widening from Waterfield Road to Bacon Street.  
This reach of the river supports a mature tree canopy on both sides of the river, and the proposed 
removal of riparian vegetation along the downstream left bank may result in further water quality 
impacts in an already stressed basin, such as increased water temperatures.   
 

Implementation of Project 2 will need to incorporate a low-flow channel, as described on 
p. 4-33, and more review will be needed to consider the dimensions of this "pilot channel," and 
the design of wildlife habitat improvements, mentioned on p. 2-30. The low flow or pilot channel 
will need to be carefully designed and constructed to ensure that it serves its primary purpose to 
allow for fish passage. Additional shading along the banks of the Aberjona River also should  be 
considered in the restored river reach design to promote wildlife habitat and fish passage.  

 
The SDEIR indicates that the USACE Feasibility Study of alternatives for the river 

widening project between Waterfield Road and Wedgemere siphon will be available prior to the 
FEIR. This timing makes it possible to include in the FEIR any new information or changes to 
Project 2 alternatives in the USACE study that were not provided in the SDEIR. In particular, 
MassDEP asks that the FEIR highlight any information on damage to wetland resources, which 
has not been considered or explained fully previously. In addition, if Project 2 is scheduled to 
take place after the construction of the fish ladder at the mid-lakes dam, the FEIR should propose 
time-of-year restrictions on construction to avoid impacting the spawning of herring. 

 
The FEIR also should acknowledge that by widening the river, the boundaries of the 

Riverfront Area may no longer be located where they are currently, which could affect 
permitting for properties near the river. 

 
The hydraulics of the Aberjona River are expected to change in high flow events, 

although Alternative 7 shows areas of increase and decrease in flow velocities, with the highest 
level increase in the reaches above Mt. Vernon Street (p.4-11).  In discussing levels of erosion 
and sediment transport relating to changes in flow velocities, the SDEIR (p. 4-11) notes, "The 

 design, a more detailed look at 
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the stream power at bridges will be analyzed and armoring may have to be built into the designs 
immediately upstream of the bridges to prevent scour in those critical areas." As part of this 
analysis, MassDEP recommends consideration of alternatives to armoring, including in-stream 
structures such as cross-vanes and J-hooks, which are designed to redirect the energy of the 
current without the armoring of banks.   
 
Wetlands Limited Project Provisions 

The proposed channel widening is no longer proposed under the Limited Project 
provisions specified in 310 CMR 10.53 because the BVW alteration has been reduced 
significantly. Although BVW alteration in the preferred alterative has been reduced to 
approximately 1,000 square feet, it is possible that a Variance still may be required because of 
the amount of proposed alteration to Riverfront Area. The wetland regulation, pursuant to 310 
CMR 10.58(4)(d) provides that within 200-foot Riverfront Areas, issuing authorities may allow 
up to 5,000 square feet or 10 percent of the Riverfront Area within the lot, whichever is greater.  
To address this issue, the FEIR should consider whether the Riverfront Area threshold of 5,000 
square feet or 10 percent disturbance of the riverfront area within a lot is exceeded, in order to 
determine whether a Variance would be required. (One approach would be to add up the 
disturbance of the Riverfront Area in all affected lots, and determine whether alteration exceeds 
10 percent of the Riverfront Area in the combined lots.) 

 
Stormwater Controls  

The town of Winchester is making significant progress in planning and implementing 

management practices in the preferred alternative, and for reaching out to other watershed 
 

 
The Town of Winchester fully understands that the long-term success of the 
proposed flood mitigation program outlined in this SDEIR is dependent 
upon the Town implementing programs to: 

 
 
 

 management systems. The Town of Winchester is committed to instituting 
 these actions through a variety of policy controls and technical measures, 
 
The Section 61 Findings for this project should incorporate the stormwater commitments. 

In the Findings, the town also should make commitments to acquire and preserve the area that 
will be redefined as bordering land subject to flooding to ensure that new construction will not 
intrude in BLSF or that new stormwater discharges will be introduced into the River, which 
could lead to a renewed effort to widen the river further.  The SDEIR noted that some projects 
are currently being built in the BLSF or lands near the Aberjona River (that aren't in BLSF, but 
may be based on the new maps).   

 
Some mitigation, such as acquisition of the Marotta Property, was not fully investigated 

in the SDEIR. MassDEP also understands that a contract has recently been signed to study the 
use of 16.5 acres of the "Kraft property" for flood storage. This parcel is located on the 
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Woburn/Winchester line and would provide storage during peak storm events. MassDEP is 

that acquisition of these sites could reduce some of the widening proposed.  The potential for 
flood relief that can be achieved on these sites should be evaluated in the FEIR, and 
commitments should be made to develop the sites for flood control in the Section 61 Finding. By 
organizing the mitigation commitments in a Section 61 Finding, the conservation commission 
and MassDEP will have direction on how to proceed when the Notices Of Intent is filed.  

 
Sediment and Erosion Control 
 The SDEIR indicates that the town of Winchester also is collaborating with the 
Massachusetts Community Assistance Partnership (MassCAP) to assess areas where the town 
can improve the methods used to address sedimentation and erosion to better control the 
sediment that is discharged to the Aberjona River. As a result of that program, the town is 
revising its catch basin cleaning program to increase the cleanout frequency of catchbasins in 
areas abutting wetlands, waterbodies, and natural resources. In addition, catchbasins that have 
had excessive sediment loads previously will get more frequent treatment. 

 
Dredging 
Under the revised plans in the SDEIR, enlargement of the Aberjona River channel would 
necessitate dredging of 16,000 yd3 of sediment. The dredging information provided in the SDEIR 
is too general. The Department recommends that the final EIR consider the requirements in the 
revised 401 Water Quality Certification regulations for dredging, 314 CMR 9.00, which were 
promulgated on 12/29/06. 
 
 The MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposed project.  Please 
contact Heidi Davis at (978) 694-3255 for further information on the wetlands and 401 water 
quality certification issues, and Ken Chin at (617) 292-5893 for information on dredging issues. 
Please contact Nancy Baker, MEPA Review Coordinator, for further information on the stormwater 
issues and for any general questions regarding these comments at (978) 694-3338.   
 
                                   
 
        Sincerely, 
 
 
        John D. Viola 
                                         Assistant Regional Director 
       
   
     
cc: Brona Simon, Massachusetts Historical Commission  
 Marianne Connolly, MWRA 
 Tom Mahin, Jill Provencal, Heidi Davis, MassDEP NERO 
 Mike Stroman, Tom Maguire, Ken Chin, Lisa Rhodes MassDEP-Boston 
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Response to Comments from DEP NERO, April 6, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 The FEIR now includes a comparison of model and USGS gage discharges for the 2-, 
10-, 50-, and 100-year flood events, see Table 2-1 in Section 2.1.3 of this FEIR.  Prior 
to publishing this document AECOM and DEP reviewed the model and the DEP agrees 
that the model accurately portays the empirical evidence. 

2 As part of the FEIR, several projects were evaluated for their potential to be constructed 
ahead of the Scalley Dam and Craddock Locks mitigation projects.  This additional 
analysis determined that Project 2 (Waterfield Road to Bacon Street) could be built after 
completion of Upper Mystic Lakes Dam improvements are complete, but ahead of the 
other mitigation projects with no adverse effect. Projects 4 (Mount Vernon Street Bridge 
Improvements), Project 8 (Swanton Street Bridge Improvements), and Project 10 
(Railroad Bridge near Muraco School) were evaluated but each required that other 
projects and/or the Scalley Dam/Craddock Locks projects be completed first.  The 
mitigation at Craddock Locks becomes required as the flows released from Project 4 
(Mount Vernon Street Bridge) come into play.  Section 4.8.5 of the FEIR presents the 
proposed sequence for project completion. 

3 Section 5 of this FEIR now includes a Draft Section 61 finding for wetlands in the event 
a Superseding Order of Conditions is required.    

4 In the short term, there will be a loss of bank vegetation on the east bank of the river for 
a distance of approximately 1,300 linear feet associated with Project 2.  The existing 
bank in this reach is armored with large granite blocks, which has some vegetation 
(including trees) growing in the joints between blocks.  The new channel bank on the 
east side of the River will be bio-engineered, the granite blocks will be removed, and 
the bank will be planted with low growing vegetation. At the top of the new bank trees 
will be replanted in a 2:1 ratio to those removed.  The elevation change from the top of 
Bank to the ordinary water level is only 4 feet and the new plantings will provide 
shading to the banks and the water surface. The proposed channel will be wider and 
the incorporation of a 2-foot deep meandering low flow channel will provide adequate 
water depths, favorable flow conditions, and aid in maintaining cooler water 
temperatures to allow for the passage of anadromous fish.  The existing vegetation on 
the western bank will remain.    

5 The pilot channel proposed as part of Project 2 has been sized to be 2-feet-deep, have 
an 8-feet bottom width, and be set in a meandering pattern within the main channel 
bottom between Waterfield Road and Bacon Street.  Normal pool elevation from the 
Mid-Lakes Dam is currently 7.5-feet NAVD88, the proposed bottom of the low flow 
channel is approximately 3.5-feet NAVD88, which results in a normal depth of 4-feet.  
Prior to major storms it is proposed by DCR that Upper Mystic Lake will be drawn down 
2.2-feet to provide additional storage.  The low flow channel will, therefore, contain 
water evne during these drawdown events.    The low flow channel will be sized to 
maintain a minimum depth of 2-feet given the average annual low flow of 7 cubic-feet-
per second. 
The structural integrity and need for maintenance of the pilot channel will be issuea 
addressed during final design, but velocities in this reach of the Aberjona River are 
fairly low due to the backwater from Upper Mystic Lake and the relatively flat slope of 
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the channel.  The side slopes of the pilot channel will be bio-engineered, but not 
planted since during normal flows (and even during low flows) the channel will be 
completely submerged.  Planting will occur in the new bank of the main channel 
adjacent to the Mystic Valley Parkway (east side) and trees will be planted at the top of 
the river bank.   

6 As stated in the FEIR, the USACE is no longer associated with the design or 
construction of Project 2.  Since the SDEIR, the proposed channel widening has been 
reduced from a bottom width of 39-feet to 35-feet to allow for greater recreational and 
landscaping opportunities.  Alewife and blueback herring are anadromous species that 
live primarily in the sea, but enter freshwater streams and rivers to spawn.  They spawn 
in ponds and in sluggish stretches of streams and rivers, Alewives tend to begin their 
spawning runs upstream earlier than the blueback herring. Spawning typically takes 
place at temperatures of 55 to 60° F for alewives and slightly warmer at 70 to 75° F for 
blueback herring.  The first alewives entering from Massachusetts Bay typically appear 
upstream in April, but date of arrival varies from stream to stream, according to local 
conditions.  Successive runs follow, peaking in June. Spawning only lasts a few days, 
with the spent individuals returning quickly to the sea.  The young herring begin working 
their way downstream soon after hatching (approximately one week).  The majority of 
individuals have found their way downstream by mid-summer.  Although, alewives have 
been seen descending as late as August, in Massachusetts steams, and blueback 
herring have been found to descend as late as October (Bigelow and Schroeder, 1953).  
 
The Mystic River has a significant annual herring run, which includes alewife and 
blueback herring. With the construction of the fish ladder at the Mid-Lakes Dam and the 
subsequent access to Upper Mystic Lake and the reach of river being considered for 
this project, construction activities should be restricted to avoid impacting the spawning 
run of herring.  It is proposed that construction be restricted to August through February 
to avoid the ascending and descending herring.  

7 An analysis was performed that assessed pre- and post-project Riverfront Area.  The 
expansion of Riverfront Area will primarily occur in Manchester Field, a town-owned 
property.  Graphics showing the existing and proposed Riverfront Area are included in 
this Section 4.2.4 of this FEIR. 

8 During design alternatives to armoring will be considered.  More discussion is included 
in FEIR Section 4.1.1  

9 An assessment of Riverfront Area impacts related to Project 2 was performed and a 
conservative approach was taken.  The ―lot‖ area used was limited to the DCR property 
within the affected reach as opposed to the true lot size along the entire river.  This 
understates the amount of Riverfront Area present and overstates impact percentages.  
Previously developed areas such as sidewalks were not counted.  After this 
conservative approach it was found that less than 10% of the Riverfront Area on the 
affected lot was being disturbed as part of this process, and far less than that was being 
converted to Bank and Land Under Waterbodies and Waterways.  Therefore a 
Variance from the Wetland Protection Act is not required. 

10 The Town is still committed to implementing stormwater controls. The Town is currently 
upgrading one of their playfields, and is including stormwater upgrades including 
underground detention and infiltration systems which will help reduce flooding from 
surcharging catch basins and increase groundwater infiltration.  
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11 The Town has no plans to acquire any other land being removed from the floodplain 
due to this project nor is that a reasonable requirement given the location and use of 
the flooplain fringe areas.  The Town of Winchester has strict site development 
standards which include maintenance of existing discharge volumes and rates from 
new development and redevelopment projects.  The floodplain fringe areas being 
removed from the floodplain are currently developed or Town-owned lands.  Reduction 
of the floodplain will not open up new areas for development within this heavily 
urbanized river corridor. 

12 The Town met with property owner of the Marotta property to investigate the possibility 
of acquiring the property.  It was determined that purchasing the property for the 
amount requested was not cost-effective and it was staff’s opinion that it could not 
recommend the purchase to Town Meeting.  

As discussed in Section 2.6.1 of the FEIR, the Town of Winchester funded a feasibility 
study to evaluate potential wetland restoration and flood storage potential on 
approximately 16-acres of land owned by the General Foods Corporation (i.e. Kraft 
Foods) in Winchester and Woburn.  The study concluded that the site could provide 
storage for up to 6.5 million gallons of floodwater for the 25-year storm event, while at 
the same time improving the riparian habitat and providing water quality treatment of 
attenuated flood waters from a highly urbanized watershed.  Kraft Foods would retain 
ownership of the land.  The Town is actively seeking funding to complete the design 
and construction of this project.  Unfortunately, the Kraft Foods site is inundated during 
the 100-year storm event, and therefore does not reduce the need for downstream 
improvements proposed as part of the FEIR Alternative, nor would it provide effective 
flood storage during the 100-year event.    

13 The FEIR now includes additional detail on the dredging impacts, see Sections 2.4 and 
4.4. 





1
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Response to Comments from Massachusetts Water Resource Authority (MWRA) – March 23, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 The USACE is no longer involved in the design or construction of Project 2.  The project 
has been reduced from a 39-foot to a 35-foot bottom width.  The project is being 
designed to avoid impacts to the MWRA sewers.  During design the Town will 
coordinate with the MWRA and develop specific plans and notes that will protect the 
sewers during construction.   

2 As the design of projects near MWRA facilities move forward, the Town will work with 
MWRA to mitigate any conflicts.  The town will also obtain MWRA permits (as 
necessary) when the designs are nearing construction. 



 
S E N A T O R  P A T R I C I A  J E H L E N  

S E C O N D  M I D D L E S E X  D I S T R I C T  

S T A T E  H O U S E  O F  M A S S A C H U S E T T S  

R O O M  2 1 3 - A  

B O S T O N ,  M A  0 2 1 3 3  

 

April 6, 2007 

 

Secretary Ian Bowles 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attn: Deirdre Buckley, MEPA Unit 

EOEA No. 13046 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

 

Re: Aberjona River Flood Control 

 Winchester, MA 

 EOEA #13046 

 

 

Dear Secretary Bowles: 

 

I am writing to comment on Winchester’s Flood Mitigation plans.   

 

As the State Senator who represents Winchester, my priority is to reduce flooding and to 

ensure Winchester does not face an unfair financial burden for their efforts.  Five major 

floods along the Aberjona River have inflicted an estimated $20,000,000 in damages 

within the past decade. Winchester has expended a great deal of its own resources to 

prevent further flood damage to the town’s public and private property.  Thus, as you 

move forward on the SDEIR, I ask you to be mindful of the resources Winchester has 

devoted to this project. 

 

With this in mind, I write in support of Winchester’s SDEIR.  I support the elimination of 

projects that were unnecessary.  I also support Winchester’s plan to dredge and widen the 

river.  My hope is to establish an effective water management plan throughout the entire 

Mystic River Watershed.  We need to ensure water flows effectively from Horn Pond 

through the Amelia Earhardt Dam.   

 

As a Senator who represents down stream communities as well, I want to make sure that 

water flow is properly managed.  To that end, I am hopeful that the removal of the 

Craddock Locks will benefit the region by allowing water to flow downstream 



uninterrupted.   It is also my hope that included in the Department of Conservation and 

Recreation’s capital plan are funds earmarked to address issues at the Upper Mystic Dam.   

However, we must also study water management at the Amelia Earhardt Dam.  It is 

important to note that legislators representing lower Mystic River communities are 

seeking funds to study this issue in order to ensure we fully understand how to best 

control the pumps at the dam. 

 

With regards to mitigation for widening the river and dredging, I urge you to remain 

sensitive to Winchester’s concerns and the financial burden they have been asked to bear 

over the past decade.  We need to find a fair and equitable solution to the flooding crisis 

in Winchester as well as a sustainable and affordable way to manage water throughout 

the entire Mystic River Watershed. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Patricia D. Jehlen 

State Senator 
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Response to Comments from Senator Patricia D. Jehlen – April 6, 2007 
 

Comment 
Number 

Response 

 No response necessary. 
 



1



2

3

4
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Response to Comments from Town of Arlington Board of Selectman – April 6, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 The Town of Winchester understands your concern.  This is why the Town hired 
AECOM to complete the analysis presented during the MEPA process using a model 
that includes all the major rivers/streams in the watershed including the ones 
downstream of Winchester.  The preferred alternative includes several mitigation 
measures, including Craddock Locks that will actually reduce flood levels downstream 
even after the flood mitigation improvements within the Town of Winchester are 
completed.   
The Aberjona Channel widening, Project 2, is not designed to provide additional 
storage.  The channel is being designed to restore the original channel size, which was 
reduced during the 1950’s when the Mystic Valley Parkway was straightened and the 
River was relocated.  The project will widen a 1300-foot stretch towards the eastern 
bank and will remove adverse slopes from the remainder of the stretch between Bacon 
Street and Waterfield Road.  The widening will keep most storms within in the channel, 
but will not increase the rate of flow.  Under existing conditions, floodwaters in this area 
travel downstream in the overbanks.  This is unlike the case of an undersized culvert, 
where if the channel banks upstream of the culvert overtop, the floodwaters are stored 
until they can pass through the culvert limiting the flow downstream.  

2 The model developed for FEMA has been calibrated to the available information in the 
watershed.  At the time of the initial study the only calibration point available was the 
USGS gage in Winchester.  Following the initial calibration and study submittal to 
FEMA, the USGS installed the gage on the Alewife.  The model was then validated to 
the May 2006 storm event.  The model matched the data from the Alewife gage for this 
storm.  No issues with the calibration were raised during the FEMA peer review 
process. 
The Town of Winchester and AECOM were also frustrated with the schedule with which 
the preliminary FIRMs were issued.  FEMA sent the preliminary maps to all Middlesex 
communities in September 2007, as also held public meetings presenting the study and 
allowing the public to comment.  FEMA also provided to those who wanted a copy the 
full model files.  The City of Cambridge contracted SEA Consultants to review the 
model and FEMA study.  SEA came to the conclusions that the FIRMs and FIS were 
conducted in a reasonable fashion and with reasonable assumptions.  No appeals were 
filed during the FEMA’s official comment period.          

3 The preferred FEIR Alternative does not include the installation of an additional pump at 
the Amelia Earhardt Dam.  The Town of Winchester agrees that this project would help 
reduce flooding in the downstream communities affected by the backwater from the 
dam, however, it is not necessary to be completed as mitigation prior to the 
implementation of the Winchester’s preferred FEIR Alternative.  The only mitigation 
measures necessary to complete the FEIR Alternative are DCR’s Mid Lake Dam which 
is currently under construction, an increased outlet size at Scalley Dam in Woburn, and 
modifications to Craddock Locks in Medford.   
Winchester is committed to performing the mitigation projects before projects that would 
impact flood levels downstream. Section 4.8.5 contains additional detail on the 
proposed project sequencing. 
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4 Since the SDEIR was filed, MassDOT (formerly MassHighway) performed their own 
hydraulic study of the Main Street Bridge.  MassDOT concluded that the current bridge 
opening is a minor restriction to Mystic River flood flows, and that upstream to 
downstream stage elevation differential ranged from 0.7 feet to 0.75-feet for the 10, 50, 
and 100-year return period flows.  MassDOT’s study should hopefully resolve the 
controversy over the amount of flow constriction at Craddock Dam. 
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Response to Comments from Town of Arlington Conservation Commission – April 5, 2007 
 

Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 Alternative 7b was run based on a requirement in the EOEEA Secretary’s Certificate on 
the DEIR.  It is not a preferred alternative, or even an alternative that Winchester would 
consider.  The Town understands that they cannot pass their problem further 
downstream, and need to mitigate any increases that results from any of their proposed 
projects.   

2 FEMA does not issue a final QA/QC report.  The review contractor makes comments 
and then comments are resolved.  The final reports and products include all resolved 
comments.  The FIRMs and FIS’ for Middlesex County are scheduled to become 
effective in June 2010.   
Cambridge hired SEA to review the preliminary FEMA study and maps.  SEA came to 
the conclusions that the FIRMs and FIS were conducted in a reasonable fashion and 
with reasonable assumptions.   

3 The Alewife USGS gage has not been hard surveyed, so AECOM does not have an 
accurate adjustment.  The adjustment that was made matches the water level pre- and 
post-storm, so even if the exact elevations are not knon the relative increase in water 
level could still be compared.    

4 Since the predicted velocities match so closely to those observed, and the predicted 
water levels match well with observed levels, the observed flows seem inconsistent.  
AECOM was not saying that the gage is not accurate; but rather questioning the rating 
curve that transforms velocity and stage to flow.  Since the model matches well with the 
two values actually measured, AECOM still feels that the model results for the May 
2006 simulation agree well with the observed data.    
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Response to Comments from City of Cambridge Executive Department – April 5, 2007 
 

Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 To-date, there have been at least two meetings (with MyRWA, the DCR, State 
Legislators, and representatives from neighboring communities) where the Town of 
Winchester EIR team members and the City of Cambridge Engineering Department 
have participated in discussions concerning regional approaches to flood mitigation.  
The City Engineering Department has been involved in the issues regarding Amelia 
Earhardt Dam, Craddock Locks, and the Upper Mystic Lake Dam project.  It is our 
understanding that the City of Cambridge is working with the DCR on several projects 
intended to address flood control issues.  The Town of Winchester commits to 
continuing its supportive role as a partner in addressing flood mitigation on a 
watershed-wide basis.  The projects discussed in this FEIR help to alleviate flooding in 
Winchester while not exporting the problem to its downstream neighbors including the 
City of Cambridge.  The Town of Winchester is also a sitting member of the Mystic 
River Watershed Steering Committee established by EPA.   

2 FEMA sent the preliminary maps to all Middlesex communities in September 2007, and 
also held public meetings presenting the study and allowing the public to comment.  
FEMA also provided a copy the full model files to those who wanted.  The Town of 
Winchester agrees that you were at a disadvantage since the revised study and 
mapping were not yet issued prior to the submittal of the SDEIR.  Winchester prolonged 
the submittal of the SDEIR in hopes that the FEMA study would be distributed prior the 
SDEIR filing, but ultimately decided it could not wait for FEMA since the issuance date 
kept slipping. 

3 Winchester’s improvements and mitigation projects are being designed and will be 
constructed in such a manner as to not increase downstream flood elevations.  In fact 
flood elevations downstream will be reduced due to Winchester’s efforts.  The FEIR 
includes flood profile tables which show baseline conditions on Alewife Brook as 
compared to the proposed alternative.  Given that flood elevations are either constant 
or decreasing due to Winchester’s improvements, and due to the cost of producing 
maps, floodplain mapping along Alewife Brook was not produced for this FEIR. 

4 Proper operation of the proposed Scalley Dam spillway would be required to see full 
benefits and is part of the commitment being made in this FEIR.  The Town of 
Winchester has a good working relationship with the City of Woburn (the owner and 
operator of the dam) and will continue to work cooperatively with the City of Woburn as 
this project moves forward into operation.  If the Scalley Dam project is not included, as 
in Alternative 7c in the SDEIR, the model results show a decrease in flood elevations 
above Main Street (Craddock), and a slight increase downstream of Main Street.   

5 The Town of Winchester agrees that Craddock Bridge should be either renovated to a 
three span bridge, or the remnants of the locks be saw-cut and removed.  We disagree 
that this structure cannot count as mitigation.  At the time of the FEIR the obstructions 
at the Craddock Bridge have not been removed, therefore as in the FEMA FIRMs and 
FIS  the obstructions still should be included in the baseline condition.  The Town of 
Winchester has expended a lot of effort to identify constrictions and opportunities for 
mitigation downstream, including performing a feasibility assessment of removing the 
remaining locks.  Since the Town identified and performed the analysis to show that 
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removing portions of the structure could reduce flood impacts, it is fair that the Town 
claim these improvements as mitigation.  The Town of Winchester does not view a 
proposed project which it identified, analyzed, and performed engineering on as a 
―baseline‖ condition.  This is consistent with the view of all of the current engineering 
efforts in this area conducted by FEMA and MassDOT.  It is important to note, however, 
that once the obstructions at the Craddock Locks are removed, there will be excess 
capacity in the system beyond what is necessary to mitigate for Winchester flood 
control improvements.   

6 Other than the headloss across Craddock Bridge, AECOM has not identified any other 
structures will significant loss across them.  Proper control and management appear to 
be the only option.  Structural changes at Scalley Dam and Mid-lakes Dam will allow for 
easier management than previously available. 

7 The Town agrees that installing a fourth pump at the Amelia Earhardt Dam could result 
in a significant improvement to the operation of the dam for flood control.  However, 
installation of the fourth pump is not required as mitigation for the preferred alternative.   
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Response to Town of Winchester Planning Board – April 5, 2007 
 

Comment 
Number 

Response 

 No response necessary. 
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Response to Comments from Town of Winchester Conservation Commission – March 19, 2007 and 
revised letter dated April 5, 2007 
 

Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 AECOM believes that there is still a misconception that Project #2 includes widening 
the Aberjona River between Waterfield Road and Bacon Street (approximately 2,750 
feet).  The widening is only required from Waterfield Road to Manchester Road 
(approximately 1,300 feet) where the original channel was moved and narrowed as a 
result of building the Mystic Valley Parkway. Downstream of this point to Bacon Street 
the project only includes the removal of adverse slopes and the installation of the low 
flow pilot channel.  Channel work will be limit to between the banks, which will maintain 
the trees along the banks on both sides of the river. 
In the reach from Waterfield Road to Manchester Road there will be a loss of trees 
along the east bank during construction.  Following construction the proposed project 
includes planting a minimum of two 3-inch caliper replacements for each 4-inch-plus 
caliper tree removed.  The project team now includes Pressley Associates, Inc 
landscape architects who will be assisting in developing the landscape and tree 
replacement plans.  Existing vegetation on the western bank will be maintained.   
Since the submittal of the SDEIR, the design of Project 2 has been further developed. 
The channel has been reduced from 39 feet to a currently proposed bottom width of 35-
feet.  A pinch point was also determined which is going to require converting a portion 
of the Mystic Valley Parkway breakdown lane into sidewalk, in order to achieve the 35-
feet bottom width.  In order to place the bike path on the east side, the sidewalk would 
need to be a minimum 10-foot width, which would encroach into the Mystic Valley 
Parkway travel way.  As a result, the current design of the bikeway calls for it to be 
installed on the western side of the river between the parking lot and existing vegetated 
buffer.    

2 The Town of Winchester agrees that the design of the restoration needs to be 
accomplished by a team which includes aquatic ecologists with experience in river 
restoration, wildlife biologists, fisheries biologists and engineers familiar with ecological 
design.  The Town will continue to work with the Commission in formulating appropriate 
restoration designs during the remaining phases of the project. 

3 Removing the weir and adverse slope does not address the flow restriction upstream of 
Manchester Road.  For the SDEIR we evaluated the effectiveness of the preferred 
alternative (Alternative 7) without Project 2 (we called this Alternative 7a; described on 
pages 4-15 through 4-19).  The analyses showed that without Project 2, the flooding 
improvements in downtown Winchester were significantly reduced (1.5 feet of 
improvement with Project 2 versus 0.5 feet of improvement without it).  Clearly, Project 
2 is a critical link.  We agree that LOS levels do not improve in all cases, but we had to 
balance the size of the conveyance improvements against floodplain reductions, 
economic considerations, and environmental impact. As discussed on page 3-5 of the 
SDEIR, we also evaluated the size and cost requirements of providing conveyance in 
culverts versus channel enlargement in this reach and found that both the sizes 
required, the difficulty in installing them (Mystic River Valley Parkway and utilities on 
one side, and the MWRA sewer on the other) and the anticipated costs associated with 
such improvements preclude their use.   
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Response to Comments from Town of Winchester Historical Commission – April 5, 2007 
 

Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 The proposed design of Mount Vernon Street Bridge has not been altered since the 
SDEIR.  At this time, an updated rendering is not included, but the design team will 
consult with the Historical Commission as the design progresses. 

2 The language referenced by the Winchester Historical Commission is contained within 
the original historic assessment survey memorandum dated 2006.  SDEIR Appendix 
C2 – Historic Architectural Assessment (2007) supersedes the original study and states 
that preliminary design plans have been developed for replacement of the incompatible 
concrete with a wrought iron railing.   

3 Per the National Register of Historic Places nomination form (Adams et. al. 2008) for 
the Metropolitan Parkway System National Historic District the boundary for the Mystic 
Valley Parkway is drawn to encompass property historically and currently associated 
with the roadway, including the parkway corridor and adjacent planting strips and 
sidewalks where they exist.  Where they do not, the boundary extends 10 feet from the 
edge of pavement.  The boundary does not include adjacent MDC-owned property not 
directly associated with the parkway. 

4 Manchester Field was evaluated as a non-contributing element in the Kellaway 
Landscape Historic District and does not appear to be eligible for listing as part of the 
Mystic Valley Parkway. The original field was laid out in a collaborative effort by the 
Town of Winchester and the Metropolitan Parkway Commission during the construction 
of the Mystic Valley Parkway. The original park was destroyed when the river channel 
was straightened in 1946. The straightening project was not in conformance with the 
Kellaway Plan and was completed after the period of significance identified in the 
National Register evaluation completed for the Kellaway Landscape Historic District as 
part of the historic architectural survey conducted in advance of the FEIR.  

5 The boundary line for the Metropolitan Parkway System National Historic District was 
omitted on Figure 1b, but was depicted on Figure 1a where potential impacts to the 
district were identified. The area of the district encompassed by Figure 1b will not be 
impacted by the Project. 

6 Since the filing of the SDEIR, Project #2 was further evaluated the Town of Winchester 
and the project was significantly modified.  Project #2 now includes widening the 
Aberjona River from Waterfield Road Bridge to approximately 1300-feet downstream 
with a minimum bottom width of 35-feet.  The preferred alternative in the SDEIR had a 
sunken sidewalk; in the FEIR the preferred alternative is to convert a portion of the 
Mystic Valley Parkway Shoulder to sidewalk and a vegetative buffer.  The design is still 
progressing; a landscape architect is under contract to work with the design team to 
ensure that the design is consistent with DCR’s Historic Parkway Guidelines.  During 
the design guardrail or alternative options will be explored. 

7 The project permitting section of the FEIR includes coordination with MHC and WHC 
for Project #2. 

8 The update of the project permitting section in the FEIR includes the revisions 
suggested on this section of the SDEIR. 
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Response to Comments from ABC Flooding Board – April 6, 2007 
 

Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 FEMA sent the preliminary maps to all Middlesex communities in September 2007, and 
also held public meetings presenting the study and allowing the public to comment.  
FEMA also provided a copy the full model files to those who wanted it.  The Town of 
Winchester agrees that reviewers were at a disadvantage since the revised study and 
mapping were not yet issued prior to the submittal of the SDEIR.  Winchester prolonged 
the submittal of the SDEIR in hopes that the FEMA study would be distributed prior the 
SDEIR filing, but ultimately decided it could not wait for FEMA since the issuance date 
kept slipping. 

2 The headloss at Craddock Bridge for most storm events is approximately 0.7-feet.  If 
the projects as proposed are performed without any mitigation, including Craddock, Mid 
Lakes Dam and Scalley Dam, the increase in flood elevation downstream of Mid Lakes 
is approximately 0.5-feet in the 100-year storm.  With all the mitigation proposed in the 
preferred alternative flood elevations are expected to decrease 0.5-feet in the 100-year 
storm.  We believe that since the preferred alternative will result in a decrease in flood 
elevation, the Winchester Flood program actually benefits the downstream 
communities, and the mitigation is shared among the communities. 

3 The Town agrees that installing a fourth pump at the Amelia Earhardt Dam could result 
in a significant improvement to the operation of the dam for flood control.  However, 
installation of the pump is not required for the successful mitigation of the projects 
proposed as part of the FEIR Alternative.     

 



1



2

3

4

5



AECOM Report Environment 

 
J:\ESP\Projects\P100\600 to 699\10687-011 FEIR\MEPA\FEIR_Published\AberjonaFMP_v4.doc February 2010 

6-52 

Response to Comments from Mystic River Watershed Association – April 6, 2007 

 

Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 AECOM believes that there is still a misconception that Project #2 includes widening 
the Aberjona River from Waterfield Road to Bacon Street (approximately 2,750 feet).  
The widening is only required from Waterfield Road to Manchester Road 
(approximately 1,200 feet). Downstream of this point to Bacon Street, the project only 
includes the removal of adverse slopes and the installation of a low flow pilot channel.  
Channel work will be limited to between the banks, which will maintain the trees along 
the banks on both sides of the river. 
In the reach from Waterfield Road to Manchester Road there will be a loss of trees 
along the bank during construction.  Following construction the proposed project 
includes planting a minimum of two 3-inch caliper replacements for each 4-inch-plus 
caliper tree removed.  The project team now includes Pressley Associates, Inc 
landscape architects who will be assisting in developing the landscape and tree 
replacement plans.  Ecologically, this reach is not characterized by a ―mature forest 
with branches overhanging the river‖ as noted in the comment letter.  This reach is the 
result of the river being moved from its natural course due to reconstruction of the 
Mystic Valley Parkway.  In fact in this straightened, narrowed, and armored reach of 
river, only 8 trees over 4-inch diameter will be removed as part of the project along this 
1,300 foot reach of the river.  In the reaches downstream of Waterfield Road, the tree 
canopy is more significant and these banks will not be cut. 
Since the submittal of the SDEIR the design of Project 2 has been further developed. 
The channel has been reduced from 39 feet to a currently proposed bottom width of 35-
feet.  A pinch point was also determined that will require converting a portion of the 
Mystic Valley Parkway breakdown lane into sidewalk, in order to achieve the 35-feet 
bottom width.   
In the short term there will be a loss of bank vegetation on the east bank of the river for 
a distance of approximately 1,300 linear feet.  The existing bank in this reach is 
armored with large granite blocks, which has some vegetation (including trees) growing 
in the joints between blocks.  The new channel bank will be bio-engineered, the granite 
blocks will be removed, and will the banks will be plantedwith low growing vegetation. 
At the top of the new bank trees will be replanted in a 2:1 ratio to those removed.  The 
elevation change from the top of Bank to the ordinary water level is only 4 feet and the 
new plantings will provide shading to the banks and the water surface. The proposed 
channel will be wider and the incorporation of a 2-foot deep meandering low flow 
channel will provide adequate water depths, favorable flow conditions, and aid in 
maintaining cooler water temperatures to allow for the passage of anadromous fish.    

2 Subsequent to issuance of the SDEIR Certificate, the Town held a series of meetings 
with representatives of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and DCR to discuss 
alternative configurations for Project 2 to address the issues presented in the SDEIR 
comments, including application of Article 97.   
These discussions led a re-design of Project 2 ( described in Section 3.3.2 of the FEIR) 
that reduced the proposed width of the channel bottom from 39 feet to 35 feet, or by 
approximately 10%.  In addition, the sidewalk running between the river channel and 
the Mystic Valley Parkway will be retained and not below street grade.  Reducing the 
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channel bottom width to 35 feet, however, disqualifies Project 2 from funding under 
Section 205 of the federal 1948 Flood Control Act of 1948 (Public law 80-858), as 
amended.  The USACE concluded that a channel width of less than 39 feet would not 
provide sufficient flood relief to meet the 1:1 cost-to-benefit ratio required by that statute 
to qualify for federal funding.  As a consequence, redesigning Project 2 to a 35-foot 
channel width eliminates approximately $800,000 in federal funding that would be 
available to the project if it retained a 39-foot channel width. 
Because Project 2 no longer qualifies for USACE funding, a permanent easement 
regarding the channel modification or perpetual flowage within that channel is not 
required. The narrower channel width substantially reduces the amount of parkland that 
physically altered by Project 2, and the redesigned project retains the sidewalk running 
between the river channel and the parkway.  These changes reduce the potential 
impacts to public use of the parkland, and avoids any loss in DCR’s physical control of 
the project area.  Based on recent discussions with DCR staff, it is the Town’s 
understanding that DCR will not request application of Article 97 and EOEA’s Article 97 
Land Disposition Policy to the redesigned Project 2.   

3 Project 2 has been substantially revised since the SDEIR filing and trees are now 
proposed to be planted at the top of the riverbank in this reach in a 2:1 ratio to those 
removed.  Trees will be planted where there is enough buffer between the top of bank 
and Mystic Valley Parkway. 

4 The Town of Winchester and its consultants have spent a significant effort looking at 
possible sequencing for the project.  Model runs were made where each project was 
run independently to see what projects could be performed without causing 
downstream impact.  Section 4.8.5 includes a detailed discussion of project 
sequencing.   

5 The preferred alternative has been re-evaluated for the FEIR, the model has been 
updated to include changes to Project 2, Cradock Locks, and Scalley Dam as 
presented in Section 3.3.  Based on the recent Letter of Final Determination, issued by 
FEMA, there were no appeals on the preliminary base flood elevation, thus no changes 
to the model used were required. 
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Response to Comments from Water Supply Citizens Advisory Committee (WSCAC) – March 9, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 Subsequent to issuance of the SDEIR Certificate, the Town held a series of 
meetings with representatives of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and DCR to 
discuss alternative configurations for Project 2 to address the issues presented in 
the SDEIR comments, including application of Article 97.   
These discussions led a re-design of Project 2, described in Section 3.3.2 of the 
FEIR, that reduced the proposed width of the channel bottom from 39 feet to 35 
feet, or by approximately 10%.  In addition, the sidewalk running between the river 
channel and the Mystic Valley Parkway will be retained an not below street grade.  
Reducing the channel bottom width to 35 feet, however, disqualifies Project 2 from 
funding under Section 205 of the federal 1948 Flood Control Act of 1948 (Public 
law 80-858), as amended.  The USACE concluded that a channel width of less 
than 39 feet would not provide sufficient flood relief to meet the 1:1 cost-to-benefit 
ratio required by that statute to qualify for federal funding.  As a consequence, 
redesigning Project 2 to a 35-foot channel width eliminates approximately 
$800,000 in federal funding that would be available to the project if it retained a 
39-foot channel width. 
Because Project 2 no longer qualifies for USACE funding, a permanent easement 
regarding the channel modification or perpetual flowage within that channel is not 
required. The narrower channel width substantially reduces the amount of 
parkland that physically altered by Project 2, and the redesigned project retains 
the sidewalk running between the river channel and the parkway.  These changes 
reduce the potential impacts to public use of the parkland, and avoids any loss in 
DCR’s physical control of the project area.  Based on recent discussions with DCR 
staff, it is the Town’s understanding that DCR will not request application of Article 
97 and EOEA’s Article 97 Land Disposition Policy to the redesigned Project 2.   
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Response to Comments from Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) – April 6, 2007.  
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

 No response necessary 
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Response to Comments from Henry J. Curtis, Jr. – March 14, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

 No response necessary 
 









1

2

3



4

5

6







AECOM Report Environment 

 
J:\ESP\Projects\P100\600 to 699\10687-011 FEIR\MEPA\FEIR_Published\AberjonaFMP_v4.doc February 2010 

6-67 

Response to Comments from Mystic Stephen H. Kaiser – April 6, 2007 

 

Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 The model is complex, but the Mystic Watershed system is also complex.  Previous 
studies used simplified models but since timing in this system is important the unsteady 
flow model was required.  We disagree that the model is so complex that others can’t 
understand it.  Several other companies and agencies are currently using the model.  
For instance the ACOE, MassDOT, and DCR have successfully used the model and 
SEA Consultants were able to review the model. 

2 During the FEMA process the model was peer reviewed by Dewberry.   During the 
FEMA process the model was also made available to anyone who wanted it.  Several 
Towns downloaded the model.  Your community, the City of Cambridge hired SEA 
Consultants to review the model, and they found the model results and assumptions to 
be reasonable.   
Prior to submittal of the FEIR we have also met with you several times and have 
offered to provide you full copies of all model files. 

3 Once the pump capacity is overwhelmed the basin can fill up quickly, this is not an error 
of the model. 

4 We feel we responded fairly to your comments on the DEIR when they applied to 
technical issues.  We did not respond directly to your comments that questioned our 
ethics.  At great expense to the Town of Winchester we have also met with you on 
several occasions, provided you copious amounts of data, and we feel that we have 
responded adequately, completely, and honestly to your questions.  We understand 
that you do not agree with our findings, however other peer reviewers have agreed with 
us.  At this point we must agree to disagree.  

5 The SDEIR contained 14 pages in Chapter 4 (excluding graphics) which discussed the 
Wetland Protection Act implications of the projects in great detail.  The conclusion on 
page 44 was correct, a Variance process is not required because the threshold 
required to enter into such a process was not exceeded.  This subject is discussed 
again in this FEIR and the same conclusion has been reached.  These projects are 
allowed under the Wetlands Protection Act to be reviewed, and ruled on, by the 
Winchester Conservation Commission.  The DEP and USACE also have review 
authority over these projects under several state and federal statutes. 

6 Subsequent to issuance of the SDEIR Certificate, the Town held a series of meetings 
with representatives of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and DCR to discuss 
alternative configurations for Project 2 to address the issues presented in the SDEIR 
comments, including application of Article 97.   
These discussions led a re-design of Project 2 (described in Section 3.3.2 of the FEIR) 
that reduced the proposed width of the channel bottom from 39 feet to 35 feet, or by 
approximately 10%.  In addition, the sidewalk running between the river channel and 
the Mystic Valley Parkway will be retained and not below street grade.  Reducing the 
channel bottom width to 35 feet, however, disqualifies Project 2 from funding under 
Section 205 of the federal 1948 Flood Control Act of 1948 (Public law 80-858), as 
amended.  The USACE concluded that a channel width of less than 39 feet would not 
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provide sufficient flood relief to meet the 1:1 cost-to-benefit ratio required by that statute 
to qualify for federal funding.  As a consequence, redesigning Project 2 to a 35-foot 
channel width eliminates approximately $800,000 in federal funding that would be 
available to the project if it retained a 39-foot channel width. 
Because Project 2 no longer qualifies for USACE funding, a permanent easement 
regarding the channel modification or perpetual flowage within that channel is not 
required. The narrower channel width substantially reduces the amount of parkland that 
physically altered by Project 2, and the redesigned project retains the sidewalk running 
between the river channel and the parkway.  These changes reduce the potential 
impacts to public use of the parkland, and avoids any loss in DCR’s physical control of 
the project area.  Based on recent discussions with DCR staff, it is the Town’s 
understanding that DCR will not request application of Article 97 and EOEA’s Article 97 
Land Disposition Policy to the redesigned Project 2.   
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Response to Comments from Ellen Knight – March 17, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 We note your thoughtful comments and will incorporate your edits in future reports. 
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Response to Comments from Jean M. Marrone – March 13, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 The widening and deepening at Davidson Park that was proposed in the ENF 
Alternative was, unfortunately, shown by modeling to be ineffective at reducing 
flooding in the neighborhood.  The Brookside Road neighborhood was built in 
close proximity to the River and at a fairly low elevation.  Flooding will 
unfortunately continue to be an issue in this area. 
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Response to Comments from John and Gay Mohrbacher – March 9, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

 No response necessary 
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Response to Comments from George Murphy – March 22, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

 No response necessary 
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Response to Comments from Robert C Pasciuto – March 19, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

 No response necessary 
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Response to Comments from Anthony Perrotta – March 14, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

 No response necessary 
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Response to Comments from John F. Shawcross – March 21, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

1 Since the submittal of the SDEIR, Project 2 has been significantly modified and 
brought to 25% design.  Four alternatives were proposed and working with DCR, 
an option was chosen that includes a 35-foot bottom width, and placing a five-foot 
sidewalk at the top of slope next to the Parkway where the current sidewalk exists.  
In a portion of the widened stretch of river (Waterfield Road to Manchester Road) 
the section is so tight that a portion of the Mystic Valley Parkway breakdown lane 
is going to need to be converted to sidewalk and a planting strip. 

2 Velocities just downstream of the High School field culvert are expected to rise.  
However, velocities will still be low and are not expected to be erosive or transport 
sediment downstream.  

3 The proposed plan is to sequence the projects from downstream to upstream to 
avoid the increasing flooding downstream.  Section 4.8.5 provides more detail on 
project sequencing. 

4 During design these details will be worked out in more detail.  One option that we 
are considering is diverting the Aberjona, using pumps and piping, around the 
widening stretch the entire are can be dewatered.  This will allow direct loading of 
trucks which will minimize the need for larger dewatering and staging areas.  
Manchester Field will not be used for staging and during design the need to use 
Ginn Field will be re-evaluated. 

5 We agree that an open channel is both ecologically and financially preferred to a 
culvert system for conveying river flows.  Unfortunately given the tight constraints 
of the site and conflicts with utilities an open channel does not appear to work in 
this location.  

6 During the design of Project 2, the Town will be working with DCR and a 
landscape architect to make sure the project is in line with DCR’s parkway 
guidelines.  Although not part of the project due to its location on the west side of 
the river, the Town will evaluate changing the current chain link fence to a more 
aesthetically and environmentally-friendly type of fence. 
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Response to Comments from Paul J. Welliver – March 13, 2007 
 
Comment 
Number 

Response 

 No response necessary 
 
 




