
Lower Neponset River Ecological Restoration

Citizen Advisory Committee
Draft Meeting Summary

December 8th, 2008

Attending CAC members: Barbara Baxter, Mary Burks, Cassandra Cato Louis, Dave Colton, Ian Cooke, Spencer Day, Terry Dolan, Rosanne Foley, Barbara Hamilton, Maria Lyons, Martha McDonough, Richard O’Mara, Bill Prodouz, Gil Solomon, Ellie Spring, Hugh Stringer, Stephen White, Bob Vance

Attending agency liaisons: Joan Kimball, Mary Griffin, Paul Locke, Tim Purinton, Dan Bertrand, Stephanie Cooper

Facilitators:  Pat Field, Sara Cohen

Review of Agenda and Logistics

· Personnel transition at DCR.  Rosemary Powers, who was the CAC liaison for DCR has transferred to a position at DEP.  Her liaison duties will be taken up by DCR Chief of Staff Stephanie Cooper.  Due to the transition, the discussion on DCR dam operations on the Neponset will be postponed until the January meeting.

· Kathy Garnett from DCR will present tonight on the agency’s greenway and park development on the Neponset.

· October meeting minutes are being drafted and will be circulated when complete.

Grist Mill Slides

The slides for this presentations are available on the project website: http://cbuilding.org/neponset
· Sara Cohen presented slides of historic grist mills from Massachusetts and around the country as a follow up to CAC member Maria Lyons’ suggestion that the group consider a historic restoration of this type of mill as another potential option.

· Advantages discussed: this type of structure could celebrate local industrial history while allowing fish passage, as these mills do not need to dam the full river to function.

· Historical records imply the Neponset was likely the site of the first grist mill in the country, although Rosanne Foley clarified that this is not known for certain.  It is also not clear how this mill obtained power; while some used sluiceways to draw water off the river for power, others used head-of-tide for power or other hydraulic approaches. 
· Mills were subsequently constructed in many places along the Neponset, although there is no suggestion that the precise sites of the T&H dam or Baker dam were ever mill sites.  

DCR greenways and parks along the Neponset

Presentation by Kathy Garnett of DCR

· Using maps, Kathy provided on overview of the extent of greenway developed along the Neponset.

· Two simultaneous planning efforts occurred for the Neponset by the two agencies that later merged to become DCR: the former Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) was working on the development of a Master Plan for the lower Neponset while the former Department of Environmental Management (DEM) worked to designate the tidally influenced portion of the river and estuary as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).  The tidal influence extends up to the Baker condos.

· The Neponset River Reservation connects this ACEC to a second designated ACEC 7 miles upstream – the Fowl Meadow and Ponkapoag Bog.  This area is the only really urban ACEC.  It is valuable for the in-river resources and large expanse of salt marsh.

· ACEC designation requires more public notification of development and more rigorous environmental oversight.

· While ACEC designation was underway, the MDC was developing Pope John Paul II Park and has been working since then to connect the two ACEC’s with parks and greenways.  By the end of 2010, a package of designs should be ready for construction for most of the remaining sections.  Two areas in this stretch, however, continue to face funding and other challenges that hinder conversion to parkland.

Q:  Would removal of Baker Dam affect location of head-of-tide and thereby alter the boundaries of the ACEC?

A:  No, the ACEC boundaries were based on the head-of-tide at the time (along with other factors) and will not be altered without 10 or more citizens filing a request with the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs with a reason to amend.  This particular ACEC has already been amended once to increase the incorporation of historic buildings.

Q:  Are there required public access requirements for the properties along the river?

A:  Chapter 91 contains public access requirements, which affect the Baker condos and some of the other developments that are either along the tidally influenced stretch of the river or built on filled tidelands.  Such access does not necessarily mean paths to the water; it can be fulfilled with views or other public spaces or facilities that don’t provide direct contact access.
Q:  Does the public access requirement also require clean-up of PCBs?

A:  No, it only requires access to the waterfront, not public safety in the water itself.  

Q:  Do the PCBs in the river affect the development of parkland?

A:  No, we don’t anticipate that floods or other circumstances would cause the sediments to be deposited on the trails and we are not creating in-river recreation.

Q:  Why is so little of the parkland on the Boston side of the river?

A:  Up until recently, we have had trouble getting support and input from residents and landowners on the Boston side.  Now we’re seeing more opportunity.

Q:  Is the river downstream of Fowl Meadow at least 18” deep (navigable by canoe?)

A:  Yes.

· Comment from CAC member that the harbor walk in the North End is a tremendous asset. The expression of public interest and pressure for this kind of access along the Neponset would be critical to achieve something similar.

Introduction of Stephanie Cooper

Stephanie is taking over the role as DCR liaison.  She noted that the agency’s Engineering Bureau is currently very busy with the agency’s “Accelerated Bridges” initiative.  She will bring back to their staff the questions the CAC is most interested in having them answer, in preparation for their attendance at the January meeting.

Review of CAC Member Survey Results

GENERAL SUMMARY (18 Respondents):

· Members’ sense of how the CAC is going was largely positive; comments that there has been good information provided; some thought things were going a little slowly at points; general interest in moving forward and digging into the issues at hand.

· First and second priority interests for the Neponset were described.  These reflected a similar range to what was discussed in an earlier go-around at the start of the CAC.

· If the PCBs can be fully and safely remediated, and funding can be identified, people would like to see the T&H dam fully removed.

· Feelings about the Baker Dam are more complicated.  

· Wider range of recommended alternatives, such as full dam removal, historic dam or mill, partial dam removal, lowering of dam, fish ladder, rock ramp.

· Several suggested hybridizing some of these options.

· Less strong sense about remediation.

· Majority recommended taking action at T&H first (although not an overwhelming majority).

CAC DISCUSSION BUILDING ON SURVEY RESULTS:
T&H Dam
· Health is a primary concern.  It is critical to ensure that there is no mobilization of the T&H contamination to downstream locations.  Therefore, cleanup of the PCBs should occur prior to dam removal.  DEP reminded members that this was also their position.

· Use of the railroad bridge that goes over the river should be considered for removal of contaminated sediment, so it doesn’t need to get driven through the neighborhoods.

Q: Does remediation of the PCBs involve having them wash downstream and out to the estuary?

A: Tim Purinton from Riverways stated that remediation would entail dredging the contaminated sediments and removing from the area those whose levels exceeded certain thresholds and possibly stabilizing and capping those with lower levels, if feasible.  This would be preceded by more extensive engineering and mapping of contaminated sediments, including levels of contamination.  

· One member stated that from a funding perspective, if the experts could be sure that containment through stabilization and capping would prevent any exposure to the PCBs, this should be thought of as an acceptable alternative to removal from the area.

· Other members said that it was also important to ensure that fish and other wildlife were protected from exposure to any PCBs.

· Paul Locke of DEP clarified that “containment” of contaminated sediments refers to creating active barriers to the ecosystem.  This is very different than leaving them in place behind the dams, which poses no “imminent risk” but is also not containment. 

Q:  If T&H comes down first, how can we be sure that an error during the removal wouldn’t cause the contaminated sediments to wash down to the Baker Dam, making the removal of the Baker Dam much more complicated and expensive?

A:  Tim Purinton from Riverways:  Baker Dam doesn’t have significant additional sediment storage capacity.  Any accidentally released sediments from T&H would likely either settle out upstream of the Baker impoundment, such as in the braided channel, or pass over the dam into the estuary.  There is very little possibility that the cost of remediation/restoration at Baker Dam would significantly increase due to any activity (such as dam removal) at the T&H dam.

Q:  Is there concern that constituencies not present would object to removal of T&H?

A:  One CAC member noted that there is one land owner adjacent to the dam who wants visual access to the impoundment.  But he is facing so many obstacles to development and hasn’t shown up to advocate for the project in any neighborhood-related meetings for a long time, so he may no longer be pushing for this.

· One member stated that it would be very helpful to hear from the DCR engineering staff who have seemed ambivalent about the role of the dams.  Pat Field confirmed that the DCR engineers would likely be presenting at the next meeting.

Q:  Are we sure that the PCBs are all coming from Mother Brook?  Is there no other possible source upstream?

A:  Paul Locke of DEP:  Mother Brook, which we are currently working on cleaning up, seems to be the main source.  Further upstream from this confluence there is a lot of undeveloped land, which is very unlikely to be a source of PCBs.  If you go even further upstream there are additional sources, which we are also working on.

A:  Ian Cooke of NepRWA: USGS took samples between the Neponset Valley Parkway and the confluence with Mother Brook.  This area was not perfect, but much cleaner than downstream of Mother Brook.  This study was conducted about five years ago.

A:  Joan Kimball of Riverways: Riverways worked on these studies with USGS and the “footprint” of the specific PCBs behind these dams seems to track back to what was found in Mother Brook.

Q:  What about potential contamination from sewage and from seepage from the railroad?

A:  CAC Member:  The lead, arsenic, and nickel contamination from the MBTA refill station does not seem to have made it to the river at this time.

· Facilitators will summarize the sentiments related to the T&H Dam in written form.  Members should circulate this among their constituencies and in the neighborhoods to try to ensure there are no strong interests related to removal of this dam other than those represented by the CAC.

· Pat Field reminded members that the final document produced by the CAC could take any of several forms in terms of signature format as a means to clarify who consents, dissents, and abstains. Ground rules state that being absent is equivalent to abstaining.

Baker Dam
· Pat field solicited ideas for integrating the wider set of needs related to this dam (fish passage, aesthetics, property values, history, culture, access)?

· CAC needs clarification of the “vertical dam removal” option suggested by Joan Kimball of Riverways.

· So far, computer simulations are not sufficient.  Request for more documentation of other dam removals and a better sense of the impact of removal on sound, vegetation, depth of water, etc.  Tim Purinton agreed to provide further documentation on other dam removal projects.

· One member had gone to view fishways on the Ipswich.  One had failed and the other was ugly and this option no longer seems attractive to her.

· Points raised during discussion on celebrating history:

· We should celebrate history by resurrecting a replica of a type of dam from the 1600’s in place of the T&H and Baker dams, which would recreate a running, unobstructed river.  Historical interests might be able to fund such a project. Clarification from Rosanne Foley that the Dorchester Historical Society has no funding.  Perhaps the national Tide Mill Institute would be interested.

· Interest in finding out what type of dam Israel Stoughton’s was and paying tribute to it.  This member was leaning toward a grist mill replica.

· Keep the vertical dam removal option on the table.  History is not just about the structure itself, but about the culture that grew up around it.  In the case of the Baker Dam, this history is working class, industrial activity, not only 1600 mills.  Group should also look at possible options upstream and downstream of the dam.

· Just because something is historical doesn’t mean it’s useful or good for present circumstances.  Baker was good for the culture it supported but an ecological disaster for the river.  It’s time to write the next chapter of history looking forward, not only backward.

· River will never be what it was 800 or 8,000 years ago.  We need to recognize that history is alive and decide what we want as a healthy step forward.  As nobody’s history is better than anyone else’s, let’s improve upon what was, rather than try to recreate it (which is impossible).

Final Points of Discussion:
· Suggestion to further investigate opportunities for using the dam to generate power. 

· Possibility raised of a subcommittee to work over a set of options that could possibly address all the needs expressed by the CAC.

Next Steps:

Facilitators to send around draft summarizing T&H consensus so far.  

Facilitators and Planning Group will look into working with a small group to draft some proposals for Baker Dam, based on all expressed CAC interests. 

Next meeting scheduled for January 29th.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:40.
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