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Project Description 

• 4.84 mile Shared Use Path 
• Constructed along the old Lowell Secondary 

Track right-of-way 
• 4.5 miles in Acton 
• 10 to 12 foot paved trail w/ graded shoulders 
• Seven roadway crossings 
• Six railroad trestle bridges 
• Prefabricated bridge over Route 2A/119 
• Construction cost - $10 million 
• Ad Date – FY ‘14 



Project History 

• Began work in 2006 
• ORAD Decision issued 1/21/09 
• Minor modification of resource area 

boundaries to be consistent with their 
definition in 310 CMR 10.00 

• Coordination with the Town of Acton and 
the Friends of the Bruce Freeman Rail Trail 

• Coordination with NHESP 



Environmental Permitting / Project Clearance 

• Categorical Exclusion Checklist 
• MEPA Environmental Notification Form 
• Notices of Intent in Acton, Carlisle and 

Westford 
• MassDEP Water Quality Certification 
• ACOE Individual Permit 
• MassDOT Hazardous Materials Clearance 
• Section 106 Clearance 

 



NHESP 
• Site visit 12/27/13 – NHESP and MassDOT 
• Please provide a fully delineated limit of work, including access points and staging areas. 
• Please identify the extent of clearing, grading, vegetative removal/limbing. 
• Is there any in-water work proposed?  If so, please describe. 
• The proposed wildlife tunnel is in a poor configuration and design.  It would appear that it would 

direct wildlife toward Route 2A.  The Division commends MassDOT on their interest in helping 
wildlife; however, given the proposed use of the rail trail, conservation efforts could be better 
used elsewhere.  One possible proactive measure would be to design and construct a turtle 
nesting area in the vicinity of the ball fields.  Please feel free to contact us for further discussion. 

• Please provide addition information regarding future trail access from the ball fields and other 
points of interest. 

• Based on the plans provided, it would appear that there are significant wetland impacts 
associated with the project.  In addition, the Division is concerned with the extent of clearing and 
the width of the rail trail within Priority Habitat.  I have attached a word document that 
illustrates the 3 locations in which the Division is most concerned with impact to rare species 
habitat (wood turtle and climbing fern).  The Division feels that by minimizing the extent of 
clearing, grading, and trail width, the impacts to rare species can be minimized or avoided.  In 
addition, the wetland impacts and project cost should be significantly reduced (all leading to the 
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative). One example of minimization and 
avoidance would be to narrow the width of the rail trail from 16’ to an 8-10ft trail surface with a 
1ft soft shoulder on each side.  In fact, this dimension is similar to the existing train tracks that 
are currently in place.  This reduction may also eliminate the need for the proposed retaining 
walls and help to reduce project cost. 



NHESP Focus Area 1 



NHESP Focus Area 2 



NHESP Focus Area 3 



NHESP 

• “Snow Off” Site visit 1/15/14 – NHESP and MassDOT 
• Please provide a fully delineated limit of work, including access points and staging areas. 
• Please identify the extent of clearing, grading, vegetative removal/limbing. 
• Is there any in-water work proposed?  If so, please describe. 
• Focus Area 1: Section immediately north of route 2A.  It is my understanding that in this section a 

retaining wall is required for the transition between the rail trail and the proposed 
bridge.   Associated with this section are 2 proposed wildlife tunnels.  Depending on the length of 
the retaining walls, wildlife tunnels may or may not be warranted for connectivity.  Please 
provide the length of the retaining wall on each side of the ROW.  During the visit, we also 
identified the opportunity for nest site creation on the west side of the trail or adjacent to the 
sports fields.  This habitat type is a limited feature for the wood turtle in this area.  Please feel 
free to contact us for further discussion. 

• Please provide addition information regarding future trail access from the ball fields and other 
points of interest. 

• Based on the plans provided, it would appear that there are significant wetland impacts 
associated with the project.  In addition, the Division is concerned with the extent of clearing and 
the width of the rail trail within Priority Habitat, specifically, Focus Areas 1 & 2.  I have attached 2 
photos that illustrate the locations in which the Division is most concerned with impact to rare 
species habitat.  The Division feels that by minimizing the extent of clearing, grading, and trail 
width, the impacts to rare species can be minimized or avoided.  In addition, the wetland 
impacts and project cost should be significantly reduced (all leading to the Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative). One example of minimization and avoidance would be to 
narrow the width of the rail trail from 16’ to an 8-10ft trail surface with a 1ft soft shoulder on 
each side.  In fact, this dimension is similar to the existing train tracks that are currently in place. 
 



NHESP 

• Meeting 1/28/14 
• Representatives from NHESP, MassDOT 

and GPI in attendance 
• Discussed previous comments 
• Discussed length of retaining walls 
• Discussed work in water  
• Subsequent to the meeting GPI provided 

colored plans of the MSE walls, written 
description of work in water 



NHESP 

• NHESP provided comments 2/3/14 
Based on our meeting last week, it is anticipated that the project can avoid a “take” provided: 

• The Limit of Work (i.e. Limits of the Trail) are limited to 18’ in Focus Areas 1 and 2.  Specifically, 1’ 
of shoulder on each side, 6’ stone dust trail, and 10’ paved trail.  To confirm, the trail runs 
roughly north-south, therefore, the stone dust path is on the west half of the trail and the paved 
trail (essentially following the current location of the rail) on the east.  It is my understanding 
that the 1’ shoulders can be re-vegetated with a seed mix.  If so, I have provided an example of a 
pre-approved seed mix http://www.ernstseed.com/seed-mix/?category-id=56 .  It is also my 
understanding that these areas may have guard rails associated with the shoulders.  If so, the 
Division requests that there is at least a 1’ gap between the ground and the bottom of the rail in 
order to allow wildlife passage.  Tree trimming and removal should be limited to within the 18’ 
Limit of Work.   

• The Limit of Work (i.e. Limits of the Trail) is limited to 12’ in Focus Areas 3.  Specifically, 1’ of 
shoulder on each side and 10’ paved trail.  To confirm, the paved surface follows the existing 
center line of the ROW (essentially following the current location of the rail).  It is my 
understanding that the 1’ shoulders can be re-vegetated with a seed mix.  If so, I have provided 
an example of a pre-approved seed mix http://www.ernstseed.com/seed-mix/?category-id=56 
.  It is also my understanding that these areas may have guard rails associated with the 
shoulders.  If so, the Division requests that there is at least a 1’ gap between the ground and the 
bottom of the rail in order to allow wildlife passage.  Tree trimming and removal should be 
limited to within the 12’ Limit of Work. 

• Regarding the wildlife crossings:  The Division recommends reducing the number of structures 
from 2 to 1.  The location of the crossing would occur roughly halfway along the retaining 
wall.  We encourage the structure to be as large as possible (while avoiding the need for a bridge 
review).  A structure having an openness of 4’ high by 8’ wide would be acceptable.  The Division 
is happy to work with the project team to further the specifications of the crossing. 
 

http://www.ernstseed.com/seed-mix/?category-id=56
http://www.ernstseed.com/seed-mix/?category-id=56


NHESP 

• Attached you will find a mock up of how I interpret the retaining walls intersecting with Route 2A 
(on the North Side).  Please correct me if I am wrong.  You will notice the proposed barriers or 
fencing to keep wildlife that are following the retaining wall off 2A and lead them to the existing 
bridge crossing.  We would like to see this incorporated into the design plans. 

• The Division will also need to review the restoration plans for restoration in these 3 focus 
areas.  The plan should include a proposed native seed mix(s) and/or planting list, with both 
common and scientific species names, planting locations, and quantities/densities for Division 
review and approval.  All seed and/or plantings should be listed as native to Middlesex  County, 
Massachusetts, as provided in The Vascular Plants of Massachusetts: A County Checklist, First 
Revision (Dow Cullina, Connolly, Sorrie & Somers, 2011) 
http://archives.lib.state.ma.us/bitstream/handle/2452/120973/ocn747431427.pdf?sequence=1 
. If the project team is looking for opportunities to restore areas, there are areas along the edge 
of the trail and the river in Focus Area 1 that a vegetated buffer could be created.  In addition, 
there could be opportunities available to create nesting habitat on land adjacent to the trail 
ROW. The Division is happy to work with the project team to further these specifications. 

• Please identify potential staging and temporary access areas in these 3 focus areas as part of the 
Limit of Work. 

• Finally, In these 3 focus areas, it would be great to have periodic signs that say “Please stay on 
Trail”.  These are sensitive areas and it is important that users stay on the developed portions. 

http://archives.lib.state.ma.us/bitstream/handle/2452/120973/ocn747431427.pdf?sequence=1


 Proposed Fencing or Barrier to 
deflect wildlife from entering Route 
2A and connecting to the existing 
bridge 

My understanding of the 
proposed retaining wall… 



NHESP 

• Additional question/comment -2/7/14 
 
• Would it be feasible while safe and constructible to narrow the approaches to the Route 

2A Bridge (MSE wall section)? 
 
• Response:  Attached is a typical cross section of the MSE wall approaches to the 

bridge.  Shown is the MSE wall north of the bridge that includes the access road, which has 
an out-to-out width of 34’-10”.  At the sections north of the access road and south of the 
bridge, the out-to-out width of the MSE walls is 23’-8”.  I wanted to share this memo and 
visual that goes into the MSE wall design. Dave Shed, district personnel, and the designer 
weighed in on the information compiled here.  
The length of the MSE walls is dependent upon a few main factors.  One is the maximum 
permissible grade of the trail.  The grade of the trail was established to provide the bicycle 
riders with a safe and manageable slope to travel down.  A steeper slope would shorten 
the length of the walls, however, the grade would not be the most appropriate for user 
safety.  Another is the minimum vertical clearance for Route 2A.  The point of minimum 
vertical clearance under the bridge is 17’-2”, which is barely above the minimum required 
minimum.  Therefore, the bridge cannot be lowered, which would shorten the distance it 
would take for the walls to tie back into existing ground.  In addition, the future widening 
of Route 2A is making the proposed bridge longer and while it isn’t making the walls 
longer it is pushing them further down the trail.  As a result of these controls, the walls 
extend north of the bridge 379 feet for the northeast wall, 338 feet for the northwest wall, 
88 feet for the southeast wall and 78 feet for the southwest wall. 

  
 

 



NHESP 



NHESP 



NHESP 

• The typical section in Focus Areas 1 and 2 was modified to include a 
10’ trail, one 2’ shoulder and 6’ soft trail. 

• The typical section in Focus Area 3 was modified to include a 10’ 
with 1’ shoulders. 

• Notes were added to the plans indicating that no staging would be 
allowed in NHESP Habitat Focus Areas and no work would be 
allowed beyond the slope limits. 

• A 6’ H x 8’ W Wildlife Crossing (embedded 2’) was provided just 
north of Route 2A/119. 

• Fencing was added parallel to Route 2A/119. 
• Restoration Area Seed Mix was proposed in all NHESP Habitat Focus 

Areas. 
• Compost filter tubes were replaced with silt fence and straw bales 

in focus areas 
• A Turtle Protection Plan including a Turtle Monitor, signing, fencing 

with gates and construction worker training was incorporated into 
the Contract documents. 
 



NHESP 



NHESP 



NHESP 



NHESP 



NHESP 

• No Take letter received from NHESP on 4/9/14 
• Two conditions : 

1. All work located within “NHESP Focus Areas 1-
3” shall be subject  to the submitted and 
approved Wood Turtle Protection Plan Bruce 
Freeman Rail Trail Phase 2A (Item 754.2). 

2. All erosion and sedimentation controls 
(including temporary turtle control barriers) shall 
be removed and properly disposed of after the 
project is completed and as soon as surrounding 
areas are stabilized. 

 



Wildlife Crossing Tunnel 



Resource Area Impacts 
Impacts:  Avoid, Minimize and Mitigate 
 • Table 1: Wetland Resource Area Impacts – BFRT Phase 2A – 12/09/2013 

• Table 1: Wetland Resource Area Impacts – BFRT Phase 2A – 04/15/2014 

Current Total BVW Impacts = 4,069 sf 

Previous Total BVW Impacts = 11,101 sf 



Performance Standards 

RESOURCE AREA PERFORMANCE STANDARD COMPLIANCE 
  
  
  
  
  

BANK 
(310 CMR 10.54) 

  
Any proposed work on a Bank shall not impair the 
following: 
  
1.   The physical stability of the Bank; 
2.   The water carrying capacity of the existing channel 
within the Bank;  
3.   Ground water and surface water quality;  
4.   The capacity of the Bank to provide breeding habitat, 
escape cover and food for fisheries;  
5.   The capacity of the Bank to provide important wildlife 
habitat functions.   

  
A project proposes to alter 69 linear feet of Bank to 
an inland pond.  Per 310 CMR 10.54(4)(a)5 
Appendix A: Simplified Wildlife Habitat Evaluation 
was performed by MassDOT personnel.  Other than 
known open water in winter with the capacity to 
serve waterfowl winter habitat, no other important 
habitat features were observed.   
  
Upon completion of construction, Bank will be re-
established that within two (2) growing seasons of 
project completion, overall capacity of the Bank to 
provide this important wildlife habitat will not be 
substantially reduced. 
  

MASSACHSUETTS WETLAND REGULATIONS 
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

BRUCE FREEMAN RAIL TRAIL – PHASE 2A 
ACTON, MASSACHUETTS 

 



Performance Standards 

  
  
Bordering Vegetated 

Wetland 
(310 CMR 10.55) 

  
The issuing authority may issue an Order of Conditions 
permitting work which results in the loss of up to 5,000 
square feet of Bordering Vegetated Wetland when said 
area is replaced in accordance with the following general 
conditions listed at 310 CMR 10.55(4) and any additional, 
specific conditions the issuing authority deems necessary 
to ensure that the replacement area will function in a 
manner similar to the area that will be lost.  
  

  
The project will impact 4,069 sf of BVW of which 
1,760 is permanent.  Two constructed wetlands 
totaling 3,179 sf, designed to meet the 
performance standards to the maximum extent 
practical is proposed.  Temporary BVW impacts 
(2,309 sf) will be restored in place and meet the 
Performance Standards. 
  
2,024 sf of BVW alteration is being filed under the 
Limited Project provisions at 10.53(3)e and 
10.53(3)i.  
  

  
  
  
  

Land Under Water 
(310 CMR 10.56) 

Any proposed work within Land Under Water Bodies and 
Waterways shall not impair the following:  
  
1.   The water carrying capacity within the defined 
channel, which is provided by said land in conjunction 
with the banks;  
2.   Ground and surface water quality;  
3.   The capacity of said land to provide breeding habitat, 
escape cover and food for fisheries; and  
4.   The capacity of said land to provide important wildlife 
habitat functions.   
  
  

The project will impact 262 sf of LUW to allow the 
construction of the emergency access to the rail 
trail at the Route 2A crossing.  The alteration will 
not impair the functions afforded by LUW 
associated with Nashoba Brook and is not deemed 
to impair its capacity to provide important wildlife 
functions as per 310 CMR 10.60. 
  
  

RESOURCE AREA PERFORMANCE STANDARD COMPLIANCE 



Performance Standards 

RESOURCE AREA PERFORMANCE STANDARD COMPLIANCE 

  
  
  
  
  

Bordering Land 
Subject to Flooding 

(310 CMR 10.57) 

  
1. Compensatory storage shall be provided for all flood 
storage volume that will be lost as the result of a 
proposed project within Bordering Land Subject to 
Flooding, when in the judgment of the issuing authority 
said loss will cause an increase or will contribute 
incrementally to an increase in the horizontal extent and 
level of flood waters during peak flows.  

  
2.   Work within Bordering Land Subject to Flooding, 
including that work required to provide the above-
specified compensatory storage, shall not restrict flows 
so as to cause an increase in flood stage or velocity.  
  
3. Work in those portions of bordering land subject to 
flooding found to be significant to the protection of 
wildlife habitat shall not impair its capacity to provide 
important wildlife habitat functions.   

  
BLSF impacts total 260,093 sf / 2,565 cubic feet.   
Compensatory flood storage volume totaling 2,901 
cubic feet is being provided. 
  
Based on a hydraulics study performed for this 
project, there will be no restriction of flows at the 
bridge crossings or caused by fill placement in the 
BLSF.   
  
The multi-use trail will be centered on the existing 
rail ballast and the proposed horizontal and 
vertical alignments were established to minimize 
impacts to wildlife habitat and wetland resource 
areas.  Ballast and fill slopes comprise much of the 
BLSF impact area and is considered of low habitat 
quality.  Temporary disturbed areas (clearing, 
grading, and mitigation areas) will be loamed and 
seeded with specific seed mixes to promote 
wildlife habitat and will not be mowed.  It is 
expected that successional forest will again 
encroach into the right-of-way.   



Performance Standards 

RESOURCE AREA PERFORMANCE STANDARD COMPLIANCE 
  
  
  
  
  

Riverfront Area 
(310 CMR 10.58) 

  
The applicant shall prove by a preponderance of the 
evidence that there are no practicable and substantially 
equivalent economic alternatives to the proposed 
project with less adverse effects on the interests 
identified in M.G.L. c.131 § 40 and that the work, 
including proposed mitigation, will have no significant 
adverse impact on the riverfront area to protect the 
interests identified in M.G.L. c. 131 § 40.   
  
(a)   Protection of Other Resource Areas.  The work 
shall meet the performance standards for all other 
resource areas within the riverfront area; 
  
(b)   No project may be permitted within the riverfront 
area which will have any adverse effect on specified 
habitat sites of rare wetland or upland, vertebrate or 
invertebrate species; 
  
(c)   Practicable and Substantially Equivalent Economic 
Alternatives.  There must be no practicable and 
substantially equivalent economic alternative to the 
proposed project with less adverse effects on the 
interests identified in M.G.L. c. 131 § 40. 1 

  

  
An Evaluation of Alternatives has been provided 
that demonstrates that there are no practicable 
and substantially equivalent economic 
alternatives to the proposed project with less 
adverse effects on the interests identified in 
M.G.L. c.131 § 40 and that the work, including 
proposed mitigation, will have no significant 
adverse impact on the riverfront area to protect 
the interests identified in M.G.L. c. 131 § 40.   
  
The project has been designed so that once 
completed and stabilized, the work will not 
adversely affect the Riverfront Areas ability to 
protect private or public water supply; to provide 
flood control; to prevent storm damage; to 
prevent pollution; to protect fisheries or wildlife 
habitat.   
  
NHESP has determined that the project as 
currently proposed will not adversely affect the 
actual Resource Area Habitat of state-protected 
rare wildlife species.   



Stormwater Management Plan 
• Stormwater runoff from the rail trail must meet the Stormwater Management Standards 

established in the Massachusetts Wetland Regulations, 310 CMR 10.00 to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

  
• The project proponent has made all reasonable efforts to meet each of the Standards and is 

implementing the highest practicable level of stormwater management. 
  
• The existing flow patterns will not be altered with the construction of the bike trail and no new 

stormwater point source discharges are being created.   
  
• While the right-of-way and proximity of the wetlands to the proposed rail trail severely limits the 

space for intensive BMPs, filter strips are proposed at six (6) locations in the Town of Acton.  
Additionally, three leaching catch basins have been provided at the south end of the Rail Trail in the 
vicinity of the crossing of Wetherbee Street where the trail abuts un-vegetated areas.  

  
• The filter strips and leaching catch basins will provide water quality treatment and enhance 

recharge of the groundwater. The annual amount of recharge will not be adversely impacted. 
  
• Although there is an increase in the impervious area, any increase in runoff is expected to be 

negligible in comparison with the existing flow from the entire watershed area.   
  



Stormwater Management Plan 
• Runoff from the impervious portion of the trail will sheet flow across adjacent pervious areas or be 

directed to existing and proposed swales located along the edge of the trail.   
  
• Unlike urban runoff conditions associated with a roadway or surface traversed by automobiles, 

stormwaterfrom the biketrail is much less of a concern as it will not be a source of pollutants 
typical to motorized vehicle traffic (other than emergency vehicles). 

  
• Siltation and erosion controls will be installed prior to commencement of work and will be 

maintained during construction to protect the resources.  Erosion controls shall consist straw bales, 
compost filter tubes or silt fence.  No hay bales shall be used at any time on this project.  Adequate 
erosion controls shall be placed around each existing catch basin, gutter inlet or drop inlet in the 
vicinity of the work during construction. 

  
• Potential illicit connections if detected during the work will be plugged and abandoned if no permit 

exists. 
  
• An Operation and Maintenance Plan for the existing and proposed stormwater management 

systems is proposed to be incorporated into the Order of Conditions and filed with the Registry of 
Deeds prior to the start of the construction. 

  
• Although there will be no sanding activities, sweeping will be proposed as part of the normal 

Operation and Maintenance Plan providing additional removal of TSS.  
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