Public Facilities Committee Report

City of Newton
In City Council

Wednesday, June 17, 2026

Present: Councilors Kalis (Chair), Getz, Albright, Gordon, Dahmubed, Grossman, and Kelley

Absent: Councilor Leary

Also Present: Councilor Malakie

City Staff: Commissioner of Public Buildings Alex Valcarce, Commissioner of Public Works Shawna
Sullivan, Manager of Financial Services Doug Botelho, Chief Operating Officer Josh Morse, Chief
Financial Officer Maureen Lemieux

All Public Facilities agendas and reports, both past and present, can be found at the following link:

https://www.newtonma.gov/government/city-clerk/city-council/council-standing-
committees/public-facilities-committee.

For more information regarding this meeting, a video recording can be found at the following
link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DgjlW7zm09c

Referred to Public Facilities & Finance Committees

#216-26 Repurpose of $150,000 and transfer of $177,000 for renovations at Fire Station
2
HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting authorization to repurpose one hundred fifty
thousand dollars (5150,000) from Docket Item #120-25 and transfer one hundred
seventy-seven thousand dollars ($177,000) from Acct# 01C11546-524070 Public
Buildings Repair and Maintenance, to Acct# 7834B115-582500 Building
Improvements — Fire Station 1&2 Improvements, for renovations to the shower
and locker room at Fire Station 2.

Action: Public Facilities Approved 7-0

Note: Commissioner of Public Buildings Alex Valcarce stated that this item had
previously appeared before the committee but was voted No Action Necessary after the
funding source was incorrect. He stated that the Fire Chief deemed the locker room renovation
the highest priority and determined that it would be best to take funds already allocated for
projects at Fire Station 1 & 2 for the renovations at Fire Station 2. He added that the funds will
be for construction, asbestos removal, potential waterproofing, fixtures and furnishings in the
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bathroom, an inspection of the ventilation system, and contingency funding for other issues
that may come up.

A councilor stated that, after a tour of Fire Station 2, she understands why the improvements
are being prioritized. Another councilor agreed and noted that the station needs other
improvements as well. Mr. Valcarce stated that he will continue to work with the Fire Chief to
prioritize improvements and then work on making them.

A different councilor asked if improvements will be made to the toilet and shower stalls. Mr.
Valcarce stated that they are going to replace the shower stalls and remove one stall so there
will be 2 instead of 3. The same councilor asked if the stalls will have full-height doors to
accommodate a more gender-diverse workforce. Mr. Valcarce responded that they have not
looked at that so far, but he will discuss it with the Fire Chief.

Another councilor asked if the locker room was one long room. Mr. Valcarce stated that it is.
The Chair stated that he was surprised that it cost $280,000 for improvements to one long
room and asked if there was a competitive bid for the contract. Mr. Valcarce responded that
they solicited quotes from both of their on-call contractors because it required less
comprehensive planning and the $280,000 cost was the less expensive option.

Councilor Albright motioned to approve which passed 7-0.

Referred to Public Facilities & Finance Committees

#197-26 Transfer of $900,000 for improvements to roadways, sidewalks, and ramps
HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting authorization to transfer the sum of nine
hundred thousand dollars ($900,000) from Acct# 0140120-511002, DPW Street
Division Full-time Wages to Acct# 0140121-553300 DPW Admin Support - Paving
Supplies Override for the improvement of the city's roadways, sidewalks, and
ramps.

Action: Public Facilities Approved as Amended Changing “Acct# 0140121-553300 DPW
Admin Support — Paving Supplies Override for the improvement of the city’s
roadways, sidewalks, and ramps” to “Acct# 0140123-527301 Snow and Ice
Control” 7-0

Note: Commissioner of Public Works Shawna Sullivan stated that she requested an
amendment on item #197-26 to allocate the $900,000 to the snow and ice budget rather than
the Paving Supplies Override Account as originally requested. She added that this amendment
is necessary due to an invoice from one of the city’s largest snow and ice contractors. She
stated that the contractor engaged in snow and ice removal during the winter, but the contract
was not fully executed until the end of May and the contractor submitted $850,000 in invoices
a week ago. She continued that, in response to this situation, DPW is implementing several
corrective measures for revising their snow and ice contracts to clearly state that contractors
whose agreements are not fully executed prior to the winter season will not be utilized for
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snow and ice operations. She added that their finance team is developing enhanced tracking
and reporting procedures to monitor real time snow and ice expenditures. She stated that her
proposed amendment will ensure that all valid snow and ice removal obligations will be
properly funded.

A councilor asked what the plan was to make up for the funding that was supposed to go to the
Paving Supplies Override account in the original item going to the snow and ice removal
budget. Chief Operating Officer Josh Morse stated that, if they had gotten the bills sooner, they
would have used more of this year’s Free Cash that they had available to fund the snow and ice
removal account. He added that, since they are not using more of this year’s Free Cash to fund
the account, they are using the salary savings from the DPW budget to cover the snow and ice
overage. He continued that they now have to rely on next year’s Free Cash to supplement the
$900,000 of paving costs.

Another councilor asked Ms. Sullivan if she believes the corrective measures to the contracts
for snow and ice removal will be sufficient to ensure that this invoice issue does not happen
again. Ms. Sullivan stated that she does believe this will solve the issue.

A different councilor asked why the request is for $900,000 if the invoice is for $850,0000. Ms.
Sullivan stated that she wanted to ensure that, if an additional invoice comes in, they have the
funding to cover it.

Councilor Grossman made a motion to amend the existing item so it reads “to transfer the sum
of $900,000 from Acct# 0140120-511002, DPW Street Division Full-time Wages to Acct#
0140123-527301 Snow and Ice Control” which passed 7-0.

Councilor Grossman made a motion to approve the item as amended which passed 7-0.

#40-26 Request for discussion and study on the option of removing the Bullough's
Pond dam
COUNCILORS LEARY, ROCHE, and KELLEY requesting a discussion and study on
the option of dam removal at Bullough's Pond. The discussion should include the
option’s potential to improve public safety, restore ecosystems, improve wildlife
habitat, preserve mature trees and increase climate resilience, and to be a cost-
effective, one-time solution compared to the significant cost of building and
maintaining new dam infrastructure (180 Days: 07/19/2026).

Action: Public Facilities Voted No Action Necessary 7-0

Note: Chief Operating Officer Josh Morse joined the committee to discuss the design
options for the Bullough’s Pond dam rehabilitation project. He stated that he believes the
conversation regarding the dam has centered too much over the past 7 years on just complying
with ODS and he wishes they had focused more on the bigger picture and creating long term
stability. He added that, in his study of dam failures, he found that every situation is unique and
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requires its own approach, but each one could be traced back to something that started very
small and could have been avoided.

Mr. Morse stated that there are four final options for the dam rehabilitation project: dam
removal, new core wall dam, buried secant pile wall, and downstream erosion protection. He
added that both the new core wall dam and the buried secant pile wall require building a new
dam, but the new core wall dam will replace the existing core wall, and the buried secant pile
wall will build an additional dam and offer a level of downstream protection. He continued that
the downstream erosion protection will shore up the downstream side of the existing dam to
try to minimize the likelihood of a dam breach or overtopping.

Mr. Morse stated that a criteria matrix conducted by the working group calculated scores for
each project, with dam removal receiving a score of -8, the new core wall receiving a score of
+1, the buried secant pile wall receiving a score of +7, and downstream erosion protection
receiving a score of -1.

Mr. Morse stated that dam removal would cost $16.2 million to $22.1 million and have an
estimated life cycle cost of over $100 million. He stated that dam removal would have a
significant lifecycle uncertainty, strong community opposition, reduced stormwater storage, a
higher downstream risk of flooding, and significant property value reductions. He continued
that various models showed that dam removal would result in increased flooding downstream
in 25-year and under storms. He stated that dam removal may shift the dam burden onto
Walnut Street to act as an earthen dam in extreme events, risking a cataclysmic event in the
case of side wall failure.

Mr. Morse stated that a new core wall dam would cost $13.9 million to $18 million and have a
lifecycle cost of $15.45 million to $19.55 million. He added that a new core wall dam would
have a 75-100+ year lifespan, a low breach risk, a moderate utility disruption, and preserve
storage capacity. He stated that this option would remove the existing core wall and replace it
with a new one, ultimately creating a new dam.

Mr. Morse stated that a buried secant pile wall would cost $8.4 million to $11 million and have
a lifecycle cost of $9.95 million to $12.55 million. He added that a buried secant pile would have
a 75-100+ year lifespan, the lowest breach risk, add a double layer of protection, provide
downstream erosion protection, and no utility disruption. He continued that the reason the
buried secant pile wall had the lowest breach risk is due to the design having interlocking
spheres of concrete that create a strong structural system. He noted that the buried secant pile
wall would be less intrusive and easier to install than a new core wall.

Mr. Morse stated that downstream erosion protection, also called articulated concrete blocks
(ACB), would cost $3-4 million and have a lifecycle cost of $28.3 million to $104 million. He
added that downstream erosion protection would have a 25-50 year lifespan, though it could
be longer with robust annual maintenance investments, the highest maintenance burden, and a
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higher long term breach risk based on the shorter lifespan. He noted that downstream erosion
protection does not cover the entire area, and a large portion of land would remain
unprotected and subject to erosion during overtopping or breach events. He added that there
are a lot of different ways downstream erosion protection can and has failed. He continued
that, if Newton is faced with back-to-back heavy rainfall, the first storm can degrade
downstream erosion protection and result in a dam breach during the second storm because
there will not be time to replace the downstream erosion protection system. He noted that, of
the roughly 92,000 dams in the US, only 0.2% of those dams rely on a downstream erosion
protection system. He added that 75% of those systems have been installed since 2000, so
there is limited information on the life expectancy of these systems. He continued that
downstream erosion protection only protects one side of the dam which can create problems in
areas like Dexter Road where the street sits on top of exposed earth and may face a current
flow in the case of an overtopping event. He added that this can lead to water seeping under
Dexter Road which can result in the road collapsing and a dam breach. He continued by
providing an example of a road collapsing in New Hampshire after there was 2-4 inches of rain
in an 8-hour period.

Mr. Morse stated that, based on the criteria matrix, the buried secant pile wall received the
highest overall score and combines the lowest estimated construction cost with a strong long-
term risk profile. He added that this option is overwhelmingly supported by the working group,
the City Engineer, the Commissioner of Public Works, and residents who have expressed their
opinion on the Bullough’s Pond Dam Project.

A councilor asked if they could have Jim Nickerson, the civil engineer from GEl, look at the ACB
and buried secant wall options and study which one does the best job at downstream
protection. She noted that both of the previous consultants recommended the ACB option and
wondered if the buried secant pile wall was not previously brought up because it had a higher
installation cost. She added that, in her previous conversations with Jim Nickerson, he stated
that ACB prevents seepage which is why there is not a need to replace the core wall. Mr. Morse
clarified that a buried secant pile wall does not provide better downstream erosion protection
than ACB, just that the buried secant pile wall provides a level of downstream erosion
protection. He added that Mr. Nickerson was present at the last working group when the
criteria matrix was created and concurred with their findings.

The same councilor asked if they could build a wall at the intersection of the ACB and Dexter
Road so that water can’t seep under it and requested that Mr. Nickerson look into that option.
Mr. Morse stated that is an option, but it will increase the installation cost on an already
expensive lifecycle cost.

A different councilor stated that she was frustrated that the buried secant pile wall had not
been brought up during the previous 7 years of discussions but was happy about it because she
was not a fan of ACB. She asked if there would be sufficient storage capacity if the area were to
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revert to a natural wetland. Mr. Morse stated that there would still be storage capacity, but it
would be less by removing the dam.

The same councilor asked why the buried secant pile wall had never come up before. Mr.
Morse stated that he was not here 7 years ago but believed it was likely because the focus was
on finding the cheapest up-front option to achieve compliance.

The same councilor asked if the buried secant pile wall would require less tree removal than the
ACB option. Mr. Morse stated that there would still be tree removal no matter what option is
chosen, but the buried secant pile wall would require less tree removal than the ACB option.

A different councilor asked when the first dam was constructed. Another councilor responded
that the first dam was constructed in 1664. The first councilor stated that it is important to note
that the pond is a beloved part of Newton.

The same councilor asked why the dam removal option now only might comply with ODS’
requirements when previously it was believed that dam removal will comply with the
requirements. Mr. Morse responded that this change occurred because, if the dam removal
forces Walnut Street to become an earthen dam, this may require some sort of ODS oversight.

The same councilor asked why the lifecycle cost of the dam removal would be so high. Mr.
Morse stated that the lifecycle costs would primarily be associated with the culvert
construction that is needed without the dam, but there are many other unquantified costs that
may arise. He also noted that it is likely that dam removal would result in a lawsuit that would
extend the project many years and result in high legal costs. He added that dam removal could
add high costs in stormwater maintenance and management.

Another councilor asked if the secant pile wall dam would be visible and if there was a benefit
to creating a higher wall. Mr. Morse stated that it would not be visible and they could create a
higher wall underground by raising the top of the dam wall. The same councilor stated that she
believed an engineer could calculate what height of the wall is needed to account for whatever
severity of storm Newton may face. Mr. Morse stated that the height of the wall is critical, but
any extreme storm would still flood around the dam.

The same councilor asked how the buried secant pile wall would relate to the spillway. Mr.
Morse stated that he would have to ask Mr. Nickerson for more details.

The same councilor noted that the culverts also need investment and that is something that
needs to be considered. Mr. Morse stated that there is a team working on a comprehensive
stormwater investment and maintenance program which plans to be completed by the end of
2027. He added that periodic updates will be provided on their progress.
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A different councilor asked how the buried secant pile wall is constructed. Mr. Morse stated
that a large cylinder is drilled into the ground to create a hole which is then filled with concrete.
He noted that each cylinder has a different design that allows them to interlock.

The same councilor asked how long the construction for the buried secant pile wall would take.
Mr. Morse stated that he does not know and it may depend on the length of the dam.

The same councilor asked where the idea of the buried secant wall came from. Mr. Morse
stated that the idea was raised by Newton residents who are dam engineers.

The same councilor asked if the new updates on the options result in any changes to the
concerning flood maps that were shown at previous meetings. Mr. Morse stated that, for
catastrophic storms, there is little that be done about flooding; what they are trying to avoid is
a dam breach which will overwhelm the culvert and send a massive amount of water
downstream. He continued that there are some preventative measures a homeowner can take
to combat flooding, but there is nothing they can do about a dam breach. Another councilor
added that Mr. Nickerson is also proposing a new low-level outlet that can lower the water
level of Bullough’s Pond before a storm to create more stormwater capacity by sending water
from the pond to the Charles River through Laundry Brook.

The same councilor asked if the committee has an approval vote on the final decision made for
the dam rehabilitation project. Mr. Morse stated that they will be docketing something new for
the committee to take a straw vote on to show that they support the path being taken.

The same councilor asked if whatever option is chosen will eventually have a financial pathway
through City Council. Mr. Morse stated that an item will be docketed in the future for funding.

Another councilor stated that the committee received a letter from the Charles River
Watershed Association requesting that they are able to review the full hydrologic and hydraulic
model as well as any associated culvert structural information used to make the
recommendation and wondered if they could liaise with Mr. Morse. Mr. Morse stated that he
can put them directly in touch with Jim Nickerson and GEI.

A different councilor stated that the idea of Walnut Street becoming a dam had previously been
brought up by Mr. Nickerson. She added that the prior administration had been focused on
getting ODS off their backs, which is potentially why downstream slope erosion was the
previous focus. She noted that she likes the idea of low-level outlets being used to lower the
water level of the pond and believes it will be more successful with modern weather prediction
models.

A different councilor stated that she received an article about a dam removal that was done in
Pennsylvania for free with American Rivers. She added that the man in the article was invited to
come to Newton and she talked with him and he said he needed data. She continued that she
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hopes that he can be given the contact information for Jim Nickerson so they can discuss dam
removal and he can help advise him.

Another councilor followed up and stated that he also talked with the man in the article, and he
told him that American Rivers can do dam removal for free because they are a non-profit who
gets funding from the Army Corp of Engineers and others for dam removal. The same councilor
asked if funding sources have been considered for the project. Mr. Morse noted that, even if
the dam removal itself is free, the lifecycle costs are not. He added that the funding will
probably come from multiple different sources and they have started applyinh for grants. He
continued that they will likely have to utilize a longer-term bond, with the terms and funding
sources decided later.

The same councilor asked if they were planning for what the council may be doing 100 years
from now. Mr. Morse stated that the intent of the comprehensive stormwater investment and
maintenance program is to lay out all the capital needs associated with the entire stormwater
system.

Councilor Kelley motioned to vote No Action Necessary the item which passed 7-0.

Respectfully submitted,
David Kalis, Chair of the Public Facilities Committee



Bullough's Pond
Dam Project

Criteria Matrix and Alternatives Evaluation



Executive Summary

» Comparison of four final alternatives:
« Dam Removal
e New Core Wall Dam
e Buried Secant Pile Wall

e Downstream Erosion Protection




Criteria Matrix Results

» Calculated Scoring Results:
« Dam Removal: -8
» New Core Wall: +1
e Buried Secant Pile Wall: +7

e Downstream Erosion Protection: -1




Dam Removal

» Cost: $16.2M-$22.1M
» Lifecycle Cost: S100M+++

« Significant lifecycle uncertainty

Reduced stormwater storage

Higher downstream risk of flooding

Results in significant property value reductions

Strong community opposition



New Core Wall Dam

» Cost: $13.9M-S18M

» Lifecycle Cost: $15.45M-519.55M
e 75-100+ year lifespan
e Preserves storage capacity
 Low breach risk

« Moderate utility disruption

Core wall
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Surrounding terrain




Buried Secant Pile Wall

» Cost: $8.4M-S11M

» Lifecycle Cost: $9.95M-512.55M
e 75-100+ year lifespan
» Lowest breach risk
» Double layer of protection
e Provides downstream erosion protection

 No utility disruption




New Secant Pile Wall Concept

Dam Overview

MNew Secant Pile #T
Wall Dam







Downstream Erosion Protection

» Cost: S3M-$4M initial
» Lifecycle Cost: $28.3M-5104M

e 25-50 year lifespan (Possibly longer with very robust annual
maintenance investments.)

« Highest maintenance burden

e Higher long-term breach risk




Downstream Erosion Protection

The area is red is where the downstream
erosion protection covers. The area in blue
would remain unprotected and subject to
erosion during overtopping or breach events.




Downstream Erosion
Protection - Modes of Failure

» Edge and Toe Scour

» Uplift of Articulated Concrete
Block, ACB, mats

» “Piping” or channeling under
ACB mats

» Disintegration of ACB over
time

» Settling and shifting of ACB
resulting in increased cable
or system pressure

Photos to the right show the
impact of overtopping on ACB at
the Portugues Cofferdam in
2010.




What Happens if Newton has two
Major Rainfall Events Back-to-
Back?

» In 2024, Hurricane Helene dropped 30.78 inches of rain
in Florida. 13 days later Hurricane Milton dropped
another 14.01 inches of rain.

» Florida isn’t Newton, but the climate is changing, and
the potential for back-to-back heavy rainfalls over the
next century in Newton is high.

» If the first storm degrades the downstream erosion
protection system, but the 128-year-old dam holds, the
second storm is far more likely to result in a dam breach
as we will not have had time to replace the downstream
system.




ACB - Comparatively
Unproven

» There are roughly 92,000 dams in the US.

» Only ~0.2% of those dams rely on ACB downstream
erosion protection systems.

» ~75% of the ACB systems have been installed since 2000,
so there’s limited information on the life expectancy for
these relatively novel systems.




Dexter Road Concern with
Downstream Erosion Protection
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Downstream Erosion Protection -
Dexter Road is the Weakest Link
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Overtopping Begins

Typical Section through Dam
ypP & Downstream Erosion Protection Overtopping

Earth
Embankment

Downstream Reservoir

Erosion
Protection \




Piping Under Dexter Road
Begins

T‘y’picai Section th r{jugh Dam Downstream Erosion Protection Overtopping Piping
Under Dexter Road

Earth
Embankment

Downstream Reservoir

Erosion
Protection \




Dexter Road Fails and Pressure
Builds on the Backside of the ACB.

Downstream Erosion Protection Overtopping
After Dexter Road Fails

Typical Section through Dam

Earth
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Downstream Reservoir

Erosion
Protection \




The ACB fails, the rest of the
downstream earthen embankment
washes out, and the dam breaches.

Downstream Erosion Protection After Dexter Road, ACB, and

Typical Section through Dam the Existing Dam all Fail.

Reservoir




2023 - Hillsboro, NH - 2-4 inches

of rain in an 8-hour period
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This is a small
brook off East
Washington Road
in Hillsboro, NH.
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Road Buckles Under Heavy Flooding In New ...




What do Downstream Erosion
Protection Systems and Airbags
have in Common?

Airbags help limit injuries in a car accident.

Downstream Erosion Protection systems help limit
downstream erosion and reduce the likelihood of a dam
breach.

Even better than an airbag is to avoid the car accident
altogether.

Replacing the dam instead of installing downstream
erosion protection is like avoiding the car accident and
therefore not needing the airbag.

Replacing the dam with a new secant pile wall dam is
like avoiding the car accident and having an airbag.



@ What Really Happened at the Oroville Dam Spillway?

Practical Engineering

More videos u Youlube




Aftermath of ACB Failure




Key Risk Comparison

Secant Pile Wall: Lowest breach risk
Core Wall: Low breach risk

Erosion Protection: Elevated long-term risk

vV v v Vv

Dam Removal: Increased overtopping and system risk




Financial Comparison

» Lowest lifecycle cost: Buried Secant Pile Wall
» Moderate lifecycle cost: Core Wall

» Highest lifecycle cost: Erosion Protection and Dam
Removal

100-year life cycle costs
Dam Removal: $200M+
New Core Wall Dam: $15.45M-519.55M
New Buried Secant Pile Wall Dam: $9.95M-$12.55M
Downstream Erosion Protection: $28.3M-$104M




Conclusions

» Based on the criteria matrix, the Buried Secant Pile Wall
alternative received the highest overall score and
combines the lowest estimated construction cost with
the strongest long-term risk profile. This option was
overwhelmingly supported by the working group, the
consultant, the City Engineer, and the Commissioner of
Public Works.

» This option has also been supported by the
overwhelming majority of residents who have expressed
their opinion on the Bullough’s Pond Dam Project.




OUTFALL 72
OUTFALL 70

Laundry Brook
Culvert
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Charles River

Watershed Association

June 15, 2026
Dear Newton City Council,

I am writing on behalf of Charles River Watershed Association (CRWA), one of the country’s oldest
watershed associations, to express our current understanding of and questions regarding the Bullough’s
Pond Dam project. CRWA has been asked by several Newton residents to engage in this project, in the
interest of ensuring the work completed at Bullough’s Pond Dam, whether repair or removal, is
approached and completed in an environmentally and socially responsible manner.

Charles River Watershed Association (“CRWA”) was founded in 1965 by residents committed to the
restoration of the Charles River. CRWA’s mission is to protect, restore, and enhance the Charles River and
its watershed using science, advocacy, and the law. Our work aims to increase climate resilience, protect
public health, and promote environmental equity as we face a changing climate, together. As part of this
work CRWA encourages dam removal where appropriate and feasible, but does not support dam removal
unilaterally. Our organization acknowledges that dam removal is contingent on geographic and social
context, and is not appropriate in all circumstances. That being said, CRWA has not yet determined, from
our environmental point of view, whether repair or removal is most fitting in this instance. CRWA
requests information from the City and their engineers to better understand the approach, modeling
completed, and recommendations.

Currently, our understanding of the Bullough’s Pond Dam, and the work done thus far is as follows - the
dam was found to be in “poor condition” by the Office of Dam Safety (ODS) in 2017, who noted that the
tree growth on the earthen embankment was of particular concern and in violation of their Policy on Trees
on_Dams. In 2018, ODS issued a Dam Safety Order to the City, requiring a Phase II inspection to bring
the dam into compliance no later than January 2020. In 2020, GZA completed the Phase II inspection
report, which prioritized dam repair, and highlighted the need for tree and vegetation removal in all
scenarios. An additional alternatives study, assessing both repair and removal, was completed in 2025 by
the engineering firm GEI (recent presentation). The study aimed to assess and potentially minimize
impacts to the historic site of Bullough’s Pond and the proximal Laundry Brook Forest. GEI highlighted

the dams classification as a “significant hazard”, meaning that in case of failure, the dam could cause both
property damage and loss of life. Additionally, they noted that the spillway is undersized and that
vegetation on the dam needs to be cleared. The City emphasized a preference for repair, due to concerns
regarding downstream flooding, associated culvert work, and tree retention.

CRWA attended the recent public meeting on 5/28/2026, at which the City and GEI presented, as well as
the associated site visit on 5/29/2026. Our organization has two primary questions regarding the
information being used to make the decision on Bullough’s Pond Dam and the basis for the recommended
repair:

1) ODS requires all trees and woody vegetation, on any part of the dam, including earthen embankments
and within 20ft of the downstream portion of the dam, to be removed (Policy on Trees on Dams, Office of

Charles River Watershed Association
41 West Street, Floor 8 Boston, MA 02111 t 617 540 5650 www.crwa.org

#40-26


https://www.mass.gov/info-details/policy-on-trees-on-dams
https://www.mass.gov/info-details/policy-on-trees-on-dams
https://www.newtonma.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/67968/637533164089970000
https://www.newtonma.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/67968/637533164089970000
https://www.newtonma.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/132126/638939715200270000
https://www.mass.gov/info-details/policy-on-trees-on-dams
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Dam Safety). The engineer expressed a belief that this could be avoided based on a determination of what
is considered the dam. We would appreciate additional insight into what is being considered the dam
structure, specifically the earthen embankments and abutments, and whether or not ODS will agree with
the structural dam limits. In our experience working with dam owners throughout our watershed, and our
understanding of other Massachusetts projects, ODS takes a conservative approach in determining the
size of the dam structure, often requiring extensive tree removal. Often, excess tree removal can be
avoided in the case of dam removal, where only a portion of the dam (typically the spillway) is removed.
We do acknowledge that some tree loss may also occur in the case of removal; however, we would need
to understand more about any additional work required to bring the Dexter Road stream crossing up to
compliance.

2) During the presentation on 5/28/2026, the City noted that if the dam were to be removed, over 2.1
miles of downstream culverts would need to be replaced to reduce flooding in large storms. This was
primarily attributed to the reduction in the size of the impoundment, the next downstream restriction at the
Walnut Street culvert and the size of several of the Laundry Brook culverts. The City shared that the
downstream work would cost hundreds of millions of dollars and require more than 100 individual
eminent domain property takings, as well as decades to complete. CRWA requests to review the full
hydrologic and hydraulic model, as well as any associated culvert structural information, used to
make this determination. Additionally, we would like to understand what precedent storm events were
used in the modeling, and the associated water elevation results in the cases of dam repair and dam
removal. While we acknowledge downstream flood capacity and impacts are vital to consider, and should
inform the decision made, the projected scenario, both in terms of cost and property takings, seems
extreme. CRWA requests that the City hold a Question & Answer session for the general public,
with the consultant team from GEI present, so that we can gain a better understanding of the inputs
and assumptions incorporated into the model and decision matrix.

As an organization, CRWA is intentional about the projects with which we engage in our watershed, and
have done so here at the request of concerned residents. We encourage the City and engineers to address
the above questions and hold a public Q&A session for all interested. CRWA is working to understand the
project and current study in greater detail, and will ultimately support the path that is practical, feasible,
and prioritizes safety and well-being for both people and the ecosystem.

Sincerely,
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x’ W _;d{l_l_ - __.-3
—
Lisa Kumpf Amber Siegel
River Restoration Director, CRWA Senior Restoration Manager, CRWA

Charles River Watershed Association
41 West Street, Floor 8 Boston, MA 02111 t 617 540 5650 www.crwa.org
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