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APPENDIX I :  SITE ANALYSIS & CONCEPT PLANS
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Fig.1 Dedham Street Crossing
Fig.2 Springdale Avenue Crossing
Fig.3 Haven Street Crossing
Fig.4 Hunt Drive Crossing
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APPENDIX V: SOIL SAMPLING RECOMMENDATION

APPENDIX V

Minimum Sampling
For Rails-to-Trails Conversion of Rail Corridors

I. Sampling

Surface soils should be sampled as follows:

a. Adjacent to any existing or former buildings, bridges, signals, etc.

b. At former switch or rail-to-rail crossings, collect a minimum of 3 composite samples.  One 
composite sample should be obtained at the switch or crossing location, with additional composite 
samples obtained at 50-foot intervals in either directional along the corridor as illustrated in Figure 
1.  Each composite sample should consist of 5 specimens (i.e., each composite sample will consist 
of 5 discreet samples that are mixed together and analyzed as a single sample).

c. Along the remaining rail corridor:

• For corridor less than 0.5-mile long, collect a minimum of 10 composite samples.

• For corridor 0.5 – 0.75 miles long, collect 15 composite samples.

• For corridor 0.75 miles to 1 mile long, collect 20 composite samples. Space the sampling
points evenly down corridor, i.e., 20 samples in one mile is one sample about every 250
feet.

• For corridors greater than 1 mile in length, the number of evenly spaced samples to be 
collected should be calculated as follows:

Number of Composite Samples = 20 + 5x

Where x = total corridor length in excess of 1 mile

As an example, given a 4-mile length of corridor, the number of samples to be collected 
would equal 20+5*3 or 35 composite samples, which would be spaced approximately every 
600 feet.

Each composite sample collected along the corridor should consist of 5 specimens.  

d. Samples should be collected from the upper 6 inches of soil taking into consideration State
standards concerning direct exposure.

e. Samples should be analyzed for arsenic (SW 846 Method 6010B), lead (SW 846 Method 6010B)
and PAH (SW 846 Method 8270C SIM). If the corridor was utilized for electric rail, the samples 
should also be analyzed for PCB’s using SW 846 Method 8082, Method 608 or appropriate state 
test method.
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Item 
Number Work Item Estimated 

Quantity
Unit of 

Measure
Low-Cost 

Alternative
Recommended 

Alternative
High-Cost 
Alternative

Add 
Alternate

1 Legal Services for MBTA lease 1 Lump Sum  $5,000  $5,000  $5,000 
2 Soft Costs- Topographic Base Survey 1 Lump Sum  $25,000  $25,000  $85,000 
3 Soft Costs- Design and MBTA approvals 1 Lump Sum  $65,000  $65,000  $65,000 
4 Soft Costs- Permitting Local  $4,000  $4,000  $4,000 
5 Soft Costs- SWPPP  $2,000  $2,000  $2,000 
6 Soft Cost - Environmental Testing  $20,000  $20,000  $20,000 
7 Soft Cost- MBTA Indemnifi cation/ Environmental Insurance  $-    $-    $50,000 
8 Soft Cost -Rail and Decking Structural Engineering  $6,000  $6,000  $6,000 
9 Soft Cost-Construction Administration/Permitting Oversight (for Town)  $40,000  $40,000  $40,000
10 As-built Plan 1 Lump Sum  $10,000  $10,000  $10,000 
11 Clearing and Grubbing 6.1 Acres  $47,000 $47,000  $47,000 
12 Rail and tie removal (cost dependent on current value of steel) 1 Lump Sum  $5,000  $5,000  $5,000 
13 Erosion Control 12245 Linear Feet  $19,500  $19,500  $26,000 
14 Culvert Cleanout 5 Lump Sum  $-    $-    $7,500 
15 Physical Barriers 8665 Linear Feet  $21,500  $93,500  $176,000 
16 Vegetative Screening 5061 Linear Feet  $-    $36,500  $73,000 
17 Gravel Base- material, install, grading and compacting (6” min.) 3378 Cubic Yards  $215,000  $215,000  $215,000 
18 Stone Dust- material, install, grading and compacting (2” compacted) 1126 Cubic Yards  $54,000  $54,000  $54,000 
19 At-grade Crossing- without fl ashing beacons (two) 1 Lump Sum  $40,000  $40,000  $40,000 
20 At-grade Crossing with fl ashing beacons (two) 1 Lump Sum  $64,000  $64,000  $64,000 
21 Decking over two bridge crossings (10' wide) 1 Lump Sum  $60,000  $60,000  $60,000 
22 Pavement Marking and Signage for Accessible Parking (2 locations) 1 Lump Sum  $3,500  $3,500  $3,500 
23 Access trails: accessible trail from DPW garage 175 Linear Feet  $2,000  $2,000  $2,000 
24 Access trails: trail from American Legion 125 Linear Feet  $1,500  $1,500  $1,500 
25 Access trails: accessible trail  from Library 100 Linear Feet  $1,500  $1,500  $1,500 
26 Access Path Signage (three locations) 1 Lump Sum  $1,500  $1,500  $1,500 
27 Add Alternate 1- Railroad tie removal if MBTA exercises its right to remove rails 1 Lump Sum  $160,000 
28 Add Alternate 2- cost associated with restoring ground elevations to prior conditions 1 Lump Sum  $80,000 
29 Maintenance Account (10 year) 1 Lump Sum  $40,000  $40,000  $40,000 
30 Amenities (kiosks, interpretive signage, MBTA-required prevention signs) 1 Lump Sum  $6,000  $6,000  $6,000 
31 Performance Bonds 1 Lump Sum  $15,000  $18,000  $24,000 
32 Removal and disposal of dumped material 1 Lump Sum  $10,000  $10,000  $10,000 

Subtotal  $784,000  $895,500  $1,144,500  $240,000 
Contingency (20%)  $157,000  $179,100  $228,900  $48,000 
Total  $941,400  $1,074,600  $1,373,400  $288,000 

Updated 9/15/2015
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APPENDIX VII :  10 YEAR MAINTENANCE ACCOUNT BREAKDOWN
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Item 
Number Work Item Estimated 

Quantity
Unit of 

Measure Unit Price Total Comment

1 Stone dust trail corridor and surface maintenance 10 Annual cost  $2,000.00  $20,000 Annual cost of $2000 per year to maintain 
the trail surface for 10 years

2 Traffi c signs 65 each  $130.00  $8,450 Replace traffi c signs after 10 years
3 Rapid Flashing Beacon Batteries 8 each  $100.00  $800 Replace batteries after 5 years
4 Rapid Flashing Beacon Solar Collector 8 each  $300.00  $2,400 Replace solar collectors after 5 years
5 Thermoplastic Striping 4 Intersections  $2,050.00  $8,200 Restripe road markings and crosswalks after 

10 years

TOTAL  $39,850

Subtotal  $39,850 

Total  ~$40,000
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A public water supply well, identifi ed as Knollwood Drive Well 3078006-03G, operated by 
Colonial Water Company, is located adjacent to the railbed. The Zone 1 of that well crosses 
the railbed. A conference call was held on November 13, 2015, with Thomas Mahin and James 
Persky, Drinking Water regional contacts from Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection. The intended plan of removing the creosoted ties and rails and capping of soils with 
gravel and stone dust was considered favorably to current conditions at this well. It was also 
recommended that during construction, specifi cations be written to preclude placement of any 
staging area or vehicle refueling within that Zone 1 and surrounding area. MADEP has allowed 
passive recreational uses within Zone 1 in certain situations, and this proposed condition is an 
appropriate improvement over the current conditions. Although no permit is required for the rail 
trail conversion relative to the well, it was recommended that plans and details be provided to 
MADEP describing the proposed project and measures to protect the area near the well.

A phone conversation was held with Alan Melancon, Colonial Water Company, November 17, 
2015. Mr. Melancon did not have any additional concerns other than the procedures and spill 
prevention measures that were discussed with MADEP representatives for the proposed trail 
conversion construction. He additionally stated that there have been no water quality concerns 
at this well even with the prior history of railroad use.

APPENDIX VII I :  KNOLLWOOD DRIVE WELL ADDENDUM
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