
31EDbb  OafiS  3371 



Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2015 

https://archive.org/cletails/longrangewatersu02mass 



VOLUME  2 

SECTION  GUIDE 

Section  1:     General  Comments.     Covers  Projected  Demand/Needs  of  the 

MWRA  System,  Safe  Yield,  and  the  following  Alternatives; 
Demand  Management,  No  Action,  and  Watershed  Management. 

Section  2:  Merrimack  River  Alternative 

Section  3 :  Millers/Tully  Rivers  Alternative 

Section  4:  Plymouth  Aquifer  Alternative 

Section  5:  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Alternative 

Section  6:  User  Sources  Alternative 

GOVERNMENT  DOCUMENTS 

COLLECTION 

JUL  2  4 1987 

University  of  Massachusetts 
Depository  Copy 



^ 



SUMMARY  OF  SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

The  following  section  lists  the  specific  comments  made  on  different  topics 

that  the  Long  Range  Water  Supply  Study  /  EIR  —  2020  covered.     The  topics  include 

1.  Connecticut  River  Alternative 

2.  Watershed  Management  Alternative 

3.  Plymouth  Aquifer  Alternative 
4.  Projected  Demand  /  Needs  of  the  MWRA  System 
5.  Millers  /  Tully  Rivers  Alternative 

6.  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Alternative 
7.  Merrimack  River  Alternative 

8.  User  Sources  Alternative 

9.  Demand  Management  Alternative 
10.  No  Action  Alternative 

11.  Evaluation  /  Assessment  Criteria 
12.  Safe  Yield  of  the  MWRA  Svstem 





COMMENTS  ON  THE  CONNECTICUT  RIVER  ALTERNATIVE 

There  was  unanimous  opposition  to  this  alternative  from  the  323  commenters  on 

the  alternative.  Those  opposing  the  alternative  included  48  towns  and  3  coun- 
ties in  Massachusetts,  the  state  of  Connecticut  and  11  towns  in  that  state. 

1.  Spring  flood  waters  are  needed  to  recharge  groundwater  aquifers  along  the 
river.  Taking  this  water  out  of  the  basin  can  reduce  our  own  water 

supplies. 

2.  Predicted  population  growth  and  increasing  groundwater  contamination  in 
Western   Massachusetts    may,    in    the    future,    necessitate   the    use    of  the 
Connecticut  River  for  drinking  water  in  Western  Massachusetts. 

3.  Over  70  sewage  treatment  plants  discharge  into  the  Connecticut  and  its  tri- 

butaries below  Northfield.  The  river's  water  is  needed  to  dilute  these 
wastes.  Reducing  the  flow  of  the  river  will  decrease  the  water  quality  of 
the  rivers. 

4.  Rivers  and  their  floodplains  provide  the  most  biologically  diverse  habitats 
in  North  America.  They  support  many  varieties  of  plants  and  animals  that 

depend  on  periodic  flooding.  If  we  "skim  the  flood,"  we  destroy  some  of 
this  unique  habitat. 

5.  The  Atlantic  Salmon  and  American  Shad  rely  on  the  distinctive  odor  of  the 

Connecticut  River  to  find  the  way  back  to  their  "home"  river.  Reducing  the 
amount  of  river  flow  into  Long  Island  Sound  could  harm  the  Atlantic  Salmon 

Restoration  Program. 

6.  The  more  water  that  is  drawn  at  the  Northfield  pumping  facility,  the  more 
fish  that  are  taken  up  by  the  pumps.  Fish  of  any  significant  size  cannot 
make  it  through  the  pumps  alive.  Therefore,  the  diversion  will  reduce  our 
native  fisheries. 

7.  According  to  the  diversion  proposal,  variations  in  the  river  level  will  be 
absorbed  by  the  Turners  Falls  pool.  The  base  level  of  the  Turners  Falls 

pool  determines  the  speed  of  the  river  flow  in  this  stretch.  If  the  base 
level  drops,  the  river  runs  faster;  if  it  rises,  the  river  runs  slower.  The 

more  variation  there  is  in  the  river's  speed,  the  more  erosion  occurs. 

8.  The  impact  of  this  proposed  diversion  would  not  happen  in  isolation;  this 
would  be  added  on  top  of  the  variations  in  river  flow  which  are  already 

taking  place.  Therefore,  the  cumul ati  ve  impact  of  all  of  these  changes 
will  be  even  greater  than  the  impact  of  this  project  alone. 

9.  The  Connecticut  River  watershed  is  critical  to  the  production  of  hydro- 
electric power. 

10.  The  diversion  of  peak  flows  of  17,000  cfs  or  greater  into  a  potentially  full 
reservoir  establishes  a  precedent  for  diverting  water  at  anytime. 

11.  The  flood  waters  of  the  Connecticut  River  are  needed  to  cleanse  the  river 

bottom  and  remove  the  silt  deposits. 
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12.  The  minerals  deposited  on  the  floodplains  during  spring  flows  benefit  the 
farmers  of  western  Massachusetts  and  Connecticut. 

13.  The  diversion  of  Connecticut  River  waters  into  the  Quabbin  Reservoir  may 

introduce  lamprays  which  will  destroy  both  cold  and  warm  water  fish  there. 

14.  The  diversion  of  Connecticut  River  Waters  into  the  Quabbin  Reservoir  will 

introduce  nutrient  enrichment  changing  the  biology  of  the  reservoir, 

possibly  causing  eutri f i cati on  and  sedimentation. 

15.  Diversion  will  introduce  Class  B  or  Class  C  water  into  the  Quabbin  which  is 

Class  A.  The  introduction  of  a  Class  B  or  C  water  supply  into  a  Class  A  is 
contrary  to  federal  and  state  law. 

15.  There  is  no  provision  for  treating  Connecticut  River  water  prior  to  intro- 
ducing it  into  the  Quabbin  Reservoir. 

17.  The  Connecticut  River  contains  sewage,  agricultural  and  urban  runoff, 

industrial  water  and  radioactive  waste  which  reduce  the  quality  of  drinking 
water. 

18.  Diminished  freshwater  flow  downstream  from  the  diversion  will  allow  salt 

water  to  travel  farther  upstream  threatening  well  fields  along  the  river. 

19.  Adequate  supplies  of  freshwater  are  crucial  to  maintaining  a  productive 

estuary,  the  nursery  for  many  species  of  fish  where  seasonal  flooding  and 
freshwater  flows  play  an  important  role. 

20.  Dock  levels  will  be  adversely  affected  by  the  diversion. 

21.  Reduction  of  the  freshet  in  the  spring  may  bring  greater  growth  of  algal 
bl ooms. 

22.  The  assessment  report  does  not  adequately  address  the  potential  downstream 
impacts  on  Connecticut  of  the  Connecticut  River  diversion  alternative. 

23.  Diversion  may  effect  the  City  of  Hartford's  ability  to  greatly  increase  the 
range  of  recreational  users  which  the  river  can  support. 

24.  Diverting  water  will  decrease  the  water  quality  of  the  Connecticut  River. 

25.  Diversion  will  eliminate  the  economic  benefits  the  Connecticut  River 

Watershed  offers  the  Pioneer  Valley. 

26.  Diversion  would  set  a  precedent  for  other  states  to  take  water  from  the 
Connecticut  River  in  the  future. 

27.  Diversion  will  decrease  water  quality  in  the  Connecticut  River  which  would 
have  an  adverse  impact  on  wildlife. 

28.  The  impacts  of  diverting  water  during  periods  of  low  flow  are  not  examined 
in  the  Summary  Report. 
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29.  All  laws  governing  withdrawals  would  be  governed  by  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts. 

30.  The  needs  and  uses  of  downstream  users  of  the  current  water  supply  were  not 

analyzed. 

31.  What  is  the  potential  for  and  impact  of  surging,  which  is  expected  to  occur 
as  a  result  of  the  limited  time  available  for  actual  diversion? 

32.  Any  lowering  of  water  levels  in  the  river  would  necessitate  extremely 
costly  dredging  and  reconstruction  of  most  marinas  located  along  the  river. 

33.  A  decreased  flow  at  this  time  could  be  particularly  important  in  the  vici- 
nity of  Haddam  Neck  where  the  plume  from  Connecticut  Yankee  extends  across 

much  of  the  river.    The  range  of  temperatures  could  get  even  wider. 

34.  The  quality  of  the  water  for  recreational  activities  will  be  affected. 

35.  The  oxygen  supply  in  the  river  will  be  depleted. 

36.  A  reduced  volume  of  water  could  promote  a  worse  catastrophe  than  with 
higher  volumes  if  an  oil  barge  leaks. 

37.  Diversion  will  destroy  Quabbin  fishing. 

38.  Diversion  will  have  a  disastrous  effect  on  fishing  in  the  Wachusett 
Reservoi  r. 

39.  Lowered  water  flows  through  Holyoke  and  Springfield  would  exacerbate  their 

sewer  outflows  into  Connecticut.  Could  they  be  required  to  clean  up  their 
act? 

40.  If  quantities  of  water  were  taken  out  of  the  river  in  dry  periods  there 
could  definitely  be  a  salt  inflow  perhaps  well  above  the  Haddam  Nuclear 

Plant.  Are  the  cooling  pipes  at  Haddam  constructed  of  materials  which  can 
withstand  high  salt? 

41.  Is  it  possible  for  Connecticut  or  the  federal  government  to  charge  MWRA  for 
water  diverted,  more  in  periods  of  low  flow,  less  in  periods  of  high  flows? 

42.  Diversion  will  not  cause  the  Connecticut  River  to  dry  up. 

43.  The  dilution  capacity  of  the  Quabbin  requires  further  analysis.  Costs  of 

more  advanced  pre-treatment  need  to  be  estimated.  Can  these  costs  be 
determined  in  advance  of  a  situation  in  which  the  self-purification  of  the 
Quabbin  Reservoir  is  executed? 

44.  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  combined  impacts  on  the  Millers  and 
Connecticut  Rivers.  Should  both  sources  be  considered  for  augmentation 

purposes? 
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45.  The  study  failed  to  assess  the  potential  legal  costs  or  delay-related 
inflationary  costs  due  to  interstate  and  political  opposition,  lawsuits  and 

related  problems. 

46.  At  times  of  low  flow  there  may  be  demand  for  draw  down  of  flood  control  and 

power  producing  dams  in  Vermont  which  could,  in  turn,  affect  power  produc- 
tion, water  quality,  fisheries  resources  and  recreation. 

47.  The  proposal  might  lead  to  development  proposals  for  new  water  storage 

impoundments  in  Vermont. 

48.  There  is  inadequate  analysis  of  certain  radioactive  and  toxic  chemical 

pollutants  in  the  Connecticut  River  water  to  be  diverted  and  what  their 

short  term  and  cumulative  impacts  would  be  on  the  quality  of  Quabbin's 
water  supply  for  human  consumption  in  the  future. 

4y.  There  is  inadequate  analysis  of  whether  radioactive  and  toxic  chemical 

pollutants  entering  Quabbin  on  a  regular  basis  over  the  long  term  would 
have  the  cumulative  effect  of  seriously  impairing  Quabbin  itself  as  a  source 

of  supply  for  water  fit  for  human  consumption. 

50.  The  decision  by  MDC  that  environmental  impacts  downstream  would  not  be 

investigated  if  instantaneous  alterations  of  flow  resulting  from  the  pro- 
ject could  be  confined  to  within  5  percent  of  the  instantaneous  flow  of  the 

alternative  contradicts  the  early  decision  the  early  decision  of  M.E.P.A 

that  impacts  could  not  be  ignored  simply  because  they  were  within  the  nor- 
mal variations  of  the  system.  This  decision  eliminated  virtually  all 

environmental  investigation  of  the  Connecticut  River. 

51.  It  has  not  been  clearly  established  that  bascules  and  gates  at  the  Turner's 
Falls  Dam  can  confine  alterations  of  flow  downstream  to  within  5  percent 
when  the  rate  of  flow  of  the  river  is  near  80,000  CFS. 

52.  The  impact  of  the  Connecticut  River  alternative  on  Quabbin  Reservoir  water 
quality  has  not  adequately  been  accounted  for,  especially  in  regard  to  its 
impact  on  cost  estimates  fo  the  alternative,  including  net  present  valve. 

53.  The  initial  effort  at  thermal  modeling  of  Quabbin  Reservoir  misrepresented 
the  thermocline.  Comparing  the  modeled  thermocline  with  the  actual 

empirical  data  showed  that  a  stronger  thermocline  actually  exists  than  was 

indicated  by  the  model.  The  result  of  this  would  be  to  introduce  pollu- 
tants, including  coliforms,  into  the  supply  system  more  easily. 

54.  The  effect  of  the  omission  of  water  treatment  is  to  unreal i sti cal ly 
depress  the  cost  of  diversion  water  from  the  Connecticut  and  Millers, 

making  them  appear  to  be  the  least  expensive  alternatives.  Including  cost 
of  treatment  and  sludge  disposal  will  bring  the  cost  estimates  for  these 
takings  into  line  with  other  propsals  for  augmentation. 

55.  A  continuous  monitoring  system  must  be  developed  and  installed  with  the 

capability  of  automatically  shutting  down  the  Northfield  -  Quabbin  aqueduct 
in  response  to  radioactive  contamination  of  the  river.  This  must  be  fac- 

tored into  Connecticut  River  cost  estimates. 
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56.  It  is  not  fair,  environmental  responsible  or  economically  efficient  to 
transport  Western  Massachusetts  water  70  miles  east  while 

simultaneously  denying  an  emergency  request  from  Amherst  for  a  share 

of  its  own  region's  natural  resources. 

57.  The  study  does  not  assume  any  treatment  of  a  diversion-augmented 
Quabbin.  Considering  the  potential  impacts  and  the  new  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act  requirements,  this  is  not  a  realistic  assumption. 

58.  Historic  mean  flows  for  July,  August  and  September  are  lower  than 
the  minimum  desired  flows  identified  in  the  report. 

59.  Future  demands  of  upstream  users  are  not  adequately  addressed  in  the 
report.  New  Hampshire  does  not  have  sufficient  data  at  this  time  to 

adequately  project  future  needs  or  assess  the  capability  of  existing 
supplies  to  meet  these  needs. 

60.  The  report  does  not  address  possible  impacts  on  scenic  or  recreational 
resources  on  the  Connecticut  River. 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

There  was  nearly  unanimous  support  for  this  alternative  from  the  8  commenters  on 

the  specifics  of  the  alternative  and  the  scores  of  other  commenters  who  men- 
tioned this  alternative  as  a  way  for  MWRA  to  meet  demand.  Some  commenters  were 

concerned  with  flaws  and  lack  of  data  in  the  study. 

1.  Lighter,  more  constant  cutting  over  the  entire  period  is  preferable  to 
intensive  initial  cutting. 

2.  Areas  should  be  targeted  for  different  levels  of  management  based  on  their 

potential  contribution  to  water  flows  and  their  relationship  to  sensitive 
environmental  resources.  In  general,  heavier  cutting  should  be  done  at 
areas  nearer  the  reservoir,  and  little  or  no  cutting  should  be  done  on 

upl  and  areas. 

3.  When  feasible,  a  balance  between  hardwood  and  softwood  stands  should  be  pre- 
served in  some  areas  to  protect  wildlife  habitats. 

4.  Soil  data  should  be  used  to  guide  cutting  practices  and  targeting  areas. 
Differences  in  soil  types  and  characteristics  may  make  general  widespread 
cutting  inappropriate. 

5.  Detailed  biological  surveys  should  serve  as  an  information  base  for  decision- 

making. Accurate  knowledge  should  be  acquired  regarding  "indicator"  and 
"featured"  species. 

6.  Water  flows  and  important  ecological  indicators  should  be  monitored  regu- 

larly to  allow  for  adjustments  in  management  practices  and  early  iden- 
tification of  potential  unexpected  environmental  consequences. 

7.  Potential  impacts  on  water  quality  caused  by  management  practices  should  be 
investigated.  Also,  surveys  of  aquatic  ecology  should  be  done  at  times 
which  reflect  realistic  seasonal  conditions. 

8.  Specially  trained  crews  employed  by  the  MDC  should  do  the  cutting  in  par- 
ticularly sensitive  areas. 

9.  The  evaluation  of  impacts  on  wildlife  populations  was  inadequate. 

10.  There  were  serious  errors  in  the  selection  of  indicator  species. 

11.  The  severe  reduction  in  forest  density,  especially  softwood  forest  density, 
can  only  create  a  major  disruption  and  change  in  the  ecology  of  the  Ouabbin 
Watershed.    This  alternative  is  much  too  extreme. 

12.  There  will  be  a  disruptive  effect  on  the  forest  products  economy  of  the 
regi  on. 

13.  The  potential  for  environmental  harm  from  erosion  created  by  Watershed 
Management  should  be  studied  further. 

14.  Collusion  between  those  who  would  propose  or  administer  Watershed  Management 
and  those  who  would  profit  directly  by  the  cutting  should  be  avoided. 
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15.  Loggers  typically  mutilate  the  land  on  which  they  harvest  trees. 

16.  An  increased  budget  and  more  foresters  will  be  needed  for  Watershed 

Management. 

17.  Discussion  of  road  impacts  is  missing  from  the  study,  while  the  MDC  report 
estimates  that  deteriorating  roadways  constitute  the  main  source  of  erosion 
in  the  MDC  watershed  area. 

18.  MDC  must  establish  standards  and  guidelines  for  long  term  consistent 
excellence  in  its  watershed  management  program,  so  that  proper  direction 

is  not  lost  over  the  4U  year  study  period. 

19.  MDC  must  develop  tables  and  maps  that  break  down  the  vegetation  changes  to 

bt:  accomplished,  slow  acres  of  different  kinds  of  strands  before  and  after 
management. 

20.  The  slower  implementation  proposed  in  the  MDC  plan  is  preferable  because  it 
will  provide  the  necessary  time  for  feedback  from  a  properly  monitored 
operation.  A  more  regular  schedule  will  also  provide  an  even  work  load  and 

regular  support  of  the  local  economy. 

21.  Work  on  sensitive  areas  must  be  performed  under  the  direct  control  of  an  MDC 
forester.  An  MDC  crew  must  also  maintain  the  roadways  to  control  the 
erosi  on, 

22.  In  spite  of  the  manuals  for  such  reports  developed  by  EPA,  USF&WS  and 
others,  containing  standard  formulae  and  techniques,  the  report  fails  to 
provide  basic  calculations  to  substantiate  qualitative  claims  about  impacts 

on  water  quality,  wildlife  and  aquatic  ecology. 

23.  Four  of  the  indicator  species  probably  do  not  exist  on  either  watershed  and 

three  exist  in  extremely  low  populations.  Indicator  species  should  be  rela- 
tively common,  easily  observed,  and  likely  to  be  affected  by  the  proposed 

work. 

24.  Consultants  planned  to  base  their  water  yield  estimates  on  evaluations  of 
soil  vegetation  units  in  the  watershed.  This  would  have  provided  better 

information  about  impacts  of  stream  discharge  as  well  as  yields.  Why  was  it 
not  done? 

25.  The  EIR's  assumption  that  runoff  into  watershed  streams  will  increase  by 
less  than  5  percent  for  average  storms  (pp.  58,  59)  is  apparently  based  on 
projections  of  increased  yield  to  the  reservoirs  from  the  entire  watershed, 

rather  than  from  engineering  calculations  of  changes  in  infiltration  and 
runoff  arising  from  changes  in  vegetative  cover.  To  evaluate  impacts  on 
water  quality  and  aquatic  ecology  in  tributaries  within  the  watershed,  an 
assessment  must  be  made  of  the  increase  in  runoff  into  streams  expected 

from  a  20  -  to  100  -  year  storm.  These  calculations  could  easily  be  pro- 
vided for  one  or  two  catchments  chosen  as  typical. 

26.  The   EIK    should    also    reconsider    runoff    associated   with   spring  snowmelt. 
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27.  Page  58  of  the  Task  7  report  states  that  the  proportion  of  surface  and  sub- 
surface flows  will  remain  stable.  Substantiation  for  this  statement  should 

be  made  through  references  to  the  literature. 

28.  Impact  on  water  quality  in  streams  of  the  proposed  manipulations  of  vegeta- 
tion are  discussed  qualitatively  rather  than  quantitatively.  However, 

information  is  available  to  produce  a  simple  model  of  expected  changes  in 
water  quality  as  a  result  of  the  program. 

29.  It  is  impossible  to  evaluate  impacts  on  aquatic  biota  because  the  report 
assumes  that  there  will  be  no  significant  change  in  discharge,  and  since 

changes  in  water  chemistry  are  not  quantified. 

30.  The  study  on  aquatic  biota  of  streams  should  have  focused  on  aquatic 
insects,  not  plankton.  Baseline  data  on  several  streams  in  typical 
watersheds  must  be  provided  to  allow  predictions  of  expected  changes. 

31.  The  proposed  indicator  species  are  not  useful  indicators  of  changes  in  water 

quality  in  lower  order  streams. 

32.  The  section  on  impact  on  reservoirs  is  of  questionable  value  because  it 
assumes  that  reservoir  dynamics  are  the  same  as  those  of  lacustrine  systems. 

^  33.  'Ecologically  intolerant  species,  with  restricted  environments,  must  be  given special  consideration.  In  particular,  the  temporary  or  vernal  ponds  must  be 

mapped  and  protected. 

34.  Vernal  ponds  must  be  adequately  buffered  and  protected  not  only  from  logging 
but  from  associated  activities  such  as  roads  and  landings. 

35.  A  system  such  as  the  USFWS  habitat  classification  system,  based  on  vegeta- 
tion, should  be  used  to  substantiate  predictions  of  change  in  wildlife 

species. 

36.  The  effect  on  established  habitats  and  species  of  extensive  conversion  to 
low  density  forest  over  a  very  short  period  of  time  is  not  addressed  adequately. 

37.  The  potential  impacts  on  the  deer  population  should  be  addressed  and  mitiga- 
tion measures  proposed  to  stablilize  the  population. 

38.  The  reduction  of  dense  softwood  from  2U  percent  to  1  percent  requires 

further  study.  The  report  should  isure  that  such  reduction  be  handled  sen- 
sitively, leaving  strips  of  dense  habitat. 

39.  The  material  in  the  report  detailing  impacts  on  some  bird  species  from 
reduction  in  density  should  be  expanded  and  clarified. 

40.  Buffers  must  be  established  around  wetlands. 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  PLYMOUTH  AQUIFER  ALTERNATIVE 

There  was  unanimous  opposition  to  this  alternative  from  the  17  commenters  on  the 

specifics  of  the  alternative. 

1.  Neighboring  communities  in  Plymouth  and  Barnstable  Counties  will  eventually 
look  to  the  Plymouth  aquifer  for  additional  water  supplies.  Action  by  MWRA 
could  adversely  impact  future  supplies  of  those  towns. 

2.  (jroudwater  levels  are  critical  to  the  cranberry  bogs  of  the  Plymouth  region. 
Pumping  from  the  aquifer  couild  lower  water  levels  under  the  bogs  to  a  point 
beyond  critical  and  into  a  stage  of  desiccation. 

3.  The  lowering  of  groundwater  levels  created  by  pumping  the  aquifer  will 
severely  reduce  wildlife  habitat. 

4.  The  lowering  of  groundwater  levels  created  by  pumping  the  aquifer  will 
severely  reduce  the  land  surface  necessary  for  groundwater  recharge. 

5.  The  large  cost  of  building  a  pipeline  to  the  MWRA  system  makes  this  alter- 
native to  expensive  for  consideration. 

5.  Removal  of  large  amounts  of  water  from  the  aquifer  will  have  serious  impacts 
on  the  trees  in  Myles  Standish  State  Forest. 

7.  Many  ponds  and  lakes  in  the  region  will  be  drawn  to  a  point  where  they 
become  swamps  with  the  ecology  and  scenic  qualities  of  the  water  bodies 

greatly  diminishes. 

8.  The  alternative  will  have  serious  impacts  on  the  habitat  of  the  red-bellied 
turtle,  an  endangered  species. 

9.  Long  Pond,  a  prime  recreational  asset  to  southeast  Massachusetts  may  be 
serious  impacted  by  the  drawdown  from  the  wells  and  the  drying  up  of  a 

stream  presently  flowing  from  Little  Long  Pond  to  Long  Pond. 

10.  Industrial  and  residential  wells  may  be  rendered  inefficient  or  useless  by 
the  drawdown  of  the  aquifer. 

11.  A  two  dimensional  geohydraulic  study  was  used  in  the  study  when  three  dimen- 
sional computer  models  are  available  which  give  much  more  definitive  infor- 

mation. 

12.  The  geohydraulic  calculations  were  done  using  an  average  annual  rainfall  on 

the  area.  The  study  should  have  predicted  a  worse  case  scenario  which  exa- 
mined the  one  on  influence  during  extented  periods  of  droughts. 

13.  The  socio-economic  impacts  do  not  consider  the  disastrous  effects  on  the 
Plymouth  community. 

14.  The  drawdowns  of  water  would  seriously  effect  property  values. 

15.  The  ponds  selected  for  assessing  impacts  do  not  come  close  to  spanning  the 
ecological  or  habitat  range  expressed  by  the  many  ponds  in  Plymouth  that 
will  be  subject  to  impact. 
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16.  The  use  of  maximum  pond  depth  on  page  82  of  the  Assessment  Report  is  of 
limited  help  trying  to  envision  drawdown  and  potential  effects.  If  surface 
area  and  volume  figures  are  available,  they  should  be  used. 

17.  Some  of  the  indicator  species  selected  for  the  Plymouth  Aquifer  do  not  fac- 
tually occur  in  the  geographic  area  which  will  be  potentially  impacted.  A 

more  project  specific  list  of  indicator  species  should  be  drafted. 

18  The  study  does  not  predict  the  optimum  time  during  the  year  to  withdraw 

water  and  minimize  the  drawdown  on  ponds,  cranberry  bogs,  and  marshes. 

19.  Page  103  of  the  Assessment  Report  describes  "replacement  wetlands,"  which 
implies  the  establishment  of  fully  functional  plant  communities  composed  of 

species  that  were  present  in  the  impacted  wetland.  Can  one  create  a  fresh- 

water pond  that  is  the  equivalent  of  Three-Corned  Pond  in  Myles  Standish 
State  Forest? 

20.  Un  page  79  of  the  Assessment  Report  it  is  stated  that  there  are  no  1 egal  ly 

protected  plant  species  in  the  ponds  likely  to  be  affected  by  drawdown. 

However,  does  not  MWRA  have  some  obligation  to  "officially  listed"  species 
(by  the  Division  of  Fisheries  and  Wildlife)  even  though  not  legally 

protected? 

21.  Referring  to  page  79  of  the  Assessment  Report,  because  drawdown  would  most 
likely  affect  emergent  and  pondshore  species,  would  it  not  be  prudent  to 

select  1-2  species  from  those  categories  as  well  as  from  the  water  column. 

22.  Results  are  given  for  the  impacts  of  three  well  fields  placed  in  the  state 
forest  and  along  Route  3.  Are  these  sites  the  optimum  location  for  reducing 

impact  while  providing  adequate  yield?  What  other  configuration  of  sites 
were  studied  and  why  rejected?  What  factors  constrained  the  selected 
1  ocati  ons  ? 

23.  Impacts  are  described  in  terms  of  average  15  mgd  withdrawal.  What  is  the 
range  of  withdrawal  studied  for  this  option,  what  are  the  impacts? 

Consultants  described  the  pipeline  (at  the  workshop)  as  limited  to  15  mgd 
transport  and  capable  on  the  average  of  15  mgd?    Which  is  it? 

24.  Study  was  based  on  average  recharge  conditions.  What  would  the  impact  be 
during  an  extended  drought? 

25.  Minimum  drawdown  contour  presented  was  for  5  feet.  One  foot  contour  should 
be  shown  on  the  maps. 

26.  Will  the  potential  of  this  alternative  to  provide  redundancy  for  the  ML)C 
system  be  discussed? 

27.  Results  seem  to  focus  on  impacts  in  the  aquatic  ecosystem?  Consultants 

however  stated  that  transiti  ons  will  occur  in  the  terrestrial  ecology  par- 
ticularly in  composition  of  communi ti es.  What  are  these  impacts  and  what 

acreage  or  extent  of  impact  can  be  anticipated? 
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28.  Estimates  should  be  given  for  the  potential  reduction  of  fresh  water  outflow 
to  the  estuary.  Impacts  are  not  likely  to  be  evenly  distributed.  Where  is 

the  greatest  potential  harm? 

29.  The  red-bellied  turtle  will  have  its  habitat  reduced.  There  are  18  rare  and 

endangered  plant  species  in  the  aquifer.  What  impact  will  they  experience? 
Will  the  transitions  referred  to  in  the  terrestrial  ecology  impact  these  in 

parti  cul  ar? 

30.  The  aquifer  is  used  for  potable  water  now.  Consultants  do  not  report 
testing,  in  the  limited  two  test  wells  used,  for  the  presence  of  elements  or 

herbicides  and  pesticides  in  the  water.  Cranberry  growers  blanket  parathion 
pesticide  on  their  crops  with  more  limited  application  of  herbicide. 

Reduction  of  groundwater  might  severely  impacted  the  levels  of  diluted  orga- 
nics  and  present  a  risk  to  water  supply  and  flora  and  fauna. 

31.  What  levels  of  contami nates  have  been  identified  for  which  treatment  is  to 

be  provided?  Has  NaCL  been  detected?  Will  it  be  increased  with  siting  near 
Route  3? 

32.  What  compensation  will  be  offered,  if  any,  for  impacts  on  private  wells, 
cranberry  growers  and  scenic  characteristics  of  residential  sites  located 
in  the  drawdown  contours? 

33.  Since  the  tentative  site  of  the  treatment  plant  is  now  unavailable,  what  are 
other  sites  for  the  plant,  how  will  this  affect  the  cost  of  the  alternative? 

34.  If  water  withdrawn  contains  organics,  how  will  this  affect  the  cost  of 

treatment?    Where  will  the  sludge  be  disposed  of  ? 

35.  The  Plymouth  region  is  a  fast  growing  sector  of  the  state.  The  consultants 

anlaysis  is  not  fully  up-to-date  concerning  future  local  need  for  this 
water.    Will  this  information  be  updated? 

36.  We  would  like  to  see  a  complete  assessment  of  impacts  to  recreation  in  the 
Myles  Standish  State  Forest. 

37.  It  makes  no  sense  to  tap  the  Playmouth  Aquifer  to  transport  precious  water 
north        and        bypass        parched        Brockton        in        the  process. 





COMMENTS  UN  PRUJECTED  DEMAND 

Comments  on  the  projected  demand  for  water  on  the  MWRA  system  were  critical  of 

the  study  on  grounds  that  the  projections  were  greatly  excessive. 

1.  The  category  of  "additional  demand  by  partial  users,"  which  includes  as 
much  as  55  MGD  of  additional  water  as  early  as  1990,  should  have  been  eli- 

minated altogether  since  the  adoption  of  Chapter  382  of  the  Acts  of  1981 
and  the  passage  of  the  Water  Management  Act  of  1985, 

2.  Reference  to  "legally  eligible  communities"  is  out  of  date  since  "10-  and 
15-  miler"  designations  are  no  longer  valid. 

3.  Population  growth  estimates  of  15%  are  contradicted  by  a  virtually  flat 

growth  curve  experienced  in  recent  years,  and  as  projected  by  the 
Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  (MAPC)  to  the  year  2010,  and  by  the 
Authority  itself  in  planning  for  future  sewer  service. 

4.  An  analysis  of  domestic  water  use  indicates  that  the  effect  of  projected 
increases  in  population  and  housing  will  be  offset  by  projected  reductions 
in  water  consumption. 

5.  The  projected  metered  nondomestic  water  use  is  based  on  a  highly  inflated 

assumption,  that  of  a  45%  increase  in  employment  in  the  Boston  metropolitan 
a  rea. 

6.  The  Advisory  Board  questions  the  rationality  of  incorporating  the  full  55 

M(aD  for  partially-supplied  users  in  the  capacity  planning  estimate  when 
this  water  may  not  be  needed  in  reality.  What  is  needed  is  an  evaluation 

of  how  much  additional  water  a  partially-supplied  community  might  request, 
and  for  what  reasons. 

7.  Since  many  service  contracts  expire  during  the  next  several  years,  the 
study  should  also  consider  what  effect  renegotiating  these  contracts  may 
have  on  future  water  demands  on  the  MWRA. 

8.  The  study  does  not  fully  address  what  possible  measures  could  be  used  to 
reduce  the  expected  probability  of  supply  losses  due  to  contamination. 

9.  The  estimated  losses  in  non-user  communities  due  to  contamination  are 
highly  imprecise,  losses  may  be  much  less  or  much  more  than  27  MGD. 
Revised  estimates  should  be  developed  to  reflect  how  much  water  could  be 
saved  from  contamination  by  various  levels  of  effort  to  control  the  causes 
of  water  contamination. 

lU.  The  rate  of  growth  assumed  by  MWRA  should  be  consistent  with  planning  rates 
used  in  other  departments  of  the  MWRA.  The  Authority  should  also  seek  to 

correlate  its  growth  projections  with  the  cumulative  growth  expectations  of 
the  cities  and  towns  it  serves. 

11.  Water  consumption  increases  attributed  to  projected  increases  by  2020  in 
population  (15%),  housing  (21%),  and  employment  (45%)  are  not  adequately 
supported  by  data  and/or  discussion  in  the  Summary  Report. 
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12.  The  Summary  Report  includes  no  information  on  past  and  present  con- 
tamination rates  to  support  the  project  increase  in  either  contamination 

rates  or  the  loss  of  existing  water  supplies  due  to  future  contamination. 

13.  Little  or  no  emphasis  is  placed  on  protecting  existing  local  supplies  from 

potential  sources  of  contamination.  Since  more  than  60  MGD  is  provided  by 
small  reservoir  and  well  supplies  with  the  towns,  it  is  imperative  that 
these  supplies  are  protected. 

14.  A  new  state-of-the-art  demand  study  employing  expertise  from  outside  the 
New  England  region  is  needed.  This  would  involve  a  disaggregated  demand 

mode,  sorted  by  geographic  jurisdiction  and  functional  category.  This 
would  be  designed  for  convenient  manipulation  and  updating  by  computer. 

15.  The  Summary  Report  reflects  a  no  longer  appropriate  attitude  about  the  role 
of  the  MWRA  water  supply  system.  The  provisions  of  the  legislation  that 

created  the  MWRA,  especially  Section  8D,  express  a  clear  legislative  inten- 
tion to  alter  the  perception  of  the  MWRA  water  supplies  as  an  available 

resource  to  new  or  partially  supplied  communities. 

16.  The  projections  for  2020  are  listed  as  having,  conservatively,  an  uncer- 
tainty range  of  +/-13%.  This  is  a  substantial  uncertainty  range  and 

underlines  the  danger  of  using  these  projections  too  literally. 

17.  The  estimates  for  contamination  of  local  water  supplies  are  inflated  and 
need  to  be  downgraded. 

18.  The  preliminary  report  does  not  account  for  the  discretionary  powers 
granted  to  you  and  therefore  overstates  the  amount  of  water  that  will  be 

needed  to  supply  new  or  partially  supplied  users  in  the  future. 

19.  The  MWRA  should  press  for  water  as  a  first  priority  in  the  state  by  pro- 
moting more  funding  grants  and  low  interest  loans  for  protection  of  local 

supplies  so  that  towns  can  purchase  reconstructions  on  critical  aquifer 
recharge  areas,  watershed  lands,  and  so  they  can  restore  abandoned  water 
supplies  where  economically  feasible. 

20.  The  MWRA  should  immediately  adopt  a  universal  policy  of  terminating  all 
contracts  as  early  as  legally  possible. 

21.  The  "legal  obligations"  category  includes  major  amounts  of  water  which  are 
considerably  above  and  beyond  what  the  consultants  calculated  would  be 

needed  for  growth  or  contamination  in  the  pertinent  communities.  The  quan- 
tities involved  would  substitute  MWRA  water  for  almost  all  the  local 

supplies  used  in  the  service  area. 

22.  To  promote  cost  effective  and  timely  water  supply  decisions,  a  "trigger" 
planning  strategy  should  be  developed.  This  strategy  relies  on  an  accurate 
description  of  the  present  water  uses  and  includes  monitoring  of  parameters 
such  as  population,  changes  in  water  use  and  technologies,  precipitation  and 

stream  flow  data,  careful  assessment  of  ongoing  management  and  rehabilita- 
tion programs  and  so  on. 

23. 
The  study  assumes  that  an  increase  in  demand  (for  water)  is  normal,  accep- 
tabl e  and  i mmutabl e. 
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24.  The  population  projections  used  in  the  study  are  not  tuned  to  the 
specific  conditions  of  the  Boston  Metropolitan  area,  but  are  linked  to 
national  trends. 

25.  The  MAPC  population  projections  are  based  on  extensive  input  from  the 
communiiies  regarding  their  local  growth  policies  and  trends, 
including  the  availability  of  residential ly  zoned  land,  whereas  the 
MWRA  projections  had  no  such  input  regarding  local  conditions. 

26.  There  is  question  as  to  how  the  study  can  justify  projections  of  45 

percent  employment  growth  and  11  percent  population  growth  in  the  same 
period.  Witn  an  already  high  rate  of  participation  by  women  and  a  low 
unemployment  rate  in  the  region,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  such  a 
high  rate  of  growth  in  employment  could  materialize  in  conjunction 
with  a  much  lower  rate  of  population  growth. 

27.  The  additional  demand  of  55  MGD  set  aside  for  partial  users  represents 

an  assumed  loss  of  over  two-thirds  of  the  existing  local  water  sources 
in  the  region,  which  currently  totals  about  80  MGD.  This  assumption 

is  totally  without  merit  considering  actual  historical  rates  of 
contamination  and  in  light  of  current  state  water  policies  and 
statutes . 

^  28.  Earlier  in  the  study,  the  MDC  itself  developed  a  formula  for 
projecting  future  rates  of  contamination  based  on  historical  trends. 

These  reached  a  maximum  of  20  percent  within  a  10-mile  radius  of 
Boston  and  10  percent  outside  a  10  mile  radius  by  2020.  However,  in 
arriving  at  the  55  MGD  of  additional  demand,  no  such  formula  was 

appl ieu. 

29.  The  study  should  be  revised  to  create  a  more  realistic  contingency 
reserve  for  contamination  losses.  The  amount  of  this  reserve  should  be 

reduced  from  55  MGD  suggested  in  the  Summary  Report  by  applying  the 

study's  own  factors  of  10  to  20  percent  contamination  losses. 

30.  The  "contamination  nonusers"  and  "potential  future  users"  categories 
should  be  folded  into  one  category,  since  they  both  represent 
expansion  of  the  MWRA  system  to  new  communities,  and  under  current 
law,  approval  of  the  MWRA  board  and  the  legislative  would  be  required 
in  either  case.  The  amount  of  water  set  aside  for  this  category 

should  be  limited  to  the  communities  which  could  realistically  be 
expected  to  seek  admission  to  the  MWRA  system. 

31.  In  including  all  of  the  "Additional  Demand"  categories  in  the  study, 
it  should  be  made  clear  that  they  are  all  redundant  with  current 
local  supplies,  and  are  as  such  a  reserve  supply,  rather  than 
categories  of  actual  existing  demand. 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  MILLERS /TULLY  RIVERS  ALTERNATIVE 

There  was  unanimous  opposition  to  this  alternative  from  the  seven  commenters  on 

the  specifics  of  this  alternative  and  the  scores  of  town  resolutions  and  lett- 
ters  received  from  organizations  and  individuals  that  opposed  all  river  diver- 
s  i  on 

1.  Diversion  would  affect  fisheries  by  altering  habitat,  especially  by  reducing 

scouring  of  spawning  areas  for  salmon  during  high  water.  Stocking  of  trout 
and  salmon  was  resumed  in  1983.  Sport  fishing,  a  major  tourist  attraction, 

which  is  experiencing  a  come-back  in  the  basin,  would  be  threatened. 

2.  Recreational  boating,  rafting,  kayaking  and  canoeing  would  be  severely  cur- 
tailed for  lack  of  water.  A  number  of  growing  recreational  enterprises 

would  be  adversely  affected. 

3.  The  dilution  effect  of  effluent  discharged  from  the  several  waste-water 
treatment  plants  in  the  basin  would  be  critically  impaired. 

4.  Spring  freshets  recharge  water  tables  that  create  a  sponge  effect  by 
absorbing  water  in  the  flush  season  and  gradually  releasing  water  during  the 

dry  periods.  Diversion  would  lower  the  water  table,  leaving  less  water  for 
release  in  the  dry  periods. 

5.  Property  values  may  be  reduced  because  of  the  change  in  river  charac- 
teristics, that  in  turn  would  reduce  tourism,  sport  fishing  and  recreational 

acti  vi  ties. 

6.  Diversion  would  reduce  flow  in  the  Connecticut  River. 

7.  The  gauging  station  at  Montague  City  is  proposed  to  be  the  source  of  data 
for  diverting  waters  from  the  Millers  River.  These  data  could  initiate 

diversion  even  during  periods  other  than  peak  flows. 

8.  Millions  of  dollars  of  federal,  state  and  local  money  has  been  invested  in 

several  waste-water  treatment  plants.  This  effort  has  begun  to  pay  divi- 
dends in  terms  of  tourist  attractions,  sport  fishing,  recreation  and  enhan- 

cement of  roadside  areas  and  scenic  vistas.  Diversion  would  drastically 
erode  these  gains. 

9.  Vigorous  spring  freshets  are  essential  as  regular  flushing  actions  to  act  in 
more  sedimentation  and  maintain  good  water  quality.  This  flushing  action 
and  rapid  water  flow  increases  dissolved  oxygen  that  is  essential  to  a  good 
f  i  shery . 

10.  Some  local  industries  depend  on  an  abundant  flow  of  water  to  operate  their 
plants,  while  others  use  existing  hydropower  plants  as  auxiliary  sources  of 
energy.  Reduced  flow  through  diversion  would  be  detrimental  to  normal 
operation  of  those  industries. 

11.  Diversion  will  destroy  fishing  in  the  Quabbin  Reservoir  through  introduction 
of  the  1 ampray  eel . 

12.  Sedimentation  at  the  intake  point  in  the  Quabbin  could  also  be  damaging. 
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13.  The  spring  takings  set  on  p.  112  of  the  assessment  report  do  not 
reflect  USFWS  restraints  for  maintenance  of  downstream  aquatic  life. 

14.  According  to  the  report,  the  river  has  very  high  levels  of  turbidity, 
fecal  and  total  coliform  bacteria,  cadium  and  nickel,  while  pn, 

turbidity,  tital  coliform  bacteria,  cadium,  iron  and  color  are  of 
concern  in  the  Tully  system.  Although  data  on  metals  and  organics  is 
scarce,  no  additional  water  sampling  was  done.  Moreover,  no 
instantaneous  impact  analyses  were  performed,  thus  muting  the 
significance  of  the  impacts. 

15.  State  economic  development  policy  that  targets  the  Mi  1 lers/Tul ly  area 
for  increased  development  has  not  been  factored  into  the  study. 
Industrial  point  sources  of  pollution  could  increase,  yet  the  impacts 
on  the  proposed  water  supply  alternative  do  not  take  this  risk  into 
account. 

16.  The  quality  of  source  water  criteria,  discussed  on  p. 114  of  the 
Summary  Report,  when  applied  to  the  Mi  1 lers/Tul ly  rivers  alternative, 

ranks  those  alternative  as  causing  low  adverse  impacts  from  "potential 
episouic  event  susceptibility,"  yet  this  assessment  is  based  on  very 
limited  quantitative  data  on  future  land  and  population  in  the 
watershed. 

17.  The  impacts  of  decreased  flow  in  the  Millers  River  on  water 

temperature  and  concentration  of  sediments  have  been  poorly  addressed. 

18.  The  study  does  not  assume  any  treatment  of  a  diversion-augmented 
Quabbin.  Considering  the  potential  impacts  and  the  new  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act  requirements,  this  is  not  a  realistic  assumption. 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  UPPER  SUDBURY  WATERSHED  ALTERNATIVE 

There  was  unanimous  opposition  to  this  alternative  from  the  39  commenters  on  the 

specifics  of  this  alternative  and  the  scores  of  town  resolutions  and  letters 
received  from  organizations  and  individuals  who  opposed  this  alternative  along 
with  the  other  diversion  alternative. 

1.  The  diversion  will  present  both  health  and  safety  problems  due  to  the  mercury 
contamination  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoirs  and  River  from  the  Nyanza  chemical 

dump  site. 

2.  The  Sudbury  River  has  undergone  a  recuperative  period  in  terms  of  its 

wildlife  ecology  over  the  past  decade.    The  study  did  not  adequately  assess 
the  impact  of  diversion  on  wildlife. 

3.  No  mapping  of  wetlands  nor  an  assessment  of  wetland  conditions  at  various 
river  stages,  as  required  in  the  scope,  was  presented  in  the  study.    The  lack 
of  spring  and  storm  flooding  will  result  in  a  loss  of  wetland  and  wetland 
valves  such  as  water  purification/filtration,  wildlife  habitat,  and  water 
supply. 

4.  The  diversion  will  result  in  a  23%  decrease  in  the  average  annual  flows  of 

the  Sudbury  River  -  exposing  areas  of  this  already  slowly  moving,  shallow 
ri  ver. 

5.  The  diversion  may  threaten  water  levels  at  Lake  Cochituate  needed  to  maintain 
satisfactory  recreation  at  Cochituate  State  Park. 

6.  The  study  does  not  adequately  demonstrate  that  this  alternative  would  not 
constitute  a  serious  threat  to  the  Great  Meadows  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 

and  a  potential  threat  to  the  fish,  wildlife,  and  people  who  use  and  depend 
upon  the  refuge  for  preservation,  enjoyment  and  education.    No  effort  has 

been  made  to  correct  the  deficiencies  in  the  1984  EIR  with  regard  to  poten- 
tial impacts  on  the  refuge. 

7.  The  reduced  Sudbury  River  flow  resulting  from  the  alternative  will  reduce  the 

ability  of  the  Sudbury  to  dilute  the  more  polluted  water  flowing  from  the 
Assabet  River. 

8.  The  Town  of  Billerica  depends  on  the  Concord  River  for  its  drinking  water. 

Because  the  town's  intake  structure  is  fixed  at  an  elevation  of  104  -  107 
feet,  they  would  lose  their  supply  if  the  water  level  of  the  Concord  River 
should  drop  below  108  feet. 

9.  The  Alternative  may  threaten  the  Town  of  Lincoln's  drinking  water  wells 
within  the  river's  watershed. 

10.  The  Alternative  may  jeopardize  the  Town  of  Concord's  water  supplies. 

11.  The  Alternative  may  threaten  the  Lake  Cochituate  groundwater  sources  used  by 
the  Town  of  Natick. 

12.  Alternatives  for  the  disposal  of  treatment  plant  sludge  were  not  studied 
adequately  in  the  Sudbury  EIR  or  in  the  Water  Supply  EIR. 

13.  Private  wells  along  the  Sudbury /Concord  Rivers  may  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  alternative.  How  will  people  and  towns  be  compensated  for  their  losses 
in  water  supply? 
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14.  Vital  water  quality  sampling  during  the  spring  runoff  periods  of  March  and 

April  was  not  performed. 

15.  Daily  flow  data  for  the  Sudbury  River  used  in  the  study  is  outdated  and  ina- 
dequate. 

16.  The  elevation  of  the  Sudbury  River  used  to  trigger  a  taking  was  established 

at  the  wrong  location,  at  Sherman's  Bridge  where  the  river  backs  up  because 
of  a  downstream  dam. 

17.  The  relationship  of  any  Sudbury  River  diversion  to  the  classification  of  the 

Sudbury  as  a  Scenic  River  was  not  addressed  as  required  in  the  MEPA  scope. 

18.  Diversion  of  Sudbury  River  peak  flows  will  eliminate  the  scouring  and 

cleaning  of  the  river  and  its  floodplains  that  is  important  to  their  health. 

19.  Operation  guidelines  developed  for  the  use  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  treat 

ment  plant  limit  its  use  to  only  a  few  days  a  year,  making  the  water  very 

expensi  ve. 

20.  The  alternative  has  potential  for  adversely  affecting  the  flood  abatement 
characteristics  of  the  river  and  Fairhaven  Bay. 

21.  The  alternative  will  degrade  important  recreational  resources  heavily  used 

by  metropolitan  Boston  residents. 

22.  The  alternative  will  cause  a  deterioration  of  the  water  quality  in  the 
Concord  River.  The  plan  will  reduce  the  dissolved  oxygen  content  in  the 
Concord  River  and  help  release  toxic  materials  from  the  sediments. 

23.  The  transfer  of  water  from  the  Framingham  Reservoirs  to  the  Sudbury 

Reservoir  will  produce  long  term,  negative  impacts  on  the  water  quality  and 
associated  aquatic  ecology  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir. 

24.  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  capability  of  the  water  treatment  plant  to 
remove  the  cadmium,  lead,  silver,  and  mercury  found  in  the  Framingham 
Reservoirs  or  any  actual  test  treatment  of  water  contaminated  with  these 
pol  1  utants. 

25.  The  study  ignores  agricultural  and  irrigation  requirements. 

26.  The  Upper  Sudbury  River  is  a  vital  asset  standing  idle.  The  alternative 
will  not  dry  up  the  Sudbury  River. 

27.  The  study  did  not  recognize  that  the  Sudbury  River  proposal  comes  under  the 
Interbasin  Transfer  Act  of  1983. 
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28.  The  study  fails  to  adequately  study  the  potential  impacts  on  fisheries, 
including  the  fisheries  restoration  project. 

29.  Since  the  Sudbury  River  is  seriously  polluted  it  can  provide  water  of  only 

mediocre  quality  and  questionable  safety  to  consumers  accustomed  to  a  water 

supply  famous  for  its  purity. 

30.  The  population  in  the  area  between  Routes  128  and  495  has  been  increasing  and 
the  future  water  needs  of  the  area  need  to  be  assessed  before  diverting 

Sudbury  River  water  to  the  MWRA. 

31.  The  scope  of  the  Sudbury  project  concerning  timing  and  duration  over  a 

twenty  year  planning  priod  has  not  been  met. 

32.  Impacts  on  sediment  transport  from  flow  changes  have  not  been  adequate 
studi  ed. 

33  The  alternative  will  threaten  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the  Town  of 
Wayland  water  supply. 

34.  Increased  algae  concentrations  below  the  confluence  with  the  Assebet  River 
is  of  concern  to  the  Town  of  Billerica  drinking  water. 

35.  The  report  fails  to  present  the  history  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  proposal 
and  fails  to  discuss  to  objections  to  DEIR  03521. 

36.  Which  operational  constraints  have  been  "incorporated"  into  the  Upper 
Sudbury  proposal  and  which  are  new? 

37.  Which  flow  constraints  have  been  incorporated  and  which  omitted? 

38.  Do  the  regulations  discussed  in  314  CMR  4  and  5  suggest  other  constraints? 

39.  In  respect  to  the  numbered  constraints  appearing  on  page  5,  it  is  misleading 
to  imply  that  the  treatment  plant  could  safely  operate  from  October  1  to 
June  14.  Changing  the  mitigation  measures  on  which  that  time  period  was 

based  certainly  calls  into  question  the  8-1/2  month  operating  period  assumed 
here. 

40.  The  summary  section  fails  to  discuss  whether  or  not  the  treatment  described 

in  the  "Final  Report  on  the  Pilot  Plant  Study  for  the  Proposed  Sudbury 

Reservoir  Water  Treatment  Plant,"  Volume  I,  September  1,  1983,  is  or  is  not 
adequate  for  treatment  of  cadmium,  lead,  silver,  mercury,  iron  and  manganese 
and  for  anticipated  increases  in  pollutants  entering  the  Framingham 
Reservoi  rs. 

41.  The  cost  as  well  as  the  propriety  of  mixing  different  quality  waters  deser- 
ves discussion. 

42.  Section  9.11  fails  to  explain  or  maintain  the  difference  between  the  Sudbury 

Reservoir  study  and  the  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative  study  in  the  area  of  hydro- 
1 ogi  c  model i  ng. 

43.  There  is  no  explanation  of  how  the  minimum  monthly  flow  requirements  (listed 
on  page  16)  have  been  derived. 
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44.  The  report  should  also  note  how  and  where  the  regression  equation  was 
arrived  at  concerning  monthly  elevations. 

45.  In  respect  to  Time-of-Year  Criteria,  please  clarify  which  reservoirs  is/are 
referred  to  in  connection  with  the  constancy  of  summer  water  elevations. 

46.  What  is  the  reason  for  the  jump  in  storage  in  all  reservoirs  between  the 
months  of  April  and  May. 

47.  What  will  be  the  depth  of  water  in  the  Framingham  Reservoirs  at  maximum 
drawdown? 

48.  A  definition  of  "safe  yield"  in  Section  9. 11/Hydrol ogi c  Modeling  is  needed. 

49.  Would  a  surface  water  discharge  permit  be  required  to  discharge  water  to 
Stoney  Brook? 

50.  There  is  no  indication  of  quantities  or  types  of  chemicals  involved  in  the 

treatment  plant,  nor  of  water  recapture;  is  any  discussion  of  enviromental 
impacts  warrented? 

51.  The  costs  of  the  pilot  plant  testing  which  would  be  required  to  demonstrate 

"the  need  for  an  adequacy  of"  treatment  for  heavy  metals  are  all  inade- 
quately discussion  in  Section  9.12. 

52.  The  Summary  Report,  March  1986,  in  Section  IV,  NonCost  Considerations,  rates 

the  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative  Reliability  factor  as  LA  (Low  Adverse).  We 
suggest  reconsideration  of  this  rating  to  HA  (High  Adverse)  because  of  the 
difficulties  pointed  out  in  Section  9.12  of  the  Task  9  Report. 

53.  It  is  not  clear  why  the  pumping  station  reliability  is  rated  as  very  high 

unless  emergency  generators  are  to  be  provided.  (If  so,  are  they  reflected 
in  the  cost  of  the  mechanical  equipement?) 

54.  Is  the  cost  of  elevation-sensing  machinery  at  the  Framingham  Reservoirs 
included  in  the  capital  costs? 

55.  Any  rating  of  source  reliability  should  take  into  account  the  possible  long 

term  inadecuacy  of  the  proposed  water  treatment  because  of  increased  con- 
concentrations  of  urban  pollutants. 

56.  We  register  strong  objections  to  subsection  2  of  9.21  -  stating  that  pro- 
jected changes  in  water  levels  of  2  to  18  inches,  depending  on  locations  and 

seasons,  "are  well  within  a  50-year  variation  in  levels  on  a  seasonal  basis 
and  must  be  considered  insignificant  with  respect  to  water  quality." 

57  There  is  an  inaccurate  description  in  the  Land  Use  section,  9.50  of  the 

consultant's  work.  At  page  149  the  report  states  that  'As  a  result  of  ana- 
lysis by  lEP,  Inc.  regarding  the  possible  hydraulic  relationship  between  the 

river  and  groundwater  for  the  Towns  of  Framingham,  Sudbury,  Wayland, 

Concord,  Lincoln,  Bedford  and  Billerica,  a  possible  relationship  was  iden- 

tified for  some  of  the  municipal  wells  in  Wayland  and  Concord".  Field 
testing  was  undertaken  only  at  Wayland  and  Concord  and  the  well /river  rela- 

tionship was  established,  not  merely  a  possibility. 
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58.  Section  9-21  speaks  of  "changes  in  water  level  in  the  river  as  a  result  of 
diversion  i nto  Sudbury  Reservoir  which  have  been  detrmined  to  be  minimal  at 
seasonal  pumping  rates  ranging  from  12  mgd  (summer)  to  40  mgd  (spring). 
Since  the  Task  9  Alternative  really  does  consist  of  diversion  i nto  the 

Sudbury  Reservoir,  but  the  Parsons  Brinckerhoff  study  was  concerned  with 
diversion  out  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  into  the  MWRA  system,  this  section 
must  be  considered  as  misleading  and  inaccurate. 

59.  When  the  treatment  plant  is  not  in  operation,  or  during  periods  of  high 
flow,  what  protection  does  that  facility  provide  to  water  released 
downstream  out  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir? 

60.  The  Assessment  Report  must  be  amended  to  include  a  discussion  of  permits 

that  may  be  required,  in  accordance  with  314  CMR  4.01(4)  and  related 
regulations  dealing  with  water  quality  of  Sudbury  Reservoirs. 

61.  How  can  a  plant  which  is  operational  during  the  first  half  of  June  - 
spawning  season  -  be  reconciled  with  avoidence  of  flucuations  in  water 
levels  during  the  same  period  (Section  9.32  -  p. 116). 

62.  Section  9.33  states  that  major  changes  in  land  use  within  the  floodplains  of 

the  Sudbury  River  over  the  period  1990-2020  are  not  likely.  The  report, 
however,  projects  a  20%  increase  in  population  and  an  absence  of  land  use 
controls  within  the  watershed.  It  seems  unlikely  that  there  will  be  no 
makor  changes  in  land  use  in  foodplains. 

63.  The  MEPA  Regulation  10.05(7)  Part  VI-3  concerning  uncertainties  and 
disagreements  has  not  been  covered. 

64.  The  Summary  Report  and  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Task  #9  DEIR  failed  to 

follow  the  MEPA  regulations  301  CMR  10.13  concerning  combined  EIR's. 

65.  Clarify  the  difference  between  the  Summary  Report's  statement  on  page  80 
"designed  to  allow  for  capture  of  flows  from  the  south  branch  of  the 
watershed  in  excess  of  required  minimum  releases  to  the  Sudbury  River. 

Surplus  flows  would  increase  the  yield  from  the  Sudbury  Reservoir"  and  the 
Sudbury  Reservoir  Water  Treatment  Plant  DEIR  section  7.1  "MDC  will  continue 
to  release  all  natural  flows  from  the  remaining  52.9  square  miles  of  Upper 

Sudbury  River  watershed." 

66.  There  is  a  lack  of  provision  for  period  channel  flusing  below  Basin  #1. 
The  flood  control  dam  now  under  construction  on  Baiting  Brook  will  further 
reduce  natural  flushing. 

67.  Operation  of  the  treatment  plant  until  June  14  with  no  provision  to  assure 
that  the  reservoir  is  full  on  June  14  is  too  far  into  the  normally  low 
water  season  to  assure  recovery  and  maintenance  of  reasonable  water  levels 

during  the  summer.  Operation  should  be  stopped  by  May  15  or  alternatively 
the  Sudbury  Reservoir  should  be  left  full  on  the  June  14  shutdown  date. 

68.  Taking  of  17  mgd  of  relatively  clean  water  from  the  branch  of  the  river, 
will  worsen  downstream  pollution. 

69.  A  5  foot  drawdown  between  mid-April  and  mid-June  will  expose  and  destroy 
the    spawning    beds    of    many    fish,    especially    of    Bass    and  Bluegills. 
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70.  A  sudden  5  foot  drawdown  especially  after  water  temperatures  approach 

freezing  in  the  fall  causes  large  reductions  in  the  population  of  fresh 
water  snails,  crawfish  etc.,  whose  role  in  controlling  algae  and  organic 

pollutants  as  well  as  providing  a  food  source  for  higher  level  carnivores 
is  often  not  fully  appreciated. 

71.  Pumping  water  from  Basin  #1  would  lower  the  water  quality  of  the  Sudbury 

Reservoir  and  Basin  #3  and  permanently  contaminate  the  sediments  of  these 
water  bodies  with  heavy  metals. 

72.  Use  of  water  from  the  South  Branch  will  necessitate  modifications  to  the 

planned  treatment  plant  and  complicate  the  disposal  of  the  sludge,  because 
of  the  additional  and  more  dangerous  contaminants. 

73.  Rapid  growth  in  the  towns  of  Ashland  and  Hopkinton  which  draw  their  water 
supply  from  the  South  Branch  watershed  will  continuously  reduce  the  flow  in 
the  South  Branch.  This  will  further  reduce  the  dilution  of  contamination 

picked  up  as  the  stream  flows  past  the  Nyanza  chemical  dump  site  on  its  way 
to  Basin  #1. 

74.  The  report  says  "The  release  of  toxic  metals  and  organics  at  the  site  of  the 
former  Nyanza,  Inc.  dye  manufacturer  presents  a  potential  water  quality 

problem  downstream"  (pg.  82).    The  proposed  diversion  point  is  downstream. 

75.  A  constraint  on  which  the  environmental  impact  was  assessed  in  the  Sudbury 

River  Water  Treatment  Plant  (SRWTP)  study  was  the  requirement  that  all 
natural  flow  from  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  be  released  at  Dam  #1.  The 
Task  9  report  claims  that  flows  at  Dam  #1  greater  than  those  corresponding 

to  the  proposed  elevation  criteria  at  Shermans  Bridge  are  "excess"  and  may 
be  diverted.  This  claim  is  not  made  explicitly,  nor  is  it  supported  by  any 
impact  analysis. 

7b.  The  Sudbury  River  Water  Treatment  Plant  (SRWTP)  study  claims  that  its  pro- 
posed operational  constraints  are  based  on  meeting  water  elevation  require- 
ments for  the  Great  Meadows  Wildlife  Refuge.  This  is  not  true  the  criteria 

elevations  should  be  at  least  0.5  foot  higher  at  all  times,  and  2  feet 
higher  in  the  critical  month  of  May.  There  should  be  no  diversion  after 
June  1. 
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77.  The  MDC  appears  to  have  been  describing  the  prepared  Sudbury  River 
diversion  as  a  reactivation  of  an  existing  source  of  supply.  The  use  of 
this  (reactivation)  terminology  raises  the  spector  that  an  attempt  is 
underway  to  remove  the  proposed  Suabury  River  diversion  from  the 
protections  provided  by  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Law. 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  MERRIMACK  RIVER  ALTERNATIVE 

There  was  nearly  unanimous  opposition  to  this  alternative  from  the  35  comrnenters 
on  the  specifics  of  this  alternative  and  scores  of  town  resolutions  and  letters 
received  from  organizations  and  individuals  opposed  to  this  alternative  along 
with  the  other  diversion  alternatives. 

1.  Diversion  will  decrease  the  flow  rates  which  are  critical  to  the  viable  pro- 
duction of  hydro-electric  power.  Is  the  MWRA  planning  to  replace  this  power 

or  provide  compensation  for  the  revenues  lost? 

2.  A  diversion  will  jeopardize  the  return  of  anadromous  fish  (salmon  and  shad) 
after  a  major  investment  in  federal  and  state  monies. 

3.  Impacts  on  the  dilution  of  pollutants  and  wastewater  were  not  analyzed. 

4.  There  is  no  flow  data  to  help  correlate  different  flow-rates  with  water 
qual  i  ty . 

5.  Water  quality  data  under  low  flow  conditions  is  not  presented  in  the  study. 
More  work  is  needed  on  the  effect  of  flow  reduction  on  water  quality. 

6.  The  lowering  of  the  Merrimack  River  volume  will  affect  the  tidal  influx  in 
the  river,  drawing  more  salt  water  further  upstream  and  threatening  water 

suppl  ies. 

7.  Seasonal  flooding  is  beneficial  to  the  estuarine  resources  and  the  ecolo- 
gical consequences  of  flood  skimming  are  yet  unknown. 

8.  The  alternative  will  necessitate  a  huge  investment  of  over  $500  million, 

being  the  most  expensive  supply  and  requiring  major  increases  in  MWRA  water 
rates. 

9.  The  environmental  sequences  of  digging  a  26  mile,  10  foot  diameter  tun- 
nel, and  the  requirement  to  properly  dispose  of  huge  amounts  of  rock  spoil 

are  not  clearly  understood. 

10.  Growth  and  groundwater  contamination  in  Massachusetts  and  New  Hampshire  will 
necessitate  increased  dependence  by  valley  communities  on  the  surface  waters 
of  the  Merrimack. 

11.  Diversion  will  threaten  the  water  supply  of  the  Town  of  Grovel  and.  The  town 
currently  depends  soley  on  one  well  75  feet  from  the  Merrimack  River,  which 

draws  more  than  half  of  its  water  from  the  Merrimack  by  induced  recharge. 

12.  Diverting  water  at  flows  exceeding  3500  cfs  or  greater  establishes  a  prece- 
dent for  diversion  to  meet  need  at  any  time. 

13.  Seasonal  flooding  is  beneficial  to  the  floodplain  and  the  ecological  con- 
sequences of  flood  skimming  are  as  yet  unknown. 

14.  A  diversion  could  significantly  impact  wildlife. 

15.  Valuable  agricultural  land  would  be  consumed  for  new  treatment  facilities. 

16.  Impacts  of  reduced  flow  on  downstream  drinking  water  supplies  were  not 
assessed. 
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17.  The  diversion  may  harm  the  City  of  Lowell's  $25  million  national  park. 

18.  The  source  of  water  for  this  alternative  is  of  too  poor  quality  to  use  for 
drinking  purposes. 

19.  Diversion  of  the  Merrimack  River  will  make  the  water  supply  problems  of 
North  Andover  ever  worse. 

20  The  economic  impact  analysis  of  the  study  is  misleading.  Many  of  the  jobs 

for  the  project's  construction  will  not  come  from  the  Lowell  area  because  of 
the  city's  low  unemployment. 

21.  If  the  water  level  of  the  Merrimack  is  lower  a  few  inches  below  the  crest  of 

the  dam,  the  city  of  Lawrence's  water  intake  may  become  inoperable.  The 
study  should  answer  the  water  intake  level  problem  on  a  town-by-town  basis. 

22.  The  Merrimack  River  alternative  offers  reliability  in  case  of  natural 
di  saster. 

23.  No  new  storage  capacity  is  needed  for  the  Merrimack  River  alternative. 

24.  The  effects  on  rare  and  endangered  species  in  communities  along  river  edges 
is  of  concern  for  this  alternative. 

25.  This  alternative  is  more  than  five  times  the  capital  cost  and  nearly  9 
times  the  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of  the  Connecticut  River 
Alternative.  Has  anyone  considered  whether  this  huge  cost  differential 
might  be  more  than  enough  to  offset  the  loss  of  hydropower  revenue  in  the 
Connecicut  River  which  the  Chapter  766  legislation  was  created  to  protect. 

26  How  cost  effective  is  the  8  months  per  year  operating  time  of  the  treatment 
plant,  and  what  would  the  plant  personnel  during  the  four  months  of  down 
time. 

27.  To  what  extent,  if  any,  will  the  levels  of  sodium,  coliform  bacteria  and 

other  potential  water  quality  pollutants  increase  in  Groveland's  Well  #3  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  diversion  and  what  will  be  the  resulting  impacts  of 
these  increased  pollutant  levels  on  local  water  treamtment  costs  and  public 
health? 

28.  To  what  extent,  if  any,  will  the  levels  of  coliform  bacteria  and  after 

potential  pollutants  increase  in  the  river's  shellfish  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  diversion? 

3U.  What  will  be  the  ensuing  impacts  of  closure  or  the  local  shellfish  economy 
(i.e.  of  revenue  and  jobs)? 

31.  We  would  like  to  see  more  detail  on  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  the 
recreational  use  of  the  Middlesex  Falls  Reservation. 

32.  The  Sudbury  River  is  also  tributary  to  the  Merrimack,  and  if  selected  would 
further  reduce  flows  downstream  in  the  Merrimack  River.  No  cumulative 

assessment  of  these  many  actions  has  been  undertaken,  a  serious  issue. 
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33.  The  legislated  regional  Merrimack  water  service  district  in  Methuen 
was  not  adequately  addressed. 

34.  The  proposed  treatment  plant  will  produce  appreciable  sludge.  The 
study  identifies  the  need  for  a  150  acre  disposal  site  and  costs  in 
this  factor.    But  no  site  or  sites  are  identified. 

35.  It  makes  less  sense  to  direct  the  Merrimack  River  at  a  time  when 

communities  in  and  contiguous  to  the  Merrimack  Valley  have  their  own 
water  needs. 

36.  Historic  mean  flows  for  July,  August  and  September  are  lower  than  the 
minimum  desired  flows  identified  in  the  report. 

37.  Future  demands  of  upstream  users  are  not  adequately  addressed  in  the 
report.  New  Hampshire  does  not  have  sufficient  data  at  this  time  to 

adequately  project  future  needs  or  assess  the  capability  of  existing 
supplies  to  meet  these  needs. 

38.  The  cumulative  impact  on  anadromous  fisheries  from  hydro  facilities 
and  the  proposed  intake  to  the  diversion  are  not  adequately  addressed 
for  the  Merrimack  alternative,  loss  of  juvenile  anadromous  fish  would 
most  likely  be  high.  Since  fish  migrating  to  New  Hampshire  may  be 
affected,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as 

amended;  16  U.S.C.  66  et.  seg.)  may  be  applicable. 

39.  The  proposed  Merrimack  diversion  would  affect  anadromous  fish  spawning 
and  nursery  habitats  from  Tyngsboro  to  Haverhill.  There  is  no  mention 
of  how  the  minimum  flows  were  determined  in  the  1977  Cortell  study. 
The  MWRA  should  undertake  an  Instream  Flow  Incremental  Methodology 
with  American  shad,  river  herring  and  Atlantic  salmon  as  target 
species.  The  study  should  consider  the  flows  necessary  to  operate  the 
fish  passage  facilities  at  Lawrence  and  Lowell. 

40.  Use  of  the  Merrimack  as  a  public  drinking  water  supply  may  result  in 
required  upgrades  to  wastewater  treatment  facilities  in  New  Hampshire. 
Increased  growth  and  development  in  New  Hampshire  will  most  likely 

result  in  greater  wastewater  discharges  and  an  increase  in  non-point 
pollutant  wastewater  facility  plans.  Any  proposals  involving  use  of 
the  quality  and  address  treatment  to  satisfy  state  and  federal 
drinking  water  standards. 

41.  The  report  does  not  address  possible  impacts  on  scenic  or  recreational 
resources  on  the  Merrimack  River. 





COMMENTS  ON  THE  USER  SOURCES  ALTERNATIVE 

There  was  general  support  for  this  alternative  from  the  10  commenters  on  the 
specifics  of  the  alternative  and  the  scores  of  other  commenters  who  urged 
development  of  local  sources  instead  of  river  diversions.  Several  commenters 

from  possible  user  source  areas  opposed  development  in  their  area. 

1.  The  study  generated  no  new  hydrological  data  on  which  to  base  development 
decisions.  More  information  is  needed  on  the  yields  of  the  sources  and  the 

hydrological  connections  of  the  different  sources. 

2.  The  study's  consideration  only  of  sources  within  a  15  mile  radius  of  the 
State  House  ignores  the  regional  nature  of  local  sources  themselves,  and  of 
the  scope  of  the  water  supply  problem. 

3.  The  Summary  Report  did  not  discuss  the  legal,  financial  and  administrative 
obstacles  to  increased  development  of  local  sources. 

4.  The  evaluation  of  financial  impacts  of  each  alternative  is  uni nf ormati ve 
with  respect  to  the  User  Source  Alternative.  The  study  did  not  analyze  the 
impacts  on  the  local  water  districts  that  develop  the  local  sources.  A  plan 
is  needed  for  assigning  the  financial  responsibilities  of  development  and 

operati  on. 

5.  The  Elm  Bank  source  should  be  acquired  by  the  MWRA  to  prevent  the  abandon- 
ment of  another  local  source. 

6.  Criteria  for  selecting  the  User  Sources  to  be  development  should  be 

established  with  the  involvement  of  the  Advisory  Board. 

7.  How  effective  and  reliable  is  the  advanced  water  treatement  discussed  in 

this  alternative,  and  what  are  the  risks  involved? 

8.  What  criteria  will  be  used  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  source 

protecti  on? 

9.  Development  of  User  Sources  in  the  Ipswich  River  watershed  will  impinge  on 
the  water  quality  of  the  river. 

10.  Development  of  User  Sources  in  the  Ipswich  River  Watershed  will  add  to 
already  existing  low  flow  problems. 

11.  Any  further  withdrawals  from  the  Ipswich  River  may  cause  a  major  water  shor- 
tage in  a  drought  year  for  many  of  the  22  cities  and  towns  that  use  the 

Ipswich  River  watershed  for  drinking  water. 

12.  Development  of  the  Fort  Meadow  Reservoir  in  Marlborough  may  have  impacts  on 

the  city's  sole  water  recreation  area. 

13.  The  water  quality  of  the  Fort  Meadow  Reservoir  in  Marlborough  is  too  poor 
for  drinking. 
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14.  No  mention  of  the  potential  for  developing  the  Neponset  Aquifer  is  made  in 
the  Summary  Report. 

15.  The  study  is  unnecessarily  biased  against  the  User  Source  option,  since  the 
available  data  indicates  a  small  amount  of  available  at  an  unusually  high 
cost. 

16.  Little  consideration  was  given  to  the  special  problems  of  surface  and 
groundwater  protection. 

17.  The  small  rivers  of  eastern  Massachusetts  are  already  heavily  used  and 

overstressed.  Development  of  these  watersheds  will  lower  the  local  water 

table  and  reduce  the  quantity  of  over  flow  which  support  the  small  streams. 

18.  Local  sources  of  water  provide  redundancy  and  diversity  to  the  MWRA  system. 

19.  User  Sources  can  mitigate  drought  problems  for  the  MWRA  system  since  local 

sources  may  have  different  precipitation  patterns  and  groundwater  responses 
than  the  Quabbin  Reservoir. 

20.  Advantages  to  local  sources  are  that  they  can  be  added  incrementally,  they 
can  be  tuned  to  need,  and  they  require  less  lead  time  than  river 
di  versi on. 

21.  What  the  study  has  not  fully  taken  into  account  is  that  contaminated  water 
can  be  treated.  Dr.  Betsy  Colburn  of  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  estimates 
that  42  mgd  could  be  brought  on  line  from  abandoned  wells  if  they  were 

treated  for  poor  quality  or  contamination. 

22.  MWRA  should  press  for  protection  of  water  resources  as  a  first  priority  of 
the  state. 

23.  MWRA  should  promote  more  funding  for  grants  and  low  interest  loans  for  pro- 
tection of  local  supplies  so  that  towns  can  purchase  restrictions  on  criti- 

cal aquifer  recharge  areas  and  watershed  lands,  and  so  that  they  can  restore 
abandoned  water  supplies  where  economically  feasible. 

24.  The  full  report  should  address  the  possibility  of  MDC  support  for  capital 

improvements  to  local  systems  which  might  otherwise  lose  their  supplies 
resulting  in  these  communities  subsequently  joining  the  MDC  system;  other 
financial  mechanisms  to  allow  towns  to  continue  using  their  own  systems. 

25.  The  full  report  should  address  criteria  and  the  method  by  which  the  criteria 
will  be  applied  in  determining  the  future  evaluation  of  local  sources  should 
be  listed  in  the  full  report. 

26.  The  full  report  should  address  the  possibility  of  blending  water  from  dif- 

ferent sources  as  a  way  of  mitigating  substances  in  the  water  should  be  con- 
sidered. 

27.  The  full   report  should  address  utilization  of  the  MDC/MWRA  as  a  backup  for 
local  system  overload  or  breakdown. 
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28.  The  full  report  should  address  town  rather  than  MDC  ownership  and 
management  of  local  sources  should  be  addressed  as  an  alternative. 

29.  The  full  report  should  address  the  feasibility  of  using  deep  aquifer 
sources  including  listing  current  programs  addressing  this  issue;  and 
other  sources  or  treatments  that  have  not  been  identified,  including 
deionization  should  be  considered  relative  to  the  local  sources 
alternative . 

30. 

31, 

32, 

33, 

34, 

The  full  report  should  address  the  differences  for  each  site 

safe  yield  and  design  yield. 

between 

The  full  report  should  address  artificial  recharge:  a  complex 
hydrological  study  including  but  not  limited  to  location  of  new 
sources,  improved  well  spacing  and  augmentation  of  ground  water 
supples  by  induced  infiltration  and  artificial  recharge. 

While  this  alternative  is  difficult  to  evaluate  because  of  the  number 

and  diversity  of  sources,  the  study  did  not  bring  this  alternative  up 
to  the  same  level  of  analysis  as  the  others. 

The  28  sites  were  not  investigated  in  sufficient  detail  to 
their  cumulative  yield. 

determine 

The  number  of  sources  studied  should  not  be  arbitrarily  limited,  and 
the  sources  shoul  be  evaluated  for  yield,  quality,  and  long  term 
protection  and  management  needs. 





COMMENTS  ON  THE  DEMAND  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

There  was  unanimous  approval  of  the  Demand  Management  Alternative  from  the 
hundreds  of  comments  who  mentioned  the  alternative.  Leak  detection  and  repair, 
conservation  in  general,  and  public  education  were  the  most  frequently  mentioned 
components  of  the  alternative.  Many  commenters  argued  that  the  study  greatly 
underestimates  the  potential  of  demand  management. 

1.  The  estimates  for  savings  from  the  Nondomestic  conservation  program  need  to 

be  reevaluated  in  light  of  the  many  advances  in  water-saving  technologies 
which  are  being  implemented  in  industries,  businesses,  and  institutions 
across  the  country. 

2.  Issues  that  should  be  resolved  before  implementation  of  the  Leak  Detection 

and  Repair  program  include  the  distribution  of  responsibilities,  and  the 
equitable  designation  of  program  costs  amoung  involved  communities. 

3.  The  study  does  not  fully  address  the  communities'  levels  of  involvement  in 
the  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  program. 

4.  For  the  Retrofit  program,  incentives  which  may  increase  voluntary  response 
rates  should  also  be  examined. 

5.  The  savings  used  for  the  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  program  are  too  low.  The 

savings  rate  should  be  adjusted  upward  to  reflect  both  the  high  installation 
rate  assumption  and  tlie  more  efficient,  high  performance  devices  now 
aval  1 abl e. 

6.  The  costs  used  for  the  Retrofit  program  are  too  high,  almost  $100  per  house- 
hold. This  is  nearly  double  the  costs  of  the  Orlando,  Florida  program.  One 

cost  which  could  almost  certainly  be  lowered  is  labor,  by  hiring  mechani- 
cally skilled  installers  rather  than  licensed  plumbers. 

7.  Benefits  from  reduction  in  required  wastewater  treatment  derived  from  the 
Retrofit  program  have  not  been  calculated. 

8.  Savings  from  reductions  in  energy  requirements  for  hot  water  heating  have 
been  ignored. 

9.  Incentives  should  be  created  for  the  installation  of  extraordinary  water- 
saving  devices  such  as  the  composting  toilet  and  domestic  recycling  and  on- 
site  treatment  systems. 

10.  The  Nonemergency  Education  program  should  be  expanded,  not  scaled  back. 

11.  The  Retrofit  program  should  be  expanded  to  include  sanitary  fixtures  in  the 

area's  industrial  plants,  commercial  establishments,  and  government 
agenci  es. 

12.  A  progressive  water  rate  structure  should  be  implemented. 

13.  The  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  (BWSC)  is  concerned  with  the  projec- 
tions of  water  to  be  saved  under  the  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  program. 

There  has  not  been  a  larger  scale  effort  to  conduct  a  project  in  this 
region. 



r 



2. 

14.  The  Leak  Detection  and  Repair  program  can  be  improved.  The  study  underesti- 
mates the  potential  of  recoverable  leakage  in  each  of  the  user  towns. 

15.  The  plumbing  codes  should  again  be  revised  to  reflect  the  current  state  -  of 
-  the  -  art  technology. 

16.  The  impact  on  demand  that  the  implementation  of  a  pricing  structure  which 
encourages  water  conservation  would  have  is  not  given  adequate  consideration 
in  the  Summary  Report. 

17.  The  more  than  4U  mgd  increase  projected  for  "metered  nondomestic  water  use" 
is  difficult  to  reconcile  with  a  serious  "demand  management"  effort.  The 
study  does  not  justify  the  assumption  that  nondomestic  water  use  will 
increase  proportionally  with  employment  increases,  and  clearly  does  not 
incorporate  all  the  potential  for  water  conservation  in  the  nondomestic 
sector. 

18.  MWRA  estimates  of  5%  recoverable  loss  from  the  unaccounted-for  category  are 
too  low  given  the  20%  savings  from  leak  detection  and  recovery  by  Boston  and 
Arl  i  ngton. 

19.  State-wide  metering  is  stated  policy  of  EUEA  and  is  required  of  applicants 
for  interbasin  transfers  under  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act.  Metering  at  all 

levels  in  the  distribution  system  is  critical  and  must  be  more  aggressively 

pursued  in  order  to  encourage  conservation,  to  help  pinpoint  leaks,  and  to 
finally  determine  exactly  how  much  water  is  being  pumped  from  Quabbin 
Reservoi  r. 

20.  Projections  for  the  Non-Uomestic  Use  category  ignore  the  basic  fact  of 

decreasing  reliance  on  water-intensive  industrial  processes. 

21.  Projections  for  domestic  and  nondomestic  water  savings  have  not  taken  into 

account  the  impact  of  regulary  monitored  meters  in  promoting  conservation. 

22.  Whatever  funding  mechanisms  are  pursued,  the  Authority  must  take  lead  role 

in  supporting  leak  detection  efforts  at  the  local  level. 

23.  In  considering  the  material  in  the  study,  please  be  aware  that  the 
Commonwealth  has  made  funds  available  for  local  leak  detection  through 

Chapter  786.  The  study  presumes  that  no  state  funds  for  local  leak  detec- 
tion would  be  made  available  when  the  Chapter  286  funds  were  exhausted  and 

that  the  recovery  of  water  through  local  leak  repair  would  essentially  cease, 

24.  Unaccounted-for  water  comprises  about  one-third  of  all  water  estimated  as 
withdrawn  from  your  reservoirs  and  local  sources.  Several  previous  studies, 

substantiated  by  the  experience  of  the  Arlington  and  Boston  leak  detection 

and  repair  programs,  have  indicated  that  40-60  MbD  of  MDC/MWRA  water  is 
potentially         recoverable        leakage        within        the  communities. 
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25.  Action  must  be  taken  to  determine  exactly  what  the  total  "unaccounted 
for"  category  comprises  and  how  much  of  it  can  be  recovered. 

26.  The  pilot  program  for  device  retrofit  should  be  supported  to  provide 
good  estimates  of  possible  future  savings. 

27.  The  quantity  of  non-revenue  producing  -water  should  be  reduced. 

28.  MDC  has  indicated  that  there  is  approximately  5  MGD  of  unavoidable 

leakage  in  the  tunnels  and  mains.  The  remaining  system  unaccounted- 
for  should  be  identified  and  reduced  during  the  planning  period. 

29.  Several  areas  identified  in  MWRA's  Summary  Report  will  clearly  be 
scrutinized  by  the  WRC  should  MWRA  seek  an  interbasin  transfer.  They 
include:  Is  the  level  of  conservation  sufficient  to  meet  the 

criterion  of  "all  practical  conversation  measures"? 

30.  The  study  assumes  that  recoverable  leakage  will  not  be  recovered  after 
1990,  and  that  it  will  grow  from  10.7  MGD  in  lWfI  to  21  MGD  in  2020. 
This  assumption  incorporates  a  pol icy  decision.  The  study  should  not 
include  recoverable  leakage  in  estimates  of  future  water  demand. 

Planning  to  augment  supplies  so  that  recoverable  leakage  can  continue 
and  increase  is  in  conflict  with  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  and  state 

water  pol icies . 

31.  The  study  does  not  estimate  the  amount  of  unrecoverable  leakage.  This 
is  a  major  omission,  since  it  is  impossible  to  evaluate  the  total 
amount  of  leakage  and  whether  the  estimates  of  recoverable  leakage  are 
reasonable  in  relation  to  total  leakage.  The  study  should  be  revised 
tc  document  the  amount  of  unrecoverable  leakage. 

32.  The  53  MGD  of  "other  unaccounted-for  water"  is  not  adequately 
documented  or  justified.  The  study  itself  says  that  the  components 

of  this  category  are  "unquantif iable, "  yet  this  large  amount  of  demand 
was  included  in  the  projections  through  2020.  The  study  should  be 
revised  to  include  the  necessary  documentation  to  justify  the 

inclusion  of  53.5  MGD  of  "other  unaccounted  for  water"  in  the  demand 
projections . 

33.  The  MWRA  should  commit  itself  to  reducing  leakage  in  its  own 
distribution  facilities,  and  to  install  and  upgrade  system  meters  so 
an  accurate  accounting  of  actual  water  use  can  be  mcce. 
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Comments  on  the  No  Action  Alternative 

The  No-Action  Alternative  is  unacceptable.  A  margin  of  safety  above  the 
bare  minimum  water  supply  necessary  to  meet  demand  must  be  provided  for  in 
the  selection  of  alternatives  so  as  not  to  inhibit  economic  growth  in  the 
Commonweal  th. 

The  development  of  supplemental  sources  has  been  delayed  too  long.  The  No 

Action  Alternative  which  results  in  water  shortages  in  a  state  with  ade- 
quate water  resources  is  clearly  unacceptable. 

Where  are  the  data  and  conclusions  regarding  economic  consequences  of  "No 

Action"? 
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Comments  on  Evaluation/Assessment  Criteria 

1.  No  scoring  system  should  be  employed  which  assigns  numeric  value  to  each  of 

several  pre-selected  variables  for  each  alternative. 

2.  The  Authority  should  outline  exactly  what  criteria  are  being  used  and  what 

assumptions  are  being  made  to  determine  the  value  of  each  alternative.  If 
they  are  used,  those  factors  which  cannot  be  easily  scored  should  not  be 

scored  at  all,  but  should  be  given  equivalent  weight  alongside  those  fac- 
tors which  can  be  scored. 

3.  The  method  of  weighting  of  ranking  the  criteria  into  high/low  beneficial 

and  adverse  or  no  impact  is  a  very  simplistic  approach  for  differentiating 
the  impacts  of  implementing  each  alternative. 

4.  There  are  many  examples  of  violations  of  the  intent  of  the  Secretary  of 

Environmental  Affairs  to  require  a  complete  assessment  of  impact  of  alter- 
natives including  those  impacts  within  the  normal  range  of  variation  for 

the  system  under  study. 

5.  The  criteria  of  No  Impact  is  improperly  used  in  the  comparison  of  alter- 
natives. The  category  is  applied  when  no  work  on  the  issue  has  been  done 

and  the  impact  is  "unknown." 

6.  Table  4,  Evaluation,  Criteria/Assessment  Criteria,  p.  32  lists  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as  the  source  of  minimum  streamflow  con- 

ditions for  indicator  species  for  river  alternatives.  Investigation  of  the 
accuracy  of  this  statement  reveals  that  the  USFWS  flow  recommendations  were 
not  used  for  the  two  relevant  rivers,  Sudbury  and  Millers.  The  result  is 

minimum  stream  flows  for  these  two  rivers  which  do  not  meet  their  recommen- 
dations for  critical  times  of  year  for  fisheries. 

7.  The  use  of  a  Net  Present  Value  method  to  compare  costs  of  alternatives 

leaves  some  alternatives  looking  very  inexpensive  because  the  consultants 
did  not  estimate  treatment  plants  into  the  alternative.  Two  other  costing 

procedures,  the  operations/maintenance/capitalization  and  impact  on  rate- 
payers procedures,  were  not  given  equal  exposure. 

8.  The  study  has  failed  to  provide  adequate  criteria  for  selection  of 
al ternati  ves. 
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COMMENTS  ON  SAFE  YIELD 

1.  WSCAC  ran  a  computer  simulation  and  determined  that  the  consultants  had 

miscalculated  the  "thermocl  i ne"  which  determines  how  far  the  reservoir 
could  be  drawn  down  without  loss  of  water  quality.  Their  estimate  of  the 

reasonable  "minimum  pool"  would  increase  the  safe  yield  to  318  MGO. 

2.  The  computer  model  used  for  determining  safe  yield  should  be  run  to  show 

intensity,  duration  and  frequency  of  drawdown  to  and  below  the  minimum  pool 

elevation,  i.e.,  elevation  490'. 

3.  It  is  artificially  stringent  to  presume  that  the  490'  elevation  cannot  be 
exceeded  if  it  is  for  brief  periods. 

4.  The  current  safe  yield  model  does  not  do  a  probabilistic  or  stachastic 
model  of  each  historic  month  and  tabulate  a  statistical  probability  for 

safe  yield.  This  could  be  done,  leading  to  the  flexible  management  really 
needed,  not  the  one  number  system  originally  proposed. 

5.  The  safe  yield  model  should  be  brought  up  to  date.  The  model  should  be  run 

for  the  years  1980-85  to  update  against  recent  history  its  validity  and 
rerun  the  model  from  1970-85  substituting  the  Shaft  4  meter  readings  at 
Sudbury,  for  the  appropriate  district  meter  readings  in  eastern 
Massachusetts.  This  would  assist  in  understanding  the  reliability  of  the 

model  and  further  cast  some  light  on  the  mysterious  system  unaccounted-for- 
water  which  appears  as  a  meter  discrepancy  between  Shaft  4  and  the  sum  of 
the  district  meters. 

6.  The  "safe  yield"  of  Quabbin  Reservoir  is  derived  from  a  mathematical  model 
with  no  mention  of  possible  estimation  error.  The  scientific  validity  of 
the  300  MGD  figure  is  therefore  open  to  question  and  does  not  provide  firm 
footing  on  which  to  judge  the  need  for  increased  water  supply  capacity.  In 

as  much  as  the  safe  yield  value  is  under  dispute,  the  DEIR  should  include 
some  measure  of  estimation  error. 

7.  The  Ouabbin  -  Wachusetts  reservoir  system  represents  a  3  year  reservoir  when 
full  but  is  very  difficult  to  build  back  up  when  demand  consistently 
exceeds  safe  yi  el d. 

8.  The  lower  the  Quabbin  level  (the  higher  the  yield),  the  more  certain  it 
becomes  that  water  treatment  will  be  necessary. 





LIST  OF  COMMENTERS 

The  following  section  lists  the  individuals  and  organizations  that  commented 

on  the  study.     There  are  12  sections  which  correspond  to  the  sections  for  specif 
comments  that  are  listed  in  Volume  I. 

The  commenters  are  categorized  in  the  "Type"  column: 

M  =  Municipality 
I  =  Individual 

AD  =  Advocacy  Organization 
AG  =  State  or  Federal  Governmental  Agency 
B  =  Business 

L  =  Local/Town  Agency 
E  =  Elected  Official 

In  the  "COMMENTS"  column,  the  numbers  correspond  to  the  specific  comments 
listed  in  the  beginning  of  Volume  I. 





CONNECTICUT  RIVER  ALTERNATIVE  COMMENTS 

Number     Organization  /  Individual  Conunenter  Town  State       Type  Comaents 
1 Ashfield,  The  Town  of MA M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
2 Athol 

KA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
3 Becket MA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
4 Belmont 

HA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
5 Boston 

MA 

H 
6 Briaf ield MA M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
7 Brookf ield 

MA 

H 
24,25 8 Buckland MA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 

9 Chicopee MA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
10 Colrain 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
11 Deerf ield 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
12 Eastbampton 

MA 

M 0 
13 Gill MA M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
14 Granby 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
15 Greenfield MA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
16 Hadley MA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
17 Hampden 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
18 Bardwick 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
19 Hatfield 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
20 Huntington 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
21 Leverett 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
22 Leyden 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
23 Longmeadow 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
ilk Ludlow 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
Millers  Falls 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
Montague 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
27 Montgomery HA M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
28 New  Braintree 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
29 New  Salem 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
30 Northampton 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
31 Orange 

HA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
32 Palmer 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
33 Pelham 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
34 Russell 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
35 Shelbourne 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
36 Shutesbury 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
37 Southampton 

MA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
38 South  Hadley MA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
39 Springfield HA M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
40 Sunderland 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
41 Vales MA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
42 Warren MA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
43 Warwick 

HA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
44 Washington 

HA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
45 Westfield HA M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
46 Westhampton MA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
47 Whately MA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
48 Williamsburg 

MA 

H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
49 Worthington HA H 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
50 Franklin  County 

HA 

M 1,2,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,24 
51 Eaapden  County HA M 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
52 Hanpshire  County MA H 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
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53 Agawam  Conservation  Commission HA L 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
54 Clean  Water  Action  Project KA AD 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
55 Connecticut  River  Watershed  Council 

MA AD 

1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
56 Connecticut  Valley  Action  Project MA 

AD 

1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
57 Hampden  Conservation  District 

MA 

L 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
58 KA  Steering  Committee  of  the  CT  River MA AD 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
59 Pascommuck  Conservation  Trust 

MA 

AD 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
60 Southampton  Conservation  Commission MA L 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
62 Cromwell,  The  Town  of CT M 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
63 Deep  River CT M 1,5,10,11,12,18,19,20 
64 East  Windsor CT M 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
65 Enfield CT M 1,12,34 
66 Hartford CT M 1,3,5,18 
67 Lyme CT M 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
€8 Old  Saybrook CT M 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
69 Portland CT M 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
70 Rocky  Hill CT M 1,11,12,27 71 South  Windsor CT K 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
72 Suf field CT M 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
73 Windsor  Locks CT M 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
74 Avon,  Natural  Resources  Commission CT L 24,25,34 
75 Chester  Conservation  Commission CT L 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
76 East  Windsor  Conservation  Commission CT L 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
77 Old  Lyme  Conservation  Commission CT L 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
78 Old  Lyiae  Planning  Commission CT L 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
79 Old  Saybrook  Zoning  Commission CT L 

26 
80 Portland  Inland  Wetlands  Agency CT L 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
81  i HjCocky  Hill  Inland  Wetlands  &  Watercourse  Agency CT L 1,11,12,27 82  4 

^p.S.  Senator  Lowell  Weicker CT E 1,3,5,18,24 
33 U.S.  Rep.  Sam  Gejdenson 

CT 

E 1,3,5,18,24 
84 U.S.  Rep.  Nancy  Johnson CT E 

1,19 85 U.S.  Rep.  Barbara  Kennelly CT E 1,3,5,18,21,24 
86 U.S.  Rep.  Stewart  McKmney CT E 1,3,5,11,18,24 
87 U.S.  Rep.  Bruce  Morrison CT E 1,3,5,18,24 
88 U.S.  Rep.  John  Rowland CT E 1,3,5,18 89 Co-uncil  on  Environmental  Quality,  State  of  CT CT AG 28,29 
90 Department  of  Health  Services,  State  of  CT CT 

AG 

1,18,24 91 State  Rep.  Irving  Stolberg,  CT  House E 0 
92 State  Rep.  John  Tiffany,  CT  House CT £ 22 
93 State  Sen.  Eric  Benson,  CT  Senate CT E 22 
94 Capitol  Region  Council  of  Governments CT M 1,3,12,22,24 
95 Connecticut  Forest  &  Park  Association 

CT 

AD 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
95 Connecticut  Fund  for  the  Environment CT AD 1,3,5,11,18,24,30,31 
97 Connecticut  River  Assembly CT AD 12,22,24 
98 Connecticut  River  Estuary  Regional  Planning  Agency CT L 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
99 Connecticut  River  Gateway  Commission CT AD 22 

100 Deep  River  Sportman's  Club CT 

AD 

1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
101 Glastonbury  Sportman's  Association CT AD 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
102 Green  Thumb  Garden  Club,  Weathersf leld 

CT 

AD 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
1C3 Lyme  Land  Conservation  Trust 

CT 

AD 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
104 Middlesex  County  Chamber  of  Commerce CT AD 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
105 Middlesex  County  Soil  &  Water  Conservation  District CT L 5,3,11,19 
L06 Middletown  Yacht  Club CT AD 1,5,10,11,12,18,19,21,32 
107 Midstate  Regional  Planning  Agency CT L 

22 
108 Riverfront  Recapture,  Inc. CT AD 23,24 
109 Sierra  Club,  CT  Chapter 

CT 

AD 1,3,5,12,33 



c 

0 
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110 Year  Round  Garden  Club,  Veathersf ield - 

CT 

AD 

1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
111 Edward  £  Edith  Armstrong Haddaffl CT I 0 
112 John  Biddiscombe Middletown CT I 1,5,11,18,34 
113 Mr.  and  Mrs.  M.  G.  Burford Baddam CT I 5,22,24 
114 Elizabeth  Gordon  Chandler Old  Lyme CT I 0 
115 Robert  and  Mary  Gadbois East  Lyme CT I 

18 
116 Laci  de  Gerenday Old  Lyme CT I 5,32 
117 Katy  Golec Moodus CT I 5,11,18,19,21,35 
118 Barron  Gourlay 

Lyme 
CT I 0 

119 William  Gray Old  Lyme CT I 0 
120 Ward  L.  Johnson Essex 

CT 

I 

18 
121 David  Littlefield Old  Lyme CT I 

10 
122 George  and  Judith  McGinness W.  Hartford CT I 0 
123 Leif  Nilsson Chester CT I 0 
124 Mrs.  Wilson  Russell Hadlyme CT I 0 
125 Judith  Schaff Old  Lyme CT I 0 
126 Mrs.  Gregory  Smith Old  Lyme CT I 0 
127 Walter  J.  and  Mary  Elizabeth  Scott Portland CT I 1,5,10,11,12,18,19 
128 Rep.  from  the  First  District MA E 12 
129 David  McQuade,  CT  Governor's  Office CT AG 22 
130 Joseph  Lieberaan,  CT  Attorney  General 

CT 

AG 

0 
131 Stanley  Pac,  CT  Commission  of  Env.  Protection 

CT 

AG 0 
132 St.  Senator  John  Diver MA E 0 
133 St.  Rep.  Butler MA E 0 
134 

Elinor  Hartshorn,  Springfield  .layer's  Office MA M 0 
135 Aid  to  U.S.  Rep.  Silvio  Conte 

MA 

E 0 
Bob  Werner I 0 
County  Commissioner  Zachary 

MA 

I 0 
w Sebastian  Garafalo,  City  of  Middletown  Mayor Middletown CT 34 
139 Leon  Vmci,  Dir.  of  Health,  City  of  Middletown Middletown 

CT 

L 3,24,33,36 
140 Member  of  the  Quabbin  and  Swift  Historical  Soc. 

(p69) 
MA I 15,37 141 Ward  S.  Motts Amherst 

MA 

I 0 
142 

Robert  Crook,  CT  Sportaan's  Alliance CT AD 1,3,5,18,19,34 
143 Lisa  Campbell,  MA  Sierra  Club  Chair MA AD 0 
144 Sharon  O'Brien 

MA 

I 0 
145 "  Virginia  Judson,  CT  Sierra  Club CT 

AD 

1,3,5,12,33 
146 Morgan  Broman MA I 0 
147 Beth  Green,  League  of  Women  Voters Springfield MA AD 

1,3 148 Siacn  Baker Amherst MA I 37,38 
149 Thomas  Moore Enfield 

CT 

I 0 
150 Michael  Griffin  Jr. So.  Hadley MA I 5,9,13 
151 Leonid  Grisnel So.  Hadley 

MA 

I 

0  " 

152 Jim  and  Jean  Senasie So.  Hadley MA I 0 
153 Merle  S.  Norman Northampton 

MA 

0 
154 Jennifer  Gallant Amherst MA 0 
155 Joanne  Newman Belchertown 

MA 

0 
156 Bernard  Kubiak Belchertown 

MA 

0 
157 Michael  Kowal Easthampton MA 0 
158 Krista  Oesterling Northampton MA 0 
159 Pat  Andrews Orange MA 0 
160 Barbara  Tytell Northampton MA 0 
161 Esther  Rosati 0 
162 Elizabeth  Fraze 

Hadley 
MA 0 

163 Ellen  McMahee Holyoke 

MA 

0 
164 Merv  Broussard 0 
165 John  Stifler Florence MA 0 



c 
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166 Jim  Crepean Florence MA 0 
167 Alan  Barta 

Badley 

MA 

0 
168 C.  R.  Ellis,  Jr. Wendell 

MA 

0 
169 Mary  Ford Northampton 

MA 

0 
170 Roger  Perras Northampton MA 0 
171 Elinor  Hartshorn Springfield MA 0 
172 Joan  Spalding 

Badley 
MA 0 

173 , Michelle  Bamberger W. Springfield 

MA 

0 
174 Richard  Seelig Belcher town MA 0 
175 Jeffrey  Skelsale  and  Teresa  McPeek 

Granby 
MA 0 

176 Mr.  and  Mrs.  Keith  Burelle 

Granby 

MA 

13,15 
177 Richard  Mayer 

Badley 
HA I 0 

178 Joanne  Lejadum Woronoco MA J 

15 
179 George  Wall 

So.  Badley MA J 0 
180 Edward  Kaynor Amherst 

MA 

J 15 
181 Allen  Bird  Club  of  Springfield Springfield MA AD 12,24,27 
182 Farnington  River  Watershed  Association 

Simsbury 

CT 

AD 14,22,24,31 
183 Great  Meadows  Conservation  Trust Wethersf ield CT 

AD 

31 

184 Janes  Glista Enfield CT 5,10,31 
185 John  Shailer Essex CT J 0 
1S6 North  Country  RCiD  Project Meridith 

NH 

0 
187 Elwood  R.  Myers Chester CT J 39,40,41 
188 Ethel  Hutchinson E.  Longmeadow 

MA 

0 
189 Mrs.  E.  Myles  Standish W.  Hartford CT 3,5,11,18 
190 Parsons  Paper Holyoke MA 9 
191 Hugh  McK.  Jones  Jr. Guilford 

CT 

J 0 
Stephen  Gephard Moodus CT J 

27 
People's  Action  for  Clean  Energy Canton CT 

AD 

0 
Mr.  &  Mrs.  Wayne  Charette 

Agawam 
HA 0 

195 Priscella  Meek Greenwich CT J 0 
196 General  Federation  of  Women's  Clubs 

Orange CT AD 1,5,18,31 
197 Robert  Kent  Toombs New  York NY 0 
198 Adele  Gladstone-GilbertiKichael  Gilbert Amherst HA J 0 
199 Brian  Wilga 

Hadley 

MA J 
1,11,13 200 Peter  C.  Karalekas E.  Longmeadow MA 

42 

204- 
Cynthia  Willauer 

Lyme 

CT 0 
202 Mrs.  Douglas  R.  Brash Essex CT 1 
203 Mrs.  Fesenden  Wilder MacMahan ME 0 
204 

New  London  County  League  of  Sportman's Clubs Jewett  City 

CT 

AD 5 
205 Connecticut  Marine  Trades  Association Essex CT AD 1,3,5,19,34 
206 Conservation  and  Research  Foundation New  London 

CT AD 

1 
207 Mrs.  Mallery  Boynton Suf field CT I 

X) 

208 The  Dexter  Corporation Winder  Locks CT B 9 
209 Linda  DeRusba Old  Saybrook CT I 

19 
210 Connecticut  Audubon  Society Fairfield CT AD 1,5,11,27 
211 Timothy  McGrew Feeding  Hills MA I 5,18 212 Franklin,  Hampden,  Hampshire  Conservation  Districts 

Hadley 

HA 

L 

12 
213 Richard  Holloway Chester CT I 18,19 

214 Edith  Royce  Schade Glastonbury CT I 1,18,19 
215 Connecticut  Conservation  Association Redding  Ctr. CT AD 5,18,31 
216 Elect Hartford CT AD 1,11,21 
217 Keith  T.  Davies Enfield CT I 1,11,13 
218 Connecticut  River  Valley  Flood  Control Commission Greenfield 

MA 

L 0 
219 Conservation  Society  of  Southern  Vermont Newf ane 

VT 

AD 
1,13 220 Franklin  County,  Office  of  County  Commissioners Greenfield MA L 43,44 

221 Pioneer  Valley  Planning  Commission W.  Springfield MA L 2,3,5,10,45 



c 
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222 Michael  Baram Belmont MA I 48,49 
223 Agency  of  Environmental  Conservation,  VT  State Montpelier 

VT 

AG 5,46,47 
224 Judy  Kadzunouic Northampton KA I 0 
225 Joan  Thonpson Northampton 

MA 

I 

15 
226 Mr.  and  Mrs.  John  Kaul-Connolly Northampton 

HA 

I 0 
227 Lisa  Lipshires Northampton MA I 0 
228 Vilma  J.  Brooks 

Vhately  • 
MA I 0 

229 Robert  A.  Mahler Northampton MA I 0 
230 Susan  G.  Albino Eastbampton MA I 0 
231 Kristen  Tangerman Northampton 

MA 

I 0 
232 

Joseph  O'Rourke S.  Deerfield 

MA 

I 0 
233 Joseph  P.  Tierney Northampton 

MA 

I 0 
234 Roslyn  A.  Pisarski Palmer MA I 0 
235 Eugene  Warner Northampton MA I 0 
236 Amy  Goerp Gill 

KA 

I 0 
237 Terre  Morrison Northampton MA I 0 
238 Janice  F.  Shea 

Ludlow 
MA I 0 

239 Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gary  P.  Lemay 
Gill 

MA I 0 
240 Patricia  A.  Morrison Northampton MA I 0 
241 Kathryn  J.  Bastarache Turners  Falls 

MA 

I 0 
242 Laurel  L.  Stafford Turners  Falls MA I 0 
243 Geraldine  A.  Poudrier Turners  Falls MA I 0 
244 Dores  G.  Beaubien Turners  Falls MA I 0 
245 Henry  P.  Kapise  Jr. Turners  Falls MA I 0 
246 Cedia  Bannister Turners  Falls MA I 0 
247 Thcaas  Hagaaen Turners  Falls MA I 0 
24S Dennis  L.  Grader Turners  Falls MA I 0 

dm Mr.  and  Mrs.  Clifton  J.  Noble  Jr. Montague MA I 4 
Doreen  M.  Avery Turners  Falls 

MA 

I 0 
2ti Muriel  Bruso Turners  Falls 

MA 

I 0 
252 Edward  F.  Boutwell Turners  Falls 

MA 

I 0 
253 Kathleen  McClary Turners  Falls 

MA 

I 0 
254 John  Reipold  Jr. Turners  Falls MA I 0 
255 Karen  E.  Deao Turners  Falls 

MA 

I 0 
256 Stephanie  Ryan Turners  Falls 

MA 

I 0 
257 -  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gerry  G.  Simons Turners  Falls MA I 0 
258 Mr.  John  B.  Saunders  and  family Turners  Falls MA I 6 
259 Robert  Kumin Turners  Falls 

MA 

I 0 
260 Kristen  Walser Montague  City 

MA 

I 0 
261 Robert  V.  Harbourt Montague MA I 0 
262 Ann  Carr Greenfield MA I 0 
263 Christopher  G.  Maniatty Greenfield MA I 0 
264 Dora  H.  Clarkson Greenfield MA I 0 
265 Barbara  M.  Doran Turners  Falls MA I 0 
266 Ann  E.  Urban Millers  Falls MA I 0 
267 Donald  Stratton Millers  Falls MA I 0 
268 Mr.  and  Mrs.  Edward  Troceski Turners  Falls 

MA 

I 0 
269 Debborah  Wilcox Turners  Falls MA I 0 
270 James  R.  Schleser Greenfield MA I 0 
271 Jerry  P.  Wondoloski Turners  Falls MA I 0 
272 Colleen  M.  Carlisle Turners  Falls MA I 0 
273 Shirley  E.  Wheeler Greenfield 

MA 

I 0 
274 Pauline  Hickey Greenfield MA I 0 
275 Sharon  L.  Ament Greenfield MA I 0 
276 Louise  G.  Amyoi Greenfield MA I 0 
277 Melanie  Ethier Greenfield 

MA 

I 0 

• 
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278 E.  r.  McHuffh Greenfield 

KA 

I 0 
279 Ann  Flemelling Greenfield HA I 0 
280 Pat  Liebonitz Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
281 Susan  Trudeau Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
282 Evelyn  Vhitcomb Greenfield 

MA 

I 0 
283 Sheila    M.  Kelly Greenfield 

MA 

I 0 
284 Kathleen  Martin Greenfield HA I 0 
285 Jean  and  Leon  Martin Greenfield HA I 0 
286 Mr.  and  Mrs.  Putala Greenfield HA I 0 
287 Kathy  Ladd Greenfield HA I 0 
288 Doug  and  Polly  Hillman Greenfield KA I 0 
289 Beatrice  Randall Greenfield HA I 0 
290 Paula  Soholosky Greenfield HA I 0 
291 Anna  Morrison Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
292 Linda  Decato Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
293 Mr.  and  Mrs.  Basil  Roman Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
294 Wendy  Podlenski Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
295 Vickie  L.  Gabry Greenfield HA I 0 
296 Alice  Billings Greenfield HA I 0 
297 Diane  Landis Greenfield HA I 0 
298 Peter  E.  Taylor Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
299 Thomas  Timmins Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
300 Sharon  Milkey Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
301 The  Cadrans Greenfield 

MA 

I 0 
302 Joanne  L.  Prescott Greenfield HA I 0 
303 Victoria  G.  Callahan Greenfield HA I 0 
3114 Janice  Sieser Greenfield HA I 0 

Howard  and  Reba  Stimisel Greenfield HA I 0 
Helen  B.  Krijmas Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
307 Barbara  G.  Sebley Greenfield HA I 0 
308 Domenica  Milanesi Greenfield 

HA 

I 0 
309 Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rayncnd  A.  Coutu Greenfield MA I 0 
310 Judith  Lapointe Greenfield 

MA 

I 0 
311 Don  Kabla Greenfield MA I 0 
312 Francis  and  Arlene  Brissette Greenfield MA I 0 
313 Judith  E.  Smith Greenfield MA I 0 
314 Maryann  Majewski Hatfield HA I 0 
315 Jean  Kempisty Hatfield HA I 0 
316 David  J.  Ulan Lincoln 

HA 

I 0 
317 Nancy  and  Bill  Shea Hatfield 

HA 

I 0 
318 Dian  Behringer 

Whately 
MA I 0 

319 Susan  Mane  Podmayer W.  Hatfield MA I 0 
320 Carla  J.  Bagdon Hatfield MA I 0 
321 Ann  M.  LaFleur Greenfield 

MA 

I 0 
322 Joanne  Kretzenger Greenfield HA I 0 
323 Mary  Ziauneraan Greenfield 

MA 

I 0 
324 Martin  J.  White Milton HA I 0 
325 James  Moreatel Arlington 

MA 

I 0 
326 Clean  Water  Action  Project MA AD 17,37 
327 WSCAC MA AD 50,51,52,53,54,55 
328 Metropolitan  District  Commission Boston MA AG 

56 

329 Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars South  Hadley 

MA 

AD 0 
330 Joan  Mazzota Middletown 

CT 

I 0 
331 Willard  Walker Portland CT I 0 
332 League  of  Women  Voters MA 

AD 

2,3,16 
333 Phillip  Sylvester Middletown 

CT 

I 0 



0 

c 



Connecticut  River  Alternative  Comments-  (cont.) 

334 Katchen  Coley Middletovn CT I 0 
335 Rick  £  Phyllis  Hannon Turners  Falls MA I 0 
336 Ralph  Winspear Turners  Falls MA I 0 
337 Deborah  Vayas Turners  Falls 

MA 

I 0 
338 Donna  Lut: Dorchester 

MA 

I 0 
339 Janet  Churchill Greenfield MA I 0 
340 Carol  Bryant Greenfield MA I 0 
341 Nancy  Hart MA I 0 
342 Jen  Luirk Milton MA 0 
343 Mr.  N.A.  Dianid Dorchester 

MA 

0 
344 Christopher  Kingslord MA 0 
345 Fred  Gallagher Dorchester 

MA 

0 
346 Krs.  M.D.  Hope Dorchester MA 0 
347 Jessie  and  Henry  Ross Milton MA 0 
348 Francis  Greene Boston MA 0 
346 Susan  Kreplick Greenfield MA 0 
347 Christine  Dashner Greenfield MA 0 
348 Rcseaary  Taylor Greenfield MA 0 
349 Kathy  X.  Ni2S Greenfield 

MA 

0 
350 Katthew  J.  Ruggeri Greenfield MA 0 
351 Kr.  and  Krs.  V.K.  Moulton Greef leld 

MA 

0 
352 Carol  A.  Fletche Greenfield 

MA 

0 
353 Irene  Cawley MA 0 
3  E  4 Kevin  E.  Lyden Boston 

MA 

0 
255 Cynthia  A.  Ethier Bernardston MA 0 
35e Helen  F.  Holoch Mattapan MA 0 

^  C..K.  Eonnette 
Greenfield MA 0 

P f  Jo 'Anne  i  Laurent  La  Fontaine 
Milton 

MA 

0 
I.  A.  Gentile 

MA 

0 
360 Chen  Christiansen Milton MA 0 
3  51 ^r.  t  Krs.  George  lane Greenfield MA 0 

Barirara  Franklin .Kiltcn 

MA 

0 
.Kar;aret  Spencer Greenfield 

KA 

0 
364 Erolyn  Onghton Greenfield MA 0 
355 _B.  Sprott Greenfield MA 0 
366 .Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council Boston 

MA 

17 

367 State  of  New  Hacpsnire.  Governor's  Office Concord NH AG 53 
363 Robert  Kueller Staunton 

VA 

I 0 





KERRIKACK  RIVER  ALTERNATIVE  COMMENTS 

KUMBER ORGANIZATION  /  INDIVIDUAL  COMMENTER ADDRESS TOWN STATE ZIP TYPE NUMBERS  FOR  COMMENTS 

1 Cro7elaDd  Water  CoDaissioners Groveland MA L 6,11 2 The  Essex  Company 

HA 

B 1,2,7,8,9,10,12,13 3 Alias  Pollock 54  River  Rd. Merrimack 

HA 

01860 I 
3,4,5 4 Toim  of  Vestford  -  Board  of  Selectmen Tovn  Ball,  S5  Main  St. 

Vestford 

HA 

01886 H 1,2,7,8,9,10,12,13 S City  of  Haverhill  -  City  Council HA H 0 
6 Tovn  of  West  Newbury  -  Board  of  Selectmen 381  Main  Street test  Newbury 

KA 

01985 M 1,2.7,8,10,12,13 7 Northeast  Antique  Anglers Box  193 Vellesley  Bills MA 02181 AD 1,2,7,8,9,10,12,13 8 Merrimack  Riv.  Watershed  Council  -  V.  Newbury 

HA 

AD 1,2,7,8,9,10,12,13 9 Greater  Lawrence  Sanitary  District  of  N.  Andover HA L 1,2,7,8,9,10,12,13 10 The  Town  of  Merrimack 

HA 

H 1,2,7,8,9,10,12,13 11 Town  of  Aaesbury  -  Board  of  Selectmen HA M 1,2,7,8,9,10,12,13 1^ Sean  L.  Callahan  ^ lOOA  Washington  Park Andover 

HA 

01810 I 

10 

13 Senator  Nicholas  J.  Costello Room  217,  State  Bouse Boston HA 
02133 

t 1,2,7,8,10,14 14 John  W.  Peirce 116  Newbury  Street Boston MA 
02116 I 

22,23 15 WSCAC 

KA 

AD 1,2,3,6,7,10,16,32,33,3 16 Boott  Bydropower,  Inc. Foot  of  John  St.,  Box70 Lowell 

KA 

01853 B 0 
j7 Merrimack  River  Watershed  Council Wl lU AD /  ,e,lU, 1^,14 
18 L.  Whelpley S  Powow  Villa 

Amesbury 
MA 01913 I 0 

19 Robert  Kennedy,  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Lowell City  Hall,  375  Merrimack Lowell 

MA 

01852 E 
2,10,17 20 Representative  Frank  Ecilio 

KA 

E 
8,18 

:i Representative  Susan  Tucker Rm.  4736,  State  House Boston 

KA 

02133 E 8 
Representative  Joseph  Hermann 

KA 

E 19 
23 Representative  Blanchette Rm.  40,  State  House Boston 

KA 

02133 
E 0 

24 William  X.  Wall 

HA 

I 

1,10 
k  Robert  Horne 63  Amherst  St. Lawrence MA I 0 

if f  Warren  Vittum 
335  Cobant  Rd. Weston MA 02193 I 8 

Bill  Slusher,  Chair  of  Groveland  Planning  Board 180  Washington  St. Groveland MA 01834 I 
1,2,8,10 28 Ell  Romanoff Univ.  of  Lowell Lowell HA 01852 I 10,20 29 Frank  Johnson  -  Dir.  of  Lawrence  Public  Works 

HA 

I 10,16,21 
30 Dave  Kuscoviti 9  Fifth  St.  11 Lowell 

KA 

02155 I 0 
31 Representative    Thomas  Polumbo KA E 0 
32 Massachusetts  Assn.  of  Conservation  Commissioners Lincoln  Filene  Center,  Tufts UKedf ord 

MA 

02155 
L 14,24 33 League  of  Essex  County  Sportman's  Clubs 139  Standley  St. 

Beverly 
MA 01915 AD 0 

34 Appalachian  Mountain  Club 5  Joy  Street Boston 

MA 

AD 

31 

35 "Merrimack  Valley  Planning  Commission MA L 1,5,8,16,25,26,27,28,29 36 .  Representative  Nicholas  Buglione Rm.  138,  State  House Boston MA 02133 E 1.10 37 Metropolitan  District  Commission 20  Somerset  St. Boston 

HA 

AG 35 
38 State  of  New  Hampshire Concord NH 

AC 

36,37,38,39,40,41 



0 



UPPER  SUDBURY  BATERSHED  ALTERNATIVE  COMMENTS 

NUMBER ORGANIZATION  /  INDIVIDUAL  COMKENTER ADDRESS TOVN 
STATE 

ZIP 
TYPE COHKZNTS 

1 
* 

Mrs.  Charles  N.  Shane 25  Three  Ponds  Rd. Vayland HA 01778 I 1,2,4 
TovQ  of  Billerica  ~  Board  of  SelectmeD Torn  Hall Billerica 

HA 

01821 H 7,8,22 
3 NyaDza  Citizeo's  Ad7isory  Coou&ittee 13  Barlett  Rd. Ashland HA 01721 AD 1 
% Mass.  DEM-DiT.  of  Forests  4  Parks Boston 

HA 

02202 

AG 

5 c 3 Tqvd  of  Billerica  ~  Dept  of  Puhlic  Vorks 250  Bos  ton  Road N.  Billerica HA 01862 L 1 , 7, 8, 22 , 34 
Lavaru  «  TODy  voil Vayland HA 01778 I 13 
Tovn  of  CoDcord  ~  Board  of  SelectiseD r.U.    BOX  3J3 Concord HA 01742 H 10 
TcwQ  of  VaylaQd  ~*CoDservatioQ  Conu&issioD ■ay 1 acu 

Ai  "no Ui  /  /  o L 1   0   1   ji   c   1  n 
Mr.  and  Mrs>  VilliaD  R*  ThoispsoD ■ ay 1 auu HA 01 778 T X « 

10 ■ay 1 aua HA 01778 T X X 
1^1 j«  /   norm  Ave. Weston HA 02193 J 

X  r  « 

12 To^'n  of  Lincoln  'Conservation  Cosmission 111  nco  In Ml T U 
13 

HA 

02174 
J 29 

14 Elizabeth  L>  Crane 48  RId?  Philip  Road 
Sudbury 

HA 01 776 T 1 
1 5 Robert  Boel Concord 

fSM  A") 

Ui  /  4 ^ T X X  ,  * 
16 DaTid  Larsen 

Sudbury 

HA 

01776 T 1 

X  J 

1  7 
X  < Shirley  H.  Brovn 6  Hc^oDko  Road na  1 1 CK 

flA 

Ul  /  DU T 1 1     1    J(     K     1  1  1A 
ifJ,4,?,ii.,JU 18 Thosas  K.  Sisson dUQOury  Ku . Concord nA T X 9    y    C    17    1^    1*^    '>1  ?P J  X  .  J  ̂  

1 9 Massachusetts  Audubon  Society South  Great  Road Lincoln KA 0177  3 in *>  1  s  1"^  1*;  IT 
^,J,D,Xj,XD,1/ 

Sudbury  River  Citizen's  Advisory  Conucittee 
MB 

nU 

56  63 
21 Dr.  Peter  R.  Burn 223  Partidje  LaDC Car lis le 

HA 

01741 I 2.13,22 
Ccrdon  H.  Shaw 27S  Nashavtuc  Road Concord HA I 1,13,21 

b 
Town  of  Concord  -  Div.  Natural  Resources 133  Keyes  Road Concord 

HA 

01742 L 2,10,21 
Town  of  Natick  -  Board  of  Selectnen 13  E. Central  St. 1108 Natick 

HA 

O1760 
H 

11,30 Sudbury  Valley  Trustees  (Testimony) P.  0.  Box  7 Vayland 

HA 

01778 

AD 

3,13,16,18,21.29 
26 Sudbury  Valley  Trustees  (Detailed) P.  0.  Box  7 Vayland 

HA 

01778 

AD 

27 Ka:hy  Berlin 60  Sherman  Bridge  Rd. Vayland HA 01778 I 1,2.4. 12, 18, 33 
28 vs:ac 

KA 

AD 1,4,6,13,14.74.75,76 29 Town  of  Lincoln-Bd  of  Water  Coaoissioners Lincoln 

HA 

L 25,29 
30 Warren  Vittun  -  Town  of  Weston  Water 

Weston HA I 

26 

31 Tcvn  of  Billerica  -  Waterworks  Division Billerica 

HA 

h 8 
32 Representative  Steve  Hicks 

HA 

E 1,19.27 
33  — 

Senator  Paul  Cellucci Rn.  520,  State  House Boston HA 02133 E 1.12 34 Representative  Duran 

HA 

£ 
1,23 35 Jctn  Larkin HA I 

1.17 

36 William  Elliot HA I 1,6.14,16,23 

37 Nancy  M.  Bell 35  Vhite  Rd. Vayland 

HA 
01778 

I 33 
38 U.  S.  Fish  t  Wildlife  Service HA AG 2.3,6,28,32 
39 Town  of  Lincoln  Planninj  Board Town  Offices,  Box  353 Lincoln  Ctr HA 01773 L 2,3,9,20.28 
40 Representative  Barbara  Gray E 2 
41 Susan  Harding Lincoln HA I 0 
42 Joan  Kimball  \ Lincoln HA I 18.21,33 
43 Town  of  Sudbury  -  Planning  Board 

Sudbury 
HA L 27,77 





DEMAND  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE  COMMENTS 

Number Organization  /  Individual  Commenter Type 
Comments 

1  MVRA  Advisory  Board  AD 
2  Conservation  Law  Foundation  AD 
3  David  Del  Porto  I 
4  Associated  Industries  of  Massachusetts  AD 
5  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  AG 
6  Appalachian  Mountain  Club  AD 
7  Sierra  Club  AD 
8  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  L 
9  Special  Legislative  Commission  on  Water  Supply  AG 
10  WSCAC  AD 
11  Connecticut  River  Watershed  Association  AD 

12  Holly  Gettings  I 
13  Water  Resources  Commission,  Massachusetts  AG 
14  John  Pennotta 
15  Jane  M.  Yetter 
16  Sue  Rothberg 
17  Sandra  Sayers 
18  P.  Widing 
19  Mildred  Patterson 
20  Mary  Jane  Fallon 
21  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

1,2,3,4 
5,6,7,8,9,10,11,15,18,19,20,21,2 

5,9,10,15 
12 
12 

14 12,17 

13 16,23 
1,10,14,19,25,26,27,28 
14,18,24 
7 
29 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

24,31,32,33 



( 



COMMENTS  ON  EVALUATION  /  ASSESSMENT  CRITERIA 
f.i 

Number  Organization  /  Individual  Commenter       State        Type  Comments 

Conservation  Law  Foundation  MA      AD  1,2 
VSCAC  MA       AD  3,4,5,6,7,8 





'.mber 

WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

Organization  /  Individual  Commenter  Town  State Type  COMMENTS 

1 Massachusetts  Audubon  Society MA 

AD 
7,9,10 

2 Mass.  Association  of  Conservation  Cosunissions Medford MA L 11,12 
3 MVRA  Advisory  Board Boston MA 

AD 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8 

A Richard  Seelig I 

13 
5 Sierra  Club Boston MA AD 

13 
6 V.W.  Harvey I 

14,15 
7 Massachusetts  Forestry  Association AD 16 
8 VSCAC AD 17  40 





USER  SOURCES  ALTERNATIVE  COMMENTS 

Organization  /  Individual  Commenter Address Town State 

Zip 

Type 
COMMENTS 

MVRA  Advisory  Board 6  Beacon  St. Boston MA 

AD 

1,3,4,6,7,8 
Conservation  Law  Foundation 3  Joy  Street 

Boston MA AD 1,2,3,4,5,14,15,16 
Ipswich  River  Watershed  Association 562  Maple  St. Hathorne MA 01937 

AD 
9,10 William  A.  Cheney 7  Pillow  Lace  Ln 

Beverly 

MA 

01915 I 10,11 
Walter  Harmer Willowdale  Rd. Topsf ield MA I 11 
City  of  Marlborough City  Hall Marlborough MA 01752 M 12,13 
John  Pierce 

MA 

I 

17 
League  of  Women  Voters  (MA) 

MA AD 

18,19 
WSCAC 

KA AD 

18,19,20,21,22,23 
Edward  Chiang 6  Page  Place Woburn 

MA 

01801 I 24 
Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council Boston 

MA 

L 32,33,34 



0 

0 



SAFE  YIELD  COMMENTS 

Number  Organization  /  Individual  Commenter         Type  Comments 

VSCAC  AD  1,2,3,4,5 

2  Conservation  Law  Foundation  •  AD  6 
3  Adel  Foz  I  7,8 



I 



COMMENTS  ON  THE  NO-ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 

^^ber  Organization  /  Individual  Commenter  State  Type  COMMENTS 
1  Associated  Industries  of  Massachusetts  MA  AD  1 
2  Boston  Water  and  Sever  Commission  MA  L  2 
3  WSCAC  MA  AD  3 

I  • 





PLYMOUTH  AQUIFER  ALTERNATIVE  COMMENTS 

Organization  /  Individual  Comoenter Address 
Town ST. 

Zip 

Type COMMENTS 

1 Rep.  Peter  Forman Rm.  40,  State  House Boston 

MA 

02133 E 1 
2 Christopher  Makepeace PO  Box  151,  266  Main  St. Wareham MA 

02571 
I 

2,3,4 

3 Sen.  Edward  P.  Kirby Rm.  413-H,  State  House Boston MA 02133 E 
1,5 

4 David  B.  Mann RFD  3,  Head  of  Bay  Rd. Buzzards  Bay HA 
02532 

2,6 
5 K.  M.  Anderson 881  Scenic  Hwy,  RFD  1 Buzzards  Bay HA 02532 2 
6 William  S.  Abbott 33  Herring  Way,  RFD  6 

Plymouth 
HA O2360 2,7,8,9 

7 Richard  F.  Withington 165  Sandwich  St. 
Plymouth 

HA 
1,2,7,10 8 Malcolm  A.  MacGregor 

HA 

2,7,10,11,12,13,14,18 
9 Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  Program 100  Cambridge  St. Boston HA 02202 

AG 

3,7,8,15,16,17,19,20,21 
10 Lydia  Goodhue 90  Dover  Rd. Weller. 

MA 

02181 

1,2,7 11 Ashley  Holmes Gunners  Exchange  Rd. 
Plymc. , 

MA 02360 
2,7,8 12 Cape  Cod  Cranberry  Growers'  Association Cranberry  Exp. Station East  Wareham HA 

02538 
AD 2 

13 WSCAC 138  Russell  St.   (Rte.  9) 

Hadley 

MA O1035 

AD 

22-35 14 Girls  Scouts,  Plymouth  Bay  Council 140  Winthrop  St.,  BoxTll Taunton MA O2780 AD 
15 John  Lenox,  Emergency  Director  for  Plymouth Plymouth 

HA M 
16 Mass.  Association  of  Conservation  Commissions HA L 

8,20 17 Appalachian  Mountain  Club 5  Joy  Street Boston MA 

AD 

2,7,8,36 18 Metropolitan  District  Commission 20  Somerset  St. Boston MA 02133 

AG 

37 

19 Elirabeth  &  Howard  Hamelt 
Plymouth 

MA I 
2,7,8 



4 



COMMENTS  ON  PROJECTED  DEMAND 

Number                    Organization  /  Individual  Conunenter State Type 
COMMENTS 

1 Conservation  Law  Foundation MA AD 
1,2,3,20 2 Sierra  Club 

MA 

AD 
4,5,15,16 3 MVRA  Advisory  Board MA AD 6,7,8,9,10 

4 Appalachian  Mountain  Club MA AD 11,12,13 
5 Special  Legislative  Commission  on  Water  Supply 

MA 

AG 

7,15 6 State  Rep.  Jay  Healy 

MA 

E 

17 
7 State  Senator  Carol  Amick 

MA 

E 

18 
8 League  of  Women  Voters MA AD 

19 
9 WSCAC 

MA 

AD 3,13,14,21,22 
10 Connecticut  River  Watershed  Association MA 

AD 15 
11 Jay  Kaufman MA I 

23 
12 Adel  Foz 

MA 

I 12 
13 Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council MA L 3,15,22,24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31 





MILLERS  /  TULLY  RIVERS  ALTERNATIVES 

Number OrganizatioD  /  Individual  Coimenter Town 
State 

Type 

COMMENTS 

1 Town  of  Athol,  Board  of  Selectmen Athol MA M 1,2,3,4,5,6,7 
2 Millers  River  Watershed  Council MA AD 1,2,3,4,5,6,7.8,9,10 
3 Alan  Barta 

Badley 

MA 

I 2 
4 Mass.  Association  of  Conservation  Commissions Medf ord MA L 

17 
5 Franklin  County,  Office  of  County  Commissioners 

MA 

L 15,16 
6 Appalachian  Mountain  Club Boston 

MA AD 

2 
7 WSCAC 

MA AD 

9,11,12,13,14 
8 Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council Boston 

MA 

L 

18 









APPALACHIAN  MOUNTAIN  CLUB 

5  JOY  STREET,  BOSTON,  MASS.  02108 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran, 

I  apologize  for  the  delay  but  appreciate 

your  understanding.     I  hope  our 
comments  are  of  some  assistance. 





APPALACHIAN      MOUNTAIN  CLUB 

FIVE  JOY  STREET  BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS   02108     617-  52  3-063  6 

July  18,  1986 

Ms.  Patricia  B.  Corcoran 

Project  Manager 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Waterworks  Division 
20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,  MA  02108 

RE:  Water  Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report-2020. 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran, 

The  Appalachian  Mountain  Club,  the  nation's  oldest 
and  largest  not-for-profit  outdoor  recreation  and 
conservation  organization,  has  received  and  reviewed  the 

Water  Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report-2020.  We 
strongly  prefer  the  non- structural  alternatives, 
particularly  the  Demand  Management  alternative.  We  are 
deeply  concerned  about  the  numerous  adverse  environmental 
and  recreational  impacts  associated  with  the  structural 
alternatives.  In  our  comments  we  will  discuss  the  following: 

( 1 )  water  needs ;  ( 2 )  Demand  Management  alternative ;  and  ( 3 ) 
structural  alternatives. 

I .  Water  Needs 

Future  water  needs  are  based  on  projected  demands  by 

(l)current  users  and  the  system,  (2)  unaccounted  for  water 
use,  and  (3)potential  new  demand.  These  projections  are 
often  based  on  poorly  documented  or  worst  case  analyses.  We 
strongly  urge  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  to 
correct  these  deficiencies  before  turning  to  expensive, 

environmentally  harmful,  and  potentially  unnecessary 
structural  alternatives 

1.  Current  Users  and  the  System 

The  assessment  of  demand  by  current  users  and  the 

system  includes  metered  domestic,  metered  non-domestic,  and 
MWRA  system  use.  Although  the  Summary  report  indicates  that 

metered  domestic  and  non-domestic  use,  as  a  percent  of  total 
consumption,  will  remain  relatively  stable  or  increase  only 
slightly  during  the  duration  of  the  planning  period  (due 

toincreased  use  of  water-saving  fixtures  and  a  shift  to  less 





water  intensive  industries),  actual  water  consumption  in 

both  of  these  categories  will  increase.  This  increase  is 

directly  attributable  to  projected  increases  by  2020  in 

population  (15%),  housing  (21%),  and  employment  (45%).  In 
our  opinion,  these  important  assumptions  are  not  adequately 
supported  by  data  and/or  discussion  in  the  Summary  Report. 

2.  Unaccounted  for  Water  Use 

Unaccounted-for  water  use  is  composed  of  several 
elements:  domestic  and  nondomestic  meter  underregistration, 

public  unmetered  use,  potentially  recoverable  leakage,  and 
unavoidable  leakage.  Under  current  conditions  (1980) 

unaccounted-for  water  use  is  estimated  to  be  110  MGD  which 

represents  28%  of  the  total  supply.  By  2020,  unaccounted- 
for  water  use  is  expected  to  decline  by  only  four  percent, 
as  a  result  of  improved  meter  accuracies  and  municipal 

recovery  of  leakage  through  1990.  We  believe  that 
significantly  more  emphasis  can  and  should  be  placed  on 
reducing  unaccounted  for  losses. 

3 .  Potential  New  Demand 

In  our  opinion,  projections  of  potential  new  demand 
are  a  worst  case  analysis  since  they  assume  that:  (1) 
communities  with  statutory  rights  to  additional  MWRA  water 
supply,  but  have  no  current  need,  will  use  MWRA  water 
supplies  in  the  future  up  to  their  legal  limit;  (2)  thirteen 
communities  are  expected  to  face  future  water  shortages  that 
will  be  met  by  the  MWRA;  and  (3)  a  total  of  27  MGD  will  be 
needed  to  offset  loss  of  existing  local  water  supplies  due 

to  contamination.  At  a  minimum,  the  Summary  Report  should 
include  more  information  to  support  these  critical 
assumptions . 

For  example,  projections  for  potential  demand  from 

non-users  due  to  contamination  assume  that  as  much  as  5-20% 
of  local  supplies  will  be  contaminated  by  the  end  of  the 
planning  period  due  to  an  increase  in  contamination  rates. 

However,  the  Summary  Report  includes  no  information  on  past 
and  present  contamination  rates  to  support  the  projected 
increase  in  either  contamination  rates  or  the  loss  of 

existing  water  supplies  due  to  future  contamination. 
Further,  little  or  no  emphasis  is  placed  on  protecting 
existing  local  supplies  from  potential  sources  of 
contamination  rather  than  supplementing  or  replacing  them 
with  MWRA  water  as  they  become  contaminated. 

If  potential  new  demand  is  not  included  in  the  demand 

projections,  overall  demand  would  be  decreased  by  69-88  MGD. 
In  conjuction  with  the  proposed  Demand  Management 
Alternative,  projected  demands  for  current  users  can  then  be 

met  for  two  of  the  three  planning  years.  For  the  third 
planning  year,  2020,  demand  would  still  be  less  than  the 
current  level.  Based  on  this  analysis,  it  is  clear  that 
projections  of  potential  new  demand  play  a  critical    role  in 





determining  the  need  for  structural  alternatives.  As  a 

result,  it  is  essential  that  these  projections  be  both  well 
documented  and  accurate. 

II .  Demand  Management  Alternative 

The  elements  of  this  program  include:  leak  detection 
and  repair,  a  domestic  device  retrofit  program,  pricing  to 

encourage  conservation,  nondomestic  conservation,  and,  a 

public  ,  nonemergency  education  program.  The  AMC  supports 
this  initiative  to  decrease  future  demand  as  oppossed  to 

increasing  supply  by  structural  means  which  would  result  in 
adverse  environmental  and  recreational  impacts.  We  also 

support  MWRA's  decision  to  select  this  as  a  preferred 
alternative. 

The  total  projected  savings  of  this  program  is  32-3  4 
MGD.  This  represents  less  than  10%  of  total  projected  use 

(340+MGD).  We  would  like  to  see  a  more  effective  program. 
While  the  measures  included  in  this  program  would  help 
lessen  the  projected  increases  in  demand  by  educating 
consumers,  encouraging  the  use  of  block  rate  structures, 

implementing  low  cost  water  saving  devices,  and,  a  leak 
detection  and  repair  program,  it  does  not,  in  our  opinion, 
go  far  enough  to  reduce  unaccounted  for  water  use. 
Specifically,  leak  detection  and  repair  (3.4  MGD  in  1990  and 
13.5  in  2020)  accounts  for  less  than  15%  of  total 

unaccounted  for  losses  (110  MGD).  We  believe  that  this 

particular  program  can  be  improved  as  part  of  a  broader  and 
more  ambitious  demand  mangement  alternative.  If  increases 

in  potential  new  demand  prove  unavoidable,  we  hope  that 
these  increases  can  be  offset  by  improvements  in  the  Demand 

Management  program  thereby  avoiding  to  the  maximum  extent 

possible  costly  and  environmentally  damaging  structural 
alternatives. 

III .  Structural  Alternatives 

Each  of  the  following  structural  alternatives  would 
lead  to  direct  and  indirect  environmental  and  recreational 

impacts.  For  this  reason,  AMC  does  not,  at  this  point  in 
time,  support  structural  alternatives  without  further 
documentation  on  projected  demands  (new  users),  and  a 

greater  emphasis  on:  (1)  reducing  unaccounted  for  losses, 
and,  (2)  protecting/  enhancing  existing  local  water 
supplies.  The  remainder  of  the  discussion  will  address 

specific  concerns  with  respect  to  each  of  the  following 
structural  alternatives:  (1)  Millers/Tully  Rivers,  (2) 
Connecticut  River,  (3)  Merrimack  River,  and,  (4)  Plymouth 
Aquifer. 





1.  Millers/Tully  Rivers 

The  Millers  River  is  an  important  regional  resource 

for  Whitewater  canoeing  and  kayaking.  It  is  one  of  the  best 
Whitewater  runs  in  the  state  that  consistently  has  water  in 
it.  Most  chapters  of  the  AMC  run  several  trips  to  the 

Millers  River  during  a  typical  Whitewater  season,  in 
addition  to  heavy  use  by  area  university  and  college  outing 
clubs  and  private  parties.  It  is  also  an  important 
Whitewater  instructional  area  for  the  Outdoor  Centre  of  New 

England,  located  in  Millers  Falls. 
There  are  two  seperate  Whitewater  runs  on  the  Millers 

River:  South  Royalston  to  Athol  and  Erving  to  Millers  Falls. 
To  evaluate  the  quality  of  the  flows  of  these  runs 
assessments  can  be  obtained  from  the  AMC  River  Guide , and  the 

New  England  Whitewater  Guide  by  Ray  Gabler,  two  guide  books 
widely  used  by  Whitewater  enthusiasts.  Of  the  South 

Royalston  to  Athol  run,  the  AMC  River  Guide  states,  "  a 
scratchy  run  can  be  made  with  as  little  as  500  cfs,  but  more 
water  is  really  desirable.  At  1200  cfs  an  open  boat,  singly 
paddled,  is  still  a  suitable  boat;  it  is  estimated  that  1600 

cfs  would  make  it  a  closed-boat-only  run."  Gabler  states,  " 
It  is  estimated  that  about  1500  cfs  would  be  needed  to  make 

this  an  exciting  trip  for  closed  boats.  An  open  boat  can 
easily  handle  1000  cfs,  with  a  450  cfs  discharge,  hiking 

boots  are  appropriate."  Of  the  Erving  to  Millers  Falls  run 
the  AMC  River  Guide  states,  "....tends  to  hold  water  well." 

and  "....offers  nice,  nearly  continuous  rapids."  Gabler 
states,  "  Parts  of  the  run  are  excellent  for  practicing 
surfing  techniques  in  a  closed  boat  or  for  instructing  a 

class  in  open  boat  skills.  This  section  is  also  known  for 
its  ability  to  hold  water,  being  canoeable  when  other  rivers 

are  not." 

The  proposed  system  would  divert  up  to  535  MGD  (830 
cfs)  for  the  Millers  River  alternative  and  up  to  690  (1070 
cfs)  for  the  Millers/Tully  Rivers  alternative.  The  minimum 
flow  required  at  Athol  is  250  cfs.  When  streamflow  exceeds 
the  minimum  flow  requirements,  diversions  will  be  made  in 
the  amount  exceeding  the  minimum  flow  requirements  up  to  the 

capacity  of  the  tunnel  system.  In  March,  for  example,  when 
the  average  flow  at  S.  Royalston  is  about  700  cfs,  the 
diversion  would  take  about  450  cfs  (more  if  the 

Millers/Tully  alternative  is  used) ,  assuming  the  Quabbin  has 

space . 

This  will  almost  certainly  have  an  adverse  impact  on 

Whitewater  recreation  by  not  only  reducing  total  flows  but 
also  moderating  existing  flow  levels  to  the  point  that  these 
rivers  may  no  longer  offer  a  challenging  and  diverse 
Whitewater  experience.  Canoeing  the  river  at  many  different 
levels,  including  high  flows,  is  an  important  part  of  the 
challenge  for    experienced  boaters.        We    are  particularly 





concerned  that  the  proposed  diversions,  by  reducing  peak 

flows,  may  leave  too  little  water  for  challenging  Whitewater 
runs  during  March,  April,  May,  and  June,  the  height  of  the 
Whitewater  season. 

Not  only  are  there  impacts  on  Whitewater  recreation 
but  many  environmental  and  ecological  impacts  are  associated 
with  this  alternative:  adverse  impacts  on  drainage  of 
wetlands,  emission  of  air  pollutants,  a  slightly  enhanced 
rate  of  eutrophication  in  Quabbin  Reservoir,  6.5  acres  of 
forest  habitat  lost,  loss  of  several  indicator  species, 

possible  disturbance  of  great  blue  herons  and  Swainson's 
Thrush,  etc.  Based  on  the  inherent  value  of  these  rivers 
and  because  of  the  impacts  on  recreation  and  ecology,  this 
alternative  is  of  special  concern  to  the  AMC. 

2.  Connecticut  River 

This  alternative  would  divert  flows  from  the 

Connecticut  River  to  the  Quabbin  Reservoir.  The  Connecticut 

River  offers  many  miles  of  quality  flatwater  and  quickwater 
canoeing,  fishing,  and  is  used  for  hydropower  generation. 
Some  of  the  many  impacts  associated  with  this  alternative 
are:  impacts  to  a  shrub  bog,  removal  of  an  area  of  wet 
meadow  at  the  Quabbin  site,  potential  disturbance  of  bald 

eagles,  a  federally  endangered  species,  potential 
disturijance  of  a  great  blue  heron  rookery,  loss  of  several 
indicator  species,  etc.  Based  on  the  limited  information  in 

the  Summary  Report,  we  urge  you  to  assess  in  greater  detail 
both  the  severity  and  extent  of  these  potential  impacts. 

3 .  Merrimack  River 

This  alternative  would  divert  flows  from  the  Merrimack 

River  directly  into  the  MWRA.  Pipeline  connections  would  be 
within  the  Middlesex  Fells  Reservation  and  a  pumping  station 
would  be  located  in  the  vicinity  of  Spot  Pond.  The  Merrimack 
offers  many  miles  of  flatwater,  quickwater,  and  some 

Whitewater  canoeing,  excellent  fishing,  and  is  also  used  for 
hydropower  generation.  As  stated  in  the  Summary  Report  some 
species  of  concern  are  known  to  exist  in  the  vicinity  of 
Spot  Pond  and  in  Middlesex  Fells  Reservation.  They  include  a 

rare  bur-reed,  two  salamander  species,  Swainsons  Thrush,  and 

a  rare  amphipod.  We  support  MWRA's  recommendation  to  conduct 

"thorough  searches  of  the  vicinity  of  these  sites  to  assess 
the  likelihood  and  extent  of  any  impacts  to  these  species." 
We  would  like  to  see  more  detail  on  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project  on  the  recreational  use  of  the  Middlesex  Fells 
Reservation. 

4.  Plymouth  Aquifer 

This  alternative  proposes  pumping  water  from  the 
Plymouth  aquifer,     37  miles  to  the  MWRA  system.  The  proposal 





includes  construction  of  three  well  sites;  one  within  Myles 

Standish  State  Forest.  The  AMC  does  not  support  this  use  of 
140  acres  of  state  fores  land.  By  stating,  in  the  Summary 

Report,  "Wellfeild  No.  1  is  located  in  Myles  Standish  State 
Forest....,  would  not  be  expected  to  interfere  with 

recreation  activity  in  this  area."  it  is  implied  that 
impacts  to  recreation  have  not  been  assessed.  We  would  like 
to  see  a  complete  assessment  of  impacts  to  recreation  in 
this  area.  Potential  drawdown  of  local  groundwater  levels 

associated  with  pumpage  is  expected  to  affect  several  ponds 

and  streams.  Local  cranberry  bogs  may  also  be  affected.  We 
support  your  recommendation  to  further  investigate  the 
impacts  on  these  bogs.  Finally,  we  would  like  to  see  a  more 
detailed  discussion  on  impacts  of  this  alternative  on  the 

red-bellied  turtle,  an  endangered  species. 

In  conclusion,  the  AMC  prefers  the  non-structural 
alternatives  verses  the  structural  alternatives  and  we 

support  MWRA's  decision  to  select  the  Demand  Management 
alternative  as  a  Preferred  Alternative.  On  behalf  of  the 

AMC's  35,000  plus  members,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  Water  Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact 

Report- 2 020 . 
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Sincerely, 

Lawrence  H.  Huemmle 
Conservation  Intern 
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1,6171  :62-IlS0- 
June  10,  1986 

Mr.  Michael  Gritzak 
Sx9catlv9  Director 

Masaacimsetts  water  Resources  Authority 
C2uLrlestoiim  iVavy  7ard 
100  First  Avenue 

Boston,  MA.  02129 

Dear  Mr.  Gritzak: 

RS:    Swmary  Report  of  the  Long  Range  Water  Supply 

Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report  -  2020 

The  Associated  Industries  of  Massachusetts  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
aoBMoent  on  the  Sumaary  Report  concerning  long  range  water  supply;  planning 
for  the  Metropolitan  Boston  area.    AIH  represents  hundreds  of  advanced 
technology,  high  technology  and  traditional  manufacturing  employers  in  the 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA)    water  supply  district.  As 
users  of  water  for  process,  product,  cooling,  sanitary  and  nuxoerous  other 
purposes,  industry  hsLS  a  significant  interest  in  seeing  that  a  safe,  adequate 
water  supply  is  available  for  the  long  run, 

AIM  was  an  acirive  supporter  of  the  Water  Management  Act  enacted  last  year  by 
the  Legislature  and  has  assisted  in  the  development  of  a  strong  hazardous 
waste  regulatory  program  in  Massachusetts,  all  designed  to  protect  this 

state's  precious  water  resources. 

Am,  through  its  Water  Management  initiative  of  several  years  ago,  worked 
with  member  companies  on  water  conservation  projects.     True  cost  water  pricing 
policies  are  to  be  embraced  in  order  to  trigger  economic  incentives  for  proper 
water  management, 

AIM  urges  the  MWRA  to  consider  the  implementation  of  a  number  of  water  supply 
alterTiatives  simaltaneously  in  order  to  nmet  the  growing  water  needs  of 

Massachusetts .    A  margin  of  safety  above  the  bare  minimm  water  supply  neces" 
sary  to  meet  demand  mast  be  provided  for  in  the  selection  of  alternatives  so  -as 
not  to  inhibit  economic  growth  in  the  Coaaonwealth,  That .Ho^Action  Alternative  is 
inconsistent  with  this  requirement  and  is  unacceptable. 

The  Demand  Management,  Watershed  Management  and  User  Sources  Alternatives  taken 
together  should  be  implemented  expeditiously  by  the  MWRA,    Clearly,  these 
alternatives  alone  wHl  not  meet  and  provide  a  margin  of  safety  for  the  supply 

for  a  more  competitive  Massachusetts 





Mr.  Michael  Grltzxik -2- June  10,  1986 

necessary  to  meet  the  projected  future  demand.     To  provide  the  additional 

supply  that  is  determined  to  be  necessary ,  AIM  suggests  that  the  Authority 

working  with  the  Water  Resources  Commission  carefully  review  the  Connecticut 

River,  Mlller/Tully  Rivers,  Merrimack  River,  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  and 

Plymouth  Aquifer  Alternatives.     Public  comment,  yield  projections ,  estimates 

of  cost  and  other  factors  should  be  carefully  analyzed  in  making  this  important 

public  policy  decision. 

Sincerely, 

G.  Montgomery  Love  joy  III,  Director 

Energy  and  Environment  Program 
GML/b 

cc:    Patricia  Corcoran,  Project  Manager,  MWRA 
Elizabeth  Kline,  Water  Resources  Commission,  EOEA 





PUBLIC  MEETING  of  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
June  3,  1986 

COMMENTS  ON  SUMMARY  REPORT 

Of  The  Long  Range  Water  Supply  Study  and 

Environmental  Impact  Report  -  2020. 

The  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  (BWSC)   purchases  over 

one-third  of  the  total  water  supplied  to  communities  by  the 
Massachusetts    Water    Resources  Authority  (MWRA)   and  therefore  has  a 

strong  concern  representing  the  people  it  serves  in  the  MWRA's 
ongoing  long  range  water  supply  planning  study. 

The  Commission  thanks  MWRA  and  its  predecessor,   the  Metropol- 
itan District  Commission  (MDC)    for  the  work  produced  to  date  in  the 

water  supply  study. 

There  are  several  areas  in  the  summary  report  on  which  we 
wish  to  comment: 

1.     The  Boston  Metropolitan  Area  needs  to  be 
assured  of  an  adequate  water  supply  for  the 
future.     The  development  of  supplemental 
sources  has  been  delayed  too  long.     MWRA  currently 
provides  water  for  approximately  2.4  million 
people  or  41%  of  the  population  of  Massachusetts. 
Of  the  Nine  Alternatives  discussed  in  the  Sum- 

mary Report,  the  No  Action  Alternative  which  re- 
sults in  water  shortages  in  a  state  with  ade- 
quate water  resources  is  clearly  unacceptable. 

2.     The  Commission  has  had  experience  with 
some  of  the  programs  defined  under  the  Demand 
Management  Alternative.     We  are  concerned  with 
the  projections  of  water  to  be  saved  under  the 

Domestic  Device  Retrofit  program  and  its  associ- 
ated costs.     There  has  not  been  a  large  scale 

effort  to  conduct  such  a  project  in  this  region. 
While  we  concur  that  it  is  a  worthy  experiment, 
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we  believe  caution  about  the  results  is  advisable 
at  this  time. 

3.     Current  water  purchases  by  the  Commission  are 

32  million  gallons  per  day  lower  than  the  151  mil- 
lion gallons  per  day  purchased  in  1976  due  to  our 

aggressive  leak  detection  and  repair  program,  meter 
replacement  and  meter  testing  program  and  capital 
improvement  program.     The  Commission  believes  all 
these  actions  are  part  of  good  municipal  water 
system  management. 

4.     Since  1979,   our  leak  detection  efforts  have  re- 
sulted in  the  detection  and  repair  of  approximate- 

ly 2400  hidden  leaks.     Under  our  meter  replacement 

program  over  39,000  residential  meters  have  been  re- 
placed, with  approximately  6000  additional  replaced 

annually.  The  Commission  has  instituted  a  program 
to  annually  test  the  200  largest  water  meters  to 
insure  accuracy.     The  Commission  is  well  underway 

with  our  Capital  Improvement  Program  goal  of  relay- 
ing and  relining  11  miles  of  pipes  per  year  insur- 
ing that  by  the  year  2000  no  pipes  in  the  system 

will  be  older  than  100  years  old  that  have  not  been 
rehabilitated. 

5 .     As  an  additional  stimulus  to  promote  demand  man- 
agement and  conservation  among  its  customers  and  in 

light  of  MWRA's  various  legislation  mandates,  the 
Commission  implemented  a  progressive  rate  structure 

of  ten  increasing  blocks  in  August  1985.     This  struc- 
ture means  that  the  more  water  a  customer  uses,  the 

higher  rate    that  customer  pays.       There  has  not  been 
enough  experience  under  this  rate  structure  to  comment 
on  its  overall  effect  of  water  demand. 

As  part  of  an  ongoing  Water  System  Facilities  Plan,  we  are  un- 
dertaking    important     efforts    to    enable  us  to  fully  understand  and 

manage  our  system.     These  efforts  include  an  in-depth  analysis 

of  our  "unaccounted-for"  water,   including  better  definition  of  its 
components,   and  an  in-depth  analysis  of  the  various  uses  of  water 
within  the  city  and  among  our  customers. 

These  comments  are  presented  to  you  to  demonstrate  the  Com- 

mission's ongoing  and  future  committments  to  manage  our  water  re- 
sources and  that  while  each  community  should  take  steps  to  similarly 
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manage  its  water  resources,   it  still  remains  that  an  adequate  supply 
of    water  for  the  future  is  essential.     It  is  our  expectation  that  a 

detailed     report     identifying     the     combination  of  alternatives  that 
meet  the  areas  2020  needs  will  be  forthcoming.     We  look  forward  to 

the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  the  preferred  Al- 
ternative  (s)   selected  by  the  MWRA  Board. 
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Boston  Water  and 

Sewer  Commission 

10  Post  Office  Square 
Boston.  Massachusetts  02109 
617-426-6046 

June  11,  1986 

Mr.  Michael  Gritzuk 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  First  Avenue 

Charlestown,  MA  02129 

JUN  1  6  1987^ 

Dear  Mr Gr>fe^uk : 

Please  find  enclosed  a  copy  of  the  Boston  Water  and 

Sewer  Commission's  comments  on  the  Summary  Report  of  the 
Long  Range  Water  Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact 

Report  -  2020. 

m 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  me. 

Very  truly  yours  , 

Charles  Button,  P.E.  ^1 
ChiefEngineer 

vo 
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PUBLIC  MEETING  of  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority- 
June  3,  1986 

COMMENTS  ON  SUMMARY  REPORT 

Of  The  Long  Range  Water  Supply  Study  and 

Environmental  Impact  Report  -  2  020. 

The  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  (BWSC)   purchases  over 

one-third  of  the  total  water  supplied  to  communities  by  the 
Massachusetts    Water    Resources  Authority  (MWRA)   and  therefore  has 

strong  concern  representing  the  people  it  serves  in  the  MWRA's 
ongoing  long  range  water  supply  planning  study. 

The  Commission  thanks  MWRA  and  its  predecessor,  the  Metropol- 
itan District  Commission  (MDC)  for  the  work  produced  to  date  in  th 

water  supply  study. 

There  are  several  areas  in  the  summary  report  on  which  we 
wish  to  comment: 

1.     The  Boston  Metropolitan  Area  needs  to  be 
assured  of  an  adequate  water  supply  for  the 
future.     The  development  of  supplemental 
sources  has  been  delayed  too  long.     MWRA  cur 
rently  provides  water  for  approximately  2 . 4 
million  people  or  41%  of  the  population  of 
Massachusetts.  Of  the  Nine  Alternatives  dis- 

cussed in  the  Summary  Report,  the  No  Action 
Alternative  which  results  in  water  shortages 
in  a  state  with  adequate  water  resources  is 
clearly  unacceptable. 

2.     The  Commission  has  had  experience  with 

some  of  the  programs  defined  under  the  De- 
mand Management  Alternative.     We  are  con- 

cerned with  the  projections  of  water  to  be 
saved  under  the  Domestic  Device  Retrofit 

program  and  its  associated  costs.     There  has 
not  been  a  large  scale  effort  to  conduct  such 
a  project  in  this  region.     While  we  concur  that 
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it  is  a  worthy  experiment,  we  believe  caution 
about  the  results  is  advisable  at  this  time. 

3.     Current  water  purchases  by  the  Commission 
are  32  million  gallons  per  day  lower  than  the 
151  million  gallons  per  day  purchased  in  1976 
due  to  our  aggressive  leak  detection  and  repair 
program,  meter  replacement  and  meter  testing 
program  and  capital  improvement  program.  The 
Commission  believes  all  these  actions  are  part 

of  good  municipal  water  system  management. 

4.     Since  1979,   our  leak  detection  efforts  have 

resulted  in  the  detection  and  repair  of  approxi- 
mately 2400  hidden  leaks.     Under  our  meter  re- 

placement program  over  39,000  residential  meters 

have  been  replaced,  with  approximately  6000  ad- 
ditional replaced  annually.  The  Commission  has 

instituted  a  program  to  annually  test  the  200 
largest  water  meters  to  insure  accuracy.  The 
Commission  is  well  underway  with  our  Capital 

Improvement  Program  goal  of  relaying  and  re- 
lining  11  miles  of  pipes  per  year  insuring  that 
by  the  year  2  000  no  pipes  in  the  system  will  be 

older  than  100  years  old  that  have  not  been  re- 
habilitated. 

5.     As  an  additional  stimulus  to  promote  demand 
management  and  conservation  among  its  customers 

and  in  light  of  MWRA's  various  legislation  man- 
dates, the  Commission  implemented  a  progressive 

rate  structure  of  ten  increasing  blocks  in  Au- 
gust 1985.     This  structure  means  that  the  more 

water  a  customer  uses,  the  higher  rate  that 

customer  pays.       There  has  not  been  enough  exper- 
ience under  this  rate  structure  to  comment  on  its 

overall  effect  of  water  demand. 

6.     As  part  of  an  ongoing  Water  System  Facilities 

Plan,  we  are  undertaking  important  efforts  to  en- 
able us  to  fully  understand  and  manage  our  system. 

These  efforts  include  an  in-depth  analysis  of  our 
"unaccounted-for"  water,   including  better  definition 
of  its  components,   and  an  in-depth  analysis  of  the 
various  uses  of  water  within  the  city  and  among  our 
customers . 

-  2  - 





These  comments  are  presented  to  you  to  demonstrate  the  Com- 
mission's ongoing  and  future  committments  to  manage  our  water  re- 

sources and  that  while  each  community  should  take  steps  to  similarly 
manage  its  water  resources,   it  still  remains  that  an  adequate  supply 
of    water  for  the  future  is  essential.     It  is  our  expectation  that  a 
detailed    report     identifying    the    combination  of  alternatives  that 
meet  the  areas  2020  needs  will  be  forthcoming.     We  look  forward  to 

the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  the  preferred  Al- 
ternative (s)   selected  by  the  MWRA  Board. 





RESOLUTION  OF  COUNCILLOR  SCONDRAS 

Whereas , 

Whereas , 

Whereas , 

The  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  of  1983,  the 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  Act  of 

1984,  and  the  Water  Management  Act  of  198S  all 
mandate  that  any  diversion  of  water  be  considered 
as  a  measure  of  last  resort;  and 

these  acts  provide  minimum  measures  which  must  be 
taken  before  any  interbasin  transfer  of  water  shall 
be  authorized;  and 

the  diversion  of  the  Connecticut  River,  .  the 
Merrimac  River,  the  Millers  River,  the  Sudbury 
River,  the  Tully  River  or  the  Plymouth  Aquifer 
would  be  economically  and  environmentally 
detrimental  to  the  donor  and  user  of  these 

watersheds;  and 

cost  effective  means  of  conserving  and  wisely 
utilizing  existing  sources  could  meet  the  future 
water  needs  of  the  Greater  Boston  area;  Be  It 
Therefore 

That  the  Boston  City  Council  calls  upon  local 
officials,  legislators  and  other  concerned  citizens 
to  work  to  ensure  that  there  will  not  be  diversion 

of  the  said  waterways  for  the  purpose  of  supple- 
menting the  water  supplies  distributed  by  the 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority. 

July  2,  1986 3n  Olitti  Qlmmnl. 
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DEMAND  MANAGEMENT: 

CONNECTICUT  RIVER 

WAT  ERSHED  COUNCIL 

125  Combs  Road    Easthampton,  Mass.  01027 
N  C. 

Telephone  (413)  584-0057 

Shortcomings  of  the 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  Water  Supply  Study 

and  Environmental  Impact  Report  -  2020 

By  Lynn  E.  Fredericksen 
6/26/86 

In  any  water  supply  study,  the  projected  needs  of  the  service 
area  must  be  assessed  with  great  care  prior  to  the  enactment  of  any 
augmentation  plans.     Given  the  economic  and  political  climate  of  the 
MWRA  study,   it  seems  that  the  demand  figures  need  more  work,  focused 
on  determining  a  realistic  level  of  need  rather  than  on  justifying 
a  project. 

The  proposed  alternatives,   including  the  Connecticut  River  diver- 
sion,  rest  on  the  questionable  assumption  that  the  MWRA  service  area 

will  need  an  additional  120  million  gallons  of  water  per  day  (mgd) 
by  the  year  2020,  even  with  a  demand  management  program.     There  are 
two  shortcomings  in  the  projected  demand  that  disrupt  the  credibility 

of  the  study's  conclusions. 

First  is  the  issue  of  potential  additional  users:     The  MWRA  pre- 
dicts that  a  considerable  number  of  communities  will  lose  their  local 

supplies  to  contamination,  and  so  will  be  in  need  of  approximately 

81  mgd  by  the  end  of  the  planning  period.     One  question  this  raises 
is  whether  such  catastrophic  losses  of  water  supply  sources  are  prob- 

able . 

A  second  question  we  must  ask  is  why  the  MWRA  assumes  that  it 
must  be  the  only  solution  for  these  communities,  all  of  which  are  at 

present  either  non-users  or  only  partial  users  of  MWRA  water.  These 
communities  must,  by  law,   seek  all  affordable  means  of  sustaining  their 
own  supplies  before  turning  to  MWRA.     In  the  event  of  a  contamination 
problem,  the  solutions  can  be  assessed  only  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

For  the  MWRA  to  assume  responsibility  for  these  communities  in 
order  to  justify  a  large  and  environmentally  costly  project  is,  at 
best,   questionable,  and  denies  the  ability  of  individual  communities 
to  plan  for  their  own  future.     Furthermore,  such  a  blanket  solution 
discourages  the  kind  of  management  necessary  to  avoid  contamination 
in  the  first  place.     In  affect,   several  pounds  of  cure  have  been  pre- 

scribed, well  in  advance  of  an  illness,  with  little  regard  for  preventa- 
tive medicine. 

The  second  shortcoming  in  the  demand  assessment  is  the  large 

quantity  of  "unaccounted-for"  water.     Included  in  this  category  is 
water  lost  through  recoverable  leakage,   underregistration ,  unmetered 

public  use,  and  "other  unaccounted-for"  water.     Together  these  cat- 
egories comprise  approximately  100  mgd,  or  nearly  one-third  of  the 

entire  MWRA  usage,  and  this  pattern  is  expected  to  continue  throughout 
the  planning  period. 

(continued) 
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The  demand  management  alternative  is  expected  to  reduce  overall 
demand  by  about  32  mgd,  but  this  figure   includes  only  about   13  mgd 

savings  on  "unaccounted-for"  water  in  the  year  2020.  "Unaccounted-for" 
water,   then,   is  expected  to  remain  at   levels  close  to  30%  of  the  entire 

demand.     This  notion  is  singularly  disturbing.     In  a  state  where  most 
communities  can  account  for  85  to  907o  of  their  water,   the  MWRA  seems 

reconciled  to  a  much  lower  level  of  efficiency.     Here  again  we  may 

find  ourselves  trapped  in  a  self-fulfilling  prophecy. 

The  communities  surveyed  by  MWRA  consultants  to  determine  actual 

savings  from  leak  detection  and  repair  did  not  include  Boston.  There- 
fore,  when  the  survey  results  were  compared  with  calculated  estimates 

of  recoverable  leakage  to  check  the  reliability  of  these  calculations, 

Boston's  savings  were  not  reflected.     The  resulting  picture  showed 
an  average  savings  of  only  5.1%  of  total  use. 

The   importance  of  Boston's  figures  can  be  seen  in  Table  52  of 
the  Demand  Projections:     Technical  Report,  where  recoverab le  leakage 

for  Boston  (1980)   is  given  as  only  about   10%  of  its  usage,   or  13  mgd. 
Since  the  actual  savings  were  closer  to  23%.,   this  figure  should  be 

26  -  27  mgd.     Correspondingly,   the  amount   in  the  "other  unaccounted-for 
column  should  decrease  by  13  -  14  mgd,  with  the  same  reduction  in  the 
total   (from  52  mgd  to  38  mgd).     Other  communities  may  show  similar 

percent  reductions  in  "other  unaccounted-for"  water  -  Medford,  for 
example,  has  a  very  high  figure  in  this  category,  almost  one-third 
of  its  total  use,  and  more  savings  should  be  possible. 

Perhaps  these  discrepancies  between  actual  and  calculated  results 
arose  because  the  Boston  figures  were  not  available  until  after  the 

1983  publication.     Nevertheless,   Boston's  success  in  leakage  reduction 
should  be  factored  into  the   latest  demand  projections.     At  the  very 

least  the  net  demand  would  be  reduced  by  13  mgd. 

Each  community  in  the  MWRA  service  area  has  the  potential  for 
improving  its  efficiency  of  water  use,  and  several  of  them  have  made 

significant  progress  in  leak  detection  and  repair.     This  sort  of  manage 
ment  and  planning  must  be  encouraged  and  expected  by  the  water  supplier 
if  it  is  to  be  undertaken  wholeheartedly. 

If  anything,   the  proposed  alternatives  -  particularly  the 
Connecticut  River  diversion  with  its  apparently  low  monetary  costs 

-  seem  intended  to  generate  a  false  sense  of  security  among  the  user 
communities.     Without  any  extra  efforts  on  their  part,   the  water  will 
miraculously  appear.     However,   the  real  costs  of  this  miracle  are  far 
too  great. 

LEF/dk 
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Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  England,  inc. 

3  Joy  Street 
Boston.  Massachusetts 
02108-1497 

(617)  742-2540 

TESTIMONY  OF  THE  CONSERVATION  LAW  FOUNDATION  OF  NEW  ENGLAND  ON 

WATER  SUPPLY  STUDY  AND  EIR-2020  SUMMARY  REPORT 

My  name  is  Andrew  Hamilton  and  I  am  testifying  today  on  behalf 

of  the  The  Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  England,  Inc. 

("CLF").     CLF  will  also  be  submitting  more  extensive  written 

comments  within  the  time  provided. 

Primarily,  CLF  is  troubled  by  the  presentation  of  nine  equal 

alternatives  in  the  Summary  Report.     Long-standing  state  water 

policy  and  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  of  1983  unambiguously 

require  any  water  supply  authority  to  utilize  local  sources  and 

conservation  measures  prior  to  development  of  larger  scale  supply 

systems,  such  as  river  diversions.     Under  section  8D  of  the 

Interbasin  Transfer  Act,  no  interbasin  transfer  may  be  considered 

until  ■  all  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  identify  and 

develop  all  viable  sources  in  the  receiving  area  of  the  proposed 

interbasin  transfer."    In  addition,   "all  practical  measures  to 

conserve  water  [must]  have  been  taken  in  the  receiving  area, 

including. . .a  program  of  leak  detection  and  repair ... [and] 

metering  of  all  water  users  in  the  receiving  area. "    This  pivotal 

legal  mandate  is  not  reflected  in  the  presentation  of  the  major 

diversion  alternatives  as  equivalent  to  the  User  Sources,  Demand 

Management,  and  Watershed  Management  alternatives.     Thus  the  MWRA 
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reveals  an  inappropriate  bias  towards  development  of  expensive, 

centralized,  and  environmentally  costly  solutions  to  water  supply 

needs.     As  in  the  field  of  energy,  such  approaches  may  have  been 

favorable  in  the  past,  but  are  untenable  in  the  present  situation 

on  both  environmental  and  legal  grounds.     The  primary  focus  of 

the  MWRA  must  be  on  conservation  of  currently  available  supplies, 

and  expansion  of  local  user  sources. 

With  respect  to  conservation,  the  Authority's  commitment  to 

the  Demand  Management  program  should  be  applauded.     However,  the 

potential  for  effective  water  conservation  through  education, 

economic  incentives,  and  leak  detection  and  repair  has  been 

underestimated.     The  report  particularly  understates  the 

potential  for  greater  water-use  efficiency  by  local  manufacturing 

plants.     Examples  are  known,  such  as  the  Gillette  company  in 

Boston,  where  90%  reductions  in  water  use  have  been  achieved  . 

With  proper  pricing  incentives  and  effective  dialogue  between  the 

Authority  and  the  400  targeted  non-domestic  users,  demand  in  this 

category  could  probably  be  reduced  substantially  more  than 

projected. 

Similarly,  the  potential  for  developing  local  user  sources 

has  been  greatly  understated.     For  instance,  data  from  a  1967 

study  indicate  that  the  Neponset  Aquifer  is  capable  of  producing 

25-40  MGD.     The  U.S.  Geological  Survey  is  presently  studying  the 

feasibility  of  developing  this  source  and  determining  the  actual 

safe  yield  of  the  aquifer.     No  mention  of  these  studies  or  the 
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need  for  similar  efforts  is  made  in  the  Summary  Report. 

Considering  the  strong  mandate  and  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act, 

the  VZater  Supply  Study  of  potential  user  so'jrces,  their  costs, 

and  the  institutional  arrangements  necessary  to  develop  them  has 

been  entirely  inadequate.     As  a  result,  the  report  is 

unnecessarily  biased  against  the  user  source  option,  since  the 

poor  data  available  indicate  a  small  amount  of  available  water  at 

unusually  high  cost.     In  addition,  little  consideration  was  given 

to  the  special  problems  of  surface  and  groundwater  protection, 

hydrological  interactions  of  adjacent  sources,  the  regional 

nature  of  local  sources,  and  the  problems  of  financing  local 

source  development.     While  these  difficulties  are  unique  to  the 

User  Source  Alternative,  they  cannot  be  cited  as  justification 

for  the  failure  to  (a)obtain  more  reliable  hydrological  data,  and 

(b) explore  local  source  financing  and  management  options. 

The  environmental  impacts  of  the  river  diversion  alternatives 

have  been  understated  in  the  Summary  Report.    With  respect  to  the 

Connecticut  and  Millers/Tully  Alternatives,  we  believe  it  would 

be  extremely  poor  planning  to  divert  water  of  such  poor  quality 

into  one  of  the  nation's  highest  quality  drinking  water  sources. 

To  avoid  the  long-term  health  effects  and  habitat  damage  of 

pollution  and  excessive  nutrient  loading,  river  water  would  have 

to  be  treated  before  addition  to  the  reservoir.    These  costs  were 

not  projected.     Other  factors  which  need  further  consideration 

are  the  effects  of  introduction  of  harmful  fish  species  and 

benthic  organisms  into  Quabbin  Reservoir  and  the  biological 
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consequences  of  reduced  river  flow,  and  health  threats  and/or 

associated  treatment  costs  of  introducing  toxic  organic  and 

inorganic  pollutants  into  high  quality  drinking  water. 

Finally,  we  are  unconvinced  of  the  need  for  120  MGD  of 

additional  water  capacity  by  the  year  2020.     The  report 

overestimates  future  water  demand  in  the  following  categories: 

a.  MWRA  estimates  of  5%  recoverable  loss  from  the 

Unaccounted-For  category  are  too  low  given  the  20%  savings  from 

leak  detection  and  recovery  by  Boston  and  Arlington.  Leak 

detection  of  both  MWRA  and  local  distribution  systems  are 

underemphasized  in  the  report. 

b.  State-wide  metering  is  stated  policy  of  EOEA  and  is 

required  of  applicants  for  interbasin  transfers  under  the 

Interbasin  Transfer  Act.    We  believe  metering  at  all  levels  in 

the  distribution  system  is  critical  and  must  be  more  aggressively 

pursued  in  order  to  encourage  conservation,  to  help  pinpoint 

leaks,  and  to  finally  determine  exactly  how  much  water  is  being 

pumped  from  Quabbin  Reservoir. 

c.  The  "safe  yield"  of  Quabbin  Reservoir  is  derived  from  a 

mathematical  model  with  no  mention  of  possible  estimation  error. 

The  scientific  validity  of  the  300  MGD  figure  is  therefore  open 

to  question  and  does  not  provide  firm  footing  on  which  to  judge 

the  need  for  increased  water  supply  capacity.     In  as  much  as  the 

safe  yield  value  is  under  dispute,  the  Final  EIR  should  include 

some  measure  of  estimation  error. 

d.  PoDulat-ion    orowt-h  i  ma  t-og    nf    1  ̂ »    aro    r^nn  <- r  a  H  i  r  ̂   o^^^^^a 
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virtually  flat  growth  curve  experienced  in  recent  years,  and  as 

projected  by  the  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  to  the  year 

2010. 

e.  Projections  for  the  Non-Domestic  use  category  ignore  the 

basic  fact  of  decreasing  reliance  on  water-intensive  industrial 

processes.     The  potential  for  greater  water-use  efficiency  by 

industry  was  underestimated,  as  discussed  previously. 

f.  The  55  HGD  reserve  capacity  projected  as  additional 

demand  by  partial  users  should  have  been  eliminated  with  the 

passage  of  the  MWRA  enabling  legislation  and  the  Water  Management 

Act.     Under  these  acts,  local  sources  may  be  abandoned  only  after 

certification  of  contamination  beyond  an  economic  threshold. 

Some  contamination  will  no  doubt  be  discovered,  but  this  bears  no 

relation  to  the  purported  "legal  obligations"  of  the  Authority  to 

expand  its  service  to  partial  users. 

In  summary,  the  report  fails  to  show  persuasively  the  need 

for  a  large  increase  in  water  capacity.     However,  even  if  there 

were  such  a  need,  the  report  fails  to  reflect  the  Authority's 

legal  responsibility  to  implement  first  the  User  Source  option  in 

addition  to  the  planned  Demand  Management  approach.     These  two 

alternatives,  in  possible  combination  with  the  Watershed 

Management  Alternative  should  be  pursued  as  an  environmentally 

and  economically  sound  water  management  strategy  for  the  future. 
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Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  England,  Inc. 

3  Joy  Street 
Boston  .Massachusetts 
02108-1497 

(617)  742-2540 June  30, 
1986 

Patricia  B.  Corcoran,  Project  Manager 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Waterworks  Division 
20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,  MA  02108 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran: 

On  behalf  of  the  Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New 

England,  Inc.    (CLF),  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 

on  the  Water  Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report  - 
2020,  Summary  Report.     While  the  report  is  in  large  part  very 
extensive  and  thorough,  there  are  areas  which  CLF  believes 
could  be  greatly  improved  during  the  reanalysis  and  additional 
data  collection  which  will  precede  preparation  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  our  comments,  please  do  not 
hesitate  to  contact  me. 

Sincerely , 

Andrew  Hamilton 

Science  and  Policy  Fellow 

AH:mjw 
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Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  England,  Inc. 

COMMENTS  OF  THE  CONSERVATION  LAW  FOUNDATION 

OF  NEW  ENGLAND,   INC.   ON  THE  WATER  SUPPLY  STUDY  AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  2020,   SUMMARY  REPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA)  is 

charged  with  the  task  of  planning  for  future  water  needs  in 

Eastern  Massachusetts.    The  many  uncertainties  involved  in 

anticipating  additional  water  needs  and  predicting  the 

environmental  impacts  of  water  supply  augmentation  alternatives 

make  this  task  exceedingly  difficult.     However,  Massachusetts 

state  water  policy  and  recent  legislative  acts  make  clear  that 

the  User  Sources,  Demand  Management,  and  Watershed  Management 

Alternatives  must  be  fully  implemented  prior  to  consideration  of 

an  interbasin  diversion  project.     In  reviewing  the  Water  Supply 

Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report-2020,  Summary  Report,  it  is 

apparent  the  MWRA  has  not  yet  integrated  this  mandate  into  its 

decision  process,  as  revealed  by  the  report's  equal  treatment  of 

the  nine  proposed  alternatives. 

The  Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  England,   Inc.  ("CLF") 

acknowledges  the  tremendous  effort  and  expense  that  have 

culminated  in  the  Summary  Report,  and  applauds  the  overall 
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Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  England,  Inc. 

completeness  of  the  Water  Supply  Study.     However,  in  addition  to 

the  prioritization  of  the  supply  augmentation  alternatives  which 

has  been  statutorily  mandated,  several  aspects  of  the  report 

suffer  from  inaccuracy  and  insufficient  consideration  of 

important  factors. 

The  Summary  Report  presents  insufficient  evidence  that  there 

is  indeed  a  need  for  an  additional  150  MGD  capacity  by  the  year 

2020.     Furthermore,  projections  of  water  savings  under  the  Demand 

Management  program  are  too  low,  and  program  costs  too  high, 

particularly  in  the  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  category.     There  is 

a  great  need  for  more  hydrological  data  for  user  sources  both 

inside  and  outside  the  15  mile  radius,  and  for  a  thorough 

analysis  of  the  legal,  financial,  technical,  and  administrative 

relationships  necessary  for  local  source  development. 

There  are  other  aspects  of  the  Water  Supply  Study  which 

warrant  extensive  analysis  and  comment,  such  as  the  consideration 

of  environmental  impacts  of  each  alternative,  the  development  of 

nonpotable  sources,  and  the  risks  involved  in  diverting  poor 

quality  river  water  to  the  high  quality  Quabbin  Reservoir.  While 

constraints  on  time  and  resources  limit  the  breadth  of  these 

comments,  CLF  endorses  the  work  of  the  Water  Supply  Citizens 

Advisory  Committee  and  acknowledges  the  Committee's  dedication 

and  insight. 
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I.   PROJECTED  DEMAND 

There  are  at  least  three  areas  in  which  factors  affecting 

future  demand  are  either  more  uncertain  than  portrayed  in  the 

Summary  Report f  or  which  have  been  overestimated  in  magnitude. 

Demand  will  also  be  less  than  anticipated  due  to  underestimates 

and  possible  expansion  of  the  Demand  Management  Alternative,  as 

discussed  in  a  later  section. 

A.  Legal  Obligations  to  Partial  Users 

Under  the  category  of  "Additional  demand  by  partial  users," 

the  Summary  Report  states  there  is  a  legal  obligation  to  provide 

as  much  as  55  MGD  of  additional  water  as  early  as  1990.  This 

category  should  have  been  eliminated  altogether  since  the 

adoption  of  Ch.  3  82  of  the  Acts  of  1981  and  the  passage  of  the 

Water  Management  Act  of  1985.     Reference  to  "legally  eligible 

communities"  is  out  of  date  since  "10-  and  15-miler"  designations 

are  no  longer  valid.     Beginning  in  1984,  all  Massachusetts 

communities  are  equally  eligible  (or  ineligible,  as  the  case  may 

be)   to  begin  receiving  MWRA  water.     In  addition,  the  MWRA  Act 

makes  it  possible  for  the  Authority  to  break  all  existing  service 

contracts  and  then  demand  compliance  with  user  source  development 

and  conservation  requirements  prior  to  negotiating  a  new 

contract. 
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B.  Safe  Yield 

The  "safe  yield"  of  Quabbin  Reservoir  is  derived  from  a 

mathematical  model  with  no  mention  of  possible  estimation  error. 

The  scientific  validity  of  the  300  MGD  figure  is  therefore  open 

to  question  and  does  not  provide  firm  footing  on  which  to  judge 

the  need  for  increased  water  supply  capacity.     In  as  much  as  the 

safe  yield  value  is  under  dispute,  the  DEIR  should  include  some 

measure  of  estimation  error. 

C.  Population  Growth 

Population  growth  estimates  of  15%  are  contradicted  by  a 

virtually  flat  growth  curve  experienced  in  recent  years,  and  as 

projected  by  the  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  (MAPC)   to  the 

year  2010,  and  by  the  Authority  itself  in  planning  for  future 

sewer  service. 

II.   USER  SOURCES 

Since  issuance  of  the  1978  Water  Policy  Statement  by  EOEA, 

state  water  policy  has  leaned  heavily  toward  greater  reliance  on 

the  use  of  local  water  sources  (hereinafter  "user  sources")  and 

conservation  measures.     The  embodiment  of  this  policy  is  found  in 

three  recent  legislative  acts:  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  of 

1983,  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  Act  of  1984, 
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and  the  Water  Management  Act  of  1985.     These  three  laws  work 

together  to  promote  water  conservation,  development  and 

protection  of  local  sources,  and  decreasing  reliance  on  the  MWRA 

distribution  system. 

Under  Section  8D  of  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act,  an 

interbasin  transfer  permit  may  not  be  issued  until  "all 

reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  identify  and  develop  all 

viable  sources  in  the  receiving  area  of  the  proposed  interbasin 

transfer."     Similarly,  the  MWRA  Act  requires  that  prior  to 

initiation  of  MWRA  water  service  to  contract  users  or  new  user 

communities,  no  "local  water  supply  source  feasible  for 

development  has  been. .. identified  by  the  local  body  or  the 

department  of  environmental  quality  engineering."      The  terms 

"viable"  and  "feasible"  have  not  yet  been  interpreted  or  applied. 

In  light  of  the  general  lack  of  incentive  to  protect  what  limited 

local  water  sources  are  available,  CLF  recommends  that  the  Water 

Resources  Commission  and  the  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

Engineering,  respectively,  place  primary  emphasis  on  achievable 

water  quality  and  secondary  emphasis  on  cost  of  development  in 

interpreting  this  statutory  language.     Whether  interpreted  in 

this  way  or  not,  these  provisions  leave  little  room  for 

discretionary  action  on  the  part  of  the  MWRA  in  choosing  the 

Preferred  Alternative (s)  . 

Under  the  original  MEPA  Scoping,  the  MDC  was  required  to 

assess  the  nine  water  supply  alternatives  as  equally  weighted 
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options.     The  thoroughness  of  the  resulting  Water  Supply  Study  is 

to  be  commended.     However,  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  has  since 

replaced  the  "equal"  status  of  the  nine  alternatives  with  a 

strong  mandate  to  consider  the  diversion  alternatives  as  "last 

resort"  options.     This  important  legislative  initiative  was 

passed  in  direct  response  to  the  proposed  Connecticut  River 

diversion,  yet  it  is  never  mentioned  in  the  body  of  the  Summary 

Report.     There  is  in  fact  no  analysis  of  the  legal  authority  to 

implement  each  alternative.     Under  MEPA  regulations,  301  CMR 

10.05  7(e),  "The  alternatives  shall  be  evaluated  giving  primary 

consideration  to... any  pertinent  legislative  mandate."  Each 

alternative  should  therefore  be  evaluated  with  respect  to  its 

compliance  with  both  state  and  federal  regulations.  These 

evaluations  should  appear  explicitly  in  the  DEIR. 

The  MWRA  Act  also  empowers  the  Authority  to  begin  breaking 

existing  contracts  in  1990  —  most  of  which  have  no  termination 

date.     In  order  to  renew  a  terminated  contract,  the  local  user 

would  be  required  to  first  develop  all  possible  local  sources  and 

institute  conservation  measures.     CLF  recommends  the  immediate 

adoption  of  a  universal  policy  of  terminating  all  contracts  as 

early  as  legally  allowed.     All  contract  users,  partial  users,  and 

potential  user  communities  should  be  notified  of  the  Authority's 

intentions  with  respect  to  (a)   terminating  all  contracts  in  1990, 

(b)  a  predisposition  against  future  contracts  or  expanded  service 

to  new  or  partial  users,  and  (c)   strict  enforcement  of  the 
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conservation  and  local  source  development  and  protection 

provisions  of  the  MWRA  Act  cited  above.     It  is  critical  that  the 

MWRA  act  in  a  timely  manner  to  promolgate  a  policy  setting  forth 

explicitly  the  criteria  by  which  the  Authority  will  consider 

expansion  of  service  to  new  user  communities  or  contract  users. 

Despite  the  clear  priority  given  to  user  sources  by  the  state 

legislature,  the  Tasic  10;  User  Sources  Assessment  Report  includes 

insufficient  information  for  the  Authority  to  judge  the 

suitability  of  pursuing  the  sources  examined.     First,  the  Water 

Supply  Study  generated  no  new  hydrological  data  on  which  to  base 

development  decisions.     The  study  instead  borrowed  data  from  a 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  consultant  report  (the  Coffin  and 

Richardson  Report)  which  examined  existing  data  on  only  46 

sources  and  limited  its  scope  primarily  to  the  15  mile  radius  of 

the  Statehouse,   (the  area  which  the  old  MDC  was  required  to  serve 

prior  to  elimination  of  this  obligation  in  the  MWRA  Act) .  This 

limitation  may  have  been  appropriate  at  the  time  Task  10  was 

contracted,  but  more  hydrological  data  is  now  needed  on  sources 

both  inside  and  outside  the  15  mile  radius. 

Although  the  design  yield  data  are  not  additive  due  to 

undetermined  interaction  effects,  if  costs  are  ignored  and 

interactions  assumed  to  be  zero,  the  sources  examined  would  yield 

56.4  MGD.     If  only  those  sources  with  estimated  unit  costs  (NPV) 

of  $450/MG  or  lower  are  considered  (using  Task  10  tables) ,  the 

combined  yield  is  46.0  MGD  at  an  average  cost  of  $265/MG.  This 
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represents  a  substantial  increase  in  affordable  water  capacity, 

especially  given  the  incomplete  examination  of  sources  outside 

the  artificial  15  mile  boundary. 

Second,  consideration  only  of  sources  within  the  15  mile 

radius  ignores  the  regional  nature  both  of  local  sources 

themselves,  and  of  the  scope  of  the  water  supply  problem.  For 

instance,  most  of  the  potential  user  communities  identified  in 

the  Task  1;  Water  Needs  Assessment  Report  are  located  outside  the 

15  mile  limit.     In  addition,  many  high-yielding  local  sources  are 

capable  of  serving  more  than  one  community.     There  are  many 

advantages  to  developing  sources  both  inside  and  outside  the  15 

mile  boundary.     Foremost  among  these  are  the  conservation  and 

protection  incentives  which  would  come  from  a  well  developed 

independent  water  market,  and  a  decrease  in  present  and  future 

reliance  on  MWRA  service.     In  the  past,  towns  blessed  with  an 

abundant  supply  of  water  often  practiced  very  wasteful  water 

management,  while  other  towns  experienced  temporary  water 

shortages  or  were  forced  to  join  the  MDC  system.     With  proper 

encouragement  from  the  MWRA  and/or  the  state,  water-rich  towns 

could  sell  water  to  nearby  towns,  and  would  have  a  strong 

financial  incentive  to  conserve  and  protect  their  water  supplies. 

Water-selling  between  towns  is  now  practiced  on  a  small  scale, 

but  should  be  expanded  and  encouraged. 

Third,  the  Summary  Report  did  not  discuss  the  legal, 

financial,  and  administrative  obstacles  to  increased  development 
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of  local  sources.     The  User  Source  Alternative  is  unique  because 

towns  in  which  particular  sources  are  located  —  rather  than  the 

Authority  —    would  most  likely  take  the  initiative  in  developing 

them.     However,  the  Water  Supply  Study  adopted  an  improbable 

assumption  that  the  MWRA  would  control  the  construction  and 

distribution  processes,  and  thereby  failed  to  address  the 

potential  complexities  which  may  be  encountered  in  developing 

user  sources.     For  example,  since  a  typical  groundwater  or 

surface  water  source  crosses  political  boundaries,  regional  water 

authorities  would  have  to  be  established  in  order  to  bring  a 

source  on-line,  to  secure  protection  of  the  land  overlying  both 

the  aquifer  and  its  recharge  areas,  and  to  control  distribution. 

But  towns  are  severely  constrained  by  both  Proposition  2  1/2  and 

their  own  authority  in  financing  major  projects  outside  their 

boundaries.     Changes  in  local  laws  and  financial  and  technical 

assistance  from  either  the  state  or  the  MWRA  will  be  necessary  to 

develop  more  user  sources.     The    failing  of  the  Water  Supply 

Study  to  consider  these  issues  seems  particularly  short-sighted 

in  view  of  the  priority  given  to  user  sources  in  state  policy  and 

legislation. 

Fourth,  the  evaluation  of  financial  impacts  of  each 

alternative  (pp.  160-1)   is  uninf ormative  with  respect  to  the  User 

Source  Alternative.     Each  user  source  is  evaluated  individually 

with  a  disclaimer  that  "If  2  or  more  User  Sources  are 

implemented,  the  impacts  may  change."     It  is  difficult  to  imagine 
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a  situation  in  which  only  one  of  the  28  user  sources  is  chosen  in 

the  Preferred  Alternative (s) .     More  importantly,  the  costs  of 

developing  the  user  sources  was  assumed  to  be  spread  over  all 

MWRA  users.     Since  most  local  sources  will  almost  certainly  be 

developed  by  local  water  districts,  the  extra  financial  burden 

will  be  concentrated  in  those  local  communities.     Because  of  the 

obvious  importance  of  a  cost  criterion,  an  evaluation  of  the 

financial  impacts  of  the  User  Sources  Alternative  must  consider 

the  effects  on  retail  and  wholesale  water  rates  in  the  local  user 

communities. 

Fifth,  the  report  fails  to  anticipate  the  competition  among 

towns  for  the  cheapest  sources  of  water  and  the  long-term  impacts 

of  developing  sources  with  different  costs.     Presently,  there  is 

an  incentive  for  towns  to  abandon  local  sources  when  a  cheaper 

one  becomes  available.     Such  is  the  case  with  the  Elm  Bank 

source.    With  a  capacity  of  4-6  MGD,  this  supply  is  capable  of 

providing  water  for  several  towns  in  the  region.     Because  the 

surrounding  land  happens  to  be  owned  by  the  Commonwealth,  Elm 

Bank  represents  a  rare  opportunity  for  the  MWRA  to  acquire  the 

source  and  distribute  the  water  according  to  its  model  in  the 

Task  10;  User  Sources  Assessment  Report.     Instead,  however,  the 

MWRA  has  shown  no  interest  in  aquiring  the  source.  This  will 

probably  result  in  the  abandonment  of  yet  another  set  of  user 

sources.     The  Authority  must  reverse  this  dangerous  precedent  and 

take  the  responsible  position  of  protecting  the  integrity  of 
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existing  supplies  by  acquiring  Elm  Bank.     This  action  would  also 

demonstrate  a  serious  intent  on  the  part  of  the  Authority  to 

support  the  mandate  for  development  and  protection  of  local 

sources. 

Another  argument  in  favor  of  developing  local  sources 

relates  to  the  limitation  of  the  40  year  planning  horizon.  Even 

if  local  sources  are  not  developed  now,  it  seems  likely  they  will 

be  needed  in  60  or  100  years.     At  the  rate  aquifers  are  being 

contaminated,  and  critical  wetlands  destroyed,  prudence  would 

suggest  that  local  sources  be  aggressively  protected  now  for 

future  generations.     The  best  way  —  and  perhaps  the  only  way  — 

of  ensuring  their  protection  is  to  begin  the  task  of  bringing 

them  on  line,  either  through  Authority  ownership  or  through  local 

initiatives  promoted  by  a  restrictive  policy  on  the  part  of  MWRA 

in  expanding  its  water  service. 

III.   DEMAND  MANAGEMENT 

The  creation  of  a  Demand  Management  Alternative  and  the 

Authority's  intention  of  implementing  the  program  immediately  are 

commendable.     However,  there  are  troubling  aspects  with  the 

Demand  Management  program  in  its  present  form. 
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A.  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  Program 

As  described  in  Task  3;  Demand  Management r  the  domestic 

retrofit  portion  of  the  Demand  Management  program  is  an 

ambitious,  far-reaching  effort  which  would  be  likely  to  greatly 

reduce  overall  water  demand  in  the  MWRA  area  and  potential  user 

communities.     CLF  believes  that  the  actual  water  conservation 

estimates  are  too  low  and  the  costs  of  the  program  too  high.  The 

experience  of  Orlando,  Florida,  is  particularly  useful  as  a 

comparative  example  because  of  the  size  of  the  housing  stock 

(50,000  residential  units)   and  the  completeness  of  the  follow-up 

data  collected  after  the  implementation  of  a  similar  retrofit 

program. 

The  city  of  Orlando  sent  trained,  2-man  installation  teams 

to  56%  of  the  27,000  single-family  units  and  77%  of  the  23,000 

multi-family  units.     The  devices  installed  included  low-flow 

shower  heads   (2-3  GPM) ,  faucet  aerators  (0.5-3.0  GPM) ,  and  toilet 

dams  (saving  0.5-1.0  gallon  per  flush).     With  an  average  of  66% 

installation,  domestic  consumption  was  reduced  an  average  of  26%. 

The  generally  expected  savings  for  such  programs  is  25% ,  as 

specified  in  EPA  publications  and  in  many  of  the  Phase  I  case 

studies  conducted  by  Wallace,  Floyd,  Associates.     By  contrast, 

the  savings  projected  in  the  Summary  Report  is  only  20%,  and 

assumes  a,  much  higher  installation  rate  of  85%.     This  savings 

rate  should  be  adjusted  upward  to  reflect  both  the  high 

installation  rate  assumption  and  the  more  efficient,  high 
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performance  devices  now  available.     For  example,  whereas  3  gallon 

flush  toilets  were  considered  state-of-the-art  just  five  years 

ago,  equally  reliable  1  gallon  toilets  are  now  available,  at  one- 

third  of  the  cost. 

Cost  Projections;     The  projected  total  cost  of  $49,680,000 

translates  to  a  cost  per  household  of  almost  $100.     This  is 

nearly  double  the  costs  of  the  Orlando  program  and  that  of  a 

pilot  program  for  10,000  units  originally  contracted  by  the  MWRA 

(and  which  has  been  mysteriously  shelved)  .     The  consultants  for 

the  pilot  program  calculated  exactly  the  total  installation  cost 

since  they  were  planning  for  the  actual  implementation. 

Including  consultant  fees  (profit)   the  cost  per  household  was 

established  as  $52.12.  By  overestimating  the  costs  by  at  least  a 

factor  of  two,  the  Summary  Report  unnecessarily  creates  a  bias 

against  what  should  be  an  extremely  cost-effective  method  of 

"augmenting"  the  MWRA  water  supply.     By  delaying  (or  cancelling?) 

the  pilot  program,  the  Authority  is  missing  an  opportunity  to 

determine  the  true  cost  of  the  program  first  hand. 

One  cost  which  could  almost  certainly  be  lowered  is  that  for 

labor.     By  hiring  and  training  competent,  mechanically  skilled 

installers  rather  than  licensed  plumbers,  labor  costs  could 

probably  be  reduced  by  half.     The  Orlando  program  followed  just 

such  a  scheme  and  encountered  very  little  difficulty  in  obtaining 

either  the  confidence  of  residents  or  high  quality  installations. 
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In  addition,  the  installations  were  found  to  take  15  minutes  per 

home,  as  opposed  to  the  projected  time  of  over  45  minutes  for 

single-family  units  and  30  minutes  for  multi-family  units  assumed 

in  the  MWRA's  retrofit  program.     These  miscalculations  greatly 

inflate  the  projected  labor  costs. 

Savings  Omitted:     An  area  which  has  been  consistently  omitted  in 

calculating  the  benefits  of  the  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  is  the 

reduction  in  required  wastewater  treatment.     Such  a  calculation 

is  beyond  the  scope  of  these  comments,  but  the  savings  to  be 

realized  at  the  treatment  end  of  the  water  system  must  be 

substantial  in  terms  of  capital,  maintenance,  and  operation  costs 

and  in  terms  of  the  reduced  impacts  of  dumping  raw  sewage  into 

rivers  and  Boston  Harbor  during  peak  load  periods.     In  the 

Orlando  example,  operation  and  maintenance  costs  alone  were 

estimated  to  have  been  reduced  by  $11.50  per  household.  Thus, 

the  cost  of  the  devices  installed  was  recovered  in  just  the  first 

year,  based  only  on  this  fraction  of  the  total  savings. 

Fortunately,  the  creation  of  the  MWRA  was  executed  with  enough 

foresight  to  include  both  water  supply  and  wastewater  treatment 

functions.     It  is  time  to  take  full  advantage  of  this  arrangement 

and  include  wastewater  treatment  aspects  in  the  planning  for 

future  water  supply. 

Another  area  of  savings  ignored  in  the  Water  Supply  Study  is 

that  of  reduced  energy  requirements  for  hot  water  heating.  In 
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the  town  of  Aspen,  Colorado,  a  planned  retrofit  program  is 

expected  to  save  almost  $5  million  in  the  next  20  years  just  in 

avoided  heating  costs,  thus  more  than  paying  for  the  entire 

retrofit  program.     Energy  savings  may  have  been  ignored  by  the 

consultants  to  the  MWRA  because  their  value  could  not  be  ascribed 

to  the  MWRA  itself.     Such  a  practice  ignores  the  reality  that  the 

Authority  is  itself  a  public  entity.     Any  "societal"  (i.e. 

indirect)  benefits  should  be  included  in  the  calculation  of 

program  costs  since  all  costs  and  benefits  are  necessarily  passed 

directly  to  the  communities  served  by  the  MWRA. 

Additional  Measures:     The  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  program  as 

conceived  should  be  very  effective.     However,  there  are  other 

measures  which  could  be  taken  to  ensure  even  greater  domestic 

water  conservation.      For  example,  domestic  conservation  devices 

are  just  now  beginning  to  reach  a  wide  and  expanding  market.  As 

a  result,  improvements  and  new  products  are  appearing  at  a  rapid 

pace.     The  plumbing  code,  which  was  last  revised  in  1979,  should 

again  be  revised  to  reflect  the  current  state-of-the-art 

technology  described  earlier.     Other  applicable  regulations  are 

in  need  of  revision  also,  such  as  building  codes  and  health  and 

safety  codes.     Building  codes  currently  state  that  no  dwelling 

may  be  occupied  unless  equipped  with  a  water  closet.     This  rules 

out  the  installation  of  composting  toilets,  which  use  no  water 

atall  and  are  completely  safe  and  sanitary. 
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are  completely  safe  and  sanitary. 

Another  measure  which  could  be  taken  is  the  creation  of 

incentives  for  the  installation  of  extraordinary  water-saving 

devices,  such  as  the  composting  toilet  and  domestic  recycling  and 

on-site  treatment  systems.     For  example,  the  water  department  in 

Glendale,  Arizona,  offers  a  $100  rebate  for  the  installation  of 

1.5  gallon  flush  toilets  and  a  $35  rebate  for  automatic  timers  on 

lawn  sprinkler  systems.     A  comprehensive  rebate  system  covering  a 

wide  variety  of  products  could  be  adopted,  in  each  case 

reflecting  the  savings  in  treatment  or  supply  capacity. 

B,  Nonemergency  Education 

In  the  Phase  I  report.  Water  Conservation  Alternative; 

Literature  Review  and  Analysis  of  Experience  (Task  1.2-lA), 

continuous  public  education  is  recognized  as  a  vital  component  of 

any  long-term  water  conservation  program:  "Sustained  conservation 

efforts  can  yield  substantial  long-term  savings  in  contrast  to 

the  short-term  dramatic  cutbacks  of  an  intense  crisis  program" 

(p.  26)  .     The  report  goes  so  far  as  to  state  that  "all  other 

conservation  techniques  (except  leak  repair)   are  dependent  on  the 

existence  of  a  public  education  program."     Numerous  examples  are 

cited  indicating  the  importance  of  creating    a  long-term, 

sustained  effort  in  educating  the  public,  industrial,  and 

commercial  sectors  concerning  water  conservation. 

The  town  of  Wellesley  is  a  noteworthy  example  of  the 
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effectiveness  of  public  education.     The  public  works  department 

sought  to  relieve  the  heavy  peak  demand  during  the  summer  months 

and  instituted  a  campaign  to  encourage  voluntary  purchase  and 

installation  of  domestic  retrofit  devices.     A  volunteer  odd-even 

lawn  watering  system  was  devised,  based  on  the  day  of  the  week 

and  residential  addresses.     A  regular  program  of  instruction  at 

the  fourth  grade  level  was  also  instituted  and  has  now  reached 

over  1200  students.     Finally,  a  76%  rate  increase  and  a  peak 

demand  rate  structure  were  adopted  with  enthusiastic  support  from 

the  local  residents,  due  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  educational 

campaign.     The  yearly  cost  of  the  on-going  campaign  is  less  than 

20  cents  per  capita,  yet  two-thirds  of  the  residential  units  now 

contain  at  least  one  retrofit  device,  and  compliance  with  the 

watering  system  is  approximately  75%.     Peak  demand  has  been 

reduced  by  20%,  with  the  added  bonus  of  an  average  4%  decrease  in 

average  demand.     The  latter  more  than  compensates  for  the  1.5% 

annual  population  growth  rate.     The  campaign  has  also  served  to 

raise  public  awareness  of  conservation  issues  generally,  as  seen 

by  the  simultaneous  success  of  a  city-wide  glass,  metal,  and 

paper  recycling  program. 

Many  more  such  success  stories  could  no  doubt  be  cited.  It 

is  indeed  unfortunate  that  the  Authority  has  chosen  a  course  of 

greatly  scaling  back  the  Nonemergency  Education  program.  The 

proposed  funding  level  of  $3,359,000  falls  short  of  even  the  "Low 

Effort"  program  described  in  the  Task  3;  Demand  Management 
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report.     In  light  of  the  many  successes  of  public  education 

documented  by  the  Authority's  own  consultant,  and  the  example  of 

Wellesley  cited  above,  it  would  seem  that  expanded  educational 

efforts  would  be  more  than  compensated  by  the  increased  success 

of  the  other  10  Demand  Management  programs. 

C.  Unaccounted-for  Water 

Projections  for  reduced  demand  through  leak  detection  and 

repair  programs  are  only  around  5%.     This  figure  was  arrived  at 

by  sampling  only  eight  communities,  and  did  not  include  those 

cities  with  the  most  aggressive  programs.     Arlington,  Boston, 

Brockton,  Easton,  and  Salem  have  all  experienced  recoveries  of 

around  20%.     For  the  region  as  a  whole,  a  more  realistic  figure 

may  be  15%. 

For  the  town  of  Aspen,  Colorado,  it  was  determined  that  leak 

detection  and  repair,  pursued  aggressively  and  renewed  every  two 

years,  could  be  justified  economically  on  the  basis  of  water 

saved.     Funding  from  the  state  legislature  for  leak  detection  and 

system  rehabilitation  has  been  generous.     However,  this  funding 

takes  the  form  of  matching  grants,  and  many  towns  are  unable  or 

unwilling  to  supply  the  balance. 

As  an  example,  the  partially-supplied  town  of  Canton  has 

twice  failed  to  pass  a  bond  referendum  to  match  state  funds  for 

system  rehabilitation.     Many  residents  there  have  come  to  equate 

capital  spending  for  water  distribution  with  a  "pro-growth" 
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philosophy.     Meanwhile,  leaks  go  unrepaired  and  water  pressure  in 

some  outlying  fire  mains  is  dangerously  low  (20  psi  as  compared 

to  the  system  design  of  120  psi) .     Such  examples  point  again  to 

the  dire  need  for  public  education  as  well  as  to  the  need  for 

reevaluation  of  the  funding  strategies  for  leak  detection  and 

repair.     Whatever  funding  mechanisms  are  pursued,  the  Authority 

must  take  a  leading  role  in  supporting  leak  detection  efforts  at 

the  local  level. 

"System  use"  of  water  within  the  Authority's  pipes  is  also 

due  in  large  part  to  leaks.     The  MWRA  should  therefore  devote 

substantial  resources  to  leak  detection  and  repair  of  its  own 

equipment.     A  large  failing  in  this  respect  (and  at  the  local 

level)   is  the  quality  and  quantity  of  water  meters.     Metering  is 

listed  as  a  requirement  of  any  applicant  for  an  interbasin 

transfer  permit.    Here,  as  with  local  source  development  and 

conservation  measures,  the  Authority  is  required  to  install 

properly  working  meters  at  all  points  in  the  distribution  system 

prior  to  consideration  of  an  interbasin  transfer.     With  this 

requirement,  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  acknowledges  the 

importance  of  metering  in  determining  the  extent  and  location  of 

water  leakage  and  use.     Projections  for  domestic  and  nondomestic 

water  savings  have  not  taken  into  account  the  impact  of  regularly 

monitored  meters  in  promoting  conservation,  yet  metering  can  be  a 

powerful  component  of  any  conservation  program. 
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D.  Nondomestic  Conservation 

Examples  are  known,  such  as  the  Gillette  Company  in  Boston, 

where  90%  reductions  in  water  use  have  been  achieved.     The  very 

small  savings  projected  for  the  industrial  sector  in  the  Summary 

Report  runs  counter  to  the  opinion  of  Gillette  officials  who 

planned  and  oversaw  their  company's  conservation  program.  An 

interesting  aspect  of  the  Gillette  experience  is  the  important 

role  of  each  worker  in  each  plant  worldwide.     To  encourage 

employee  participation,  workers  are  awarded  15%  of  the  total 

annual  savings  resulting  from  a  suggestion  for  water 

conservation.     Workers  in  all  plants  are  constantly  reminded  of 

their  own  role  in  saving  water.     Here  again,  the  importance  of 

public  education  is  evident.     The  MWRA  should  explore  such 

strategies  and  encourage  them  in  the  area's  industrial  plants, 

commercial  establishments,  and  government  agencies. 

The  device  retrofit  project  should  be  expanded  to  include 

sanitary  fixtures  in  each  of  these  sectors,  as  has  been  done  in 

many  cities  throughout  the  country.     The  Authority's  Phase  I 

studies  revealed  the  difficulty  of  keeping  retrofit  devices  in 

place  in  nondomestic  buildings.     However,  as  Butler  et  al.  note, 

"toilet  dams  and  flow  restrictors.".  .have  given  water  conservation 

a  bad  reputation.     [Devices  now  available]  work  as  well  as  or 

even  better  than  the  fixtures  they  replace."     As  suggested  for 

the  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  program,  the  Authority  should  avail 

itself  of  the  state-of-the-art  water  conservation  technologies. 
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and  actively  encourage  their  installation  in  all  nondomestic 

buildings. 

IV.   SELECTION  CRITERIA 

Arriving  at  the  Preferred  Alternative ( s)  will  most  likely  be 

a  lengthy  and  difficult  process.     The  range  of  factors  which  must 

be  considered  in  making  the  final  decisions  is  extremely  broad. 

It  will  be  tempting  to  attempt  to  quantify  all  of  the  variables 

involved,  and  produce  a  composite  score  for  each  alternative  or 

groupings  of  alternatives.     The  inherent  danger  in  using  this 

method  is  the  risk  of  inaccurately  assigning  values  to  the 

various  parameters  defined. 

There  is  a  strong  body  of  evidence  suggesting  that  scoring 

systems  are  necessarily  value  laden  and  subjective.     The  outcome 

usually  matches  the  biases  of  the  decision  makers.     It  is 

therefore  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Authority  to  outline 

exactly  what  criteria  are  being  used,  and  what  assumptions  are 

being  made  to  determine  the  value  of  each  alternative.  No 

scoring  system  should  be  employed  which  assigns  numeric  value  to 

each  of  several  pre-selected  variables  for  each  alternative.  If 

such  a  decision  process  is  adopted,  nevertheless,  those  factors 

which  cannot  be  easily  scored  should  not  be  scored  at  all,  but 

should  be  given  equivalent  weight  alongside  of  those  factors 
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which  can  be  scored.  In  all  cases,  some  measure  of  the  error 

involved  in  assigning  values  should  accompany  each  valuation. 

V.  CONCLUSION 

Changes  over  the  last  several  years  in  Massachusetts  water 

policy  have  reflected  a  growing  national  awareness  of  the 

scarcity  of  drinking  water  sources  and  the  resultant  importance 

of  water  conservation.     The  MWRA  Act  of  1984  gives  the  Authority 

broad  and  creative  powers  to  effect  a  complete  shift  in  the  way 

water  in  the  Commonwealth  is  procured,  protected,  and  conserved. 

forever,  from  that  of  pursuing  grandiose  diversion  schemes  to 

laying  the  foundation  for  carefully  planned,  incremental  water 

supply  "augmentation,"  based  at  the  level  of  the  individual 

citizen  and  the  community.     The  MWRA  must  assume  the  lead  in 

promoting  conservation,  and  —  perhaps  more  important  —  securing 

the  protection  of  local  surface  and  groundwater  sources  for 

generations  to  come.     Unless  these  sources  are  developed  now, 

many  will  no  doubt  fall  prey  to  gross  contamination  caused  by 

short-sighted  housing  and  industrial  development  interests.  In 

no  small  way,  the  future  economic  and  environmental  well-being  of 

the  Commonwealth  are  at  stake. 

The  mission  of  MDC/MWRA  water  administrators  has  been  changed 
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Alexandra  D.  Dawson,  J.  Q 

2  West  Street,  Hadley,  MA  01035 

June  11,  1986 

Ms.  Pat  Corcoran 
MWRA 

20  Somerset 

Boston  MA.  C^iii"^ 

Dear  Pat, 

The  Qtiabbin  Watershed  Advisory  Conmittee  is  the  official  cornmittee 

established  under  Chapter  372  of  the  Acts  of  1984  to  advise  the  MDC 

on  all  environmental  issues  affecting  the  Quabbin  and  Ware  Rivers 
watershed  Reservations 

At  its  meeting  of  June  9,  QWAC  considered  the  statement  of 
MDC  commission  William  J.  Geary,  which  he  prepared  for  your  meeting 
of  June  3  concerning  the  Summary  of  the  MWRA  long  range  water  supply 

study.    The  Committee  voted  to  direct  me  to  express  to  you  QWAC's 
basic  support  for  the  commissioner's  statement.    Not  only  is  QWAC 
concerned  with  possible  impacts  of  river  diversion  on  the  Quabbin  res- 

ervoir area;  we  are  also  in  sympathy  with  the  broader  policy  issues 
raised  by  the  commissioner  concerning  allocation  of  water. 

We  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  the  commissioner's  statement 
(like  earlier  statements  of  the  Governor)  mxist  be  interpreted  to  apply, 

not  only  to  the  major  rivers  discussed — the  Connecticut  and  Merrimack — 

but"  also  to  their  tributaries,  the  Millers,  Tully,  and  Sudbury  rivers. 
These,  too,  are  in  need  of  protection  and  subject  to  local  needs  and 
stresses.    And  of  course  what  happens  in  the  tributaries  is  directly 
reflected  in  the  mains tern  of  the  rivers. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Member,  QWAC 

cc  Cmmr.  Geary,  QWAC  members 
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TESTIMONY   OF   DAVID  A.    DEL  PORTO 

Qualif  ications 

Q.    Please   identify  yourself. 

A.  I   am  David   A.    Del   Porto,    President   of   ECOS  ,    Inc,    Damonmill  Square, 

Concord,   Massachusetts   01742,    telephone    (617)  369-3951. 

Q.  In  what   capacity   are   you   appearing   in   this  proceeding? 

A.  I   am  appearing  as   a   concerned   citizen  and  as   an  expert   in   the  field 
of  water   conservation   technologies    and  programs. 

Q:  Please   describe   ECOS,  Inc. 
A.  ECOS   is   an  organization  dedicated   to  provi 

ng  wa 
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to  meet   expanding   future  needs. 

Our   literature   has   been   purchased   by   the   United   States  Environmental 

Protection  Agency,    state   and   local   governments   for  distribution  to 

water-short   communities    throughout    the  United   States.      In   addition,  we 
have   consulted   for  many   local   and   federal  government   agencies.      Some  of 
these   include:    Scituate,   Massachusetts;    Ottertail,   Minnesota;  Door 

County,   Wisconsin;    Rockland  County,    New  York;    The  National  Science 
Foundation  and   the   United   States   Department   of   the  Interior. 

Continuing  research  into   innovative   and  alternative  methods   of  water 

conservation  and  waste   treatment   has   generated   patented   technology  and 
successful   community  water  conservation  programs. 

Our   twelve   years   of   experience   in   all   aspects   of  residential 

conservation  has   developed   particular  expertise   in   the   following  areas: 

COMMUNITY  WATER  CONSERVATION  PROGRAMS 

o     Metropolitan   District   Commission   (MDC)    1985   -   Selected  to 
design  a  domestic  device   retrofit   program  (public 

information,    procurement,    management,    installation   by  cont- 
ractors,   analysis   and   evaluation)   for  500,000  residential 

households    that   would   be   implemented   in   the   45   user  com- 
munites   of    the  MDC   including   the   cities   of   Boston  and 
Cambridge,    Massachusetts.      ECOS   would   also   manage    the  pilot 
program   in   a   selected   community   of    10,000   households  which 
would    represent    the   greater   user  comminity. 

o     Scituate  ,   MA ,    1984-Present      Designed  and  are  assisting   in  the 
implementation   of    a   comprehensive   water   conservation  program 
for   town   grant   uijder  Massachusetts   Chapter   241  Device 
Retrofit   Program.      Plan   includes   civic   group  coordination, 

public   information,    school   curriculum,   device  specification, 

distribution   program  and  follow-up. 
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o      Burlington,    MA,    1984      Supplied    1,750   water   conservation  kits 

and    literature   as    first    phase   of   UEQE   grant  program. 

o      Rockpo  r t ,    MA ,    1983-84      Developed   and  implemi 
program,    including   civic   group  mobilization 
training,    school   curriculum  development  and 

device   distribution,    and  follow-up. 

o     Woodstock,    NY,    1982-84     Established   a  "Wate: 

Co-op"   with  community   representatives   to  pn 
conservation   technology   to   residents   at  who 

response   to   town-wide  wastewater  disposal  c 

o     Aus  t  in ,    TX ,    1  984      Supplied    15,000   water  com 

city  of   Austin  during  drought/waste   treatment  plant 
emergency . 

o     Massachusetts   J.C.'s    1979   Developed   statewide  device 
distribution   program.      Trained   and   organized   staff  in 
preparation  for  program. 

o     Cohasset  ,   MA ,    1  978     Developed   and   implemented   overall  program 
to   sell  water   conservation  devices   utilizing   rotary  club 
voluntee  rs . 

As   successful   national   and   regional   distributors   of   a  wide    range  of 
water   conservation  products.   Water   Conservation   Systems    (An  ECOS 
affiliated   company)    has   had   extensive  experience   in  all   aspects  of 
marketing   both   the   concep  t   of   water   conservation  as  well   as  the 
particular  hardware.      We   are   thoroughly   familiar  with   the   economics  of 

water,   wastewater  and  energy  and   have  developed  effective  methods  of 
presenting   these   issues   to  consumers.      We   have   devised  targeted 

approaches   for  homeowners,    renters,    building  owners,    developers  and 
institutions . 

We   have   learned   that   a  key   element   in  a   successful  water  conservation 

program  is   the   "selling"   of   communities   and   individuals   on  how  the  ins- 
tallation will    benefit    themselves   directly  and   immediately   as  well  as 

in   the   future.    A   "least-cost,    high  consumer   benefits   program  for 
conservation  must   be   effectively   communicated   to   the   public    to   insure  a 

high   installation   rate   of   seventy   percent   or  more. 

Over   the   years,    we   have   performed   in-house   testing  on   countless  low 
flow   devices   and   analyzed   their   performance   characteristics.      We  review 

new   products   on   a   continuing   basis.      We   are   also   in  frequent 
communication  with  municipal   program  managers   nationwide  regarding 
devices    specified   for    their   programs   and   assessing   actual  results. 

Q.      Please   summarize   your   education   and    professional  experience. 
A.      I   attended   Boston   University   and   was    granted   a   Bachelor   of  Arts 

degree   in    1967.      During   the   following   seven   years    I   pursued   a  business 
career   in   the   field   of    investment    securities.      My   interest  in 
environmental   protection   and   alternative   strategies    for  water 
management    led   me    to    found   ECOS    in  1974. 
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Q.    Please   summarize   your   experience   with  EGOS. 

A.    Founder   and   President   -   (1974   -  present) 
Responsibilities: 

-  Chief   executive   officer   (1974  -  present) 

-  Research,    development   and   implementation  of   efficient  water 

management    strategies    and    technologies    (  1  9 7 4 - P r e s e n t ) 

-  Community  Water   Conservation  Programs    (1976   -  present) 

-  Development   of   educational   materials    for   various   agencies  such 
as    the  EPA,    Department   of   the   Interior,    state   and  local 

governments,    and   public  utilities.    (1976   -  present) 

Research: 

-  Solar   composting   of   organic  wastes   with   integrated  building 
systems   for  decentralized  operation, 

-  Evaluation   of    biothermal   energy   recovery   as    a   by-product  of 
solar  composting. 

Publications 

"Solar-Aerobic  Bioconversion  ~  A  Multiple  Resource 

Recovery   System",    Proceedings    Internationa-i   Solar  Energy 
Society,    Passive   Solar  Conference   (October  1980). 

"Implementing  Water  Conservation  in   the   Private  Sector", 
Water  Conservation,    EPA/ 4 30 / 9-7 9-0 1 5    (August,  1979). 

"Community  Water  Management;    Research  Needs    for  Small 

and   Urbanizing   Communities",    National  Technical 
Information   Services,    PB    291939    (May  1979). 

"Water-Related   Energy   Conservation;    Report  /M411", 
Department   of    the   Interior  Manual   and  Method 

Proceedings,    National  Conference  on  Water  Conservation, 
October  1978. 

"How   to   Save  Water  and   Energy   in   the   Home,"    Ecos,  Inc. 
1  97  8  . 

"Alternative  Wastewater  Treatment   Systems",  Solar 
Architecture,    Franta  and  Greg   (editors)  (1977). 

"Composting   -  A   Viable   Alternative".    ECOS,    Inc.  1977." 

"What   is    the   Future   for   Composting  Toilets?",  Compose 
Science   and   Land   Utilization,    Journal   of  Waste 
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Recycling,    Vol.    lb,    No.    4  (1977). 
Honors 

Seiecced   by  Metropolitan  Distric  Commissions    to   design  a 
residential  water   conservation  device   retrofit  program, 

including   operating   procedures   and   a  management  plan 

that  will   be   implemented   system-wide   in   the   45  user 
communities.  (1985) 

US   Patent   4,174,371;    Integrated   Solar  Resource 

Transformation   System   (solar   composting   system)  (1979). 

National   Science   Foundation  Technical  Advisor 

Grant   to   New  Alchemy   Institute;    Assessment   of  a 
Semiclosed  Renewable   Resource   Based   Aqua  Culture  System, 

Bioshelter  (1978-1980). 

Expert   Consultant,    Rockland   County,    New  York   in  water 

conservation   in  a   proceeding   before   the  State   of  New 

York  Public   Service  Commission  -  Rockland  County  vs 
Spring  Valley  Water  Company  (1979). 

Expert  Consultant    to   National   Science  Foundation  to 
develop   research  priorities   in  community  water 

Member  of  Steering  Committee  for  Massachusetts  Office  of 

Appropriate  Technology  (1978-1979). 

Member  of   Standards   Development   Committee   for  the 
National   Sanitation  Foundation  (1978). 

Member  of  Massachusetts   Organic  Recycling  Commission 

Speaker  at  Aspen  Institute  for  Humanistic  Studies 

Conference  on  Alternative  Technologies,  Funded  by 
Roaring  Forks   Resource   Institute   (1978,  1977). 

Member  of   the   Newton  Massachusetts   Recycling  Committee, 

Leaf   Composting   Program  ( 1 98  1 -present ) . 

Director  -  Reusit,    Inc.,    a  nonprofit   community  recycling 
company . 

Trustee   -  Merriam  Hill  Center,    a   school   for  Training, 
Experience   and   Research   in  Organizations   and  Communities 

Q:  Are  you  appearing  in  this  proceding  as  an  expert  on  Massachusetts' 
water   resources,    demand   patterns   and  projections? 

A.      No.      Many   participants    in   this    proceding   know   far   more   about  water, 

aquatic   biology,    hydrology,    demographics   and   long   range   growth  trends 
in   Massachusetts.      My   expertise    is    rather   in   hardware,    po'iicy  options, 
planning   and   implementation   strategies    for  water   conservation  which 

management (1978) 

(  1978  )  . 
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Massachusetts    could   beneficially   adopt    and   adapt.      I    am   testifying  to 

complement,    not    supplement   other   parties   expertise    in  Massachusetts 

long    range   water  policy. 

Q.     What   is   the   purpose   of   your   testimony   in   this  proceeding? 

A.      I   have   been  provided   a  copy  of    the   Summary   Report   of  the 

Massachusetts   Water   Resources   Authority's   Water   Supply   Study  and 
Environmental    Impact   Report-2020   and  was   asked    to   comment   on  its 
content   with  specific   emphasis   on   the   amount   of   water    the  Authority 

should   be   planning   to  provide. 

Specifically,    I   will   comment   on   the   Demand  Management   and   No  Action 

Alternatives   and   the   projected   reductions    in  water  demand   that   may  come 
from  existing   and   proposed   programs   for  water  conservation. 

Q:      Are  you  and/or  your   firm  qualified   to   comment   on   the  specific 
issues   relating   to    these  alternatives? 

A.      Yes.   My   firm  was   qualified   by   the  MDC   in   1984   to   submit  our 
proposal   to   design  and  managage   a   pilot   program  that   would,    at  the 
expense  of    the  government,    purchase  and   install  water  conservation 
devices   in  approximately   500,000   domestic  households    in   the   MDC  service 
area.      In  December   1984   the  MDC   selected  ECOS,    Inc  and  its 

subcontractors,    Arthur   D.    Little,    Inc:    Choate,    Hall   d   Stewart;  and 
Media  Matrix,    Inc.    as   the  best   qualified   to   perform   the  Tasks  outlined 
in   the  Request   for   Proposals  (RFP). 

Following  our   selection,   we  worked   for   ten  months   with   the  MDC  water 

Division   to  design,   develop   and   refine   our   scope   of   service   and  the 

retrofit   program  in  detail   by  completing  all   critical   path  components, 
costs,   design  detail,    interface  with  government   agencies,  management 
and   implementation   issues   for   the    10,000   household   pilot  retrofit 

program. 

Q.      Has   ECOS    begun  work   on   the   tasks   for  which  you  were  selected? 

A.      No.      In  October   1985,    the  Waterworks   Division  of    the  successor 

organization.   The  Water  Resources   Authority,    suspended  contract 

negotiations   until   the   Division  had  undertaken   "additional  preliminary 
work   on   legal,    administrative   and    related   design   issues    prior  to 
undertaking   the    implementation   and    testing   of    a   Domestic  Device 

Retrofit  Program." 



t 
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Q:      Piease   summarize   your   general   perpectives   and  conclusions. 

A. 

LEAST-COST   WATER   STRATEGIES    FOR  MASSACHUSETTS 

Practical  Alternatives   to   Supply  Augmentation   by   Investing  in 

Least-Cost   Strategies   which   Reduce  Demand. 

Summary 

For   decades    the  Metropolitan  District   Commission  has    been   seeking  the 

means    to   expand   the   supply  of   water   demanded   by   its   user  communities. 
The  most   recent   operating   premise  was    that   since    1969,    the   water   use  of 
the   MDC   systems   was   exceding   the   safe   yield   of   available   water  sources 
and   supply   augmentation  was    the    least    cost   management  approach. 

Periodic   reports   by   the  MDC   projected   increasing   long-term  demand  and 

provided  plans   and   strategies    for   building   inter-basin  tranfer 
pipelines   and   pump   stations,    new   treatment   plants,    and   a  larger 

bureaucracy   for   the   management   of    the   additional   i nf r a- s t r u c t u r e . 

Today  we   have   before   us   the  most   recent   of   these   reports.   The  Summary 

Report   of    the   Massachusetts   Water   Resources   Authority's   Water  Supply 
Study  and  Environmental   Impact   Report-2020.     This   report   is  consistant 
with   the   historical   recommendations   of   its   predecessor,    the  Metro- 

politan District   Commission,    in   that   following  a  careful   review  of  all 

options,    supply   augmentation   appears   to   be   the   recommended   course  of 
action. 

This   approach   finds  a   close   parallel   the   historical   development   of  our 

nation's  electric  utilities.    Investments   in  new  supply  in  the  power 
industry  were   rationalized   by  projecting   increasing   electrical  demand 

and  warning  of   supply  shortfalls.    Concurrently,    demand  was   induced  by 
subsidizing   the   industry   with  general   fund   tax  dollars   which  lowered 

the   direct   cost   to   the   end-user   and   by  providing  deep   discounts  for 
large   volume  purchasers. 

Fortunately   the   "Energy  Crises"   of    the   nineteen  seventies   awakened  the 
nation   to   a   new   form  of   management   and   the   alternative  was 
conservation.      Public  and   private   energy  utililities   were  brought 
(often  kicking  and   screaming)    into   a  new  world  where   federal   and  state 
laws    required    the   utilities    to   make   investments    in   conservation  and 

provide   various   incentives   for   developing  alternative   sources  of 
energy.      Old   policies   were    reversed   when,    much    to    the   chagrin   of  the 
proponents   supply   augmentation,    energy   demand   rapidly   declined.  The 
decline   continued   until    the   demand    for   electricity   fell   within  the 

"safe-yield"   of   existing   sources   of  supply. 

The   decline    in   demand   was    not    brought    about   by   austerity   and  painful 
deprivation,    but    rather   the   discovery   that    the   least   cost   strategy  wa 

to    invest    in   efficiency.      We    proved    that    the   old   adage    "a   penny  saved 

is   a   penny   earned"   applied   equally   well    to   energy  resources. 

a  s 
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By   investing    in   more   efficient    electrical   devices   we   were  actually 

purchasing   cheap   capacity.      By   investing   in   conservation  we  produce 

"Negawatts"   of   capacity   instead   of    "megawatts"   of   unecessary  stand-by 
power.      Put    in   another  way,    we   displaced   power   generation   by  purchasing 
and   installing  more   efficient   water   and   space   heaters,  air 

conditioners,    insulation,    refrigerators,    cookstoves,    lightbulbs,  motors 
and  pumps. 

By   investing   in   these   improvements   which   involved   no   loss  of 

performance  or   convenience,   we   solved   the   energy   supply   problems  which 
beset   our   nation  and   concurrently   saved   ourselves   billions   of  dollars 
as  well.    This   investment   in  efficiency  delivered   the  greatest 

whole-system  benefit   and   proved   to   be   the   least   cost  alternative. 

I  subalc   Chat   this  nacloa's   spectacular  reductloa  ia  eaer^  demand  can 
be  duplicaced  by  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  and  that 

the  alteraatlve  to  costly  water  supply  augmeatatioa  Is   conse rvat ioa . 

It   is  ay  professional  opinion  that   the  Denand  Management  Alternative 

has  understated  the  estimated  savings  froa  the  proposed^l^oMes  tic  CiH^Sot'  <^ 

/^yA^  R.P  r  r  o  f  i  r — Prograa«   Taking  just  one  coaponent  of   the  projections  aay  be 
sufficient   to  reappraise  the  Alternative: 

A  recent  sucessful  retrofit   prograa  coapleted  In  Orlando,   Florida  in 

1983   saved  25Z  of   the  doaestlc  deaand  by  effecting  a  retrofit  program 
virtually  Identical   to  the  retrofit  prograa  proposed  by   the  MWRA.  By 
using  the   152.4  agd  Metered  Doaestlc  Water  use  projections   for  year 
2000  and  reducing  this  projection  by  25Z,   ve   can  predict   a  savings  of 

38.1   agd.      In  t,able  5,   page  36  of   the  Assesaent  of   the  Deaand 
Manageaent  Alternative  estlaated   the  savings   froa  an  Identical  program 
to  be  only   19.4  agd 1     A  49Z  percent  underes tlaate  of  just  one  coaponent 
of   the  deaand  aanageaent  alternative. 

I   subalt   that   a   twenty  five   percent   reduction   In  net  MWRA  system  water 

deaand   can  be   achieved   by   the   year   2000  by: 
1.  Increasing  the  level  of  effort   In  the  education  of  the 

public  as   to  the  short-tera,   whole-systea  financial 
benefits   an  Individual   can  realize   by  using  water  aore 
efficiently ; 

2.  Revising  the  State  Plumbing  Code   to  reduce  aaxlaua  flush 
and  flow  rates   to  reflect   the  current   state  of   the  art 

In  water  using  fixture  values; 

3.  Investing  In  the  purchase  and  Installation  of  Pluablng 

Code  approvals   of  off-the-shelf   technologies   that  have 
been  sucessfully  saving  water  In  the  Coaaonwealth  for 
years  and, 

4.  Investing   In,    proaotlng   and   providing   Incentives  for. 
Installation  and  utilization  of   Innovative  and 
alternative  aethods  of  water  reuse,    recycle  and 
wastewater  treataent. 
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This   tweaty   five   percent    "efficiency   factor"   will   more  than 
offset   the   projected   shortfall   in  supply  and   allow  the 
Commonwealth   to   live  within  its   means   and   safe  yield   of  existing 
water  sources . 

Q.      How  does   your   testimony   relate    to   the   Summary  Reports 

assesment   of    the   costs   and   present   value  of   the  water  resource 
and   the   alternatives    presented  therein? 

A.    Broadly   speaking,    the   Reports   assesment  of   the   cost   and  values 
are  excellent   when   restricted   to   the   narrow   perspective   of  a 

vendor  of   a  wholesale   commodity  which  has   no   raw  material  cost 
but   only   costs    related    to   the   capture,    empoundment ,    transport  and 
distribution  of    the   product.      I  would   rather  expand  the 
discussion   to   include   all   costs   and   values   and   look   towards  a 

Whole   System  Evaluation    ,    "The  Rest   of   the  Story..." 

Water,    in   addition   to   being   a   natural   resource,    is   an  economic 

commodity  which   performs    "work"   in   the   same  way   as  electricity. 
Beyond   its   life   sustaining,    esthetic   and   environmental  benefits, 
water  derives   its   value   by  providing   t ranspor tion ,  dilution, 

cleaning,    cooling,    power   generation,    lubrication  and   other  "water 
services".      The   cost   of   components   such  as   energy,    chemicals  and 
gasses   we   add   to   the   water   to   improve   its   capacity   to  provide 
these   services   increases   its   value   as  we  move   it    through  the 

system.    The   Summary   Report   does    not   adequately   represent  these 
added  costs. 

For   example:    The   average   household   spends   over   $250   per   year  to 

heat   hot  water.      By  using  water  saving   showerheads,  faucet 
attachments   clothing  and  dishwashers;    more   than  $125   can   be  saved 
each  y ear . 

•However,  in  providing  these  services  water  creates  a  byproduct 

"wastewater",  which  also  has  a  value.  The  value  of  wastewater  is 
created  by  the  enormous  cost  to  safely  return  the  water  component 

to  Nature's  hydrologic  cycle.  The  Summary  Report  does  not  include 
the  projected  cost  to  the  Commonwealth  for  the  planned  wastewater 
treatment    plant    and   sewage   sluge  disposal. 

For  example:      In  Concord,   Massachusetts,    the   cost    to   have  a 

septic  or  wastewater   holding   tank  pumped  and   the  contents 
transported   to   a   permited   treatment   facility   is   $120   per  thousand 
gallons . 

Therefore,    the  whole   cost    ("value")    is   not   only   the   capital  and 
operating   charges    to   secure   and   deliver   the   natural    resource  to 
we   users,    but    also    the   value   we   users   add   to    improve  and 

facilitate   its   service   and   to   safely   return   it    (hopefully,    in  the 
same   condition   in   which   it   was   given)    to   its  source. 

If  the  true  value  of  this  economic  commodity  is  unde 
average  man  reading  the  Summary  Report  may  not  appre 
considerable   economic    ramifications   of    increased  wat 
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( -$ 2  ,  80 1 .  1 2/household  )    cost    in   a    twenty   year   present  value 
because    the   accumulated   energy   savings   derived    from  reduced 

hotwater   energy   bills   would   more    than   pay   for    the   entire  retrofit 

program.      The   actual    benefit   would   be   bigger:      the   city  wouldn't 
have   to  expand   its   water  and  wastewater  systems. 

Q.  The  population  of  the  MWRA's 
Are  there  communities  of  similar 

undertaken  such  a  program? 

A.  Yes.  Following  a  careful 

testing  and  research,  comple 
Consulting  firm;  Mexico  City 
with  a  population  of  over  20 
750,000,  has  embarked  on  the 

program. 

service  area  excedes  2,000,000. 

or   larger  size   that  have 

feasability   study  with  onsite 
ted   in    1982   by   a   New  England 

,    now   the  world's   largest  metroplex 
million   and   an   annual   growth   rate  of 

first    phase   of   a  massive  retrofit 

Last   year   the   city   purchased   and   installed   5,000   one  gallon 

toilets   and   5,000   low-flow  showerheads   and   changed   the  plumbing 
code   to   permit   only   toilets   that   flushed   on   four  liters 
(approximately   one   gallon).      With   this   installation   they  will 
save   50%  of   the  water   demand.      Their   data  also   indicates    that  the 

no   cost   to   the  user   retrofit  will   be  self   funding  as  energy 
consumption   for   hotwater  heating  has   also   been   reduced   by  50%. 

This   action  was   selected   because   it  was    the  least-cost 
alternative   to   supply  augmentation. 

The   full-scale   retrofit   is   schedux-ed   to   take    10  years    to  replace 
all  of   the   3  million   toilets.      The   city  estimates   that  over 
20,000   liters   of   water  per   second  will   be   saved.     All   the  old 
toilets   removed   are   taken   to   an  asphalt   plant  where   they  are 
crushed  and  added   to   the   road  paving  mix  as  aggragate. 

Q.    How  could   the   short   term  benefits   of   a   retrofit   program  be 
extended   into   the  future? 

A.    By   revising   the  Massachusetts   Plumbing  Code   to   reflect  the 
current   state  of   the   art   the   savings   could   be   even  more  dramtic 

as    the  housing,    commercial   and   industrial   stock   rotates  during 
the   forty  year   planning  period. 

Q.      The   objections    to   such   revisions   have   historically  centered 
on   the   lack   of    (1).    Sufficient   experience   with   the  new 
technologies    and    (2)    manufacturing   capacity    to   adequately  meet 
the   demand.      Please   speak   to   this  issue. 

A.    The   large   American   plumbing   manufactures    now  distribute 
minimum  flush  water   closets.      The   3.5   gallon  water   saver  of  1979 
is    now   a    1    gallon   model.      The   Massachusetts    Plumbing   board  has 
approved   Swedish   one   gallon   toilets    for    installation   in  the 
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Commonwealch   since    1981.    No   complaints   have    been    recieved    by  the 
board   as    to   the   effectiveness   of    these  water  closets. 

Q.      Have   other   plumbing   codes   been  revised? 

A.      In  Sweden,    a  six  liter   (1.5   gallon)    flush   toilet   maximum  has 
been   in   the   national   plumbing   code   since  1973. 

Locally,    Pro vince town ,   Massachusetts   has   recently   enacted   a  water 

conservation  ordinance   that   requires    that   all   new  installations 
will   be   toilets  with  no  more   than   two   gallons   per   flush  and  that 
all   commercial  establishments   must   be   retrofited   by  May  1987. 

Currently,    the   town  has   purchased  and   is   giving   to  all  homeowners 
2   gpm  showerheads   and   2.5   gpm  faucet  attachments. 

Q.    Are  your   comments   and   recommendations   consistant  with  the 

goals   of    the  Authority? 

A.      Yes.   The  Authority  has   the   charter   to  provide  quality  water 
service   at   the   least   cost   for   the  user   communities   it  serves. 

The   shared   goals   of   of   helping   customers   get  what   they  want 
(namely,    cheap  water   service  consistant  with  quality,  reliability 

and   environmental   protection),   while   the   local   utilities  have 
less   risk  and   lower   costs,    are   realized   by   implementing  least 
cost   conservation  options. 

Q.  Your  recommendations  appear  to  be  directed  at  the  efffecting 

change  at  the  faucet  so  to  speak  and  not  at  the  well.  Is  this  a 
useful   concept   for  a  water  and   sewer  utility? 

A.      Yes.      this   is   the  heart   of   the   concept   of    "end-use"  analysis 
that   was   developed   by   Amory   Lovins    in    1976.      Although  commonly 

applied   to  energy  management,    the   investment   of   efficiency  at 

"end   use"   of    the   water   line. .The   faucet,    will   yeild   the  greatest benefit   at   the   lowest  cost. 

By   revising  downward   the  maximum  fixure   value   flow  rates   for  all 

water  using   technologies   by   the  Massachusetts   plumbing  Code  and 
the   investment   in   a  comprehensive   education,   device   retrofit  and 
incentive   program,    the  demand   for  water  service   can  be 

dramatically   reduced   to   fall  within   the   safe   yeild   of  existing 
water  sources   at   the   least  cost. 

Q.  How  does  the  implementation  of  "end  use  efficiency"  translate 
into   the   least   cost  alternative? 

A.    The   impact    of    the   adoption   of    such   a   policy  will    begin  by 
eliminating   the   costs   of   supply   agumen t a t ion ,    savings  on 
transmission   and   distribution   costs,    lower   consumer   energy  and 
construction   costs   and   end  with   the   savings    realized   in  the 
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design,    construction   and   operation   of    the    proposed  wastewater 
treatment  plant. 

It   is    the   net   present   value   of    these   private   and   public  internal 

savings   aggregated   over   twenty  years   compared   to  the 

implementation  costs    that   define    the   concept   of  "least-cost". 

Q.    Does    this   conclude   your  testimony? 

A. Yes 
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June  12,  1986 

Dr.   James  S.  Hoyte,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  First  Avenue 

Charlestown  Navy  Yard 
Charlestown,  Massachusetts  02129 

Dear  Dr.  Hoyte, 

I  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  comment  at  the  T«1WRA  meetings  on  the 
Summary  Report  of  the  Water  Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact 

ICeport^  -~~ZUZU.     Following  several  peoples '    suggestion ,    I  am  also 
putting  my  comments  in  writing. 

From  the  perspective  of  someone  who  was  directly  involved  in  this 

study  from  its  beginnings  in  1978  until  1984,  I  am  not  surprised 
that  the  concerns  and  positions  of  both  proponents  and  opponents 

have  not  changed  significantly. 

Whether  it  is  a  good  thing  or  a  bad  thing  I  cannot  tell,  but  our 
environmental  review  process  tends  to  become  adversarial.     I  think 
it  is  fair  to  say  that  in  practice  this  tends  to  make  most 

participants  in  regional  resource  debates  ascribe  merit  or 

inadequacy  to  findings  according  to  whether  particular  facts  support 
or  undercut  their  expectations.     Thus,  much  of  the  public  commentary 

about  water  supply /demand  questions  generates  polarized  statements 
of  political  positions.     In  an  effort  to  look  to  facts  which  might 
inform  a  balancing  of  interests,   I  ask  myself  what  findings  keep 

cropping  up  over  the  20+  years  of  study  already  devoted  to  this 

question? 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  began  examining  water  supply 

augmentation  alternatives  in  the  late  1960s  and  produced  a  report  in 

the  early  1970s;  the  2020  Water  Supply  study  was  undertaken  in  1978 
to  take  a  fresh  look  at  the  same  questions  for  Eastern  Massachusetts. 

The  controversial  conclusion  of  the  Corps  study  was  that  large  new 
water  supplies  would  be  needed  in  eastern  New  England  and  river 

diversions  would  not  have  significant  impacts.     The  MDC/MWRA  study, 

in  much  more  detail  and  specificity,  comes  to  similar  but  smaller 

scaled  conclusions  about  the  eventual  need  for  augmented  water 
supplies  and  the  relatively  small  impacts  of  proposed  river 
diversions.  Specifically: 
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Page  Two 

Dr.  James  S.  Hoyte 
June  12,  1986 

Within  the  bounds  of  cost-effectiveness,  conservation,  leak 

detection/repair,  user  sources,  and  watershed  management 
help  reduce  demand,  but  not  enough  to  obviate  the  need  for 
additional  sources  of  supply. 

In  the  amounts  and  timing  contemplated,  river  diversions 

have  relatively  few  and  small  impacts. 

The  Quabbin-Wachusett  reservoir  system  represents  a  3  year 
reserve  when  full,  but  is  very  difficult  to  build  back  up 
when  demand  consistently  exceeds  safe  yield. 

The  lower  the  Quabbin  level   (the  higher  the  yield) ,  the 
more  certain  it  becomes  that  water  treatment  will  be 
necessary. 

A  substantial  lead  time,  on  the  order  of  10  years,  is 

required  to  build  any  major  new  source  of  supply. 

There  is  very  significant  political  concern  about  and 
opposition  to  river  diversions. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  message  in  the  similarity  of  findings 

from  20+  years  of  work.     I  would  be  very  surprised  if  further 
analysis  of  these  particular  alternatives  yielded  unexpected 

findings.     However,   it  would  be  helpful  to  have  a  few  more  facts  to 
inform  policy  decisions;  for  example. 

An  updated  estimate  of  the  probable  quantity  and  frequency 

of  groundwater  supply  contamination  incidents; 

How  much  water  can  realistically  be  "supplied"  by  demand 
management  J  leak  detection/repair,  and  watershed  management 
measures  within  the  boundaries  of  cost-effectiveness; 

Can  monitoring /measuring  programs  relate  trends  in  water 

use  and  available  supply  and  extrapolate  them  10  or  so 
years  into  the  future;  and, 

Can  structural  alternatives  be  designed  for  incremental 

construction,  e.g.  why  build  a  60  mgd  supply  if  less  is 
needed? 

With  these  additional  facts  in  hand,  I  think  there  would  be  enough 
numerical,  environmental,  and  political  information  to  begin  to 
address  policy  questions  raised  by  the  alternatives. 



I 

f 

i 



Page  Three 
Dr.   James  S.  Hoyte 
June  12,  1986 

In  the  balancing  of  interests  involved  in  this  policy  decision,  it 
seems  to  me  that  at  least  two  issues  merit  consideration: 

How  much  reserve  capacity  should  the  MWRA  water  supply  have 

as  the  system  of  first  and  last  resort  for  close  to 

one-half  of  Massachusetts'  population? 

What  are  the  implications  of  diversifying   (or  not)  the 
sources  of  supply? 

I  believe  that  addressing  these  kinds  of  questions  will  advance 

public  debate  about  this  important  issue  in  a  way  which  further 
detailed  assessment  of  the  alternatives  cannot  accomplish.     If  you 
have  any  questions  about  these  comments,  I  will  be  glad  to  assist  in 
any  way  I  can. 

Very  Truly  Yours, 

16  Page  Road 
Newton,  Mass.  02160 

cc :  Mr.  Michael  Gritzuk 

MASSPORT 

TEN  PARK  PLAZA 

BOSTON,  MA  02116-3971 
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June  6,  1986 

Board  of  Di  rectors 
Massachusetts  Watar  Resources  Authority 
c/o  Patricia  B.  Corcoran,  Project  Manager 
100  Fi  rst  Ave. 

Charles  town,  MA 

Dear  Board  of  Directors: 

|jlJN 
 27  1986

 

The  following  comments  are  being  submitted  for  your  consideration 
as  you  undertake  a  review  of  the  Summary  Report  of  the  Long  Range 
Water  Supply  Study  and  Environmental    Impact  Report  2020. 

As    the  elected  officials  of  Franklin  County,   representing  26 
communities  with  a  population  of    64,868     ,  we  have  unanimously 
resolved  to  call   upon  responsible  agencies  and  officials  to  work 
to  assure  that  there  will   not  be  diversion  of  any  of  the  rivers  cited 

in  the  Long  Range  Water  Supply  Study  for  the  purpose  of  supplementing 
the  water  supplies  distributed  by  the  MWRA.     Furthermore,   the  Franklin 
County  Planning  Board,  composed  of  representatives  from  Franklin 
County  communities  is  unanimous  in  its  opposition  to  augmenting 

supplies  by  means  of  inter-basin  transfer.    The  Franklin  County 

Commissioners  recognize  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority's 
responsibility  in  assessing  the  future  water  supply  needs  of  the  state 

and  developing  policies  which  assure  both  the  long-term  availability 
of  adequate  supplies  and  the  maintenance  of  satisfactory  water  quality 
for  the  widest  range  of  uses.    We  believe  that  this  responsibility 
dictates  a  careful  evaluation  of  all  water  supply  policies  that  may 
have  been  inherited  from  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  and  that 
may  still  be  operative. 

The  decision  by  the  MWRA  Directors  to  complete  the  five  year  study 
begun  by  the  MOC  should  not  imply  automatic  continuation  of  MOC  policies 

in  the  review  of  the  study.     The  Summary  Report's  cover  letter  states 
that  the  Board  of  Directors  "has  not  yet  reviewed  it  or  accepted 
any  of  the  conclusions  contained  in  it."    Our  concern,  nevertheless. 
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arises  from  the  lack  of  any  detailed  explanation  by  the  MWRA 

Directors  regarding  the  policies  they  will   use  to  judge  not  only  the 

adequacy  of  the  study's  investigation  of  the  impacts  of  alternative 
means  to  meet  water  supply  needs,   but  the  assumpt  ions  underlying  the 

study's  choice  of  alternative  means.     In  other  words,  we  question 

the  entire  framework  of  the  study's   investigation  of  options. 

In  order  for  the  MWRA  to  earn  the  public's  confidence  during  the 
review  process,   it  would  be  helpful   to  establish  the  principles  on 
which  the  Directors  will  evaluate  the  usefulness  and  applicability 

of  the  study.     A  distinction  should  be  made  between  those  policies 

that  originally  guided  the  study,  and  those  which  the  MWRA  will  use 

in  their  decision-making  process.     Public  comments  on  the  amounts  of 
water  the  Authority  should  be  planning  to  provide  and  the  criteria 
to  be  used  in  choosing  MWRA  actions  should  not  be  limited  to  the 
present  scope  of  study. 

THE  LONG  RANGE  SUPPLY  STUDY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  2020 
IS  OBSOLETE 

Recent  legislative  actions  that  recommend  and/or  require  substantial 
changes  in  institutional   responsibilities  and  powers  must  be  studied 
for  their  potential  application  to  meeting  water  supply  needs. 

Paramount  attention  needs  to  be  given  to  the  implementation  of  the 
Interbasin  Transfer  Act.     The  provisions  of  that  legislation  are 

currently  not  factored  into  the  study's  assessments.     How  will  the 
mandates  and  regulations  of  that  Act  be  applied  to  the  choice  of 
alternatives?     For  example,   information  should  be  developed  on  the 

possible  consequences  (costs,  savings,  changes  in  water  demand)  of  the 
implementation  of  that  Act,  as  well  as  the  possible  effects  of 

independent  actions  that  might  be  taken  by  member  communities. 

Also,  the  effects  of  implementation  of  the  Water  Management  Act 
(Ch.  21  G)  are  not  evaluated  for  the  relevance  to  MWRA  actions.  These 

two  respective  pieces  of  legislation  have  bearing  on  the  2020  Study. 

New  Legislative  Initiatives  Are  Needed 

Given  the  limits  of  the  study's  scope  of  research,  which  precluded 
a  thorough  examination  of  the  combination  of  measures  for  solving 

future  water  needs  wi  thout  tapping  on  supplies  outside  of  the  user 
areas,  the  MWRA  is  placed  in  the  position  of  bailing  out  member 
communities  by  diversion  alternatives.     While  recent  legislation 
paves  the  way  for  a  more  realistic  solution,  the  mandates  of  these 

acts  have  not  yet  been  fulfi  lied,  nor  have  appropriations  been  forth- 
coming to  implement  them.     Major  financial  support  and  enactment  of 

water  conservation  programs  at  the  local    level  need  to  occur  in  order 
to  implement  a  total  program  of  water  supply  reliability  without 
resorting  to  diversion  plans.     Such  actions  depend  on  state  and  local 
commitments  not  yet  in  evidence. 
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The  MWRA  carries  the  role  of  leadership  in  garnering  this  commitment. 
The  Directors  must  expand  the  study  to  incorporate  essential  features 

of  a  long-range  water  supply  program:     prevention  of  detrimental 
encroachment  on  local  supplies,  development  of  supplemental  local 

Supplies,   institution  of  system-wide  metering,  establishment  of  a 
comprehensive  data  base  to  analyze  supply  and  demand  factors,  and 

design  and  implementation  of  maintenance  and  repair  of  the  basic 
infrastructure. 

Deficiencies  In  Information  On  Which  to  Make  Selection  Decisions 

As  it  now  reads,  the  Summary  Report  is  particularly  deficient  in 

data  collection  on  which  to  base  conclusions  concerning  environmental 
impacts  of  the  various  alternatives  proposed.     There  is  no  discussion, 
for  instance,  of  the  comb  i  ned  impacts  on  the  Millers  and  Connecticut 

Rivers,  should  both  sources  be  considered  for  augmentation  purposes. 

Latest  water  quality  measurements  appear  to  be  5  or  6  years  old, 
and  are  not  extensive.     Data  for  certain  categories  of  contamination 

are  absent:  organics,  metals,   radioactive.     What  bearing  will   the  soon 

to-be- re  1  eased  federal  drinking  water  standards  (including  8k  new 
substances),  have  on  the  criteria  for  acceptable  water  quality  in 
source  waters? 

The  quality  of  source  water  criteria,  discussed  on  p.   11^  of  the 
Summary  Report,  when  applied  to  the  Millers  River  or  Mi  1 1 ers/Tul 1 y 

Rivers  alternatives,   ranks  those  alternatives  as  causing  low  adverse 

impacts  from  "potential  episodic  event  susceptibility,"  yet  this 
assessment  is  based  on  very  limited  quantitative  data  on  future  land 

use  and  population  in  the  watershed. 

Projected  long-term  changes  in  land  uses  for  the  three  specific 
time  periods  are  currently  not  available.     Therefore,  estimates  of 

non-point    source  loading  changes  cannot  be  made.     State  economic 
development  policy  that  targets  the  Mi  1 1 ers/Tul 1 y  area  for  increased 
development  has  not  been  factored  into  the  study.     Industrial  point 

sources  of  pollution  could  increase,  depending  on  certain  circumstances, 
yet  the  impacts  on  proposed  water  supply  alternatives  do  not  take  this 
risk  into  account. 

The  statement  (on  p.   ]]k)  that  "Water  quality  is  maintained  under 
the  Connecticut  River  alternative  and  the  Millers  River  alternative 

because  of  the  assimilative  and  dilution  capacity  of  Quabbin  Reservoir, 

thus  no  water  treatment  is  required,"  is  not  sufficiently  documented 
by  research  findings.     The  dilution  capacity  of  the  Quabbin  requires 

further  analysis.     Moreover,  costs  of  more  advanced  pre-treatment  need 
to  be  estimated.     Can  these  costs  be  determined  in  advance  of  a  situation 

in  which  the  self-purification  capacity  of  the  Quabbin  Reservoir  is 
exceeded? 

Discussion  of  minimum  flow  regulations  assumes  a  predicted  level  of 
demand  will  not  be  exceeded.     However,   if  demand  were  underestimated,  at 

what  point  would  minimum  flow  regulations  be  relaxed? 



I 

1 



Neglect  of  the  Interactions  Between  Surface  and  Groundwater  Supplies 
and  Land  Use  Activities 

Experiences  in  several   Franklin  and  Hampshire  County  communities 

where  groundwater  used  for  water  supplies  has  been  contaminated  by 
local   land  use  activities,  point  to  the  vulnerability  of  water 
supplies  when  adjacent  to  land  uses,  whether  urban  or  rural.  (See 
attached  map).     Insufficient  attention  is  given  to  potential  impacts 

on  proposed  water  supply  alternatives  were  a  major  adverse  development 
to  take  place  in  close  proximity  to  rivers. 

According  to  DEQE  records,  controls  enacted  at  the  local  level 
to  protect  surface  and  groundwaters  are  neither  comprehensive  nor 
in  effect  in  many  towns  throughout  the  western  Massachusetts  river 
basins  (Division  of  Water  Supply,  May,  1986). 

Discussion  is   inadequate  regarding  the  water  supply  needs  of 

the  residents  of  the  watersheds  proposed  as  augmented  supplies.  If 
Connecticut  Valley  population  growth  accelerates  the  demand  for  water 
supplies  and  increases  the  volume  of  waste  water  in  the  supply  basins, 
how  will   the  environmental  health  of  Franklin  County  communities  be 

affected?    There  does  not  appear  to  be  an  accounting  of  the  projected 
water  supply  needs  of  Franklin  County  water  supply  authorities.  The 
location  of  surface  water  that  may  interact  with  local  water  supply 

wells  has  not  been  documented  to  any  great  extent.     If  river  flows 
were  reduced,  how  would  groundwater  recharge  be  affected?  Projected 
demand  by  Franklin  County  towns  for  surface  water  supplies  for 

drinking  water  needs  to  be  analyzed.     For  example,  what  conditions 
might  require  the  use  of  Ct.  River  water  to  supplement  supplies  of 
watershed  communities? 

Other  Areas  of  Concern  Receiving  Little  or  No  Attention 

Given  that  non-residential  use  of  water  is  predicted  to  be  the 
greatest  consumer  of  water  in  the  next  kO  years,  the  criteria  for 
reduced  demand  should  include  water  audits  for  commercial,  industrial, 

and  institutional  users;  cost/benefit  analysis  should  be  applied  to 

potential   installation  of  watersaving  measures. 

The  study  estimates  employment  impacts  from  the  non-action 
alternative,  but  lacks  estimates  on  job  type  and  number  of  jobs 

created  from  stepped  up  repair  and  maintenance  of  existing  systems 
and  development  of  local  water  supplies. 

Given  that  the  study  is  predicated  on  a  ̂ 0  year  planning  period, 
to  what  degree  do  any  of  the  proposed  alternatives  increase  the 
vulnerability  to  shortages,  or  susceptibility  to  environmental 
problems,  after  the  year  2020?     In  other  words,  what  set  of  actions 

give  greater  flexibility  in  providing  future  supply? 

The  estimated  accuracy  of  cost  estimates  varies  _+  30^  and  should 
not  be  used  as  the  deciding  factor  when  formulating  a  water  supply  plan 





Concerns  of  the  WSCAC,   the  Connecticut  River  Watershed  Council  and 
the  Millers  River  Watershed  Council   Should  be  Addressed 

We  endorse  the  positions  of  these  organizations  in  questioning 
the  diversion  proposals.     Much  time  and  effort  have  been  devoted  to 

examinrng  the  complexities  of  the  impacts  of  water  augmentation 
alternatives.     The  critical  comments  presented  by  these  groups  should 
receive  utmost  attention. 

In  Conclusion 

Local  needs  for  technical,  planning,  and  management  solutions 
to  local  water  supply  and  water  resource  problems  are  not  clearly 

satisfied  by  techniques  which  have  proven  successful  at  the  regional 
scale  in  the  past,  e.g.,  structural  water  supply  options  developed 
by  consulting  engineers.     The  MWRA  has  the  responsibility  to  explore 
these  techniques,  and  most  importantly,  ensure  that  they  are  implemen 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Francis  R.  Pleasant,  Chairman 

Everett  B.  Hatch 

FRANKLIN  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
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Comments  of  James  Goldstein  of  ESRG 

Massachsuetts  Water  Resources  Authority  Public  Meeting 

Boston,  MAr  June  10,  1986 

My  name  is  James  Goldstein  and  I'm  here  on  behalf  of  ESRG,  a 

technical  consulting  firm  which  specializes  in  natural  resource 

planning.     I  would  like  to  inform  the  Water  Resources  Authority 

that  ESRG  is  in  the  process  of  thoroughly  reviewing  the  MWRA ' s 

Water  Demand  Projections  Report  for  the  Boston  metropolitan  area. 

Our  preliminary  assessment  indicates  that  the  Authority's 

projections  for  future  water  demand  are  too  high,  and  that  these 

high  projections  do  not  provide  an  adequate  basis  for  planning  for 

the  region's  future  water  supply. 

We  are  currently  preparing  an  alternative  forecast,  what  we 

call  a  "low-case"  forecast,  which  will  include  a  number  of 

assumptions  that  differ  from  those  used  in  the  MWRA  forecast. 

Briefly,  our  alternative  forecast  will  reflect  different 

assumptions  in  two  broad  areas:     first,  the  demographic  and 

economic  forecast  for  the  region;  and  second,  the  potential  for 

conservation.     We  are  utlitizing  an  updated  demographic  and 

economic  forecast  based  on  work  done  by  the  Boston  area's  regional 

planning  commission,  which  we  believe  more  accurately  reflects 

population  and  economic  trends  in  the  region.     In  addition,  we 

will  look  at  a  demand  reduction  scenario  for  matching  water  supply 

and  requirements,  which  includes  far  more  conservation  initiatives 
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than  assumed  in  the  current  MWRA  forecast.     We  think  it  is 

important  to  consider  the  conservation  approach  as  an  alternative 

to  major  water  supply  enhancements  and  to  thoroughly  compare 

relative  costs,  feasibility,  and  environmental  impacts. 

The  results  of  ESRG's  alternative  forecast  will  be  made 

available  to  the  Authority  and  to  the  public  within  the  next  few 

weeks . 

For  more  information:  ESRG 
120  Milk  Street 

Boston,  MA  02109 

(617)  426-5844 
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Consulting  and  R  &  D  In  Fixtractive  Metallurgy,  tnerciy  and  Environmental  Tecr.nologies 

CONSULTANT  TO  MANAGEMENT 

V^.  William  Hcrvey 

4  Old  Colony  Lane 

Arlington,  Mas^.  02174 

28  June  I986 

Patricia  B.  Corcoran 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Waterworks  Division 

20  Somerset  Street,  8th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran: 

Herewith,  some  comments  on  the  Summary  Report: 

It  was  reassuring  to  learn  that  the  concensus  at  the  public 
hearings  was  in  favor  of  reducing  losses  from  the  system.  The 

proposals  to  add  new,  possibly  quality-compromising  water  sup- 
plies remind  one  of  the  strategy  of  raising  taxes  in  order  to 

meet  an  income  shortfall  while,  at  the  same  time,  cumulative 
tax  avoidance  is  comparable  in  amount  to  the  deficit. 

The  proposal  to  increase  drainage  into  the  reservoir  system 
by  way  of  thinning  surrounding  woodlands  was  also,  I  thought, 
not  well  justified.     Would  one,  in  the  extreme,  suggest  paving 
over  the  entire  drainage  area?    There  is,  in  my  opinion,  entirely 
too  much  removal  of  trees.     Too,  loggers  typically  mutilate  the 
land  on  which  they  harvest  trees.     Finally,  one  would  want  to 
avoid  collusion  between  those  who  would  propose  or  administer 
such  a  step  and  those  who  would  profit  directly  by  the  cutting. 

On  the  basis  that  protecting  quality  of  the  water  supply 
is  comparable  in  importance  to  assuring  an  adequate  supply,  I 

would  like  to  suggest  that  use  of  the  reservoirs  for  recrea- 
tional boating,  particularly  with  polluting  outboard  (or  inboard) 

motors,  not  be  allowed. 

My  major  recommendation  is  to  discourage  use  of  drinking 
water  for  wasteful  uses  in  which  water  of  lesser  quality  would 

be  adequate,  such  as  car  washing,  lawn  watering,  water  cooling, 
toilet  flushing,  etc.     Our  growing  supply  of  tainted  water 
could  be  used  for  these  and  similar  purposes  in  tandem  water 
delivery  systems.     Note  that  I  do  not  refer  here  to  treatment 
and  recycle  of  a  common  water  supply. 

Is  there  a  reason  why  separate  use  of  prime  drinking  water 
and  lesser  quality  water  was  not  included  among  the  options? 

Yours  sincerely, 

cc.  Arlington  community  representative 

Telephone:  (617)  648-0348 
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Cor.rr.3r-- arv  en  the  Wac^r  Supply  S'ludy 
June   1 C .    19  3  6 

Jay  R.  Kauf-an 
o  "  21  Apple-on  Stree- 

Arlingrcn,  MA 

Given  z'r.<2  volurr.e  of  attacks  on  the  report  oefcra  you,    it  is 
tar.ptmg,   both  for  the  sporting  value  and  out  of  cor.passion  f:r 

tni   autnors,    to  speak  to  the  report's   strengths.      It  is 
reautifully  presented  and,   particularly  for  so  technical  a 

-icur.ent.    very  raadabli.      However,    '-j-zr.   i__   respect   tor  ir.^ 
feelings  of   tne  authors  and  the  half  dozen  years  and  r.i-licns  if 

dollars   that  have  be-in  spent   on   this   effort,    it   is   nara   tc  2- 

"ore  generous.     Unfortunately,    in  addition  to  tne  r.any  errors  if 
fact   and  3udg~eni   you  nave  heard  others   address,    it   is  also 
conceptually  flawed  -  and  seriously  so. 

I'd  li.<e   to  spend  rr.y  few  .T.inutes  not  on  wnat    tne   r^jport  say 

but  what  it  doesn't.     Most  crippling  to  this  effort  are  three 
uncerlymg  and  not-so-well   nidden  assumptions: 

The  first  is  an  assur.ption  I'll  call  the  Aquatorial 
Imperative . 

The  study  assur.es  that  an  increase  in  de.r.an< 

norr.al  ,    acceptable  Sc  ir.r.utable.     We  have  the  right  to  r.ore  wate.- 
and  The  right   to  expect  it  can  be  delivered;   r.ore,    .-ore.  .-.ore. 

How  different  this  study's  equations  and  recor.r.endat ions  '-Tould 
have  oeen  had  we  sirply  said  NO  -  tne  cost  of  .r.ore  water   -  me 
econo.r.ic,    social,   political  and  environrental  costs   to  us  and  t  i 

fuf-.ra  gi-nerations  are  sirply  too  high.     But   this  was  not  ever- 
considered.     It  is  sirply  assumed  that  it  is  our  r.anifest  destiny 
to  draw  ever  r.ore  from  the  well.     The  aquatorial  irperative. 

The  second  dangerous  underpinning  of  t.nis  report  is 

sorethmg  I'll  call  the  Quabbin  Equation. 

The  Quabbin  Reservoir  was  designed  to  serve  t.te  citizens  if 
Massachusetts,   or  at  least  sore  part  of   it,    for  40  yrs.  This 
study,    too,    looked  40  yrs  into  the  future.     Why?     Why  not 
consider  10,    20,    50,    60  years?     What  are  the  lessons  of  tne 
Quabbin  experience?     There  is  precious  little  evidence  in  this 

report  that  we  have  learned  from  that  experience,    or  even  t-aougr.T 
about  it  ruch.     We  seer,  ready  to  repeat  it  wiiihout  so  r.uch  as  a 

critical  evaluation.     Repeating  the  past  is   a  far  cry  fro.r 

learning  fror  it.      It's   like  trying  to  drive  a  car  vmh  your  two 
hancs  firr.ly  m  control  of  the  rear  view 
Ecuat ion . 

'uaooin 

last  on  .ry  list  is  the  all-too-f ariliar  Bigger  is  Better. 
One  of  -ry  colleagues,   David  Marks,   Chair  of  the  Civil  Z.ncineer  ir  .i 

Departrent   at  MIT  gave  a   talk  entitled   "Water   Projecis:  Large 
Scale  Zngi.neering  or  3ig  Dar  Foolishness".      Before  we  can  reallv 





uncerscana  tr.-3  a-Tiarr.a 
r.eed  id  ask  a  lur.zar.en 

sccis.y  of  i'sl.'''ir.cr  on 
Tr.i  assur.p'icr.  "ihac  ir 

a  regicr.al  au'chor  iry  ; 
will  bail  us   out . . 

i  1 1  o  r. " 

^  C  ~' 

.  >(  r.  a  - 

recriona-  sn: 

.      3  _       >-  J  

;his  reooro 

acre  , ~s     c:  —  D 

aar.C'-r  ir.  tr.is  assur.ption  is  not  so  .r.uon  that  it  won  t 
ha  dancer  is  tnat  it  r.ight .      It  has   m  the  past  and 

^  1  •  ~      r.T  ,—  ̂ 3  -       -  ■r^  „N      c;  ■(-  n  p  n       ̂   —  i 
wor.-: . 
orodablv  could  atrim. 

wi__  taxe  care  ot  us 

responsibility. 

nappens , 
.ssur.ing 

cost:    mdi vidua _    ?.no  _oca_ 

What  if  rather  than  .-.eraly  providing  water  for  us,    tn:.-  h/iP.A 
provided  the  carrots  and  sticks  to  individual  citizens, 
households,    builders,    businesses,    towns  and  cities   to   take  care, 

to  be  socially  responsible,   not   to  rely  on  soir.eone  else? 

Once  you  allow  for  so.T.ething  other   than  .".ore,    rr.ore,  .■".ore, 
bigger,   bigger,    oigger,    you  can  tnen  begin  to  ask  sore 
interesting  questions.      Sor.e  of   these  nave  oeen  raised  or 
suggested  in  the  testimony  you  have  already  heard.     The  list   is  a 
long  one . 

How  can  we  si.t.uI taneously  seek  an  increase  in  water  supply 
and  a  decrease  in  the  burden  on  our  wastewater  treatr.ent 
facilities? 

How  can  the  authors  of   this  report  reconcile  tneir 
r ecoTi.T.endat ions  to  consider  no  fewer  than  five  river  diversion 

projects  with  existing  state  laws  and  policies  that  specifically 
proscribe    (or  at  least  discourage)    such  action? 

Lan  we  as  a  society,    navmg  g- ■3  r-,^ 
;ne 

ne  we__ •  _  y  =  c:  -  J  . 

sir.p_y  oig  a  new  wei.^.-'  Or  wi^.^  we,  at  sor.e  point,  wind  _p  witn  a 
lot  of  very  large,   very  dry  wells? 

Is  increasing  demand  acceptable  and  i.r.TiUt able ?     Is  it 
desirable  or  even  necessary  for  a  vibrant,   growing  and  reponsiblj 
society? 

Can  we  find  sor.e  fair  and  effective  combination  of  carrots 

and  sticks  to  not  only  curb  increasing  demand,  but  lower  demand 

for  what  is  an  increasingly  precious  and  endangered  resource? 
Can  we  reverse  a  history  of  discouraging  small  scale  watir 

projects,    from  private  wells  to  local   treatm.ent  facilities? 

Clearly  the  MWRA  or  some  other  agency  would  need  to  m.onitor  such 
facilities  to  m.aintain  standards,    but  might   this  not  be  a 
reasonable  use  of  MWRA  talents  and  funds? 

V^hat  kinds  of  sm.all  scale  efforts  can  individual  hom.eowners 
or  businesses  undertake  to  cut  water  use?     We  know  we  can  li.m.it 

car  washing  and  lawn  watering  and  we  know  we  don't  nave   to  leave 
the  water  running  while  we  brush  our  teeth.     What  about,    to  ta.-^e 
just  one  examiple,    a  closed  loop  syste.m?     Can  I  also  recycle  water 
in  .my  hom.e  or  business,    building  in  a  filtration  system,  so  that 
at  least  so.m.e  of  .my  waste  water  can  be  reused  for  som.e  purposes, 

if  not  drinking.     How  do  the  costs  and  benefits  -  econom.ic, 
social,    and  political  -  of   this  and  other  un.m.ent ioned 





al'err.aii'/es  corr.pare  zo  z'r.e  sys ter.-wiae  options  ciscussea  ir.  ir.i 

vvr.y..    ?-3  roper t   suggests,    design  a  --Tarer  supply  sys-ar. 
2  targets  that  are  bctr.  unrealistic  and  unjustified,  even 

m  the  report's  own  terr.s?      tOur  proven  ability  to  conserve  wate; 
througn  lea!<  detection,    repair,    savings   in  industry  and  business 

and  3tare-wiio  -etering  are  as  understated  as  our  projected 

de~and  is  overstated.)      This  question  takes  on  even  greater 
significance   m  the  context  of   the  history  of  water  supply  m 
this  state.      If  the  Quabbin  is  now  bearing  a  greater  burden  tnan 

c-.nvisioned  by  its  builders,    it  is  not  because  their  esti.r.ates  of 
der.and  for  water  over  tirr.e  were  too  conservative.      Indeed  the 

opposite   is   true.      Were   the  Quabbin  providing  water  only  for 

those  c communities   it  was  designed  to  serve,    it  would  not  only  be 

one   31   the  world's  purest  sources  of  water  for  a  .-najor  urban 
area,    it  would  also  be  totally  adequate.     What  has  happened  over 

the  past  forty  years   is  that  the  systeni's  r.anagers ,    seeing  r.ore 
water  than  was  being  used  and  ir.ore  profit  that  was  possible, 
expanded  the  nu.T.ber  of   cor.r.uni t ies  to  which  they  would  sell 

water.      It's  not   tnat  we've  run  out  of  water.     We've  run  out  of 
wise  rr.anage.T.ent . 

Once  these  and  like  assurp.pt ions  and  unasked  questions  have 
been  addressed,    then  the  study  before  you  is  a  useful  docu.T.ent, 
but  only  in  the  context  of   this  broader  perspective  is  it  useful 
It  is  then  useful  primarily  not  for  what  it  says  but  for  the 
clarity  of   the  conclusions  that  should  be  drawn.       3y  navi.ng 
systematically  and  cogently  taken  arguments  for  m.ore  and  larger 
wells   to  their  logical  extentions,    the  authors  have  unwittingly 
reduced  them,  to  their  ultim.ate  absurdity.     As  it  stands,  this 
report  is  seductively  attractive  but  dangerously  so.      It  is  an 

apparently-solid  docum.ent  built  on  the  quicksand  of  unexa.mmed 
social,    philosophical,   political  and  economic  assumptions. 

Reading  it,    I  was  re.minded  of  a  line  from  Josh  Billings.     He  sai^: 

"It  ain't  what  a  man  don't  know  that  .makes  him  a  fool,    but  what 
he  thinks  he  knows  that  ain't  so." 





Deparlmenf  of  Geology  and  Geography 
University  of  Massachusetts 
Amherst,  Massachusetts  01003 

(413)  545-2499  or  2296 

LAND  AND  WATER  POLICY  CENTER 

TESTIMONY  OF  DR.  RUTHERFORD  H.  PLATT  TO  THE  MASSACHUSETTS  WATER  RESOURCES 

COMMISSION,  JUNE  9,  1986  RE:  WATER  SUPPLY  STUDY  SUMMARY  REPORT  OF  MARCH,  1986 

My  name  is  Rutherford  H.  Piatt.  I  am  a  resident  of  Northampton,  MA 

and  I  am  a  Professor  of  Geography  and  Planning  Law  at  the  University  of 

Massachusetts  at  Amherst.  I  am  also  a  member  of  the  Executive  Committee 

of  the  WSCAC,  although  I  am  speaking  in  my  individual  capacity. 

Although  I  have  lived  in  the  Connecticut  River  Valley  since  1972, 

I  am  a  comparative  newcomer  to  the  Viater  Supply  Study.  In  my  18  months 

as  a  member  of  WSCAC,  I  have  been  increasingly  frustrated  by  the 

unprofessional  and  unscientific  nature  of  the  entire  Water  Supply  Study 

process.  Task  1  of  the  Study  sought  to  estimate  future  demand  for 

Authority  water.  It  applied  a  simplistic  methodology,  essentially 

involving  a  linear  extrapolation  from  existing  levels  of  demand.  As 

depicted  in  Figure  3    on  page  22  of  the  Summary  Report,  the  basis  for  these 

projections  cannot  readily  b?  determined.  Indeed,  they  appear  to  fly 

in  the  face  of  actual  trends  in  demand  between  1970  and  1986.  They 

evidently  reflect  assumptions  regarding  population  growth  and  percapita 

demand  which  are,  to  be  charitable,  questionable. 

Based  on  these  simplistic  linear  projections,  the  study  consultants 

arrived  at  the  familiar  estimates  of  future  deficits  of  60  MGD  four. years 

hence,  75  MGD  in  2000  and  120  MGD  in  2020.  These  figures  have  been 

repeated  as  starting  points  for  every  study  conducted  since  Task  I 

and  have  assumed  a  semi -mystical  status.  The  MDC  and  your  Authority  have 

spent  some  $8  million  on  over  50  consultant  studies,  all  of  which 





have  been  driven  by  these  highly  dubious  demand  figures. 

Even  worse,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  projection  of  virtually  no  improvement 

in  the  "unaccounted  for  water"  category  ,  estimated  to  be  105.9  MGD  in 

1980  and  102  MGD  in  2020  (with  an  intervening  dip).  The  study 

has  focussed  most  of  its  research  funds  on  examining  miscellaneous  supply 

augmentation  options  with  virtually  no  attention  to  why  the  system  is 

losing  one-fourth  of  its  total  delivered  volume  of  water. 

I  am  further  distressed  that  so  much  time,  money,  and  energy  has  been 

focussed  upon  hypothetical  diversions  of  additional  water  from  Plymouth, 

the  Merrimack,  the  Millers,  and  the  Connecticut  Rivers.  Out  of  basin 

diversions  have  been  largely  repudiated  in  the  eastern  United  States 

and  are  clearly  disfavored  politcally  and  legally  here  in  Massachusetts. 

Regardless  of  their  benefit-cost  ratios,  diversions  are  simply  no  longer 

a  feasible  option  for  the  MDC/MWRA.  To  approve  any  of  these  anachronistic 

engineering  projects  wfll  simp^ly  waste  further  time  and  resources  in  futile 

legal  and  political  wrangling.  You  have  a  duty  to  ensure  a  reliable  water  supply 

to  your  user  region.  Diversions  will  not  be  allowed  as  you  clearly  heard 

last  week  in  Northampton.  You  had  better  avoid  the  Hobson's  choice  which 

your  predecessor  agency  has  bequeathed  to  you  and  pursue  more  promising  avenues. 

I  would  suggest  the  following  actions  to  be  considered  by  your  Authority: 

1.  Suspend  any  futher  studies  of  water  supply  options  involving 

out  of  basin  diversions  from  sources  outside  your  user  region; 

2.  Initate  a  new  state-of-the-art  demand  study  employing  expertise 

from  outside  the  New  England  region.  This  should  involve    a  disaggregated 

demand  model,  sorted  by  geographic  jurisdiction  and  functional  category 

which  would  be  designed  for  convenient  manipulation  and  updating  by  computer. 
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3.  Review  and  amplify  your  water  conserving  options. You  should 

make  every  effort  to  encourage  local  communities,  both  users  and  non-users 

to  protect  existing  local  sources,  both  ground  and  surface.  This  may 

require  new  legislation  to  permit  broader  state  powers  to  intervene  in 

local  land  use  decisions  which  impair  or  threaten  existing  or  potential 

water  sources.  Leak  detection  and  repair  efforts,  which  have  reduced 

water  demand  by  the  City  of  Boston  by  about  17  percent,  should  be 

vigorously  pursued  in  the  older  ring  of  suburbs.  Further  efforts 

are  also  required  by  MDC  to  account  for  its  "system  unaccounted  for  water". 

4.  Finally,  your  Authority  should  adopt  and  publicize  a  declaration 

of  corporate  policy  that  conservation  will  supplant  augmentation  as  your 

primary  water  supply  philosophy.  The  public  will  welcome  your  recognition 

that  it  is  time  to  start  viewing  water  as  a  precious  and  finite  resource. 





«  Winter  Scruet,    Boscoii.   Mi\  l^UJM 
June  10,  1986 

Testimony  on  the  Long  Range  Water  Supply  Study 

I  am  Elizabeth  Conklln,  Natural  Resources  Director  and  Water 

specialist  for  the  League  of  Women  Voters  of  Massachusetts. 

The  League  has  long  worked  for  sound  water  management  practices  and 

interbasin  transfer  guidelines.     Now  the  very  same  concerns  bring  the  League 

here  to  recommend  that  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  place 

diversion  at  the  bottom  of  its  list  of  techniques  for  augmenting  the 

metropolitan  water  supply. 

Although  you  may  not  be  able  to  eliminate  the  eventual  need  for 

additional  supplies,  we  urge  you  to  minimize  the  need  through: 

-  careful  maintenance  and  full  utilization  of  local  supplies 

-  careful  management  of  watershed  areas  to  maximize  water  yield 

-  conservative  use  -  as  if  we  feared,  we  were  becoming  water-poor. 

-  reuse  of  water  wherever  and  whenever  possible 

-  careful  system  maintenance  to  avoid  both  leaks  out  and  contamination 
in. 

We  believe  that  the  MWRA  should  (1)  adopt  these  as  policies,  and 

(2)  support  action  in  the  legislature  and  in  member  communities  which 

encourages  adherance  to  the  policies. 

The  League  of  Women  Voters  strongly  urges  the  MWRA  to  oppose  water 

diversion  as  a  means  of  augmenting  the  metropolitan  water  supply  until  all 

other  reasonable  means  have  been  utilized. 
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ROBERT  A.  CLARK 
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ON  THE 

SUMMARY  REPORT  OP  THE  LONG  RANGE  WATER  SUPFLT  STUDY 

AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  -  2020 

10. JUNE  1986 

Althougli  I  am  presenting  the  following  comments  on  behalf  of  the 

Massachusetts  Association  of  Conservation  Commissions  (M»A»C»C..), 

I  am  a  member  of  the  Scientific  Research  Task  Porce  for  the  Citizens 

Adrisory  Committee  on  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  Water 

Supply  E»I^R..  -  2020  (W^.^C»A*C..) .    I  am  also  a  board  member  of 

Priends  of^Quabbin  and  a  member  of  the  Quabbin  Watershed  Adrisory 
Committee  for  the  M.J),jC..    I  have  studied  the  natural  history  of 

Central  Massachusetts  from  the  Connecticut  Valley  east  for  over 

twenty  years. 

The  1^»JlJZ,C.  is  strongly  opposed  to  the  alternatives  under  consideration 

by  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (M-WJi,A.)  for  the 

diversions  of  the  Connecticut  River  and  Millers/Tully  Rivers  to  the 

Quabbin  Reservoir,    The  general  approach  of  seeking  water  sources 

from  Central  and  Western  Massachusetts  as  if  they  were  unlimited 

and  neglecting  comprehensive  and  strict  approaches  to  conservation, 

leak  repair,  and  rehabilitation  of  user  sources  which  go  beyond  the 

studies  in  the  Siimmary  Report  is  extremely  shortsighted  and  could 

^         have  severe  impacts  on  the  Commonwealth  for  the  future.    As  usaer 

LINCOLN  FILENE  CENTER 
TUFTS  UNIVERSITY 
MEDFORD,  MASSACHUSETTS  02155 
(617)  381-3457 
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commimities  experience  growth  that  may  likely  go  beyond  the 

estimates  in  the  studies,  other  regions  in  the  Commonwealth  are 

also  in  a  state  of  growth  that  will  put  increased  demands  on 

these  very  water  resources.    Water  resources  are  finite  resources 

and,  as  such,  are  eiren  more  important  to  local  interests. 

The  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  alternatives  are 

inadequately  addressFed.     The  impacts  of  decreased  flow  in  the 

Connecticut  River  and  especially  in  the  Millers  River  on  water 

temperature  and  concentration  of  sediments  have  been  poorly 

addressed.    Natural  seasonal  fluctuation  in  flow  is  an  integral 

part  of  a  river's  ecology,  and  it  is  inconceivable  that  a  major 

change  in  the  ecology  of  the  river  system  would  not  occur  over 

time.    The  introduction  of  the  lamprey  to  the  Quabbin  Reservoir 

would  devastate  the  fisheries  there.    Also,  the  increased  eutrophication 

of  Quabbin  could  be  much  more  severe  than  anticipated  should  drought 

periods  occur  creating  low  reservoir  levels  and  higher  water 

temperat\ires.    Although  mention  is  made  of  prehistoric  sites,  it 

should  be  noted  that  detailed  surveys  have  not  been  made. 

I  am  especially  concerned  with  the  drying  of  habitat  and  subsequent 

mortality  in  the  Merrimack  River  alternative.    The  effects  on  rare 

and  endangered  species  and  the  reduction  in  flow  and  subsequent 

change  in  coniTnunitiea  along  the  river  edges  is  of  concern  for  both 

the  Merrimack  River  and  Sudbury  River  alternatives. 

The  lowering  of  the  water  table  which  would  result  from  the  proposed 

Plymouth  Aquifer  alternative  would  have  a  devastating  effect  on  many 

State  and  Federally  listed  endangered  species.     The  alternative  could 

have  a  major  impact  for  the  region  in  reducing  locally  needed  water 

resources. 

In  general,  the  studies  have  been  poorly  prepared  and  contain  maxiy 

errors.  Indicator  species  were  selected  that  do  not  exist  in  some 

cases  and  in  other  cases  do  not  indicate  the  effects  of  the  propossed 
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changes.    When  errors  occur  such  as  a  species  which  is  in  actuality 

a  carnivore  is  listed  as  a  herbivore,  one  has  to  question  the 

credibility  of  the  study.    Such  errors  are  common  in  the  Watershed 

Management  alternative. 

The  severe  reduction  in  forest  density,  especially  softwood  forest 

density,  recommended  in  the  Watershed  Management  alternative  can 

only  create  a  major  disruption  and  change  in  the  ecology  of  the 

Quabbin  watershed.    Although  some  reduction  in  density  is  needed, 

the  alternative  is  much  too  extreme.    This  alternative  woxild  have 

a  disruptive  effect  on  the  forest  products  econony  of  the  region, 

A  much  more  protracted  watershed  management  prpgram  with  consideration 

for  the  protection  of  important  habitats  would  increase  water  yields 

and  help  protect  the  economic  stability  of  the  region  for  forest 

products.    Fortunately,  the  M*J).jC.  yatarshed  management  plan  goes 

a  long  way  in  addressing  some  of  these  concerns. 

The  M.A-.JG..G:.  opposes  the  diversions  under  consideration  by  the 

M*.WJi.^  as  the  studies  contain  nTimerous  errors  and  as  they  do 

not  address  the  real  need  for  strict  conservation,  leak  repair, 

protection  and  rehabilitation  of  local  water  supplies,  and  program 

of  demand  management.    The  risks  to  the  water  resources  as  well  as 

to  the  overall  environment  of  effected  regions  are  not  worth  taking. 
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Massachusetts  Audubon  Society 

South  Great  Road 

Lincoln,  Massachusetts  01773 

(617)  259-9500 

Statement  of  Dr.  Gerard  Bertrand,  President 
Massachusetts  Audubon  Society 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  Hearing 

On  The  Long-Range  Water  Supply  Study 

June  10,  1986 
State  House  -  Gardner  Auditorium 

Chairman  Hoyte,  and  members  of  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA) 
Board  of  Directors,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  most 
important  water  supply  study. 

The  Massachsuetts  Audubon  Society  has  demonstrated  a  long>-term  commitment  to 
sound  water  supply  management  in  the  Commonwealth.    In  addition  to  providing 
assistance  to  communities  for  local  groundwater  protection  efforts,  we  have 
worked  closely  with  the  Legislature  to  play  an  integral  role  in  the  passage 
of  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  and  the  Water  Management  Act.    We  lobbied  to 
amend  the  Authority  enabling  legislation  for  two  members  on  the  Board  of 
Directors  to  represent  donor  watersheds;  for  strict  limits  on  expansion  on 
the  water  and  sewerage  system;  for  environmental  representation  on  the  Quabbin 
Advisory  Committee,  and  for  water  conservation  measures.    These  laws  reflect 
a  strong  mandate  from  the  Legislature  to  protect,  properly  manage,  and  conserve 
water  resources,  and  to  consider  development  of  large,  new  supplies  only  after 

all  possible  steps  have  been  taken  to  avoid  the  impacts  of  inter-basin  transfers, 
river  diversions,  and  significant  withdrawalT. 

The  future  management  of  the  MWRA  water  supply  has  far-reaching  environmental 
and  economic  implications  not  only  for  communities  within  the  MWRA  system,  but 
for  several  watersheds  throughout  the  Commonwealth  from  which  future  water 
supplies  may  be  taken.    The  selection  of  preferred  alternatives  will  signify 
the  seriousness  with  which  the  Authority  accepts  current  water  policy  in 
Massachusetts,  as  enunciated  in  the  Water  Supply  Policy  Statement,  Interbasin 

Transfer  Act,  Water  Management  Act,  and  the  Authority's  own  enabling  legisla- 
tion.   The  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  is  concerned  that  the  Water  Supply 

Study  was  begun,  and  seems  to  have  been  continued,  under  obsolete  assumptions, 

developed  prior  to  the  passage  of  current  water  law.    The  augmentation  alter- 
natives (river  diversions  and  Plymouth  Aquifer)  should  automatically  be 

assumed  to  be  options  of  last  resort,  and  such  an  assumption  should  be  reflected 

in  the  selection  criteria-    The  Governor's  statement  that  river  diversions  will 
not  be  allowed  should  be  made  an  explicit  assumption  of  the  study. 

Rather  than  prolong  an  already  costly  and  lengthy  study,  the  Authority  should 
focus  the  remainder  of  the  study  and  Draft  EIR  on  ways  to  properly  manage  its 
existing  system,  promote  aggressive  water  conservation  programs,  account  for 
over  130  mgd  of  unaccounted-for  water  (about  one-third  of  total  system  use!) 
and  establish  a  data  base  to  enable  accurate,  and  timely  projections  of  future 
water  need    and  appropriate  actions  to  meet  that  need. 
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While  the  study  contains  some  useful  information,  the  study  is  seriously  flawed. 

For  example,  the  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  believes  that  the  study  over- 
projects  future  water  need  by  more  than  100  mgd;  and  that  future  demand,  if 
realized,  can  be  met  in  a  most  economically  and  environmentally  sound  manner 
through  demand  management  and,  secondarily,  through  user  sources  and  ecologically 
sound  watershed  management.    All  major  river  and  aquifer  diversions  should  be 
dropped  from  consideration  until  the  Authority  establishes  actual  need, 

institutes  a  comprehensive  demand-management  program,  and  activates  the  user 
sources  and  watershed  management  alternatives,  if  necessary.    In  accordance 
with  Section  8(d)  of  the  enabling  legislation,  all  contract  users  as  well  as 
potential  future  users  should  be  notified  immediately  that  MWRA  can  no  longer 
be  assumed  available  upon  demand.    In  addition,  the  Authority  should  cooperate 
with  state  agencies  and  communities  to  encourage  protection  of  local  water 
supplies  to  avoid  dependence  on  its  system. 

The  Water  Supply  Citizen's  Advisory  Committee  (WSCAC)  has  done  an  outstanding 
professional  job  of  reviewing  the  water  supply  study  and  identifying  major 
discrepancies  that  have  not  yet  been  resolved.    The  MWRA  should  seriously 

consider  all  comments  from  this  committed,  knowledgable  citizen's  group, 
which  was  created  specifically  for  the  purpose  of  providing  input  from  repre- 

sentatives of  all  proposed  alternative  sources  of  supply  as  well  as  from  member 
communities.    The  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  has  noted  the  consistent  lack 
of  an  adequate  response  to  the  many  valid  questions  raised  and  suggestions 
made  by  WSCAC.    The  voice  of  this  Committee  can  no  longer  continue  to  be  ignored. 

The  Authority's  enabling  legislation  created  another  advisory  body  that  must  be 
heard.    The  Quabbin  Watershed  Advisory  Committee  (QWAC)  on  which  Massachusetts 
Audubon  is  represented,  is  responsible  for  reviewing  and  recommending  to  the 

Metropolitan  District  Committee  Watershed  Management  Division  a  proper  water- 
shed management  plan.    QWAC  has  identified  serious  errors  in  the  selection  of 

indicator  species  and  the  evaluation  of  impacts  on  wildlife  populations  in  the 

MWRA's  report.    Water  quality  impacts  were  also  inadequately  assessed.  The 
MWRA's  watershed  management  alternative  should  be  developed  in  consultation 
with  QWAC  and  the  MDC  Watershed  Management  Division,  which  has  approval 
authority  over  all  activities  within  the  watersheds.    The  Massachusetts  Audubon 

Society  has  been  involved  in  the  bald  eagle  re-introduction  and  the  loon  nesting 
projects,  and  is  deeply  concerned  about  the  long-term  viability  of  wildlife 
and  fisheries  resources  in  the  Quabbin.    The  harvesting  of  trees  within  the 
watershed  to  increase  reservoir  yields  must  be  done  with  the  utmost  sensitivity 
to  wildlife  concerns. 

As  a  resident  of  Concord  and  a  neighbor  to  the  Assabet  River,  I  am  most  personally 
concerned  about  the  Sudbury  River/Reservoir  alternative.    There  are  several 
aspects  of  the  Sudbury  River  study  that  render  it  particularly  troublesome. 
The  Sudbury  River  study  did  not  assess  the  effects  of  flow  reduction  on  local 
water  supplies,  including  those  in  Lincoln,  Sudbury,  Wayland  and  Billerica. 
Communities  within  the  Sudbury  Valley,  as  well  as  those  downstream  within  the 
Concord  (such  as  Bedford)  need  additional  water  supplies  to  meet  current  demand 
or  to  offset  loss  of  supplies  due  to  contamination. 

The  Sudbury  River  elevation  used  to  trigger  a  taking  in  the  Sudbury  system 
(whether  via  reservoir  treatment  or  upper  Sudbury  watershed  with  treatment) 
was  artificially  lowered  by  six  inches  to  gain  an  additional  0.5  mgd  yield. 
The  trigger  elevation  was  established  at  the  wrong  location;  at  Sherman's 
Bridge  the  Sudbury  River  backs  up  because  of  a  downstream  dam.    In  addition. 
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the  selected  river  elevation  constraints  for  limiting  diversion  were  consistently 
below  the  historic  monthly  mean  river  elevations.    Thus,  both  the  elevation  at 
which  diversion  may  occur  and  the  minimum  river  flows  during  diversion  are 

seriously  in  error  and  must  be  re-calculated  prior  to  any  meaningful  environ- 
mental impact  analysis. 

The  relationship  of  any  Sudbury  River  diversion  to  the  classification  of  the 
Sudbury  as  a  Scenic  River  was  not  addressed  as  required  in  the  MEPA  scope. 
Over  17  miles  of  the  Sudbury  River  have  been  classified  as  Scenic,  and  any 
river  taking  must  be  addressed  in  terms  of  its  impact  on  the  aesthetic  values 
of  the  Sudbury  River  and  its  floodplain. 

Over  the  past  decade,  the  Sudbury  River  has  undergone  a  recuperative  period  in 
terms  of  its  wildlife  ecology.    The  river  and  its  floodplain  are  particularly 
signficant  for  overwintering  birds.    The  Sudbury  study  did  not  adequately  assess 
the  impact  of  diversion  on  wildlife.    The  little  original  research  that  was 
done  is  questionable,  and  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sevice  has  expressed  grave 
concerns  about  the  impact  of  any  river  taking  on  Great  Meadows  Wildlife  Refuge. 
Although  the  study  scope  called  for  an  analysis  of  current  conditions  and 
wildlife  values,  no  field  checking  was  reported  in  the  study.    Likewise,  no 
mapping  of  wetlands  nor  an  assessment  of  wetland  conditions  at  various  river 
stages,  as  required  in  the  scope,  was  presented  in  the  study. 

The  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  is  concerned  about  the  long-term  effects  of 
any  Sudbury  River  taking  on  the  wildlife  in  the  area.    Water  levels  at  the  Great 
Meadows  Refuge  are  controlled  for  the  specific  purpose  of  wildlife  management. 

Any  alteration  of  water  elevation  could  have  drastic  long-term  effects  on 
important  wildlife  species,  especially  migratory  waterfowl.    If  adequate  over- 

wintering sites  are  not  available,  bird  populations  can  be  expected  to  decline. 
Many  species  depend  on  the  river  and/or  its  wetland  system  for  breeding,  feeding, 
or  resting  areas. 

Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  has  taken  the  protection  and  management  of  water 
resources  as  a  top  priority  for  the  1980s.    We  stand  ready  and  willing  to  help 
the  Authority  meets  its  obligation  to  its  member  communities  as  well  as  other 
affected  areas  of  the  Commonwealth  in  the  most  appropriate  and  environmentally 
sound  manner. 

GAB:rf 
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MWRA  TESTIMONY,    JUNE    3  1986 

My   name    is   Edwin   B.    Cady,    Jr..      I   am  president   of  the 

Massachusetts   Forestry   Association.      The  non-profit 

Massachusetts   Forestry  Association  is  dedicated  to 

conserving  the   forests  of  Massachusetts. 

Based  on  a   review  of  availible  documents  and  discussions 

with  Chief  Forester  Sp^encer,   we  encourage  accelerated 

forest  management  of   the  Quabbin  Reservoir   (and  others), 

under  the  present  system  of  strict  supervision  and  with  an 

increased  budget  and  more  foresters,   as  a  means  to  safely 

increase  water  yield  without  environmental  harm  while 

increasing  the  quantity  and  quality  of   the   forest  resource 
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John  F  Piott>  Six  Beacon  Street,  Suite  925  '  ,.,J,%f.j^^, Executive  Secretary  Boston.  Massachusetts  02108  ^  (617)  742  ̂ bbi 

3  0  June  19  8  6 
RECEIVED 

Secretary  James  Hoyte  Jljii  ' Chainnan,  MWRA  Board  of  Directors 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  PPFPF  OF        ''^^•''R'^ '^RY 

100  Cambridge  Street  Orrltt  ur  i.  - 

Boston,  MA    02202  OF  ENViRON^iLNl AL  Ai  FmIK^ 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Enclosed  please  find  the  Advisory  Board's  Comments  and  Recommendations 
on  the  MWRA's  Long  Range  Water  Supply  Study.     The  Advisory  Board  has 
been  reviewing  certain  sections  of  the  Authority's  Water  Supply  Study 
since  last  fall,  primarily  through  the  Water  Task  Force  of  its 
Committee  on  Operations.     To  increase  the  level  of  understanding  of  the 

water  supply  situation,  and  to  facilitate  consensus-building,  the 
Advisory  Board  membership  was  presented  with  three  comprehensive 
briefings  on  the  Study  and  other  water  related  issues  during  the  past 
several  months.     The  Water  Task  Force  then  prepared  draft  comments, 
which  were  circulated  to  all  Advisory  Board  members.     At  our  June  17 
meeting,  the  Advisory  Board  unanimously  approved  those  comments,  after 
leaving  certain  refinements  to  be  worked  out  by  staff.     The  minor 
revisions  made  since  June  17  were  circulated  for  additional  feedback 

and  only  those  that  received  universal  support  were  contained  in  the 
final  comments,  as  enclosed. 

Although  the  enclosed  comments  represent  the  opinions  of  the  Advisory 
Board  members  at  this  time,  we  recongize  that  the  complex  issues 
surrounding  water  supply  will  require  ongoing  review  and 
reconsideration  as  new  information  is  brought  to  light.     In  addition, 
many  of  the  future  decisions  that  will  be  necessary  deserve  active 
Advisory  Board  involvement.     Among  those  noted  in  our  comments,   I  wish 

to  highlight  the  need  for  a  "Future  Users"  policy. 

The  Advisory  Board,  which  has  a  direct  role  in  allowing  new  communities 

into  the  system,   is  eager  to  begin  developing  an  appropriate  "Future 
User"  policy.     I  think  it  would  prove  in  the  best  interest  of  both  the 
Advisory  Board  and  the  Authority  if  the  two  organizations  could  work 
together  toward  this  common  goal.     Perhaps  some  sort  of  joint  task 
force  could  be  formed  to  address  this  important  set  of  policy  issues. 

Arlington     .     Ashland     •     Bedford     •     Belmont     •     Boston     .     Braintree     •     Brookline     •     Burlington     •     Cambridge  •  Canton 
Chelsea     •     Chicopee    •     Clinton     .     Dedham     .     Everett     •     Framingham     •     Hingham     •     Holbrook     •     Leominster     •  Lexington 
Lynn     .     Lynnfield     •     Maiden      .     Marblehead      •     Marlborough      •     Medford      •      Melrose     •      Milton      •      Nahant  •  Natick 
Needham     •     Newton     •     Northborough     .     Norwood     •     Peabody     •     Quincy     •     Randolph     •     Reading     •     Revere  •  Saugus 
Someo/ille    •   South  Hadley    •   Southborough    .    Stoneham   •   Stoughton    .    Swampscott    •   Wakedeld   •   Walpoie    ♦    Waltham    •  Watenown 
Wellesley    •    Weston    .    Westwood    •    Weymouth    .    WMbraham    .    Wilmington    •    Winchester    •    Winthrop    •    Woburn    .  Worcester 





Finally,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Authority's  staff,  particularly 
Patricia  Corcoran  in  the  Waterworks  Division,   for  timely  cooperation 
during  our  review  process.     If  anyone  at  the  Authority  has  questions 
about  our  Comments  and  Recommendations,  they  should  feel  free  to 
contact  our  Executive  Secretary,  John  Piotti,  at  the  number  above. 

P.S.  I  am  also  enclosing  some  additional  comments  on  the  Watershed 
Management  Alternative  that  were  prepared  by  Advisory  Board  member, 
Paul  Schlaikjer. 

Sincerely 

Norman  Jacques,  Cha 
MWRA  Advisory  Board 
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TELEPHONE JOHNFPIOTTI  (617)742-7561 EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY 

June  30,  1986 

COMMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  CONCERNING  THE  WATER  SUPPLY 

STUDY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT-2  02  0 

The  MWRA  Advisory  Board  is  pleased  to  submit  these  comments  on  the  Water 
Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report-2  02  0.     The  Advisory  Board 
represents  the  interests  and  concerns  of  the  cities  and  towns  served  by 
the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority,  and  these  comments  are 
intended  to  assist  in  the  formulation  of  certain  policies  and  decisions 
which  may  affect  the  welfare  of  communities  and  their  residents.  The 
Advisory  Board  believes  that  local  and  regional  water  supply  issues  are  of 
major  significance,  and  that  all  upcoming  decisions  and  subsequent  actions 
should  be  most  carefully  planned  and  implemented,  based  on  the  best 
information  available  and  in  accordance  with  the  water  management 
objectives  of  the  Commonwealth.     As  has  been  the  case  throughout  the 
history  of  this  region,  the  provision  of  pure,  healthful,  dependable,  and 
affordable  water  services  represents  a  primary  need  and  concern  for 
communities,   families,  and  other  users  of  the  water  resource. 

While  the  Study  is  comprehensive  and  thorough  in  many  ways,  important 

information  about  local  water  supplies,  unaccounted-for  water,  and  water 
usage  remains  incomplete  and  clouded  in  uncertainty.     To  assist  the  M^^RA 
in  its  evaluation  of  demand  forecasts  and  supply  alternatives,  new  and 
more  complete  information  does  need  to  be  gathered.     However,  the  Advisory 
Board  is  not  suggesting  that  the  Study  is  not  useful,  or  that  a  new  study 
is  necessary.     Building  on  the  knowledge  and  information  generated  to 
date,  the  MWRA  can  move  forward  with  certain  decisions  and  actions,  while 
also  requisitioning  new  information  on  specific  issues  and  important 
unanswered  questions.     The  current  uncertainty  surrounding  future  water 
needs  makes  it  particularly  difficult  to  realistically  develop  a 

definitive  long-term  water  supply  strategy.     Yet  even  before  all  the 
information  is  in,  and  before  a  comprehensive  strategy  takes  shape,  the 
MWRA  can  make  constructive  progress  on  many  fronts.     Specifically,  the 
MWRA  should  begin  to  make  decisions,   formulate  policies,  and  implement 
actions  which  will  help  define  and  plan  for  its  future  water  supply  needs. 

When  our  review  of  the  Study  began  several  months  ago,  we  determined  that 
it  would  best  serve  the  diverse  interests  of  all  Advisory  Board 
communities  to  limit  our  scope  to  cover  only  those  issues  and  alternatives 
which  would  most  directly  involve  and  affect  the  cities  and  towns  in  the 
service  area.     The  comments  and  recommendations  which  then  developed  from 
the  review  process  specifically  address  these  aspects  of  the  Study:  Water 
Needs  Projections,   Demand  Management  Alternative,  and  User  Sources 
Alternative.     Comments  on  the  Watershed  Management  Alternative  were  also 
included  because  an  interested  Advisory  Board  member  had  investigated  this 
alternative. 
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By  not  commenting  specifically  on  several  of  the  other  alternatives 
presented  in  the  Study,  the  Advisory  Board  does  not  intend  to  imply  that 
these  alternatives  should  be  ruled  out  of  the  evaluation  and  consideration 

process.     The  Advisory  Board  recognizes  that  the  possibility  exists  that 
at  some  future  time  the  supply  capacity  of  the  system  may  need  to  be 
significantly  expanded.     The  MWRA  should  reasonably  be  prepared  for 
probable  future  scenarios,  and  should  thus  maintain  an  adequate 
information  base  to  guide  future  water  supply  decisions.     Currently,  the 
MWRA  may  not  have  all  the  information  it  needs  to  thoroughly  evaluate 
water  supply  needs  and  alternatives,  but  it  can  define  priorities  and  set 

an  agenda  which  lays  a  foundation  for  a  long-term  water  supply  strategy. 
It  is  recommended  that  near-term  priorities  should  focus  on  improving  the 
efficiencies  of  water  distribution  and  water  usage,   increasing  the 

knowledge-base  about  the  extent,  availability,  and  quality  factors  of  all 
local  water  sources  in  the  service  area,  and  strengthening  the  reliability 
of  water  needs  forecasts. 

Our  comments  on  the  Study  itself  can  be  summarized  with  the  following 

points : 

*  The  projections  of  water  need  reflected  in  the  "Capacity  Planning 
Estimates"  appear  to  be  excessive. 

*  The  necessary  involvement  of  the  communities  in  the  Demand 
Management  Program  is  not  fully  addressed  in  the  Study. 

*  The  potential  savings  from  water  conservation,  recycling,  and 
reuse  in  industry  and  business  appears  to  be  underestimated 
in  the  Demand  Management  Program.     Other  innovations  and 
improvements  in  water  management  are  also  not  addressed  in 
the  Study. 

*  The  general  concept  of  Watershed  Management  is  sound,  and  the  MDC • s 
ten  year  plan  appears  to  offer  an  effective,  balanced  approach. 

*  While  User  Sources  appears  to  be  an  important  alternative,  much 
information  relating  to  water  quality,  contamination  potentials, 
and  total  yields  remains  to  be  gathered.     Also,  the  issues  of 
financing,  development,  and  operating  responsibilities  must 
still  be  considered. 

*  The  Study  does  not  discuss  the  effects  various  "Future  User" 
policies  may  have  on  encouraging  responsible  management  and  pro- 

tection of  local  supplies,  to  avoid  dependency  on  MWRA  supplies. 

*  The  Study  does  not  consider  what  measures  could  be  taken  to  reduce 
the  likelihood  of  contamination  losses  of  local  supplies. 

*  The  water  quality  information  for  some  of  the  alternatives  is  out 
of  date,  and  potential  changes  in  source  water  quality  are  not 
fully  addressed. 

More  detailed  comments  are  provided  in  the  four  following  areas:   I)  Water 
Needs  Projections;  II)   Demand  Management  Alternative;  III)  Watershed 
Management  Alternative;  and  IV)  User  Sources  Alternative.  Specific 
recommendations  for  near-term  water  supply  policies  and  decisions  are  then 
provided  on  page  8. 



f 
 



Page  3 

I.   WATER  NEEDS  PROJECTIONS 

The  Advisory  Board  believes  that  an  accurate,   realistic  determination  of 
water  needs  is  an  essential  step  in  the  assessment  of  water  supply 

alternatives  and  the  development  of  a  long-term  water  supply  strategy. 
Estimating  future  water  needs  is  not  easy,  nor  is  it  completely 
scientific;  ultimately  the  estimates  must  rest  upon  certain  assumptions 

about  future  trends  and  events.     The  Study's  Capacity  Planning  Estimate  is 
composed  of  three  categories  of  water  use:  Net  Demand  on  MWRA  by  Current 
Users  and  System,  Potential  Demand  from  Future  Users  and  Contamination, 
and  Potential  Additional  Demand  by  Partial  Users   (Legal  Obligations) .  The 
latter  two  categories  account  for  the  majority  of  additional  demand  on  the 
MWRA  (88  MGD  by  2  020)  ,  and  thus  these  categories  deseirve  extra  attention 
to  examine  how  the  values  were  calculated  and  what  assumptions  they  were 
based  upon.     In  particular,  the  Advisory  Board  believes  that  Legal 
Obligations  should  be  reevaluated  because  the  amount  of  additional  demand 
attributable  to  this  category  appears  unjustifiably  excessive. 

Legal  Obligations 

No  explicit  reasoning  is  presented  to  support  the  inclusion  of  the  full 
amount,  55  MGD,   in  the  demand  projections  throughout  the  entire  planning 

period.     The  Study  states  the  principle  that  "the  MWRA  should  be  prepared 
to  fulfill  its  contractual  obligations  to  partially-supplied  users."  The 
Advisory  Board  does  not  question  this  principle  in  theory,  but  it  does 
question  the  rationality  of  incorporating  the  full  amount  in  the  Capacity 
Planning  Estimate  when  this  water  may  not  be  needed  in  reality.     While  the 
needs  of  contract  users  should  be  respected,  demand  projections  should  be 
based  on  reasonable  expectations.     What  if  much  of  this  water  is  not 
needed  by  partial  users?    Not  only  might  it  be  a  wasteful  expenditure  of 
millions  of  dollars  to  prepare  supplies  for  an  unlikely  occurrence,  but  it 
may  also  spur  increased  urban  growth  beyond  local  capacities,  and  lessen 
the  commitment  to  local  source  protection.     It  appears  that  the  Study  may 

be  suggesting  a  very  costly  strategy  of  over-preparation. 

The  Water  Needs  Report  does  not  provide  enough  information  to  conclusively 
demonstrate  what  amount  should  reasonably  be  included  for  the  Legal 

Obligations  category — the  amount  could  conceivably  range  from  0  to  55 
MGD.     What  is  needed  is  an  evaluation  of  how  much  additional  water  a 

partially-supplied  community  might  request,  and  for  what  reasons.     Is  it 
loss  of  supplies  due  to  contamination  or  depletion?     The  Study  should 
explicitly  address  the  reasons  causing  this  additional  demand,  providing 
information  in  the  form  of  likelihoods  for  these  events  to  realistically 
occur. 

As  far  as  is  practical,  water  needs  planning  should  be  based  on  realistic 
future  scenarios,  considering  the  likelihoods  of  certain  partial  users 
requesting  additional  water  from  the  MWRA.     The  Potential  Additional 
Demand  due  to  Legal  Obligations  should  not  be  based  on  the  extreme 

case-full  potential  amount,  but  rather  on  the  most  likely  scenario 
involving  the  demands  of  partial  users  and  their  local  supplies.  This 
approach  may  reduce  water  needs  projections  by  allowing  for  the 
incorporation  of  a  fraction  of  55  MGD. 
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Contractual  Arrangements 

Since  many  service  contracts  expire  during  the  next  several  years,  the 
Study  should  also  consider  what  effect  renegotiating  these  contracts  may 
have  on  future  water  demands  on  the  MWRA.     Although  the  MWRA  Enabling  Act 
clearly  states  that  the  Authority  is  not  obligated  to  renew  contracts  or 
provide  additional  water,  the  Advisory  Board  believes  that  the  Authority 

should  respect  the  needs  of  "contract  customers."    Yet  the  Advisory  Board 
also  feels  that  one  of  the  aims  o.f  renegotiation  should  be  to  require  each 

"contract  customer"  to  pay  an  equitable  share  of  MWRA  costs.     This  might 
translate  into  requiring  all  communities  to  pay  prevailing  rates,  and 

requiring  those  "contract  customers"  which  have  never  paid  an  appropriate 
entrance  fee  to  do  so.     Moving  toward  charges  of  this  sort  may  lessen 
future  demands  on  the  MWRA  system  by  providing  some  communities  with 
greater  economic  incentives  to  develop  alternative  local  supplies.  As 
directed  by  the  Enabling  Act,  renewed  contracts  should  also  include  strict 
conservation  and  local  source  protection  measures.     Such  provisions  would 
also  reduce  future  water  demands  on  the  system.       The  Authority  should 
work  closely  with  the  Advisory  Board  and  its  member  communities  in 
formulating  plans  to  address  these  and  other  related  issues. 

Contamination  and  Future  Users 

The  contamination  of  local  water  supplies  is  a  serious  threat  to  the 
quality  of  life  in  the  cities  and  towns  of  this  area.     The  Authority 
should  initiate  a  plan  of  preventive  actions  to  assist  communities  in 
controlling  this  growing  problem.     The  Study  does  not  fully  address  what 
possible  measures  could  be  used  to  reduce  the  expected  probability  of 
supply  losses  due  to  contamination.     By  the  year  2020,  a  total  of  27  MGD 
is  incorporated  into  the  demand  projection,  based  on  an  estimate  of  supply 
losses  in  non-user  communities  due  to  contamination.     The  estimate  itself 
is  highly  imprecise,  losses  may  be  much  less  or  much  more  than  27  MGD. 
But  the  estimate  seems  to  be  based  on  the  assumption  that  nothing  will  be 
done  to  control  contamination.     Revised  estimates  should  be  developed  to 
reflect  how  much  water  could  be  saved  from  contamination  by  various  levels 
of  effort  to  control  the  causes  of  water  contamination. 

It  is  expected  that  in  the  near  future,  the  MWRA  and  the  Advisory  Board 
will  need  to  jointly  develop  policies  regarding  the  admittance  of  new 

communities  to  the  water  supply  system.     "Future  User"  policies  can  be 
designed  to  encourage  communities  to  seek  MWRA  water  only  as  a  last 
resort.     Such  policies  could  reduce  demand  attributable  to  future  users. 

Priority  should  be  given  to  the  formulation  of  a  "Future  User"  policy. 

Population  Growth  and  Baseline  Demand 

While  population  growth  is  not  considered  a  major  factor  in  increasing 
future  water  demands,   it  is  a  significant  contributing  factor  which 
deserves  close  attention  by  the  MWRA.     The  Advisory  Board  has  observed 
that  there  are  many  different  population  models  and  projections  in  use 
here  in  Eastern  Massachusetts.     While  the  Advisory  Board  is  not  in  a 
position  to  judge  which  models  are  most  correct,   it  does  recognize  that 
the  MWRA  will  have  to  grapple  with  such  a  decision.     It  would  be 
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reasonable  to  assume  that  some  growth  will  occur  in  this  region,  due  in 

part  to  an  attractive  economic  climate.     VThatever  rate  of  growth  the  I4WRA 
assumes,   it  should  be  consistent  with  planning  rates  used  in  other 
departments  of  the  MWRA,   including  sewage  treatment  facilities  planning. 
The  Authority  should  also  seek  to  correlate  its  growth  projections  with 
the  cumulative  growth  expectations  of  the  cities  and  towns  it  serves. 

Generally,  the  Advisory  Board  agrees  that  baseline  demand  (i.e., the  Net 
Demand  on  the  MWRA  by  Current  Users  and  System)  will  increase  during  the 
planning  period.     However,  as  discussed  previously,  the  additional  demands 
beyond  the  baseline  appear  to  be  highly  speculative  and  uncertain.  The 
Capacity  Planning  Estimates  should  incorporate  additional  demands  which 
are  reasonably  justifiable.     The  large  differences  between  the  baseline 
demands  and  the  Capacity  Planning  Estimates  should  be  thoroughly 
justified.     The  MWRA  should  plan  to  provide  an  adequate,  but  not 
excessive,  margin  of  safety  to  accommodate  the  potential  additional  water 
needs  of  communities. 

II.   DEMAND  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

Cooperative  Efforts 

The  effectiveness  of  any  measures  to  reduce  demand  is  highly  dependent  on 
the  level  of  cooperation  and  understanding  between  all  parties:  the  MWRA, 
communities,   institutions,  businesses,  and  residents.     As  the  levels  of 
cooperation  and  understanding  go  up,  the  costs  of  achieving  results  go 
down.     The  Advisory  Board  wants  to  emphasize  this  point  because  the  plan 
outlined  in  the  Study  focuses  on  the  level  of  effort  of  MWRA  personnel, 
while  it  fails  to  consider  what  communities  and  residents  can  do  for 

themselves.     With  the  proper  incentives,  the  communities  can  work  with  the 
MWRA  to  achieve  savings  which  may  even  be  greater  than  the  3  2  MGD 
suggested  in  the  Study. 

Education  about  the  issues  of  water  use  and  water  conservation  is  a  key 
factor  which  raises  public  awareness  and  increases  the  level  of 
understanding  of  water  supply  limitations.     The  Advisory  Board  agrees  that 
education,  through  schools,  media,  and  other  events,   serves  a  valuable 
function  by  supporting  the  other  components  of  Demand  Management. 

Nondomestic  Conservation 

The  Nondomestic  Conservation  component  of  the  program  is  estimated  to 
yield  reductions  from  5.5  to  8.0  MGD.     These  estimates  deserve 

reevaluation  in  light  of  the  many  advances  in  water-saving  technologies 
which  are  being  implemented  in  industries,  businesses,  and  institutions 
across  the  country.     One  company  in  Boston,  Gillette,  achieved  savings  of 
nearly  2  MGD  from  their  own  water  conservation  program.     Other  companies 
and  universities  have  also  achieved  significant  savings  by  introducing  new 
technologies,   such  as  recycling  cooling  or  process  waters.     Clearly,  there 
is  great  potential  to  reduce  water  demand  significantly  in  this  sector. 
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Leak  Detection  and  Repair 

Leak  Detection  and  Repair  (LD&R)   is  a  most  effective,  and  economical  way 

of  recovering  large  amounts  of  wasted,  unaccounted-for  water.  The 
recovery  of  unaccounted-for  water  should  be  a  top  priority  for  the  Demand 
Management  alternative.     While  the  exact  amount  of  recoverable  water  is 
difficult  to  determine,   it  is  believed  that  more  water  is  recoverable  than 
is  estimated  in  the  Study.     New  estimates  could  serve  as  a  realistic 
target  for  the  LD&R  program.     By  providing  guidance  and  funding  to 
communities,  the  program  intends  to  promote  a  more  uniform  and  effective 
level  of  effort  among  communities  in  the  region.     Issues  that  should  be 
resolved  before  implementation  begins  include  the  distribution  of 
responsibilities,  and  the  equitable  designation  of  program  costs  among 
involved  communities.     From  communications  with    MWRA  staff,   it  is 

apparent  that  the  MWRA  is  sensitive  to  the  potential  difficulties  which 
may  develop,  and  is  designing  plans  to  maximize  the  involvement  of  the 
communities  in  an  ongoing  LD&R  program. 

Domestic  Device  Retrofit 

The  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  component  of  Demand  Management,   as  presented 
in  the  Study,  raises  some  concerns  about  public  acceptance,  high  costs, 
and  acceptable  installation  schemes.     The  study  does  not  fully  address  the 

communities '  level  of  involvement  which  may  be  necessary  to  achieve 
successful  results.     Generally,  voluntary  installation  by  residents  would 
seem    preferable  than  mandatory  programs  administered  by  MWRA  personnel. 
However  it  is  recognized  that  response  rates  may  be  higher  if  installation 
crews  are  employed.     The  high  labor  costs  involved  in  installation,  along 
with  potential  liability  problems,  seems  to  warrant  a  comprehensive 
evaluation  of  alternative  installation  strategies,  which  could  involve 
programs  designed  and  administered  at  the  local  level.     Incentives  which 
may  increase  voluntary  response  rates  should  also  be  examined. 
Communications  with  persons  on  the  MWRA  staff  indicate  that  flexible 
strategies  are  being  considered.     It  would  be  useful  to  know  more  about 
the  experiences  encountered  in  other  cities  where  similar  programs  were 
implemented. 

III.  WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

Watershed  Management  involves  changing  and  managing  the  vegetative  cover 
on  much  of  the  MDC-owned  land  in  the  Quabbin,  Ware,  and  Wachusett 
watersheds,  to  allow  for  increased  water  flows  into  the  reservoirs. 
Programs  to  increase  water  yields  should  not  threaten  sensitive  or 
important  environmental  resources.     The  plan  which  has  been  developed  by 
the  MDC  over  the  past  several  years  is  comprehensive  and  detailed,  and 
seems  to  reasonably  balance  the  objectives  of  water  yields  and 
environmental  protection.     While  the  watershed  management  program  should 
be  definitive  in  its  goals  and  parameters  of  operation,   it  should  also  be 
flexible  and  able  to  adapt  to  changing  ecological  conditions.     Measures  to 
monitor  ecological  conditions  should  be  employed  during  all  phases  of  the 

program's  operation.     Biologists,  ecologists,  conservationists,  and  other 
science  professionals  should  provide  continuing  input  to  assure  an 
adequate  knowledge  base  for  decisions  and  actions. 

lit.  .L-J 
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IV.   USER  SOURCES  ALTERNATIVE 

Planning  Needs 

While  user  sources  represents  a  potentially  significant  supply 
alternative,  much  information  remains  to  be  gathered  before  development 
can  proceed.     The  Study  states  that  the  next  stage  in  this  process  is 
screening  and  selecting  a  subset  of  user  sources  for  further  study.  What 
will  the  criteria  be  for  selecting  the  subset?    The  Advisory  Board  and  its 
member  communities  should  be  involved  in  making  these  decisions.  More 
information  is  needed  about  the  realistic  expected  costs  of  development, 
the  yields  of  the  sources,  the  current  and  future  water  quality  of  the 
sources,  and  the  hydrogeological  connections  of  the  different  sources.  A 
plan  for  assigning  the  financial  responsibilities  of  development  and 
operation  also  needs  to  be  prepared. 

Water  Quality  Protection 

The  Study  states  that  most  of  the  user  sources  had  water  quality  problems 
that  would  require  more  extensive  treatment.     How  effective  and  reliable 
is  advanced  treatment,  and  what  are  the  risks  involved?    Also,  the  Study 
states  that  source  protection  will  be  difficult  at  many  of  the  sites.  If 
source  protection  is  judged  too  difficult  for  a  particular  site,  the 
implication  is  that  the  source  will  be  dropped  from  consideration.  What 
criteria  will  be  used  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  source  protection? 

Development  and  Operation 

The  development  of  a  user  source  within  a  community  raises  many  complex 
issues.     Who  should  be  responsible  for    operating  or  financing  the 
project?     The  development  of  a  source  may  be  an  unreasonable  burden  for  an 
individual  community.     The  MWRA  should  f emulate  a  funding  program  which 
accounts  for  the  need  to  allocate  costs  fairly,  when  judged  to  be  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  region.     The  local  operation  of  sources  should  be  a 
preferred  mode  of  operation  for  this  alternative. 

According  to  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act,  the  development  of  all  viable 
local  sources  is  one  of  the  sequence  of  measures  required  prior  to  any 
approval  for  an  interbasin  transfer  (a  transfer  of  water  supplies  from  one 

water  basin  to  another).     This  legislative  directive  makes  the  state's 
position  clear:  priority  should  be  given  to  the  development  and  protection 

of  local  supplies  within  the  service  area.     The  Authority  should  now* translate  this  broad  objective  into  policies  and  programs  which  are 
workable  at  the  local  level.     Such  policies  should  make  it  clear  what  is 
expected  of  current  user  communities  as  well  as  potential  future  users. 
Because  clean  water  is  a  resource  which  can  not  be  taken  for  granted  any 
longer,  all  users  of  the  resource,  and  all  levels  of  government  should 
undertake  a  unified  effort  to  understand  and  solve  the  water  management 
challenges  which  face  this  region. 
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Recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Board 

(It  should  be  noted  that  the  order  of  these  recommendations  is  not  meant 
to  convey  relative  importance.) 

1.  The  MWRA  should  more  precisly  determine  its  water  needs  as  well  as  take 
practical  measures  to  conserve  water  and  develop  local  sources  before 
major  augmentation  alternatives  are  selected. 

The  need  for  large  supply  augmentations  has  not  been  clearly 
demonstrated  at  this  time.     Also,  the  political  difficulties  involved 
in  gaining  access  to  outside  supplies  may  unnecessarily  consume 
limited  financial  and  staff  resources  of  the  MWRA.     At  this  time 

it  would  seem  most  prudent  for  the  MWRA  to  focus  its  efforts  on 
improving  the  water  supply  system  within  the  service  area. 

A  computerized  data  base  should  be  established  by  the  MWRA  to 
efficiently  manage  existing  supplies,  to  provide  essential 
information  for  better  determining  water  use  and  water  needs, 
and  to  assist  in  the  preparation  of  a  planning  strategy  which 
considers  all  potential  water  supplies,  and  determines  when 

new  supplies  may  be  necessary.     A  decision-making  timetable 
should  be  developed  to  coordinate  information  and  decisions. 

2.  The  MWRA  should  select  Demand  Management,  User  Sources,  and  Watershed 

Management  for  implementation  in  the  near-term. 

These  alternatives  are  consistent  with  the  legislative  directives 

of  the  "Interbasin  Transfer  Act,"  and  they  represent  the  potential 
to  meet  the  water  needs  of  the  area  for  lengthy  periods  of  time. 
Other  alternatives  should  not  be  selected  at  this  time,   in  part 
because  water  needs  have  not  yet  been  adequately  determined. 

3.  Improved  management  of  existing  supplies  should  be  a  shared  goal  of  the 

MWRA,  the  agencies  of  the  Commonwealth,  and  all  water-using  communities. 

Action  plans  to  confront  three  issues  should  be  formulated: 

Unaccounted-for-water;  An  active,  coordinated  program  should  be 
developed  to  cost-effectively  reduce  unaccounted-for  water  losses 
at  all  levels. 

Contamination  Potential;  The  knowledge  and  technologies  exist  to 
better  understand  the  hydrology  of  groundwater  and  the  causes  and 
effects  of  pollutants  in  water  supplies.     The  MWRA  should  seek  to 
initiate  and  coordinate  a  local  source  survey  and  protection  program 
involving  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies. 
Accuracy  in  Water  Flow  and  Use  Information;  Maintenance  and 

repair  of  system  revenue  meters  should  continue  as  a  priority. 
Also,  detailed  information  on  total  water  use  in  the  service  area 

should  be  generated  to  more  fully  understand  the  sources  of  water, 
and  how  water  is  used  and  sometimes  wasted. 



f 



Page  9 

4.  Potential  additional  savings  from  water  conservation  measures  in  the 

non-domestic  sector  should  be  incorporated  into  the  goals  of  Demand 
Management. 

Large  amounts  of  water  can  be  conserved  through  increased  use 
efficiencies  and  applications  of  new  water  technologies  in  the 

non-domestic  sector.     The  goals  of  Demand  Management  should 
be  increased  by  these  achievable  measures. 

5.  The  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  component  of  Demand  Management  should  be 
studied  in  the  pilot  program,  but  commitment  to  full  implementation  should 
not  be  made  at  this  time. 

The  pilot  program  can  provide  important  information  on  how  well 
the  devices  work,  and  how  residents  respond  to  the  idea.  Until 
more  is  known  about  the  public  acceptance  levels,  a  final  decision 
should  be  delayed.     During  this  time  it  would  be  helpful  if  a 
variety  of  installment  options  were  conceptually  developed  to  allow 
for  greater  choice  and  flexibility  in  the  participatory  roles  of 
the  communities. 

6 .  New  incentives  should  be  built  into  the  rate  structure  to  reward 

communities  which  achieve  results  in  demand  reduction,  as  mandated  in  the 
MWRA  Enabling  Act. 

The  MWRA  should  assist  communities  with  the  development  of  retail  rate 
strategies  which  promote  efficient  use  of  water.     A  wholesale  sewer 
rate  methodology,  based  on  actual  flows,  might  also  complement  efforts 
to  reduce  demand.     Successful  innovative  ideas  from  other  cities 

should  also  be  explored.     The  Advisory  Board  is  interested  in 
providing  new  information  and  ideas  to  communities  as  a  means  to 
develop  solutions  to  the  difficult  challenges  of  local  water  supply 
management . 

7.  Renegotiated  service  contracts  should  be  based  on  equitable  charges, 
and  they  should  also  include  requirements  and  incentives  to  conserve  water 
and  protect  and  develop  local  water  sources. 

It  is    suggested  that  in  the  future,  all  communities  that 

receive  MWRA  water  should  pay  prevailing  rates.     A  "contract 
customer"  which  was  not  a  member  of  the  MDC  water  district  should 
be  required  to  pay  an  appropriate  entrance  fee  if  it  is  to  continue 
to  receive  water.     Contract  customers  that  became  members  of  the  MDC 

water  district  by  agreement  to  pay  for  a  certain  volume  of  water 

regardless  of  use  ("1/3  Customers") ,  may  also  need  to  pay  an 
entrance  fee,  but  that  fee  should  be  adjusted  based  on  previous 

contributions.     Also,  any  community  that  holds  a  "readiness-to-serve" 
contract  should  be  guaranteed  that  any  renewed  contract  will  include 
a  similar  provision;  without  this  assurance,   such  a  community  might 
be  encouraged  to  begin  drawing  MWRA  water  unnecessarily,  while  its 
current  contract  is  still  in  effect. 
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8.  A  "Future  User"  policy  for  coinmunities  seeking  to  enter  the  water 
service  system,  should  be  developed. 

Both  the  Advisory  Board  and  the  MWRA  have  responsibilities  in  the 
process  of  admitting  new  members  to  the  system.     A  clear  policy 
should  be  developed  in  the  near  term  to  inform  potential  future  users 
in  advance  about  criteria  and  requirements.     The  policy  should 
encourage  communities  to  develop  alternative  sources  before  turning  to 
the  MWRA  system.     The  high  costs    associated  with  reactivating 
contaminated  sources  should  not  be    considered  sufficient  reason  to 

avoid  doing  so  whenever  cleanup  is  technically  feasible. 

9.  A  plan  should  be  outlined  specifying  the  procedures  for  surveying, 
financing,  developing,  operating,  and  protecting  user  sources. 
Communities  should  be  involved  in  all  phases  of  the  process. 

Generally  it  is  believed  that  any  developed  user  source  should 
be  operated  by  the  community  or  a  private  company.     A  program 
aimed  at  developing  user  sources  should  be  accompanied  by  a  level 
of  MWRA  funding  that  is  sufficient  to  prevent  dismissal  by  a 
community  for  financial  reasons.     In  cases  where  the  MWRA  is  intent 
on  developing  the  source  itself,  the  source  should  be  identified  as 
early  as  possible  to  allow  maximum  opportunity  for  community 
response  and  participation. 

10.  To  more  adequately  evaluate  all  potential  future  water  supplies,  water 
quality  information  should  be  as  current  as  possible.     With  regard  to  user 
sources,  the  capability  of  water  treatment  plants  to  remove  harmful 
organic  chemicals  should  be  evaluated.     New  data  should  also  be  gathered, 
and  predictions  of  changes  in  water  quality  should  be  made  for  those 
alternatives  where  major  water  quality  questions  have  been  raised. 





MASSACHUSETTS  WATER  RESOURCES  AUTHOR
ITY 

ADVISORY  BOARD 

SIX  BEACON  STREET 

SUITE  925 
BOSTON.  MASSACHUSETTS  02108 

TELEPHONE 

(617)  742-7561 

SUMMARY  COMMENTS;   WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

The  following  summary  comments  are  drawn  from  a  number  of  sources: 

-the  Task  7  Report  of  the  Water  Supply  Study 
-the  MDC  ten-year  management  plan 
-discussions  with  QAC  representatives,  Bob  Clark  and  Betsy  Colburn 
-a  workshop  held  at  Quabbin  on  March  6,  1986. 

There  is  general  agreement  that  wise  management  of  the  vegetative  and 
forest  cover  at  the  Quabbin,  Ware,  and  Wachusett  watersheds  can  increase 
water  yields  without  significantly  impacting  sensitive  environmental 
resources.     A  wise  management  program  may  incorporate  some  of  these 
suggested  components: 

1.  Volume  of  Cutting.  Lighter,  more  constant  cutting  over  the  entire 
period  is  preferable  than  intensive  initial  cutting. 

2.  Targeting  Areas.  Areas  should  be  targeted  for  different  levels  of 
management  based  on  their  potential  contribution  to  water  flows  and  their 
relationship  to  sensitive  environmental  resources.     In  general,  heavier 
cutting  should  be  done  at  areas  nearer  the  reservoir,  and  little  or  no 
cutting  should  be  done  on  upland  areas. 

3.  Balanced  Densities.  When  feasible,  a  balance  between  hardwood  and 
softwood  stands  should  be  preserved  in  some  areas  to  protect  wildlife 
habitats. 

4.  Soil  Data.  Soil  data  should  be  used  to  guide  cutting  practices  and 
targeting  areas.     Differences  in  soil  types  and  characteristics  may  make 
general  widespread  cutting  inappropriate. 

5.  Species  Surveys.  Detailed  biological  surveys  should  serve  as  an 

information  base  for  decision-making.     Accurate  knowledge  should  be 

acquired  regarding  "indicator"  and  "featured"  species. 

6.  Monitoring.  Water  flows  and  important  ecological  indicators  should  be 
monitored  regularly  to  allow  for  adjustments  in  management  practices  and 
early  identification  of  potential  unexpected  environmental  consequences. 

7.  Water  Data.  Potential  impacts  on  water  quality  caused  by  management 
practices  should  be  investigated.     Also,  surveys  of  aquatic  ecology  shoul 
be  done  at  times  which  reflect  realistic  seasonal  conditions. 

8.  Specialized  Crews.  Specially  trained  crews  emplyed  by  the  MDC  should  d 
the  cutting  in  particularly  sensitive  areas. 

Prepared  by  Paul  Schlaikjer 
Gubernatorial  Appointee 

JOHN  F  PIOTTl 
EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY 
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SUMMARY  COMMENTS;   WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

The  following  summary  comments  are  drawn  from  a  number  of  sources: 

-the  Task  7  Report  of  the  Water  Supply  Study 
-the  MDC  ten-year  management  plan 
-discussions  with  QAC  representatives,  Bob  Clark  and  Betsy  Colburn 
-a  workshop  held  at  Quabbin  on  March  6,  1986. 

There  is  general  agreement  that  wise  management  of  the  vegetative  and 
forest  cover  at  the  Quabbin,  Ware,   and  Wachusett  watersheds  can  increase 
water  yields  without  significantly  impacting  sensitive  environmental 
resources.     A  wise  management  program  may  incorporate  some  of  these 
suggested  components : 

1.  Volume  of  Cutting.  Lighter,  more  constant  cutting  over  the  entire 
period  is  preferable  than  intensive  initial  cutting. 

2.  Targeting  Areas.  Areas  should  be  targeted  for  different  levels  of 
management  based  on  their  potential  contribution  to  water  flows  and  their 
relationship  to  sensitive  environmental  resources.     In  general,  heavier 
cutting  should  be  done  at  areas  nearer  the  reservoir,  and  little  or  no 
cutting  should  be  done  on  upland  areas. 

3.  Balanced  Densities.  When  feasible,  a  balance  between  hardwood  and 
softwood  stands  should  be  preserved  in  some  areas  to  protect  wildlife 
habitats . 

4.  Soil  Data.  Soil  data  should  be  used  to  guide  cutting  practices  and 
targeting  areas.     Differences  in  soil  types  and  characteristics  may  make 
general  widespread  cutting  inappropriate. 

5.  Species  Surveys.  Detailed  biological  surveys  should  serve  as  an 

information  base  for  decision-making.     Accurate  knowledge  should  be 

acquired  regarding  "indicator"  and  "featured"  species. 

6.  Monitoring.  Water  flows  and  important  ecological  indicators  should  be 
monitored  regularly  to  allow  for  adjustments  in  management  practices  and 
early  identification  of  potential  unexpected  environmental  consequences. 

7.  Water  Data.  Potential  impacts  on  water  quality  caused  by  management 
practices  should  be  investigated.     Also,   surveys  of  aquatic  ecology  should 
be  done  at  times  which  reflect  realistic  seasonal  conditions. 

8.  Specialized  Crews.  Specially  trained  crews  emplyed  by  the  MDC  should  do 
the  cutting  in  particularly  sensitive  areas. 

Prepared  by  Paul  Schlaikjer 
Gubernatorial  Appointee 





E  COMMUNITY  ADVISORY  BOARD  TO  THE  MASSACHUSETTS  WATER  RESOURCSS  AUT
HORITY 

•  MWRA  ADVISORY  B
OARD 

John  F  Piotti  Six  Beacon  Street.  Suite  925  Telephone: 

Executive  Secretary   Boston.  Massachusetts  02108  (617)  742-7561 

30  June  1986 

Secretary  James  Hoyte 
Chairman,  MWRA  Board  of  Directors 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Enclosed  please  find  the  Advisory  Board's  Comments  and  Recommendations 
on  the  MWRA's  Long  Range  Water  Supply  Study.     The  Advisory  Board  has 
been  reviewing  certain  sections  of  the  Authority's  Water  Supply  Study 
since  last  fall,  primarily  through  the  Water  Task  Force  of  its 
Committee  on  Operations.     To  increase  the  level  of  understanding  of  the 

water  supply  situation,  and  to  facilitate  consensus-building,  the 
Advisory  Board  membership  was  presented  with  three  comprehensive 
briefings  on  the  Study  and  other  water  related  issues  during  the  past 
several  months.     The  Water  Task  Force  then  prepared  draft  comments, 
which  were  circulated  to  all  Advisory  Board  members.     At  our  June  17 
meeting,  the  Advisoiry  Board  unanimously  approved  those  comments,  after 
leaving  certain  refinements  to  be  worked  out  by  staff.     The  minor 
revisions  made  since  June  17  were  circulated  for  additional  feedback 

and  only  those  that  received  universal  support  were  contained  in  the 
final  comments,  as  enclosed. 

Although  the  enclosed  comments  represent  the  opinions  of  the  Advisory- 
Board  members  at  this  time,  we  recongize  that  the  complex  issues 
surrounding  water  supply  will  require  ongoing  review  and 
reconsideration  as  new  information  is  brought  to  light.     In  addition, 
many  of  the  future  decisions  that  will  be  necessary  deserve  active 
Advisory  Board  involvement.     Among  those  noted  in  our  comments,   I  wish 

to  highlight  the  need  for  a  "Future  Users"  policy. 

The  Advisory  Board,  which  has  a  direct  role  in  allowing  new  communities 

into  the  system,  is  eager  to  begin  developing  an  appropriate  "Future 
User"  policy.     I  think  it  would  prove  in  the  best  interest  of  both  the 
Advisory  Board  and  the  Authority  if  the  two  organizations  could  work 
together  toward  this  common  goal.     Perhaps  some  sort  of  joint  task 
force  could  be  formed  to  address  this  important  set  of  policy  issues. 

Arlington     .     Ashland     .     Bedford     •     Belmont     .     Boston     •     Braintree     •     Srookline     •     Burlington     •     Camondge  •  Canton 
Chelsea     •     Chicopee    •     Clinton     .    Oedham     .     Everett    •     Framingham     •     H.ngham     .     Holbrook     •     Leominster     •  Lexington 
Lynn     .     Lynnfield     •     Maiden     .     MarOiehead     •     Marlborough     •     Meotord     •     Melrose     •     Milton     •     Nanant  •  NatiCK 
Needham     .     Newton     .     Northtxsrough     •     Norwood     •     Peabody     •     Quincy     •     Randolph     •     Reading     .     Revere  •  Saugus 
Somerville    .   South  HaOley   •   Southborough    .   Stoneham   •   Stoughton    .   Swampscott   •   Wakefield   •   Walpole   •   Waltham   .  Watertown 
Wellesiey    •    Weston    .    Westwood    •    Weymouth    .    Wilbraham    •    Wilmington    .    Winchester    .    Winthrop    .    WoDum    .  Worcester 





Finally,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Authority's  staff,  particularly 
Patricia  Corcoran  in  the  Waterworks  Division,   for  timely  cooperation 
during  our  review  process.     If  anyone  at  the  Authority  has  questions 
about  our  Comments  and  Recommendations,  they  should  feel  free  to 
contact  our  Executive  Secretary,  John  Piotti,  at  the  number  above. 

P.S.  I  am  also  enclosing  some  additional  comments  on  the  Watershed 
Management  Alternative  that  were  prepared  by  Advisory  Board  member, 
Paul  Schlaikjer. 

Sincerely 

Norman  Jacques,  Chaiirman 
MWRA  Advisory  Board 
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June  30,    198  6 

COMMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  CONCERNING  THE  WATER  SUPPLY 

STUDY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT-2  02  0 

The  MWRA  Advisory  Board  is  pleased  to  submit  these  cominents  on  the  Water 

Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report-2  02  0.     The  Advisory  Board 
represents  the  interests  and  concerns  of  the  cities  and  towns  served  by 
the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority,  and  these  comments  are 
intended  to  assist  in  the  formulation  of  certain  policies  and  decisions 
which  may  affect  the  welfare  of  communities  and  their  residents.  The 
Advisory  Board  believes  that  local  and  regional  water  supply  issues  are  of 
major  significance,  and  that  all  upcoming  decisions  and  subsequent  actions 
should  be  most  carefully  planned  and  implemented,  based  on  the  best 
information  available  and  in  accordance  with  the  water  management 
objectives  of  the  Commonwealth.     As  has  been  the  case  throughout  the 
history  of  this  region,  the  provision  of  pure,  healthful,  dependable,  and 
affordable  water  services  represents  a  primary  need  and  concern  for 
communities,   families,  and  other  users  of  the  water  resource. 

While  the  Study  is  comprehensive  and  thorough  in  many  ways,  important 

information  about  local  water  supplies,  unaccounted-for  water,  and  water 
usage  remains  incomplete  and  clouded  in  uncertainty.     To  assist  the  MWRA 
in  its  evaluation  of  demand  forecasts  and  supply  alternatives,  new  and 
more  complete  infomation  does  need  to  be  gathered.     However,  the  Advisory 
Board  is  not  suggesting  that  the  Study  is  not  useful,  or  that  a  new  study 
is  necessary.     Building  on  the  knowledge  and  information  generated  to 
date,  the  MWRA  can  move  forward  with  certain  decisions  and  actions,  while 
also  requisitioning  new  information  on  specific  issues  and  important 
unanswered  questions.     The  current  uncertainty  surrounding  future  water 
needs  makes  it  particularly  difficult  to  realistically  develop  a 

definitive  long-term  water  supply  strategy.     Yet  even  before  all  the 
information  is  in,  and  before  a  comprehensive  strategy  takes  shape,  the 
MWRA  can  make  constructive  progress  on  many  fronts.     Specifically,  the 
MWRA  should  begin  to  make  decisions,  formulate  policies,  and  implement 
actions  which  will  help  define  and  plan  for  its  future  water  supply  needs. 

When  our  review  of  the  Study  began  several  months  ago,  we  determined  that 
it  would  best  serve  the  diverse  interests  of  all  Advisory  Board 
communities  to  limit  our  scope  to  cover  only  those  issues  and  alternatives 
which  would  most  directly  involve  and  affect  the  cities  and  towns  in  the 
service  area.     The  comments  and  recommendations  which  then  developed  from 
the  review  process  specifically  address  these  aspects  of  the  Study:  Water 
Needs  Projections,  Demand  Management  Alternative,   and  User  Sources 
Alternative.     Comments  on  the  Watershed  Management  Alternative  were  also 
included  because  an  interested  Advisory  Board  member  had  investigated  this 
alternative. 

A  v.Y,  ••"»•. 
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By  not  commenting  specifically  on  several  of  the  other  alternatives 

presented  in  the  Study,  the  Advisory  Board  does  not  intend  to  imply  that 
these  alternatives  should  be  ruled  out  of  the  evaluation  and  consideration 

process.     The  Advisory  Board  recognizes  that  the  possibility  exists  that 
at  some  future  time  the  supply  capacity  of  the  system  may  need  to  be 
significantly  expanded.     The  MWRA  should  reasonably  be  prepared  for 
probable  future  scenarios,  and  should  thus  maintain  an  adequate 
information  base  to  guide  future  water  supply  decisions.     Currently,  the 
MWRA  may  not  have  all  the  information  it  needs  to  thoroughly  evaluate 
water  supply  needs  and  alternatives,  but  it  can  define  priorities  and  set 

an  agenda  which  lays  a  foundation  for  a  long-term  water  supply  strategy. 
It  is  recommended  that  near-term  priorities  should  focus  on  improving  the 
efficiencies  of  water  distribution  and  water  usage,   increasing  the 

knowledge-base  about  the  extent,  availability,  and  quality  factors  of  all 
local  water  sources  in  the  service  area,  and  strengthening  the  reliability 
of  water  needs  forecasts. 

Our  comments  on  the  Study  itself  can  be  summarized  with  the  following 

points : 

*  The  projections  of  water  need  reflected  in  the  "Capacity  Planning 
Estimates"  appear  to  be  excessive. 

*  The  necessary  involvement  of  the  communities  in  the  Demand 
Management  Program  is  not  fully  addressed  in  the  Study. 

*  The  potential  savings  from  water  conservation,  recycling,  and 
reuse  in  industry  and  business  appears  to  be  underestimated 
in  the  Demand  Management  Program.     Other  innovations  and 
improvements  in  water  management  are  also  not  addressed  in 
the  Study. 

*  The  general  concept  of  Watershed  Management  is  sound,  and  the  MDC's 
ten  year  plan  appears  to  offer  an  effective,  balanced  approach. 

*  While  User  Sources  appears  to  be  an  important  alternative,  much 
information  relating  to  water  quality,  contamination  potentials, 
and  total  yields  remains  to  be  gathered.     Also,  the  issues  of 
financing,  development,  and  operating  responsibilities  must 
still  be  considered. 

*  The  Study  does  not  discuss  the  effects  various  "Future  User" 
policies  may  have  on  encouraging  responsible  management  and  pro- 

tection of  local  supplies,  to  avoid  dependency  on  MWRA  supplies. 

*  The  Study  does  not  consider  what  measures  could  be  taken  to  reduce 
the  likelihood  of  contamination  losses  of  local  supplies. 

*  The  water  quality  information  for  some  of  the  alternatives  is  out 
of  date,  and  potential  changes  in  source  water  quality  are  not 
fully  addressed. 

More  detailed  comments  are  provided  in  the  four  following  areas:   I)  Water 
Needs  Projections;  II)   Demand  Management  Alternative;  III)  Watershed 
Management  Alternative;  and  IV)  User  Sources  Alternative.  Specific 

recommendations  for  near-term  water  supply  policies  and  decisions  are  then 
provided  on  page  8 . 
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I.   WATER  NEEDS  PROJECTIONS 

The  Advisory  Board  believes  that  an  accurate,   realistic  determination  of 
water  needs  is  an  essential  step  in  the  assessment  of  water  supply 

alternatives  and  the  development  of  a  long-tera  water  supply  strategy. 
Estimating  future  water  needs  is  not  easy,  nor  is  it  completely 
scientific;  ultimately  the  estimates  must  rest  upon  certain  assumptions 

about  future  trends  and  events.     The  Study's  Capacity  Planning  Estimate  is 
composed  of  three  categories  of  water  use:  Net  Demand  on  MWRA  by  Current 
Users  and  System,  Potential  Demand  from  Future  Users  and  Contamination, 
and  Potential  Additional  Demand  by  Partial  Users  (Legal  Obligations) .  The 
latter  two  categories  account  for  the  majority  of  additional  demand  on  the 
MWRA  (88  MGD  by  2020) ,  and  thus  these  categories  deserve  extra  attention 
to  examine  how  the  values  were  calculated  and  what  assumptions  they  were 

based  upon.     In  particular,  the  Advisory  Board  believes  that  Legal 
Obligations  should  be  reevaluated  because  the  amount  of  additional  demand 
attributable  to  this  category  appears  unjustifiably  excessive. 

Legal  Obligations 

No  explicit  reasoning  is  presented  to  support  the  inclusion  of  the  full 
amount,  55  MGD,   in  the  demand  projections  throughout  the  entire  planning 

period.     The  Study  states  the  principle  that  "the  MWRA  should  be  prepared 
to  fulfill  its  contractual  obligations  to  partially-supplied  users."  The 
Advisory  Board  does  not  question  this  principle  in  theory,  but  it  does 
question  the  rationality  of  incorporating  the  full  amount  in  the  Capacity 
Planning  Estimate  when  this  water  may  not  be  needed  in  reality.     While  the 
needs  of  contract  users  should  be  respected,  demand  projections  should  be 
based  on  reasonable  expectations.     What  if  much  of  this  water  is  not 
needed  by  partial  users?    Not  only  might  it  be  a  wasteful  expenditure  of 
millions  of  dollars  to  prepare  supplies  for  an  unlikely  occurrence,  but  it 
may  also  spur  increased  urban  growth  beyond  local  capacities,  and  lessen 
the  commitment  to  local  source  protection.     It  appears  that  the  Study  may 

be  suggesting  a  very  costly  strategy  of  over-preparation. 

The  Water  Needs  Report  does  not  provide  enough  information  to  conclusively 
demonstrate  what  amount  should  reasonably  be  included  for  the  Legal 

Obligations  category — the  amount  could  conceivably  range  from  0  to  55 
MGD.     What  is  needed  is  an  evaluation  of  how  much  additional  water  a 

partially-supplied  community  might  request,  and  for  what  reasons.     Is  it 
loss  of  supplies  due  to  contamination  or  depletion?     The  Study  should 
explicitly  address  the  reasons  causing  this  additional  demand,  providing 
inf omation  in  the  form  of  likelihoods  for  these  events  to  realistically 
occur. 

As  far  as  is  practical,  water  needs  planning  should  be  based  on  realistic 
future  scenarios,  considering  the  likelihoods  of  certain  partial  users 
requesting  additional  water  from  the  MWRA.     The  Potential  Additional 
Demand  due  to  Legal  Obligations  should  not  be  based  on  the  extreme 

case-full  potential  amount,  but  rather  on  the  most  likely  scenario 
involving  the  demands  of  partial  users  and  their  local  supplies.  This 
approach  may  reduce  water  needs  projections  by  allowing  for  the 
incorporation  of  a  fraction  of  55  MGD. 
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Contractual  Arrangements 

Since  many  service  contracts  expire  during  the  next  several  years,  the 
Study  should  also  consider  what  effect  renegotiating  these  contracts  may 
have  on  future  water  demands  on  the  MWRA.     Although  the  MWRA  Enabling  Act 
clearly  states  that  the  Authority  is  not  obligated  to  renew  contracts  or 
provide  additional  water,  the  Advisory  Board  believes  that  the  Authority 

should  respect  the  needs  of  "contract  customers."    Yet  the  Advisory  Board 
also  feels  that  one  of  the  aims  of  renegotiation  should  be  to  require  each 

"contract  customer"  to  pay  an  equitable  share  of  MWRA  costs.     This  might 
translate  into  requiring  all  communities  to  pay  prevailing  rates,  and 

requiring  those  "contract  customers"  which  have  never  paid  an  appropriate 
entrance  fee  to  do  so.     Moving  toward  charges  of  this  sort  may  lessen 
future  demands  on  the  MWRA  system  by  providing  some  communities  with 
greater  economic  incentives  to  develop  alternative  local  supplies.  As 
directed  by  the  Enabling  Act,  renewed  contracts  should  also  include  strict 
conservation  and  local  source  protection  measures.     Such  provisions  would 
also  reduce  future  water  demands  on  the  system.       The  Authority  should 
work  closely  with  the  Advisory  Board  and  its  member  communities  in 
formulating  plans  to  address  these  and  other  related  issues. 

Contamination  and  Future  Users 

The  contamination  of  local  water  supplies  is  a  serious  threat  to  the 
quality  of  life  in  the  cities  and  towns  of  this  area.     The  Authority 
should  initiate  a  plan  of  preventive  actions  to  assist  communities  in 
controlling  this  growing  problem.     The  Study  does  not  fully  address  what 
possible  measures  could  be  used  to  reduce  the  expected  probability  of 
supply  losses  due  to  contamination.     By  the  year  2  020,  a  total  of  27  MGD 
is  incorporated  into  the  demand  projection,  based  on  an  estimate  of  supply 
losses  in  non-user  communities  due  to  contamination.     The  estimate  itself 
is  highly  imprecise,  losses  may  be  much  less  or  much  more  than  27  MGD. 
But  the  estimate  seems  to  be  based  on  the  assumption  that  nothing  will  be 
done  to  control  contamination.     Revised  estimates  should  be  developed  to 
reflect  how  much  water  could  be  saved  from  contamination  by  various  levels 
of  effort  to  control  the  causes  of  water  contamination. 

It  is  expected  that  in  the  near  future,  the  MWRA  and  the  Advisory  Board 
will  need  to  jointly  develop  policies  regarding  the  admittance  of  new 

communities  to  the  water  supply  system.     "Future  User"  policies  can  be 
designed  to  encourage  communities  to  seek  MWRA  water  only  as  a  last 
resort.     Such  policies  could  reduce  demand  attributable  to  future  users. 

Priority  should  be  given  to  the  formulation  of  a  "Future  User"  policy. 

Population  Growth  and  Baseline  Demand 

While  population  growth  is  not  considered  a  major  factor  in  increasing 
future  water  demands,   it  is  a  significant  contributing  factor  which 
deserves  close  attention  by  the  MWRA.     The  Advisory  Board  has  observed 
that  there  are  many  different  population  models  and  projections  in  use 
here  in  Eastern  Massachusetts.     While  the  Advisory  Board  is  not  in  a 
position  to  judge  which  models  are  most  correct,   it  does  recognize  that 
the  MWRA  will  have  to  grapple  with  such  a  decision.     It  would  be 
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reasonable  to  assume  that  some  growth  will  occur  in  this  region,  due  in 

part  to  an  attractive  economic  climate.     Whatever  rate  of  growth  the  MWRA 
assumes,   it  should  be  consistent  with  planning  rates  used  in  other 
departments  of  the  MWRA,   including  sewage  treatment  facilities  planning. 
The  Authority  should  also  seek  to  correlate  its  growth  projections  with 
the  cumulative  growth  expectations  of  the  cities  and  towns  it  serves. 

Generally,  the  Advisory  Board  agrees  that  baseline  demand  (i.e., the  Net 
Demand  on  the  MWRA  by  Current  Users  and  System)  will  increase  during  the 
planning  period.     However,  as  discussed  previously,  the  additional  demands 
beyond  the  baseline  appear  to  be  highly  speculative  and  uncertain.  The 
Capacity  Planning  Estimates  should  incorporate  additional  demands  which 
are  reasonably  justifiable.     The  large  differences  between  the  baseline 
demands  and  the  Capacity  Planning  Estimates  should  be  thoroughly 
justified.     The  MWRA  should  plan  to  provide  an  adequate,  but  not 
excessive,  margin  of  safety  to  accommodate  the  potential  additional  water 
needs  of  communities. 

II.    DEMAND  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

Cooperative  Efforts 

The  effectiveness  of  any  measures  to  reduce  demand  is  highly  dependent  on 
the  level  of  cooperation  and  understanding  between  all  parties:  the  MWRA, 
communities,   institutions,  businesses,  and  residents.     As  the  levels  of 
cooperation  and  understanding  go  up,  the  costs  of  achieving  results  go 
down.     The  Advisory  Board  wants  to  emphasize  this  point  because  the  plan 
outlined  in  the  Study  focuses  on  the  level  of  effort  of  MWRA  personnel, 
while  it  fails  to  consider  what  communities  and  residents  can  do  for 

themselves.     With  the  proper  incentives,  the  communities  can  work  with  the 
MWRA  to  achieve  savings  which  may  even  be  greater  than  the  3  2  MGD 
suggested  in  the  Study. 

Education  about  the  issues  of  water  use  and  water  conservation  is  a  key 
factor  which  raises  public  awareness  and  increases  the  level  of 
understanding  of  water  supply  limitations.     The  Advisory  Board  agrees  that 
education,  through  schools,  media,  and  other  events,   serves  a  valuable 
function  by  supporting  the  other  components  of  Demand  Management. 

Nondomestic  Conservation 

The  Nondomestic  Conservation  component  of  the  program  is  estimated  to 
yield  reductions  from  5.5  to  8.0  MGD.     These  estimates  deserve 

reevaluation  in  light  of  the  many  advances  in  water-saving  technologies 
which  are  being  implemented  in  industries,  businesses,  and  institutions 
across  the  country.     One  company  in  Boston,  Gillette,  achieved  savings  of 
nearly  2  MGD  from  their  own  water  conservation  program.     Other  companies 
and  universities  have  also  achieved  significant  savings  by  introducing  new 
technologies,  such  as  recycling  cooling  or  process  waters.     Clearly,  there 
is  great  potential  to  reduce  water  demand  significantly  in  this  sector. 
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Leak  Detection  and  Repair 

Leak  Detection  and  Repair  (LD&R)   is  a  most  effective,   and  economical  way 

of  recovering  large  amounts  of  wasted,  unaccounted-for  water.  The 
recovery  of  unaccounted-for  water  should  be  a  top  priority  for  the  Demand 
Management  alternative.     While  the  exact  amount  of  recoverable  water  is 
difficult  to  determine,  it  is  believed  that  more  water  is  recoverable  than 

is  estimated  in  the  Study.     New  estimates  could  serve  as  a  realistic 

target  for  the  LD&R  program.     By  providing  guidance  and  funding  to 
communities,  the  program  intends  to  promote  a  more  uniform  and  effective 
level  of  effort  among  communities  in  the  region.     Issues  that  should  be 
resolved  before  implementation  begins  include  the  distribution  of 
responsibilities,  and  the  equitable  designation  of  program  costs  among 
involved  communities.     From  communications  with    MWRA  staff,   it  is 

apparent  that  the  MWRA  is  sensitive  to  the  potential  difficulties  which 
may  develop,  and  is  designing  plans  to  maximize  the  involvement  of  the 
communities  in  an  ongoing  LD&R  program. 

Domestic  Device  Retrofit 

The  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  component  of  Demand  Management,  as  presented 
in  the  Study,  raises  some  concerns  about  public  acceptance,  high  costs, 
and  acceptable  installation  schemes.     The  study  does  not  fully  address  the 

communities '  level  of  involvement  which  may  be  necessary  to  achieve 
successful  results.     Generally,  voluntary  installation  by  residents  would 
seem    preferable  than  mandatory  programs  administered  by  MWRA  personnel. 
However  it  is  recognized  that  response  rates  may  be  higher  if  installation 
crews  are  employed.     The  high  labor  costs  involved  in  installation,  along 
with  potential  liability  problems,   seems  to  warrant  a  comprehensive 
evaluation  of  alternative  installation  strategies,  which  could  involve 
programs  designed  and  administered  at  the  local  level.     Incentives  which 
may  increase  voluntary  response  rates  should  also  be  examined. 
Communications  with  persons  on  the  MWRA  staff  indicate  that  flexible 
strategies  are  being  considered.     It  would  be  useful  to  know  more  about 
the  experiences  encountered  in  other  cities  where  similar  programs  were 
implemented. 

III.   WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

Watershed  Management  involves  changing  and  managing  the  vegetative  cover 

on  much  of  the  MDC-owned  land  in  the  Quabbin,  Ware,  and  Wachusett 
watersheds,  to  allow  for  increased  water  flows  into  the  reseirvoirs. 
Programs  to  increase  water  yields  should  not  threaten  sensitive  or 
important  environmental  resources.     The  plan  which  has  been  developed  by 
the  MDC  over  the  past  several  years  is  comprehensive  and  detailed,  and 
seems  to  reasonably  balance  the  objectives  of  water  yields  and 
environmental  protection.     While  the  watershed  management  program  should 
be  definitive  in  its  goals  and  parameters  of  operation,   it  should  also  be 
flexible  and  able  to  adapt  to  changing  ecological  conditions.     Measures  to 
monitor  ecological  conditions  should  be  employed  during  all  phases  of  the 

program's  operation.     Biologists,  ecologists,  conservationists,  and  other 
science  professionals  should  provide  continuing  input  to  assure  an 
adequate  knowledge  base  for  decisions  and  actions. 
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IV.  USER  SOURCES  ALTERNATIVE 

Plannincf  Needs 

While  user  sources  represents  a  potentially  significant  supply 
alternative,  much  information  remains  to  be  gathered  before  development 
can  proceed.     The  Study  states  that  the  next  stage  in  this  process  is 
screening  and  selecting  a  subset  of  user  sources  for  further  study.  What 
will  the  criteria  be  for  selecting  the  subset?    The  Advisory  Board  and  its 
member  communities  should  be  involved  in  making  these  decisions.  More 
information  is  needed  about  the  realistic  expected  costs  of  development, 
the  yields  of  the  sources,  the  current  and  future  water  quality  of  the 
sources,  and  the  hydrogeological  connections  of  the  different  sources.  A 
plan  for  assigning  the  financial  responsibilities  of  development  and 
operation  also  needs  to  be  prepared. 

Water  Quality  Protection 

The  Study  states  that  most  of  the  user  sources  had  water  quality  problems 
that  would  require  more  extensive  treatment.     How  effective  and  reliable 
is  advanced  treatment,  and  what  are  the  risks  involved?    Also,  the  Study 
states  that  source  protection  will  be  difficult  at  many  of  the  sites.  If 
source  protection  is  judged  too  difficult  for  a  particular  site,  the 
implication  is  that  the  source  will  be  dropped  from  consideration.  What 
criteria  will  be  used  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  source  protection? 

Development  and  Operation 

The  development  of  a  user  source  within  a  community  raises  many  complex 
issues.     Who  should  be  responsible  for    operating  or  financing  the 
project?     The  development  of  a  source  may  be  an  unreasonable  burden  for  an 
individual  community.     The  MWRA  should  formulate  a  funding  program  which 
accounts  for  the  need  to  allocate  costs  fairly,  when  judged  to  be  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  region.     The  local  operation  of  sources  should  be  a 
preferred  mode  of  operation  for  this  alternative. 

According  to  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act,  the  development  of  all  viable 
local  sources  is  one  of  the  sequence  of  measures  required  prior  to  any 
approval  for  an  interbasin  transfer  (a  transfer  of  water  supplies  from  one 

water  basin  to  another).     This  legislative  directive  makes  the  state's 
position  clear:  priority  should  be  given  to  the  development  and  protection 
of  local  supplies  within  the  service  area.     The  Authority  should  now 
translate  this  broad  objective  into  policies  and  programs  which  are 
workable  at  the  local  level.     Such  policies  should  make  it  clear  what  is 
expected  of  current  user  communities  as  well  as  potential  future  users. 
Because  clean  water  is  a  resource  which  can  not  be  taken  for  granted  any 
longer,  all  users  of  the  resource,  and  all  levels  of  government  should 
undertake  a  unified  effort  to  understand  and  solve  the  water  management 
challenges  which  face  this  region. 
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Recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Board 

(It  should  be  noted  that  the  order  of  these  recommendations  is  not  meant 
to  convey  relative  importance.) 

1.  The  MWRA  should  more  precisly  determine  its  water  needs  as  well  as  take 

practical  measures  to  conserve  water  and  develop  local  sources  before 
major  augmentation  alternatives  are  selected. 

The  need  for  large  supply  augmentations  has  not  been  clearly 
demonstrated  at  this  time.     Also,  the  political  difficulties  involved 

in  gaining  access  to  outside  supplies  may  unnecessarily  consume 
limited  financial  and  staff  resources  of  the  MWRA.     At  this  time 

it  would  seem  most  prudent  for  the  MWRA  to  focus  its  efforts  on 
improving  the  water  supply  system  within  the  service  area. 

A  computerized  data  base  should  be  established  by  the  MWRA  to 
efficiently  manage  existing  supplies,  to  provide  essential 
information  for  better  determining  water  use  and  water  needs, 
and  to  assist  in  the  preparation  of  a  planning  strategy  which 
considers  all  potential  water  supplies,  and  determines  when 

new  supplies  may  be  necessary.     A  decision-making  timetable 
should  be  developed  to  coordinate  information  and  decisions. 

2.  The  MWRA  should  select  Demand  Management,  User  Sources,  and  Watershed 

Management  for  implementation  in  the  near-term. 

These  alternatives  are  consistent  with  the  legislative  directives 

of  the  "Interbasin  Transfer  Act,"  and  they  represent  the  potential 
to  meet  the  water  needs  of  the  area  for  lengthy  periods  of  time. 
Other  alternatives  should  not  be  selected  at  this  time,   in  part 
because  water  needs  have  not  yet  been  adequately  determined. 

3 .  Improved  management  of  existing  supplies  should  be  a  shared  goal  of  the 

MWRA,  the  agencies  of  the  Commonwealth,  and  all  water-using  communities. 

Action  plans  to  confront  three  issues  should  be  formulated: 

Unaccounted-for-water;  An  active,  coordinated  program  should  be 
developed  to  cost-effectively  reduce  unaccounted-for  water  losses 
at  all  levels. 

Contamination  Potential;  The  knowledge  and  technologies  exist  to 
better  understand  the  hydrology  of  groundwater  and  the  causes  and 
effects  of  pollutants  in  water  supplies.     The  MWRA  should  seek  to 
initiate  and  coordinate  a  local  source  survey  and  protection  program 
involving  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies. 
Accuracy  in  Water  Flow  and  Use  Information;  Maintenance  and 
repair  of  system  revenue  meters  should  continue  as  a  priority. 
Also,  detailed  information  on  total  water  use  in  the  service  area 
should  be  generated  to  more  fully  understand  the  sources  of  water, 
and  how  water  is  used  and  sometimes  wasted. 
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4.  Potential  additional  savings  from  water  conservation  measures  in  the 

non-domestic  sector  should  be  incorporated  into  the  goals  of  Demand 
Management. 

Large  amounts  of  water  can  be  conserved  through  increased  use 
efficiencies  and  applications  of  new  water  technologies  in  the 
non-domestic  sector.     The  goals  of  Demand  Management  should 
be  increased  by  these  achievable  measures. 

5.  The  Domestic  Device  Retrofit  component  of  Demand  Management  should  be 
studied  in  the  pilot  program,  but  commitment  to  full  implementation  should 
not  be  made  at  this  time. 

The  pilot  program  can  provide  important  information  on  how  well 
the  devices  work,  and  how  residents  respond  to  the  idea.  Until 
more  is  known  about  the  public  acceptance  levels,  a  final  decision 
should  be  delayed.     During  this  time  it  would  be  helpful  if  a 
variety  of  installment  options  were  conceptually  developed  to  allow 
for  greater  choice  and  flexibility  in  the  participatory  roles  of 
the  communities. 

6 .  New  incentives  should  be  built  into  the  rate  structure  to  reward 

communities  which  achieve  results  in  demand  reduction,   as  mandated  in  the 
MWRA  Enabling  Act. 

The  MWRA  should  assist  communities  with  the  development  of  retail  rate 
strategies  which  promote  efficient  use  of  water.     A  wholesale  sewer 
rate  methodology,  based  on  actual  flows,  might  also  complement  efforts 
to  reduce  demand.     Successful  innovative  ideas  from  other  cities 

should  also  be  explored.     The  Advisory  Board  is  interested  in 
providing  new  information  and  ideas  to  communities  as  a  means  to 
develop  solutions  to  the  difficult  challenges  of  local  water  supply 
management . 

7.  Renegotiated  service  contracts  should  be  based  on  equitable  charges, 
and  they  should  also  include  requirements  and  incentives  to  conserve  water 
and  protect  and  develop  local  water  sources. 

It  is    suggested  that  in  the  future,  all  communities  that 

receive  MWRA  water  should  pay  prevailing  rates.     A  "contract 
customer"  which  was  not  a  member  of  the  MDC  water  district  should 
be  required  to  pay  an  appropriate  entrance  fee  if  it  is  to  continue 
to  receive  water.     Contract  customers  that  became  members  of  the  MDC 

water  district  by  agreement  to  pay  for  a  certain  volume  of  water 

regardless  of  use  ("1/3  Customers") ,  may  also  need  to  pay  an 
entrance  fee,  but  that  fee  should  he  adjusted  based  on  previous 

contributions.     Also,  any  community  that  holds  a  "readiness-to-serve" 
contract  should  be  guaranteed  that  any  renewed  contract  will  include 
a  similar  provision;  without  this  assurance,   such  a  community  might 
be  encouraged  to  begin  drawing  MWRA  water  unnecessarily,  while  its 
current  contract  is  still  in  effect. 
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8.  A  "Future  User"  policy  for  communities  seeking  to  enter  the  water 
service  system,  should  be  developed. 

Both  the  Advisory  Board  and  the  MWRA  have  responsibilities  in  the 
process  of  admitting  new  members  to  the  system.     A  clear  policy 
should  be  developed  in  the  near  term  to  inform  potential  future  users 
in  advance  about  criteria  and  requirements.     The  policy  should 
encourage  communities  to  develop  alternative  sources  before  turning  to 
the  MWRA  system.     The  high  costs    associated  with  reactivating 
contaminated  sources  should  not  be    considered  sufficient  reason  to 

avoid  doing  so  whenever  cleanup  is  technically  feasible. 

9.  A  plan  should  be  outlined  specifying  the  procedures  for  surveying, 
financing,  developing,  operating,  and  protecting  user  sources. 
Communities  should  be  involved  in  all  phases  of  the  process. 

Generally  it  is  believed  that  any  developed  user  source  should 
be  operated  by  the  community  or  a  private  company.     A  program 
aimed  at  developing  user  sources  should  be  accompanied  by  a  level 
of  MWRA  funding  that  is  sufficient  to  prevent  dismissal  by  a 
community  for  financial  reasons.     In  cases  where  the  MWRA  is  intent 
on  developing  the  source  itself,  the  source  should  be  identified  as 
early  as  possible  to  allow  maximum  opportunity  for  community 
response  and  participation. 

10.  To  more  adequately  evaluate  all  potential  future  water  supplies,  water 
quality  information  should  be  as  current  as  possible.     With  regard  to  user 
sources,  the  capability  of  water  treatment  plants  to  remove  harmful 
organic  chemicals  should  be  evaluated.     New  data  should  also  be  gathered, 
and  predictions  of  changes  in  water  quality  should  be  made  for  those 
alternatives  where  major  water  quality  questions  have  been  raised. 





Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

no  Tremont  Street  Boston,  Massachusetts  02108  (617)-451-2770 

Ser\ing  101  C/f'e>     Towns  in  \1etr(Dpoli(an  Boston 

August  8,  1986 

The  Honorable  James  S.  Hoyte 

Chairman,  MWRA  Board  of  Directors 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Enclosed  please  find  the  comments  of  the  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

on  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority's  (MWRA)  Long  Range  Water 

Supply  Study.    These  comments  are  being  submitted  in  MAPC's  capacity  as 
the  designated  regional  planning  agency  for  the  Boston  metropolitan  area, 

as  well  as  the  Council's  role  as  a  member  of  the  Water  Supply  Citizen's 
Advisory  Cormiittee  (WSCAC).    As  a  WSCAC  member,  the  Council  has  been 
reviewing  the  ongoing  water  supply  study  for  many  years.    The  enclosed 

comments  reflect  the  Council's  concern  for  regional  water  supply  policy 
issues,  including: 

°     assurance  of  adequate  future  water  supplies  of  good  quality  for  MWRA 
communities  at  the  lowest  possible  cost  and  with  the  minimum  environmental 
impact. 

*     prudent  management  and  efficient  use  of  existing  and  potential  water 
supply  sources. 

"     protection  and  development  of  local  supply  sources  within  the 
metropol itan  area. 

®     planning  for  future  MWRA  water  needs  based  upon  realistic  projections 
of  growth  in  the  region  and  prudent  assumptions  about  growth  of  MWRA 
water  demand  due  to  loss  of  local  supplies,  emergency  demands,  and 

expansion  of  the  system  to  current  non-users. 

"     water  supply  planning  which  is  consistent  with  state  water  policy, 
as  embodied  in  the  EOEA  Water  Supply  Policy  Statement,  the  Interbasin 
Transfer  Act,  the  Water  Management  Act,  and  the  MWRA  enabling  act. 

Within  the  framework  of  these  policy  concerns,  the  Council's  comments 
cover  the  following  issue  areas: 

1)  Long  Term  Planning  and  State  Water  Policies 
2)  Population  and  Employment  Projections 
3)  Additional  Demand  Categories 

4)  Unaccounted-for  Water  and  System  Use 
5)  User  Sources  Alternative 

6)  Quabbin  Water  Quality 

These  issues  are  addressed  in  detail  in  the  attached  comments. 

MAPC 
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Major  Recommendations 

Based  upon  the  issues  raised  by  this  pre-EIR  review  of  the  study,  the 
Council  recommends  that  the  study  be  restructured  to  address  the  concerns 
identified,  partcularly  the  incompatabil ity  of  the  study  in  its  present 
form  with  recently  enacted  state  water  supply  legislation.    A  decision 
model  approach  to  the  EIR,  incorporating  the  criteria  of  present  state 
water  supply  policies  and  regulations,  could  accomplish  this  objective, 

while  increasing  the  usefulness  of  the  study  as  a  long-term  planning  tool 
for  the  MWRA.     (See  comment  #1.) 

The  Council  also  recommends  that  the  water  demand  projections  be  modified 
based  upon  alternative  assumptions  about  population  and  employment  growth, 

additional  demand  categories,  and  unaccounted-for  water  and  system  use 
(see  comments  #2,  3,  and  4).    These  projections  are  the  foundation  of 
the  study,  upon  which  rests  the  credibility  of  all  subsequent  recommendations. 

Finally,  the  Council  recommends  that  the  User  Sources  alternative  be 

further  investigated,  so  that  the  full  breadth  of  this  alternative's 
potential  can  be  compared  on  an  equal  basis  with  the  other  alternatives. 
Should  augmentation  prove  necessary,  this  would  be  the  highest  priority 
alternative  under  state  law,  yet  it  is  not  studied  in  sufficient  detail 
to  provide  a  reliable  estimate  of  potential  yield.    Further,  the  study 
should  address  the  protection  needs  of  these  sources.    (See  comment  #5.) 

The  Council  recognizes  the  complex  nature  of  this  "major  and  complicated" 
study,  and  wishes  to  commend  the  Authority  for  undertaking  this  much 
needed  effort  while  simultaneously  committing  major  resources  to  the 
Boston  Harbor  clean  up.    As  the  study  continues  to  evolve,  we  look 
forward  to  participating  in  this  effort,  which  has  major  implications 

for  many  of  MAPC's  member  communities.    Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
to  comment  at  this  time,  before  the  issuance  of  a  Draft  EIR. 

J6el  B.  Bard 

Acting  Executive  Director 

JBB/MP/lab 

cc:    Steve  Davis,  MEPA  Unit,  EOEA 
Elissa  Speranza,  MWRA 
Elizabeth  Kline,  Water  Resources  Commission 

Water  Supply  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Waterfront  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Sudbury  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 

Pioneer  Valley  Regional  Planning  Commission 

Sincerely, 

End  osure 

(B) 



1 



-1- 

Preliminary  Comments  of  the  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  on  the 

MWRA  Water  Supply  Study  -  2020" 

August  1986 

(1)  Long  Term  Planning  and  State  Water  Supply  Policies 

The  outcome  of  this  study  is  strongly  influenced  by  state  water  supply 
policies  and  laws,  including: 

0    The  Water  Supply  Policy  Statement  adopted  by  the  Water  Resources 
Commission. 

0    Chapter  382  of  the  Acts  of  1981,  which  prohibits  abandonment  of 
local  water  supplies  unless  they  are  not  economically  recoverable. 

0    The  Interbasin  Transfer  Act. 

0    The  Water  Management  Act. 

0    The  MWRA  enabling  legislation. 

The  effect  of  these  laws  and  policies  should  be  to  place  greater  priority 
on  some  alternatives  (demand  management,  watershed  management,  and  user 
sources)  and  less  priority  on  others  (all  diversions,  including 
Connecticut  River,  Merrimack  River,  Millers  River,  Sudbury  Reservoir,  and 

Plymouh  Aquifer).    However  the  study  is  structured  in  such  a  way  that  all 
alternatives  are  considered  equally.    This  reflects  the  structure  imposed 

by  the  MEPA  process  on  the  study's  scope,  as  well  as  the  fact  that  the 
study  was  begun  prior  to  passage  of  most  of  the  laws  mentioned  above. 

At  this  juncture,  the  study  should  be  restructured  to  provide  a  more 
flexible  and  appropriate  planning  process  which  is  responsive  to  the 
requirements  of  state  water  supply  laws  and  policies.    Rather  than 
attempting  to  make  a  single  decision  today  about  system  development  for 
the  next  40  years,  the  study  should  be  reformulated  to  provide  a  decision 
model  which  can  be  used  on  a  continuing  basis  to  monitor  system  needs  and 
trigger  the  implementation  of  demand  management  and  supply  augmentation 
alternatives  in  appropriate  increments    when  needed  and  in  accordance  with 

overall  state  policies.    Such  a  decision  model  has  been  suggested  by 

WSCAC,  known  as  "Trigger  Planning."    Much  of  the  data  already  collected  by 
the  study  could  be  used  as  the  basis  of  this  reformulated  decision 
process.    Additional  data  would  be  needed,  particularly  more  and  better 
metering  data  on  actual  withdrawals  and  flows  in  the  MWRA  system  and  water 
use  trends. 

A  similar  trigger  planning  approach  has  been  adopted  by  the  Authority's 
Sewer  Division  for  planning  future  wastewater  treatment  capacity,  and  the 
scope  for  the  Residuals  Management  EIR  is  based  on  a  decision  model 

approach.    The  MWRA  Water  Division  should  consider  adopting  a  compatible 
approach  to  planning  for  the  future  of  the  water  supply  system. 
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I) 

This  recommended  approach  to  long-term  water  supply  planning  would  remove 

much  of  the  risk  of  taking  inappropriate  actions  based  on  uncertain 

40-year  projections.    Financial  costs  and  environmental  impacts  would  not 
be  incurred  unless  and  until  augmentation  becomes  necessary,  and  then  only 
at  a  scale  appropriate  to  the  actual  need.    By  linking  this  flexible 
planning  tool  to  the  priorities  of  state  water  policy,  the  existing  policy 
conflicts  of  the  study  would  be  resolved,  the  uncertainties  and  risks  of 

long-term  projections  would  be  greatly  reduced,  and  the  Authority  could 
move  into  the  future  with  the  ability  to  balance  its  mandate  to  supply 

adequate  water  with  the  state's  requirements  to  protect  water  resources 
and  use  them  efficiently. 

(2)  Population  and  Employment  Projections. 

These  projections  are  a  major  foundation  of  the  water  study  because  they 
help  determine  the  estimate  of  future  water  demand,  which  in  turn  affects 
the  selection  of  alternative  actions  for  conservation  or  supply 
augmentation.    Although  long  range  projections  are  a  topic  upon  which 
reasonable  people  may  disagree,  there  is  a  significant  difference  between 
the  population  and  employment  projections  used  in  the  study  and  those 
developed  by  MAPC  and  others  for  the  region. 

MAPC's  population  projections  are  based  on  demographic  factors  which  are 
specific  to  trends  in  the  metropolitan  Boston  region.  These  projections 
show  a  slight  decline  in  population  for  MWRA  communities,  although  some 
communities  in  the  urban  core  will  decrease  while  others  in  the  suburban 

areas  will  gain  as  population  continues  to  shift  in  a  continuing  patte/n 
of  suburbanization. 

« 

By  contrast,  the  water  study  projects  a  gain  of  246,000  people,  or  11 
percent  growth  by  the  year  2000  (see  figure  below).    These  projections  are 
derived  indirectly  from  econometric  models  which  project  future  economic 
activity  and  link  it  to  population  changes.    However,  the  model  used  in 
the  water  supply  study  is  not  tuned  to  the  specific  conditions  of  the 
Boston  metropolitan  area,  but  rather  is  a  statewide  model  linked  to 
national  trends,  which  the  consultants  disaggregated  to  the  communities  in 
the  MWRA  service  area.    The  model  was  also  only  designed  for  projections 
to  the  year  2007,  and  the  consultants  extrapolated  its  results  to  the  year 
2020. 

Another  difference  between  the  projections  is  that  the  MAPC  projection  is 
based  on  extensive  input  from  the  communities  regarding  their  local  growth 
policies  and  trends,  including  the  availability  of  residential ly  zoned 
land,  whereas  the  MWRA  projections  had  no  such  input  regarding  local 
conditions. 

When  the  MWRA  and  MAPC  projections  are  compared  with  actual  growth  trends 
from  1980  to  1984,  it  is  apparent  that  actual  trends  in  the  first  half 
decade  of  the  period  are  much  closer  to  the  MAPC  projection  (see  figure 

below).    Population  in  the  region  declined  by  4,250  between  1980  and  1984, 
a  0.2  percent  decrease. 
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It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  water  study's  projections  are  higher  than 
most  other  projections,  including  those  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Census  (4  percent  loss  statewide  by  2000),  the  Joint  Center  for  Urban 
Studies  of  M.I.T.  and  Harvard  (3  percent  loss  by  2000),  and  the 
Massachusetts  Institute  for  Social  and  Economic  Research  (MISER),  which 

projects  0.8  percent  growth  by  1995  for  the  MAPC  region. 

The  only  projections  which  are  higher  than  those  of  the  study  are  those 
prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis.    BEA  projects  17  percent 
growth  by  2000.    However,  these  projections  cover  a  broader  geographical 
area,  including  the  metropolitan  Lowell,  Lawrence,  Haverhill,  Brockton, 
and  Plymouth  areas. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Authority's  Sewer  Division  used  the  MAPC 
population  projections  in  planning  future  wastewater  facility  capacity, 
yet  the  Water  Division  of  the  same  Authority  is  basing  its  planning  on  its 
own  higher  projections.    Since  the  two  systems  are  obviously  connected,  it 
does  not  seem  reasonable  to  use  two  different  population  projections  as 
the  basis  for  planning  future  capacity  needs  in  the  MURA  water  and  sewer 

systems. 

Employment  Projections 

The  water  study  uses  projections  of  future  employment  in  the  region  to 
estimate  the  future  demand  for  water  in  the  nondomestic  category.  Based 
upon  an  assumed  45  percent  growth  in  employment  by  the  year  2020,  the 
study  projected  nondomestic  water  use  to  increase  42  MGD,  from  132  MGD  to 
174  MGD,  a  32  percent  increase. 

Like  the  population  projections,  the  employment  projections  in  the  study 
are  significantly  higher  than  those  prepared  by  MAPC  for  the  region.  The 
current  MAPC  projection  is  for  15  percent  growth  in  employment  by  the  year 
2010.    This  would  translate  to  no  more  than  20  percent  growth  by  the  year 

2020.    This  contrasts  with  the  water  study's  estimate  of  45  percent 
growth . 

There  is  also  a  question  as  to  how  the  water  supply  study  can  justify 
projections  of  45  percent  employment  growth  and  11  percent  population 
growth  in  the  same  period.    With  an  already  high  rate  of  participation  by 
women  and  a  low  unemployment  rate  in  the  region,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
how  such  a  high  rate  of  growth  in  employment  could  materialize  in 
conjunction  with  a  much  lower  rate  of  population  growth. 

Therefore,  the  projection  of  a  42  MGD  increase  in  nondomestic  water  demand 
by  2020  which  is  based  on  this  assumed  growth  in  employment  is 
questionable.    The  projected  nondomestic  water  demand  should  therefore  be 

reformulated  based  upon  a  more  realistic  employment  projection. 
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(3)    Additional  Demand  Categories 

The  study  adds  several  categories  of  "additional  demand"  to  the  projected 
demand  of  MVJRA  communities  to  come  up  with  its  "Capacity  Planning 
Estimate".    This  additional  demand  amounts  to  69  MGD  in  1990  and  grows  to 
89  MGD  Dy  2020.    It  consists  of  three  categories: 

0    contamination  of  local  sources  of  MWRA  partial  water  users 
0    contamination  of  local  sources  of  current  MWRA  nonusers 

0    demand  by  potential  future  users  of  the  MWRA  system. 

Inclusion  of  this  additional  demand  is  premised  on  several  questionable 

assumptions  about  the  MWRA's  legal  obligations  to  its  contract  users,  and 
to  nonusers,  especially  in  light  of  the  new  Authority's  enabling 
legislation  and  other  legislation  which  militates  against  the  abandonment 
of  local  water  sources  which  are  economically  recoverable. 

The  largest  portion  of  additional  demand  is  55  MGD  set  aside  to  supply 
partial  MWRA  water  users  should  their  local  water  sources  be  lost  to 
contamination.    However,  the  amount  of  55  MGD  was  not  arrived  at  by 
estimating  the  amount  of  local  water  which  may  become  contaminated,  but  by 

simply  adding  the  local  water  use  components  of  all  partially  supplied 

communities,  up  to  the  maximum  of  each  comnunity ' s  projected  demand,  or  to 
the  maximum  allowed  by  contract,  whichever  is  lower.    This  55  M^D  — - 
represents  an  assumed  loss  of  over  two-thirds  of  the  existing  local  water 
sources  in  the  region,  which  currently  total:  about  80  MGD.  This 
assumption  is  totally  without  merit  considering  actual  historical  rates  of 
contamination  and  in  light  of  current  state  water  policies  and  statutes . 

Earlier  in  the  study,  the  MDC  itself  developed  a  formula  for  projecting 
future  rates  of  contamination  based  on  historical  trends.    These  reached  a 

maximum  of  20  percent  within  a  10-mile  radius  of  Boston  and  10  percent 
outside  a  10-mile  radius  by  2020.    However,  in  arriving  at  the  55  MGD  of 
additional  demand,  no  such  formula  was  applied.    Rather,  the  entire  amount 

of  local  supplies,  up  to  the  contractual  or  demand  ceiling,  was  assumed  to 
be  lost.    This  is  equivalent  to  assuming  the  loss  of  the  entire  local 
supplies  of  Cambridge,  Canton,  Dedham,  Needham,  Peabody,  Wakefield, 
Winchester,  Woburn,  Framingham,  and  Northborough  and  more  than  half  the 
supplies  of  Wellesley  and  one  third  of  the  supplies  of  Leominster. 

Not  only  is  the  assumption  out  of  touch  with  historic  trends,  it  is  not 
compatible  with  current  state  water  policies.  There  are  at  least  three 
areas  of  conflict: 

0    the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  requires  that  local  sources  of  water  be 

fully  utilized  before  out-of-basin  sources  be  utilized. 

0    Chapter  382  of  the  Acts  of  1981  and  the  Authority's  enabling 
legislation  make  it  illegal  for  any  community  to  abandon  a  local 
source  unless  the  state  certifies  that  the  supply  is  contaminated 
and  cannot  be  economically  restored. 
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0    the  Authority's  enabling  legislation  mandates  that  all  of  the  MDC's 
water  supply  contracts  expire  in  1990  and  be  renegotiated.  This 

removes  the  onus  of  "legal  obligation"  for  supplying  additional 
water  to  contract  users. 

Considering  the  problems  with  this  category  of  "paper"  demand,  the  study 
should  be  revised  to  create  a  more  realistic  contingency  reserve  for 
contamination  losses.    The  amount  of  this  reserve  should  be  reduced  from 

the  55  MGD  suggested  in  the  Summary  Report  by  applying  the  study's  own 
factors  of  10  to  20  percent  contamination  losses.    This  would  result  in  a 
contingency  reserve  of  less  than  20  MGD. 

The  other  two  categories  of  Additional  Demand,  "contamination  nonusers" 
and  "potential  future  users"  should  be  folded  into  one  category,  since 
they  both  represent  expansion  of  the  MWRA  system  to  new  communities,  and 
under  current  law,  approval  of  the  MWRA  board  and  the  legislature  would  be 
required  in  either  case.    The  amount  of  water  set  aside  for  this  category 
should  be  limited  to  the  communities  which  could  realistically  be  expected 

to  seek  admission  to  the  MWRA  system.    The  study  does  not  now  explicitly 
list  all  such  communities,  and  the  aggregate  demand  of  34  MGD  for  these 
categories  has  not  been  justified. 

Finally,  in  including  all  of  these  "Additional  Demand"  categories  in  the 
study,  it  should  be  made  clear  that  they  are  all  redundant  with  current 
local  supplies,  and  are  as  such  a  reserve  supply,  rather  than  categories 
of  actual  existing  demand.    Including  this  reserve,  and  establishing  its 
size  for  the  purposes  of  planning  to  augment  the  MWRA  water  system,  should 
be  seen  as  an  explicit  regional  water  supply  policy  decision  which  must  be 
addressed  by  the  Authority  and  its  member  communities.    This  should  be 
done  in  the  context  of  an  established  policy  on  the  growth  of  the  MWRA 
system,  as  suggested  by  the  MWRA  Advisory  Board. 

(4)    Unaccounted-for  Water  and  System  Use 

The  study  estimates  that  unaccounted-for  water  will  be  reduced  by  only  5 
percent,  leaving  105  MGD  in  unaccounted-for  water  in  2020.  This 
represents  about  23  percent  of  the  water  estimated  to  be  delivered  from 
Quabbin  and  Wachusett  Reservoirs  and  local  supplies.    Included  in  this 

amount  is  21  MGD  of  "recoverable  leakage"  and  53  MGD  of  "other 
unaccounted-for  water."    This  raises  several  concerns: 

0    the  estimate  of  "recoverable  leakage"  was  derived  by  applying  a 
recovery  factor  which  was  obtained  from  a  one-year  survey  of  eight 
communities.    However,  a  one-year  survey  does  not  reflect  the 
longer  term  savings  available  from  leak  repair  programs.  Further, 
the  survey  excluded  Boston,  which  has  reduced  its  water  use  by  23 
percent  over  the  last  ten  years,  largely  due  to  an  aggressive  leak 

repair  program.    By  contrast,  the  study's  estimate  of  recoverable 
leakage  represents  about  6.6  percent  of  1980  water  use. 
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0    the  study  assumes  that  recoverable  leakage  will  not  be  recovered 
after  1990,  and  that  it  will  grow  from  10.7  MGD  in  1990  to  21  MGD 
in  2020.    This  assumption  incorporates  a  pol icy  decision.  The 

study  should  not  include  recoverable  leakage  in  estimates  of  future 
water  demand.    Planning  to  augment  supplies  so  that  recoverable 
leakage  can  continue  and  increase  is  in  conflict  with  the 
Interbasin  Transfer  Act  and  state  water  policies. 

0    the  study  does  not  estimate  the  amount  of  unrecoverable  leakage. 
This  is  a  major  omission,  since  it  is  impossible  to  evaluate  the 
total  amount  of  leakage  and  whether  the  estimates  of  recoverable 
leakage  are  reasonable  in  relation  to  total  leakage.    The  study 
should  be  revised  to  document  the  amount  of  unrecoverable  leakage. 

0    the  53  MGD  of  "other  unaccounted-for  water"  is  not  adequately 
documented  or  justified.    The  study  itself  says  that  the  components 

of  this  category  are  "unquantifiable,"  yet  this  large  amount  of 
demand  was  included  in  the  projections  through  2020.    The  study 

merely  lists  possible  causes  of  this  unaccounted-for  water,  without 
supporting  this  conjecture  with  data  from  the  MWRA  system.  Leakage 
is  not  included  on  the  list,  yet  by  process  of  elimination, 
unrecoverable  leakage  must  be  part  of  this  category,  as  it  appears 
nowhere  else.    The  study  should  be  revised  to  include  the  necessary 

documentation  to  justify  the  inclusion  of  53.5  MGD  of  "other 
unaccounted-for  water"  in  the  demand  projections. 

The  study  also  includes  21  MGD  in  "MWRA  system  use,"  which  is  water  lost 
to  leakage,  maintenance  activities,  or  metering  error.    The  MWRA  should 

.also  commit  it'self  to  reducing  leakage  in  its  own  distribution  facilities, 
and  to  install  and  upgrade  system  meters  so  an  accurate  accounting  of 
actual  water  use  can  be  made.    If  this  is  done,  a  lower  amount  could 

probably  be  set  aside  for  "system  use." 

(5)    User  Sources  Alternative 

Considering  the  mandate  of  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act,  the  User  Sources 
alternative  is  of  primary  importance.    While  this  alternative  is  difficult 
to  evaluate  because  of  the  number  and  diversity  of  sources,  the  study  did 
not  bring  this  alternative  up  to  the  same  level  of  analysis  as  the  others. 

First,  28  sites  were  investigated,  which  was  a  limit  arbitrarily  set  by 
the  contract  of  the  study.    This  does  not  necessarily  represent  all  of  the 
potential  local  sources  available.    Second,  the  28  sites  were  not 

investigated  in  sufficient  detail  to  determine  their  cumulative  yield. 
Therefore,  it  is  impossible  to  fairly  compare  this  alternative  with  the 
others,  which  have  been  more  thoroughly  evaluated.    Considering  the 
priority  which  should  be  accorded  this  alternative  under  current  state 
water  policies,  a  more  thorough  evaluation  of  Users  Sources  should  be 

conducted.    The  number  of  sources  studied  should  not  be  arbitrarily 
limited,  and  the  sources  should  be  evaluated  for  yield,  quality,  and  long 
term  protection  and  management  needs. 



f 
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(6)    Quabbin  Water  Quality 

Two  of  the  aUernati ves--the  Connecticut  and  Millers  Ri vers--wou Id  divert 
raw  river  water  into  Quabbin  Reservoir.    Since  its  inception  in  the  19th 

century,  the  basic  water  supply  philosophy  of  the  MDC  has  been  to  use 
sources  of  water  from  largely  protected  watersheds.    The  Quabbin  Reservoir 
is  surrounded  by  thousands  of  acres  of  protected  land  within  an 
undeveloped  watershed.    Because  of  the  high  quality  of  the  raw  water  in 
Quabbin,  treatment  is  not  needed. 

Opening  Quabbin  to  the  entire  upstream  drainage  area  of  the  Millers  or 
Connecticut  Rivers,  which  includes  numerous  sources  of  pollution  such  as 

sewage  treatment  plants,  industrial  discharges,  agricultural  and  urban 
runoff,  and  in  the  Connecticut  River,  an  operating  nuclear  power  plant, 

raises  serious  concerns  about  the  long-term  quality  of  Quabbin  Reservoir 
and  the  quality  of  drinking  water  delivered  to  MWRA  customers.    The  study 

does  not  assume  any  treatment  of  a  diversion-augmented  Quabbin. 
Considering  the  potential  impacts  and  the  new  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act 

requirements,  this  is  not  a  realistic  '.ssumption.    Any  further 
consideration  of  these  alternatives  snculd  include  water  treatment  as  an 

option,  and  the  associated  costs  should  be  evaluated. 

The  study  is  particularly  weak  in  evaluating  and  mitigating  the  potential 
impact  of  the  Vermont  Yankee  Nuclear  Power  Plant  on  a  Connecticut  River 
diversion.    This  plant,  which  is  only  about  5  miles  upstream  from  the 
proposed  Northfield  intake,  has  a  record  of  planned  and  unplanned  releases 

of  radionuclides,  and  a  very  poor  record  of  notifying  state  and  federal 
officials  of  releases.    The  study  does  not  consider  the  effects  of  an 
unplanned  release,  nor  does  it  propose  mitigation  measures,  such  as 
continuous  monitoring  at  the  Intake  and  emergency  shut  down  procedures, 
which  would  be  necessary  to  protect  the  public  health  in  the  event  of  an 
emergency  at  Vermont  Yankee.    Nor  does  the  study  assess  the  potential  for 

the  long-term  accumulation  of  radionuclides  in  the  sediments  of  Quabbin. 

These  issues  should  be  resolved  before  the  MWRA  contemplates  a  shift  in 

the  century-old  policy  of  relying  upon  protected  water  sources. 

MP/amf 
8/8/86 
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Every  withdrawal  of  water  has  an  adverse  environmental  impact. 

However  massive  withdrawals  are  necessary  to  satisfy  human  needs. 

^  Demand  management,  and  conservation  should  be  pushed  to 

their  practical  ultimates  which  we  believe  can  result  in  greater 

savings  than  are  now  estimated  since  the  cheapest  new  water  and  the 

only  new  source  which  has  no  adverse  impact  is  saved  water. 

Watershed  management  produces  significant  savings  and  should  be 

experimented  with  but  with  the  caution  that  it  should  not  be 

overdone  lest  the  ecology  of  the  woodlands  is  damaged. 

We  are  optimistic  that  the  above  savings  can  carry  us  well  into  the 

next  century.  However,  with  continued  growth,   the  time  will  eventually 

come  when  new  sources  will  be  essential. 

It  is  all  very  well  to  5talk  of  developing  new  local  supplies,  but 

there  are  few  if  any  possibilities  of  significant  size.  The 

small  rivers  of  eastern  Massachusetts  are  already  heavily-used  and 

overstressed  i.e.  The  Ipswich,   the  Charles,   the  Neponset,  The 

Jones.  Every  new  well  lowers  the  local  water  table  and  reduces 

the  quantity  of  over  flow  which  supports  out  small  streams.  Small 

amounts  can  be  taken  from  selected  now  untapped  ponds,  but 

significant  controls  must  be  placed  on  such  withdrawals  or  these 

ponds  will  suffer  the  sorry  fate  o^  S  Brockton's  Silver  Lake 

which  was  tks  nature's  source  for  the  small  Jones  River  but  now 

has  no  overflow. 

Eventually,  our  two  large  rivers  must  make  their  contribution  to 

the  state's  water  needs.  If  withdrawals  are  strictly  limited  to  flood 

skimming  the  impacts  should  be  acceptable. 

In  spite  of  its  high  cost  we  favor  the  Merrimack  over  the  Connec ticutt . 

Adding  an  eastern  source  has  many  advantages:  reliability  in  case  of 

natural  disaster.  Use  of  new  pipes  avoiding  the  leakage  which 

occurs  in  the  old  bricked  conduits  east  of  Framingham,  no  new 

storage  is  needed  due  to  the  plans  to  use  Merrimack  water  on  a 

day  to  day  basis  while  Quabbin  fills  up.  The  supply  would  be 

easily  accessible  for  Peabody  and  Lynn.  If  they  could  increase  their 

small  takings  from  MWRA  the  severe  overstress  on  the  upper  Ipswich 

would  be  eased. 





CAROL  C.  AMICK 
SENATE  CHAIRMAN 
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SPECIAL  LEGISLATIVE  COMMISSION 

ON  WATER  SUPPLY 

State  House,  Boston,  MA  02 1 33 
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July  29,  1986 

JAY  HEALY 

MOUSE  CHAIRMAN 
STATE  HOUSE  OFFICE ROOM  33 

TE1_  722-2060 
ANDREW  GOTTLIEB 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
STATE  HOUSE  OFFICE 

ROOM  33 
TEL.  722-206O 

The  Board  of  Directors 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Charlestown  Naval  Yard 
100  First  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02129 

Dear  MWRA  Board  Member: 

^^-'■^j)  Enclosed   are   copies   of   resolutions    filed   in  both  the  House of  Representatives  and  the  Senate.  The  resolutions  state  the 
intention  of  a  substantial  number  of  legislators  not  to  approve 
of  a  diversion  of  the  Merrimack  River,  the  Connecticut  River, 
the  Millers  River,  the  Sudbury  River,  the  Tully  River  or  the 
Plymouth  Aquifer  into  the  MWRA  system  until  all  pertinent  legal 
requirements  have  been  met. 

A  majority  of  the  Senate  members  and  more  than  one  third 
of  the  members  of  the  House  have  signed  the  resolutions.  The 
resolutions  are  another  clear  statement  by  the  Massachusetts 
Legislature  that  the  legal  requirements  of  the  Interbasin  Transfer 
Act,  the  Water  Management  Act  and  the  MWRA  Enabling  Act  must 

be  met  before  the  MWRA  seeks  to  augment  it's  supplies  through 
diversions . 

The  Special  Legislative  Commission  on  Water  Suppply 
appreciates  the  complexity  of  the  matters  before  you.  We 
encourage  you  to  continue  in  your  efforts  to  make  responsible 
decisions  on  the  water  needs  of  the  service  area. 

Sincerely , 

CAROL  C.  UmICK  ioNATHAN  L.  HEALY 
Senate  Chairman  House  Chairman 

CCA/JLH/mm 





CAROL  C.  AMICK 
SENATE  CHAIRMAN 

STATE  HOUSE  OFFICE 
ROOM  41  3  e 

TEL.  722-1571 

SPECIAL  LEGISLATIVE  COMMISSION 

ON  WATER  SUPPLY 

Sfate  House,  Boston,  MA  02133 

June  10,  1986 

JAY  HEALY 
HOUSE  CHAIRMAN 

STATE  HOUSE  OFFICE 
ROOM  33 

TEL.  722.2060 

ANDREW  GOTTLIEB 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
STATE  HOUSE  OFFICE 

ROOM  33 
TEL.  722-2060 

Board  of  Directors 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  First  Avenue 

Charlestown  Navy  Yard 
Boston,   MA  02129 

Dear  Board  Members: 

The  Special  Legislative  Commission  on  Water  Supply  has 
reviewed  the  MWRA  Summary  Report  and  has  the  following  comments 
to  make. 

Since  the  late  1970 's,  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
has  had  in  place  a  water  supply  policy  that  has  encouraged 
proper  water  management  in  an  attempt  to  reduce  the  transfer 
of  water  from  one  basin  to  another.  Policy  statements  by 
the  Legislature,  the  Executive  Branch  and  regional  planning 
entities  have  all  emphasized  that  interbasin  transfers  of 
water  should  be  actions  of  the  last  resort.  Two  recent  acts 

of  the  Legislature,  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  and  the  Water 
Management  Act,  have  codified  into  law  the  essence  of  the 

Commonwealth's  water  policies  as  they  have  evolved  over  the 
past  decade. 

The  Water  Management  Act  and  the  Interbasin  Transfer 

Act  explicitly  display  the  requirements  for  proper  water 
management  that  any  supplier  of  water,  the  MWRA  included, 

must  meet  prior  to  seeking  new  supplies.  The  driving  force 

behind  the  Commonwealth's  water  policy  is  the  realization 
that  water  is  a  finite  resource  that  must  be  wisely  allocated 
and  protected  in  order  to  maintain  the  quality  of  life  and 
economic  viability  of  the  Commonwealth. 





The  Summary  Report  presents  potential  demand  figures 

for  the  planning  period  that  indicate  a  need  for  an  additional 

120  million  gallons  per  day  ( MGD )  of  water.  The  demand  for 

additional  supplies  is  derived  by  subtracting  from  potential 
future  additional  demands,  the  amount  of  water  available 

through  the  alternatives  of  demand  management  and  water 

management,  in  addition  to  savings  from  an  aggressive  leak 
repair  program. 

The  Special  Legislative  Commission  on  Water  Supply 

questions  the  accuracy  of  the  consultant's  estimates  on  how 
much  water  can  be  recovered  through  leak  repair  and  added 

to  the  system  by  demand  management  and  watershed  management. 
The  Commission  believes  that  the  study  underestimates  the 

yield  of  these  alternatives,  resulting  in  an  overestimation 
of  the  amount  of  water  thought  to  be  needed.  The  impact 
on  demand  that  the  implementation  of  a  pricing  structure 
which  encourages  water  conservation  would  have  is  not  given 
adequate  consideration  in  the  Summary  Report.  The  MWRA  has 
a  legislative  mandate  to  implement  conservation  pricing, 
and  therefor  needs  to  factor  the  impacts  of  implementation 
into  future  planning.  While  the  provisions  of  the  Interbasin 
Transfer  Act  will  require  the  MWRA  to  demonstrate  that  the 
numbers  presented  in  the  Summary  Report  are  accurate  and 
justifiable,  the  Commission  feels  that  the  MWRA  should  guantify 

more  accurately  these  estimates  prior  to  considering 
alternatives  for  implementation. 

An  area  of  great  concern  to  the  Commission  is  the  amount 

of  water  projected  to  be  needed  to  supply  communities  which 
may  lose  all  or  part  of  their  water  supplies  to  contamination. 
The  Summary  Report  reflects  a  no  longer  appropriate  attitude 
about  the  role  of  the  MWRA  water  supply  system.  While  under 
the  operation  of  the  MDC  the  water  supply  system  was  seen 
to  be  an  available  resource  for  any  community  with  water 
needs.  The  opportunity  to  connect  to  the  MDC  water  system 
resulted  in  poor  water  management  by  many  communities  and 
has  stretched  the  existing  supplies  to  their  limit.  The 

provisions  of  the  legislation  that  created  the  MWRA,  especially 
Section  8D,  express  a  clear  legislative  intention  to  alter 
the  perception  of  the  MWRA  water  supplies  as  an  available 

resource  to  new  or  partially  supplied  communities.  The  MWRA 

has  significant  discretionary  powers  in  considering  the 
servicing  of  new  communities.  The  impact  of  the  use  of  such 
discretion  in  limiting  future  users  and  water  usage  is  not 
reflected  in  the  demand  projections  presented  in  the  Summary 
Report .  The  MWRA  should  authorize  a  re-examination  of  demand 
projections    in    light    of    the    significant    discretionary  powers 





which  the  Authority  has. 

The  40MGD  of  additional  supply  to  communities  that  the 

study  projects  will  be  needed  represents  3/4  of  all  of  the 
new  water  estimated  to  be  needed  in  the  year  2020.  The  effort 

begun  by  this  Commission  and  the  Legislature  to  increase 
the  protection  of  local  supplies  and  to  therefore  reduce 
potential  demands  on  the  MWRA  needs  to  be  continued.  To 
reduce  potential  future  demand  on  the  MWRA,  the  MWRA  should 
join  with  the  Legislature  and  become  aggressive  in  working 
with  communities  to  protect  the  communities  own  water  sources. 

The  Special  Legislative  Commission  on  Water  Supply 
believes  that  until  the  MWRA  is  able  to  provide  a  more  accurate 
and  complete  accounting  of  the  amount  of  water  now  being 
utilized,  how  much  will  be  needed  and  where  it  is  all  going, 
the  consideration  of  major  river  diversions  to  augment  the 

MWRA  supply  is  inappropriate.  As  the  largest*  water  supplier 
in  New  England,  the  MWRA  has  the  responsibility  of  wisely 
and  judiciously  managing  its  water  system.  Before  new  sources 
of  water  are  tapped,  the  MWRA  must  do  all  it  can  to  ensure 
that  the  water  now  being  taken  from  the  Quabbin  and  Wachusett 
reservoirs  is  being  used  to  its  maximum  utility.  Insofar 

as  the  MWRA  works  to  properly  manage  the  water  supply  system, 
it  has  the  support  of  this  Commission. 

The  Commission  appreciates  having  had  the  opportunity 
to  present  these  comments,  and  looks  forward  to  working  with 
the  MWRA  in  the  future. 

Sincerely f 

CAROL  C.  AMICK 
Senate  Chairman 

CCA/JLH/pmd 
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CAROL  C.  AMICK 
SENATE  CHAIRMAN 

STATE  HOUSE  OFFICE 
ROOM  A13E 

TEL.  722-137  1 

July  7,  1986 

JAY  HEALY 

HOUSE  CHAIRMAN 
STATE  HOUSE  OF=;C£ 

ROOM  33 
TEL.  722.2060 t 

AMOREW  GOTT'_:£; 

EXECUTIVE  31REC-C  = 

STATE  HOUSE  Or----CE ROOM  33 
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The  Board  of  Directors 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  First  Avenue 

Boston,   MA  02129 

Dear  MWRA  Board  Member, 

In  considering  the  material  in  the  long  range  water 

supply  study,  please  be  aware  that  the  Commonwealth  has  made 

funds ■  available  for  local  leak  detection  through  Chapter 
786.  The  study  presumes  that  no  state  funds  for  local  leak 
detection  would  be  made  available  when  the  Chapter  286  funds 
were  exhausted  and  that  the  recovery  of  water  through  local 
leak  repair  would  essentially  cease. 

Chapter  786  of  the  Acts  of  1985  extended  the  grant  program 
for  local  leak  detection  by  appropriating  25  million  dollars. 

The  effect  of  new  funds  and  the  Commonwealth's  emphasis  on 
leak  repair  will  be  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  water 

recovered  through  leak  repair  within  MW-RA  user  communities 
as  well  as  elsewhere  in  the  Commonwealth.  The  recovery  of 
water  otherwise  lost  through  leakage  increases  available 
supplies  for  use  and  reduces  the  need  to  locate  new  supplies. 

As  responsible  planners,  you  should  be  aware  that  the 
assumption  that  the  consultants  made  concerning  the 
availability  of  state  leak  detection  funds  was  incorrect, 

and  that  the  effect  of  the  availability  of  these  funds  needs 
to  be  factored  into  your  deliberations. 

We  hope  to  continue  to  work  with  you  as  the  MWRA  makes 

its  important  decisions  on  the  future  water  supply  needs 
of  the  user  communities. 

Sincerely , 

CAROL  C.  AMICK 
Senate  Chairman 

ONATHAN  L.  HEALY 

ou^e  Chairman 





CAROL  C.  AMIC< 
SENATE  CHAIRMAN 

STATE  HOUSE  OFFICE 
ROOM  41 3  e 

TEL.  722-1371 

SPECIAL  LEGISLATIVE  COMMISSION 

ON  WATER  SUPPLY 

State  House,  Boston,  MA  02133 

July  1,  1986 

JAY  HEALY 

HOUSE  CHAiSMA-. STATE  HOUSC  CFS.cr 
ROOM  33 

TEL.  722-2060 

ANDREW  GOTTLIEB 
EXECUTIVE  OIRECTC?^ 

STATE  HOUSE  Or-'-ZZ 

OOOM  33 

The  Board  of  Directors 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  First  Avenue 

Boston,  MA  02129 

JUL  15  1986 

Dear  MWRA  Board  Member, 

In  considering  the  material  in  the  long  range  water 

supply  study,  please  be  aware  that  the  Commonwealth  has  made 
funds  available  for  local  leak  detection  through  Chapter 

786.  The  study  presumes  that  no  state  funds  for  local  leak 
detection  would  be  made  available  when  the  Chapter  286  funds 
were  exhausted  and  that  the  recovery  of  water  through  local 
leak  repair  would  essentially  cease. 

Chapter  786  of  the  Acts  of  1985  extended  the  grant  program 
for  local  leak  detection  by  appropriating  25  million  dollars. 

The  effect  of  new  funds  and  the  Commonwealth's  emphasis  on 
leak  repair  will  be  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  water 
recovered  through  leak  repair  within  MWRA  user  communities 
as  well  as  elsewhere  in  the  Commonwealth.  The  recovery  of 
water  otherwise  lost  through  leakage  increases  available 
supplies  for  use  and  reduces  the  need  to  locate  new  supplies. 

As  responsible  planners,  you  should  be  aware  that  the 
assumption  that  the  consultants  made  concerning  the 
availability  of  state  leak  detection  funds  was  incorrect, 
and  that  the  effect  of  the  availability  of  these  funds  needs 
to  be  factored  into  your  deliberations. 

We  hope  to  continue  to  work  with  you  as  the  MWRA  makes 

its  important  decisions  on  the  future  water  supply  needs 
of  the  user  communities. 

CAROL  C.  AMICK 

Senate  Chairman 

CCA/JLH/pmd 

Sincerely , 

OnJ^THAN  L.  HEALY 
e  Chairman 
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To:    ,The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Board  of  Directors 

From:  The  Water  Resojir^s  Conanission 
Elizabeth  Klin^Jfesfecutive  Director 

Re:      MWRA's  Summary  Report  of  its  Long-Range  Water  Supply  Study 
Date:  June  10,  1986 

This  statement  is  in  response  to  the  release  of  your  Summary 
Report  and  solicitation  for  public  response. 

The  Water  Resources  Coimission,  the  state's  water  resources 
policy  and  planning  agency,  was  first  established  by  the  Legislature 
in  1956  and  then  strengthened  in  1983  (Chapter  589).  The  WRC  is 
chaired  by  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  and  has,  as 
members,  the  Secretary  of  Communities  and  Development,  the  five 
Commissioners  of  the  departments  within  the  Executive  Office  of 
Environmental  Affairs,  and  six  public  members  appointed  by  the 

governor. 

There  are  several  important  policy  concerns  raised  by  the 

Long-Range  Water  Supply  Study: 

1.  sequencing  of  supply  alternatives 

The  policy  fraowwork  for  guiding  MWRA,  as  well  aa  other  water 

suppliers,  has  baan  clearly  articulated  since  tha  lata  1970' s.  In 
several  docunMnts,  tha  LeglslatTira,  tha  regional  water  rasourcas 
entity  (Tha  Maw  England  River  Basins  Canmisslon) »  and  tha  Szecutiva 

Office  of  Environoant^l  Affairs  stated  that  tha  Comonwaalth' s  water 
supply  policy  is  a  chronological  sequencing  of  augoientation  laaasuras 
placing  intarbasln  transfers  as  a  last  resort  after  imp leaen ting 
conservation  measures,  local  source  options,  and  watershed 
management : 

(June  27,  1978) 

RESOLUTIONS  ON  MAJOR  WATER  SUPPLY  AUGMENTATION  PROJECTS 

"Resolved,  that  interbasin  transfers,  including  tha  proposed 
Northfield  moxintain  diversion  of  Connecticut  river  waters  to  Quabbin 

reservoir,  for  the  purpose  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  of 
metropolitan  1 





2 

water  district,  shall  be  considered  alternatives  of  the  last  resort. 

All  feasible  water  supply  alternatives,   including  conservation 
programs  in  the  receiver  area  and  development  of  local  supplies, 
shall  be  identified  and  evaluated  within  the  context  of  the 

commonwealth's  developing  statewide  water  suppply  policy..." 

(May,  1978) 

MASSACHUSETTS  WATER  SUPPLY  POLICY  STATEMENT 

"Encourage  and  assist  water  utilities  to  draw  upon  water  sources 
within  their  own  watersheds.  Before  allocations  of  water  resources 

for  interbasin  transfer,  the  receiver  shall  demonstrate,  pursuant  to 
MEPA  review,  that  environmental  effects  are  within  acceptable  limits 
and  that  local  options  have  been  exhausted,  including  supply 
augmentation  within  the  acquiring  basin,  watershed  management,  and 

effective  water  conservation  measures." 

(June,  21,  1979) 

REVISED  NERBC  POLICY  ON  THE  NORTHTIELD  DIVERSION  PROJECT 

"NERBC  supports  the  folloving  actions  to  determine  the 
acceptability  of  interbasin  transfer  from  the  Connecticut  or  Millers 
River  to  the  Metropolitan  Water  District: 

1.  the  identification,  evaluation,  and  protection  of  significant 
suitable  ground  and  surface  vater  sources  located  within  the 

Metropolitan  District  Commission's  service  area; 
2.  the  adoption  of  a  meaningful  vater  conservation  plan  in  the 

Metropolitan  Water  District  service  area,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  demand  reduction  and  leak  detection  and  repair;  ... 

3.  the  evaluation  of  other  suitable  out-of -District  sources  of 
water  supply  as  alternatives  to  a  diversion  from  the  Connecticut 

River  Basin." 

This  policy  context  has  been  codified  in  statute  with  the  passage 
of  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  (Chapter  568  Acts  of  1983).  This  law, 
administered  by  thm  Uatar  Besoorcas  CooBission,  requires  an  applicant 
to  deaonatrate  that  tiv  erlf  ria  have  been  net  before  the  WRC  can 

grant  a  pezsanant  Istsrbaaia  transfer  of  water.  They  are  that  (1)  an 

enviroranental  review  under  the  MEPA  process  has  been  complied  with; 
(2)  all  reasonable  viable  water  sources  in  the  receiving  area  have 

been  identified  and  developed;  (3)  all  practical  conservation 
measures  have  been  taken;  (A)  a  comprehensive  forestry  management 
program  has  been  implesHnted;  and  (5)  reasonable  instream  flow  in  the 
river  is  maintained. 
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Several  areas  identified  in  MVHlA's  Summary  Report  will  clearly 
be  scrutinized  by  the  WRC  should  MWRA  seek  an  interbasin  transfer. 

They  include: 
Is  the  level  of  conservation  sufficient  to  meet  the  criterion 

of  "all  practical  conservation  measures"?  Two  areas  of  focus  will 
include  unaccounted  for  water  and  non-domestic  water  use. 

In  Table  2  on  page  21,  unaccounted  for  water  accounts  for 

105.6  million  gallons  per  day  by  the  year  2020  and  non-domestic  water 
use  for  173.5  million  gallons  per  day  (an  increase  of  more  than  40 
million  gallons  per  day  froii  1980). 

At  issue  will  be  how  much  of  these  figures  can  be  reduced 
through  more  conservation  efforts  such  as  intensive  and  extensive 
leak  detection  and  rehabilitation  programs  and  pricing  measures. 

Have  all  viable  local  sources  been  developed?    This  criterion 
will  consider  sources  within  the  receiving  area,  meaning  any 
community  which  consumes  MWRA  water.     One  area  of  interest  will  be 
the  partial  water  users. 

In  this  same  table,  87.6  million  gallons  per  day  in  the  year 
2020  is  projected  to  be  supplied  by  partial  users.  The  key  issues 
here  for  the  vniC  are  hov  ouch  more  can  be  provided  by  partial  users 

as  back-up  and/or  additional  local  sources  and  what  has  the  MWKA  done 
to  promote  development  and  protection  of  local  sources. 

Has  MWRA  implemented  a  comprehensive  forestry  management 
program  which  balances  a  variety  of  interests? 

In  the  Summary  Report .  watershed  management  is  projected  to 
provide  a  maxixoum  effective  yield  of  8  million  gallons  per  day  by  the 
year  2020.  At  issue  is  whether  this  figure  can  be  increased  with  an 
more  extensive  management  program  and  whether  MWRA  should  be 
responsible  for  and  cooperate  in  promoting  watershed  management 
efforts  on  lands  not  under  its  o%m  Jurisdictional  control. 

2.  projected  water  supply  needs 

The  MWRA  has  several  policy  options  ranging  from  supplying  all 
possible  and  projected  water  needa  in  the  Coanonvealth  to  supplying 
only  that  amount  which  is  currently  available  from  its  existing 
supplies.  To  guide  the  Board  in  thinking  through  this  critical  policy 
question,  it  may  benaseful  to  be  aware  of  certain  existing  state 
policies: 
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In  the  Updated  Massachusetts  Water  Supply  Policy  Statement  in 
198A,  the  role  of  the  state  is  oriented  towards  strengthening  local 

capability  by  providing  financial  aid,  technical  assistance,  planning 
analyses,  policy  framework  and  regulatory  decisions.  Since  water  does 

not  respect  political  boundaries,  the  term  "local"  may  imply  more 
than  one  community.  The  point,  however,  remains  that  the  state's 
policies  and  programs  are  driven  by  a  principle  that  each  locality  is 
responsible  for  its  own  water  supplies.  A  community  may  choose  and  be 
encouraged  by  the  state,  given  the  nature  of  the  water  resource(s), 
to  join  with  other  localities  in  developing,  managing,  and  protecting 
water  supplies;  it  should  not  relinguish  this  responsibility 
presuming  other  communities  or  the  MWRA  will  make  their  water 
available. 

These  policies  are  now  in  place.  Undoubtedly,  given  the 
attention  placed  on  water  supply  issues  and  the  increasing  experience 
dealing  with  state  laws  such  as  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  and  the 

Water  Management  Act,  additional  policies  will  be  adopted  by  the 
Water  Resources  Comsmission.  It  is,  therefore,  important  for  the  WRC 
and  the  MWRA  to  work  closely  together. 
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ccr-ir-iEi'JTS  azFCRE  the  Massachusetts  v.-ater  resqut.ces  authority 

PUBLIC  FLEETING,  JUNE  5,  19o6,    Merrimack  College,  N.  Andover,  :-!A 

by  Eileen  R.  Simonson,  Co-Director 

Since  1973,  V/SCAC  has  been  charged  with  reviev/  of  all  docu- 

ments produced  in  the  long  range  v/ater  supply  study.  V/e  hope  to 

insure  that  water  needs  and  water  sources  are  closely  scrutinized, 

that  environnental  and  economic  consequences  of  each  alternative 

are  clearly  defined,  and  that  the  v/hole  study  be  of  use  to  the 

Authority  and  to  the  public. 

The  study  is  severely/  flawed,  'lore  precisely,  it  is  not  only 

flawed  in  the  data  it  has  collert.'^d  but  in  the  conclusions  it 

has  reached  on  future  water  need  and  the  iinpacts  cf  river  diver- 

The  study  states  that  of  all  water  belie-^-ed  to  be  delivered 

to  the  to^'/ns ,  about  3C%  is  unaccounted-for.  The  study  finds  that 

about  30  MOD  is  missing  betv/een  the  Sudbury  district  and  the 

revenue  meters  of  t^ie  eastern  user  communities.  The  study  '.inder- 

represents  the  savings  industry  can  achieve  through  ongoing  con- 

ser^/aticn.  The  study  underestimates  the  potentially  recoverable 

leakage  in  all  of  the  towns.  The  raw  data,  before  it  is  inter- 

preted by  the  consultants  for  the  basline  year  1930^  finds  about 

60  MGD  in  recoverable  leakage.  The  greatest  flaw  in  the  study  is 

the  determination  of  future  need,  a  flaw  that  infects  the  rest 

of  the  work  since  the  choice  of  alternatives  depends  on  the 

amount  needed. 

In  part  becasue  of  what  the  water  supply  committee  learned 

from  the  study,  the  committee  actively  assisted  in  the  drafting 

of  the  MWRA  legislation  passed  in  19S4.  That  effort  was  also  spur- 

red by  a  belief  that  an  independent  authority  which  could  direct 

and  fund  its  o^.vn  actions  for  water  and  sewer  management  was  there- 

by able  to  improve  management  of  and  planning  for  its  water 

needs.  The  legislation  mandates  the  MVRA  to  manage  water  re- 

sources in  an  efficient,  environmentally  sound  and  economically 

fair  manner.  The  bill  has  been  called,  in  effect,  a  "menu"  for 

actions  which  the  authority  is  authorized  to  take.     The  authority 

I)  • 
sions . 
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i3  dirsGtad  to  price  water  for  con.'^er'/ation ,  to  only  continue 

service  to  partially  supplied  communities  after  a  stringent  set  of 

conditions  are  met.  Mo  new  community  may  be  added  unleso  expressly 

approved  by  the  present  user  communities,  the  legislature,  and  the 

governor.  The  bill  further  states  that  no  diversions  of  water  or 

increase  of  interbasin  transfers  shall  be  taken  without  a  vote  of 

the  legislature. 

V/SCAC  submits  that  the  major  purpose  of  the  study  has  already 

been  accomplished:  the  identification  of  st^ps  which  should  be 

taken  to  insure  adequacy  of  supplies;  and  that  the  legislation 

needed  to  take  these  steps  is  in  place.  The  M\'/RA  bill  permits, 

and  the  study  supports  full  system  modernization:  m.etering  of  water 

in  the  delivery  system;  redundancy  of  meters  to  assure  accuracy; 

metering  of  all  services  even  if  all  public  uses  are  not  billed; 

repairing  of  tc^vn  systems  and  local  water  supply  protection,  and 

a  funding  mechanism  be  developed  to  get  these  things  done.  If 

these  programs  are  undertaken,  with  leak  repair,  watershed  manage- 

ment by  the  M.D.C.  and  a  realistic  study  of  user  sources  is  com- 

pleted, river  diversions  will  not  be  needed. 

V/e  believe  a  planning  and  projecting  data  management  sys-tem 

should  be  developed  so  that  day  to  day  as  well  as  longer  term 

management  and  planning  can  be  accomplished.  Long  term  planning 

must  include    a  cost/benefit  and  risk  analysis  with  a  clear  state- 

ment of  decision  making  criteria.  To  fail  to  take  this  step  is  to 

leave  the  Authority  without  the  tools  it  needs  to  wisely  and  effi- 

ciently operate. 

All  of  these  statements  are  pertinent  to  the  proposed  Merrimack 

and  Sudbury  diversions.  The  Merrimack  Valley's  future  need  for  its 

river  flows  is  inadequately  assessed.  Downstream  impacts  on  the 

estuary  and  its  fisheries,  river  hydroproduction  were  not  analyzed. 

Impacts  on  dilution  of  pollutants  and  the  impact  of  reduced  flow 

on  drinking  water  supplies  were  not  assessed.  The  Merrimack,  however, 

can  provide  all  of  the  projected  water  shortfall  of  the  K,-JRA  and 

it  would  be  a  source  that  does  not  go  through  Guabbin  Reser^;-oir, 

providing  some  redundancy  for  the  system.  For  these  latter  two 

reasons,  the  Merrimack  is  a  serious  alternative. 
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Sudbur:/  River  diversion  through  a  treatment  plant  .it.  the  Sud- 

bury Reservoir  and  from  the  upper  Sudbury  V/atershed  is  also 

being  considered.  The  system  was  once  used  to  supply  the  metro 

region  but  was  abandoned  because  of  poor  water  quality.  The 

study  fails  to  properly  address  reduction  of  flow  in  the  Sudbury 

River  while  diversion  takes  place.  It  fails  to  map  or  correctly 

explain  the  impacts  of  reduced  flow  in  the  Great  Meadov/s  Motional 

Wildlife  Refuge  or  the  impact  cn  local  water  wells  and  wells  unde: 

construction  in  the  marshes  that  are  the  rivers  floodplain.  It 

fails  to  carefully  review  the  imp^ict  on  users  if  the  contamina- 

tion which  s-eeps  in  the  watershed  from  the  infamous  Nianza  chemi- 

cal dump  ends  up  in  the  water  supply.  But  the  'development  of  this 
alternative  may  take  less  tim.e  than  other  river  alternatives, 

and  for  this  reason  it  is  a  serious  option. 

Our  conclusions  as  a  committee  are  actually  very  straight- 

for'vard:  manage  the  system  for  efficiency  and    maintenance  of  the 

present  a_uality  of  supply.  Pursue  alternatives  like  leal-c  repair, 

watershed  management  and  user  sources.  Set  up  the  management  and 

planning  mechanisms  needed  to  carry  these  fon-zard. 
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V/e  suggest  several  possible  improvements  to  the  Merrimack  scheme. 

1 ,  Considering  the  savings  expected  from  Demand  management,  the 

capacity  might  be  halved  to  60  MGD  altho  this  would  probably 

increase  the  already  high  unit  cost, 

2,  Unless  the  pollution  added  by  Lowell  and  Lawrence  cannot  be 

adequately  reduced,  withdrawals  might  be  made  either  near  the 

former  terminus  of  the    Middlesex  canal  thus  shortening  the  pipe  line 

and  leaving  the  water  at  Lowell  available  for  electric  generation 

or  below  the  Lawrence  dams  and  Just  above  tidewater. 

One  sound  principle  of  planning  which  receives  little  notice  is 

that  when  a  stream  withdrawal  is  unavoidable,   that  withdrawal 

should  be  made  as  close  to  tidewater  as  feasible  so  that  the 

water  used  remains  in  the  stream  as  long  as  possible  doing  its  part 

to  support  the  ecological  health  of  the  stream  . 

1 
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i.:ass  Water  Resources  Authority 

Dear  Sirs: 

'£6  ;/:' 24 

I  attended  the  June  10th  public  hearing  and  have  familiarized 

myself  with  the  proposals  of  the  Long  Range  Water  Supply  Study. 

I  want  to  urge  the  MWRA  to  implement  those  measures  which  will 

improve  the  fiscal  and  physical  management  of  the  existing  system 

and  NOT  to  implement  the  diversions. 

If  I  may  make  an  analogy.   Imagine  a  home  with  an  old,   leaky  ana 

wasteful  but  potentially  sound  heating  system.   There  are  no  storm 

windows  or  weatherstripping.  The  residents  are  too  cold. 

They  could  buy  auxiliary  heaters  for  each  room  and  keep  warmer. 

This  would  also  keep  throwing  away  a  great  deal  of  heat. 

Clearly  it  is  better  to  keep  the  heat  in  the  house,   insulate  the 

efficiently. 

So  too  should  the  KWRA  keep  and  efficiently  use  the  water  it 

already  has.  Leak  repair  and  full  metering  are  the  two  most  obvious 

and  the  first  measures  that  should  be  implemented. 

I  oppose  diversions  until  and  unless  the  conservation  alternatives 

are  fully  employed  and  prove  inadequate.  Clearly  it  is  the  intent 

of  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Law  the  diversions  be  used  only  as  a 

last  resort. 

In  addition,   the  diversions  proposed  would  create  considerable 

problems . 

The  Sudbury-  very  little  water,  poor  quality,  high  cost,  the 

disturbing  of  toxic  sediments  in  the  river  bed  and  likely  damage 

to  the  Great  H'leadows  Sanctuary. 

The  Merrimack-  loss)in  hydro  power  generation,   poor  quality 

water,  great  expense. 

J
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windows  and  doors,  patch  the  leaks  and  tune  the  system  so  it  burns 
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I 
The  Connecticut-  opposition  of  local  residents,   our  Governor  and 

State  of  Connecticut. 

Plymouth  Aquifer  -  with  a  clear  policy  of  encouraging  local  use 

of  local  water,   it  ill  behooves  MWRA  to  take  local  water  out  from 

under  the  Plymouth  area. 

Pnillers/Tully-  damage  to  scenic  and  water  quality  of  the  area. 

In  conclusion  let  me  state  again,   I  urge  the  [v^VRA  to  implement 

the  consercation  and  better  management  measures  and  NOT  to 

implement  the  diversions. 

ThanJc  you  for  your  attention, 

yours  sincerely, 

|]     ̂   Margaret  C.  Seeger  ̂  
60  Beacon  St. 

Arlington,  Fvlass, 
0217^ 

Copies  to;        Rep.  John  Cusack 

WSCAC 

i  •
 





Comments  of  the  Massachusetts   Sierra  Club  on  the  MWRA  Summary   Report  of  the  Long 

Range   Water   Supply  Study 

The   Massachusetts  Sierra  Club  has   examined  the  MWRA   Summary   Report  of  the 

Impact   Assessment   and   Criteria   for   Evaluation   of   Alternatives    for   the   Water   Supply  Study 

and   Environmental   Impact   Report   -   2020   and   thanks   the  MWRA   for   the   opportunity  to 

make  comments  on  this   study.     We   also  appreciate   the  efforts  that  have  gone  into   the  study 

thus  far. 

This   study   examined   nine   alternatives   for   meeting   projected   water   needs   up   to  the 

year  2020.      Four   of  the   alternatives   are   river   diversions   and   one   draws   groundwater  from 

an  aquifier.     We  oppose  all  five  of  these  diversions  and  feel  that  the  demand  management 

and  the  user    sources   alternatives  will  be  sufficient   to   meet  the  water  needs   of  the  MWRA 

community   through   2020,   if  growth   of  this   community   is   not  unchecked.      The  perspective 

of  the   Waterworks   division   should   change   from   one   in   which   future   (unlimited)   growth  is 

projected  and  then   the  water  supply   is  established  to  meet  that  growth  to  one   in  which  the 

projected   amount   of   water   that   is    available   within   environmentally    safe    limits  will 

determine  future  growth.     In  other  words,  not  only  must  there  be   a  plan  for  future  water 

supply,  but  there  must  also  be  a  concomitant  plan  for  future  growth 

Our  comments  on  all  of  the  nine   alternatives,   as  well  as  general  comments  on  the  study, 

are    listed  herein. 

I.     Water  Needs  (pg.  15) 

We  have  serious  questions  as  to  the  validity  of  the  data  and  assumptions  in  this 

part  of  the  study.  Since  the  projections  that  are  made  from  this  data  are  the  basis  upon 

which    the    alternatives    are   evaluated,      these   projections   must   be  re-evaluated 

A.     Metered  domestic  water  use. 

One   of   the   assumptions   used   to   project   the   domestic   water   use   was  that 

there  will  be   an   increase   in   the   population  of  the   current  user  communities   of   15%  over 

the  next  40  years.     This  projection  is  substantially    greater   that   all   other  projections. 
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which  range  from  a  3-4%   loss  (U.S.   Bureau  of  Statistics,   and  the  Joint  Center  for  Urban 

Studies  of  M.I.T.   and  Harvard)  to  an  8%  gain  (Bureau  of  Economic   Analysis).     The  validity 

of  assuming   a   15%   increase   in  population   also   comes   under   question   when   one  considers 

the  fact  that  another  department  of  the  same    Authority,   the  sewage   division,   is   using   a  0% 

growth  rate   in   their  projections.      The   analysis   of  domestic   water  use   indicates   that  the 

effect  of  projected   increases   in  population   and  housing   will      be  offset  by  projected 

reductions   in   water  consumption.      Therefore,   if  the   projected   growth   rate   is   decreased   to  a 

more   realistic   level,      there   will   be   a   concomitant   reduction   in   projected   domestic  water 

B.  Metered  nondomestic   water  use 

This  projection  is   also   based  on   a  highly  inflated   assumption,   that  of  a  45% 

increase  in  employment  in  the  Boston  metropolitan  area.        The  recent  high  rate  of  growth 

in  the  local  economy  is  assumed  to  continue  and  ignores  the  much  slower  rate  or  the 

l^ij  previous   time  period.     MAPC  projects  a   15%  growth  rate  in  employment  over  the  40  year 

period.      Again,   a   lower  employment  growth   forecast  will  result   in   a   lower  nondomestic 

water    use  projection. 

C.  Unaccounted  for  Water 

One  third  of  the  current  water  use  falls  into  this  category.     It  is 

inexcusable    that   this    amount   (greater   than    100   MGD)   remains   essentially   unchanged   to  the 

end  of  the  study.     The  MWRA  should  be  held  accountable  for  this  water  and  there  should 

be   a   steadily   decreasing   amount  of   unaccounted   for  water. 

D.  Uncertainty  Range 

Finally,   it   should   be   emphasized   that   the   projections   for   2020   are   listed  as 

having,    conservatively,    an   uncertainty    range    of   ±_  13%.     This   is   a  substantial  uncertainty 

range   and   underlines    the   danger   of   using   these   projections   too  literally. 

II.      Assessment   of  Alternatives 

i  • 





A  critical   first  step   is   missing   which   will  crucially   affect  the  data   for   all   of  the 

subsequent  decisions.     This  first  step  is  full    metering  of  the  entire     MWRA/MDC  system. 

The   study   estimates   that  roughly   30%   of  the   water  purchased   by   the   communities   is  lost 

as  unaccounted  for  water.     However,  there  is  no  estimate  of  the  total  volume  of  the 

unaccounted   water   (i.e.   starting   from   the  reservoir  or  other   water  source).      If  this  is 

substantial,   as   expected,   then  recovery  of  most  of  this   volume  of  water  could   provide  much 

of   the    expected    capacity  shortfall. 

A.      Demand  Management 

This   has   been   pre-selected   as   part   of   the   Preferred   Alternatives   and  in 

estimating   future   need,   it   has   been   assumed   that   demand   management   will  be 

implemented.      The   Massachusetts   Sierra   Club   feels   that   this   alternative,    along   with  the 

user   sources    alternative    and    aggressive   and   comprehensive    leak   detection    and   repair,  will 

meet  all  MWRA  future  water  needs   through  2020.     The  study   estimates   the   yield  from 

demand  management  will   be   32  MGD   and   in  so   doing,   the   study   greatly  underestimates  the 

potential   of   this   demand   management  program,   while   at   the   same   time,   overestimating  the 

future  need  (vide  supra). 

An  example  of  where   the  estimates   fall  short   is   in   the   water  pricing  policy. 

The  baseline   water  and  sewer  rates  must  reflect  the   true  cost  of  the  service  and 

incorporate  the  value  of  the  water  into  that  cost.     At  the  moment,   water  is  a  commodity  for 

which   we   don't  really  pay;   we  pay   only   for  its   delivery.      Added  onto   this   baseline  rate, 

should  be   a  progressive  rate  structure   which   is  based  on   both  user  amounts   and   time  of 

day  of  usage.       BWSC  has  recently  implemented  a  progressive  rate  structure  but  has 

concluded  that  it  is  too  early  to  assess  the  results.     Since   the  estimate  of  the  savings  from 

this   type   of  policy   is   critical   in  evaluating   the  demand  management  program,   the  MWRA 

should   wait   until   such   data   is    available   before   making    their   long   range  projections. 

Because  of  the   low   capital   costs,   the  demand  management  program  can   be  expanded 

with    little    additional    cost    and    thereby    be    pursued    comprehensively    and  aggressively. 





resulting   in   futher   savings.      It   is   also   the   only   plan   capable   of  generating  substantial 

amounts   of  immediate   revenue.      This   program   is   important   from   an  philosophical   point  of 

view.      Instead   of  unchecked   growth   and   uncontrolled   consumption   of  resources,   we  must 

learn  to  conserve  those  resources  and  live  within  our  means.     We  have  to  change  the 

mentality   that   continually   allows   us   to   simply   take   more   water   without   thinking   of  the 

long    range  consequences. 

B.  Connecticut   River   Diversions   (and  other  diversions   -   Merrimack,  Millers, 

Sudbury,    and  Plymouth) 

The  diversion  of  water  from   one  watershed   to   another  can  have  serious 

environmental   impact   on   the   original   watershed,   especially   when   the   amount   of  water 

taken  is  large  with  respect  to  the  total  flow  of  the  river.     The  Sierra  Club  has  a  policy  of 

opposing   out-of-basin   transfers    and   urges    further   study   of   the   impact   of   any  such 

diversions.     We  disagree  with  the  finding   that,   in  most  cases,   there  will  be  low   adverse  or 

no   environmental   impact.      In  particular,   the  effect  on   the   area   above   the  Plymouth 

Aquifier   makes    this   option   totally   unacceptable.      The   inevitable    degradation   of  the 

Quabbin   reservoir   from   these   diversions   (Connecticut   and   Millers)   should   be    avoided.  In 

addition,    the   potential    for   a   large   scale   disaster   (i.e.    introduction   of   some  undesirable 

material   into   Quabbin   and   thereby   into   the   MWRA   drinking   water   supply)   is   great  since 

there    are   many    dischargers    into    the   rivers   being  studied. 

C.  Watershed  Management 

This    alternative    should   be    studied    further,    to    assess    the  potential 

environmental   harm   from   erosion    and   disruption   of   the   natural   envirormient.  However, 

careful    implementation   of   this    alternative    should   be    a    significant   source   of  additional 

water,    with    minimal    adverse    environmental  impact. 

D.  User   Sources  Alternative 

No   local   supply   should   be   abandoned   unless   it   is   undrinkable   and  cannot 

be   economically   restored   to   drinking   quality.      By   adding   in   an   amount   for  additional 





demand   by   non-users   due   to   contamination,   the   plan   in   effect,   does   not  discourage 

contamination   or   encourage   clean-up   since   additional   capacity    will   be    available.      The  use 

of  local  supplies   will   also   minimize  the   size  of  the   MDC/MWRA   system,   help  maintain 

local   public    interest    in    attaining    high    water   quality    standards,    and    localize    water  supply 

problems    and    capacity  needs. 

In   conclusion,   we   feel   that   the   future   water   needs   must   be   re-evaluated   and  that 

full  metering  of  the   system  must  be   implemented   as   soon  as  possible.      An  expanded  and 

aggressive   demand   management   program    and   utilization   of   local   sources    will   be  adequate 

to  meet  these  needs.     In  any  event,  because  of  the  huge  capital  costs  of  the  diversion 

projects,   we   advocate   the   WSCAC    "trigger  planning"   management  model.      Under  trigger 

planning,   the   various   supply   and   demand   management   alternatives   are   viewed   as  an 

inventory   of   available   actions   to   be   "triggered"   by   actual   trends   and   more   reliable  near 

ij  term  projections.     The  MWRA  must  recognize  and  avoid  the  trap  of  the   "self  fulfilling 

prophecy"    where   projections   determine   future   demand.      Once   the   capital   funds   have  been 

spent  to  expand  the     supply  system  ,   the  only  way  to  generate  sufficient  revenue  to  cover 

those  costs   is   to   increase  demand  up  to   the  projections.      This   escalating  consumption  of 

one  of  our  most  valuable  resources  must  be  stopped. 

We  thank  the  MWRA  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to   their  Long  Range  Water  Supply 

Study. 

Sincerely, 

Massachusetts    Sierra  Club 
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Comments  on  the  Summary  Report 
of  the 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

New  England  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
Elisa  K.     Campbell,  Chair 

June  3,  1986 

First,  ve  agree  with  the  comments  of  the  Water  Supply  Citizen's  Advisory 
Committee  that  the  Summary  Report  is  fatally  flawed,  particularly  in  its 

projection  of  demand.     That  section  of  the  report  reflects  the  old 

attitude  that  diversion  will  be  chosen,  and  the  purpose  of  the  'study' 
is  to  justify  the  decision.     Specifically,  we  call  your  attention  [page 

21]  to  the  21  mgd  of  'Recoverable  Leakage'  which  is  listed  as  part  of 
the  demand  in  the  year  2020;  21  mgd  is  2/3  of  the  proposed  diversion 

from  the  Miller's  River  and  larger  than  some  of  the  other  'augmentation' 
alternatives.     It  is  unconscionable  not  to  plan  to  recover  that  leakage. 

We  further  agree  with  WSCAC  that  the  Connecticut  River  and  Millers/Tully 
diversions  must  be  studied  together  as  well  as  separately,  since  all  are 

part  of  one  river  system,  the  Millers  enters  the  Connecticut  in  the 
Turners  Falls  pool,  and  it  is  quite  conceivable  that  both  of  these 
alternatives  would  be  selected. 

I  want  specifically  to  mention  an  issue  that  has  not  been  commented  on 

yet  this  evening:  water  quality  in  the  Quabbin. 

The  waters  of  the  Connecticut,  Millers  and  Tully  rivers  are 

significantly  more  polluted  than  the  water  of  Quabbin.  and  over  time 
would  degrade  the  water  quality  of  the  reservoir.     The  reports  mention 
fecal  and  coliform  bacteria,  as  well  as  turbidity.     The  Assessment 
Report  on  the  Connecticut  River  (Task  5),  on  page  134,  predicts 

eutrophication  'may  become  significant"  in  20-40  years,  particularly  in 
the  northern,  shallower  branch  of  Quabbin,  where  the  Connecituct  River 

water  enters  the  reservoir.    The  same  problem  would  exist  with  the 
Millers/Tully  diversion.     If  both  Connecticut  and  Millers  diversions 

were  in  operation,  problems  with  eutrophication  would  occur  much  more 

quickly.     The  degradation  of  Quabbin 's  water  supply  raises  the 
possibility  that  the  'minimum  pool'  will  have  to  be  raised  in  order  to 
avoid  or  delay  treatment  of  the  water,  which  would  be  counter-productive 
to  the  goal  of  increasing  the  supply  of  available  clean  water. 
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June  10,  1986 

Comments  of  the  New  England  Sierra  Club  on  the  Massachusetts  o 
Water  Resources  Authority  Water  Supply  Study  and  EIR 

My  name  is  Priscilla  Chapman,  and  I  am  presenting  a  statement  of 
behalf  of  the  New  England  Sierra  Club  and  our  ten  thousand 
members  in  Massachusetts. 

First,  we  wish  to  commend  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources 

Authority  for  identifying  "demand  management"  as  the  priority 
alternative.  We  believe  that  the  amount  of  water  available  as  a 

result  of  implementation  of  this  option  has  been  estimated  by 
the  study  now  under  consideration,  and  we  urge  MWRA  to  look 
closely  at  further  potential  means  of  carrying  out  this 
alternative . 

The  Sierra  Club  is  vehemently  opposed  to  all  options  which 
involve  diversion  and  other  interbasin  transfer  actions, 

including  the  proposed  Sudbury  River  option  and  the  Plymouth 

Aquifer  option.  These  alternatives  represent  environmentally 
unsound  ways  of  addressing  the  water  supply  question,  in  that 
they  are  likely  to  result  in  degradation  of  water  quality  and  in 

draw-downs  and  adverse  impacts  in  the  donor  areas.  We  are 
pleased  that  the  Governor  has  opposed  the  Connecticut  River, 
Millers  River,  and  Merrimack  River  diversion  options,  and  we 
hope  that  his  position  also  includes  opposition  to  the  Sudbury 
and  Plymouth  Aquifer  proposals. 

The  MWRA  Water  Supply  Study  and  EIR  begins  with  the  wrong 
premise  it  assumes     infinite  ability    to  augment  capacity  and 
asks  the  question,  how  much  water  would  MWRA  customers  like  to 

have?  In  a  century  that  has  seen  vividly  the  limits  of  growth, 
that  has  witnessed  the  dramatic  social  and  environmental  impacts 
of  placing  too  many  demand  on  our  dwindling  natural  resources, 
the  study  should  begin  by  establishing  how  much  water  will  be 
available  to  MWRA  without  the  implementation  of  interbasin 
transfer  schemes,  and  then  figure  out  ways  by  which  the  MWRA 
service  area  can  live  within  those  limits. 

We  believe  there  is  a  serious  need  to  reevaluate  the  demand 
projections  for  the  years  2000  and  2020  as  stated  in  the  study. 

There  is  no  excuse,  to  begin  with,  for  carrying  "unaccounted  for 

water  use"  and  "recoverable  leakage"  figures  through  until  2020. 
MWRA's  first  goal  should  be  to  account  for  the  unaccounted  for 

water.  The  category,  "Potential  Additional  Demand  by  Partial 
Users"  should  be  eliminated,  and  these  users  should  be  put  on 
notice  that  no  additional  supply  will  be  available. 





The  more  than  forty  MGD  increase  projected  for  "metered 
nondomestic  water  use"  is  difficult  to  reconcile  with  a  serious 

"demand  management"  effort.  The  usage  figure  for  2020  is 
apparently  based  on  projected  employment  increase  in  the  MWRA 
study  area.  This  projection  itself  is  open  to  question,  but 

beyond  that,  the  study  or  the  background  document  "Water  Demand 
Projections"  (1982)  does  not  justify  the  assumption  that 
nondomestic  water  use  will  increase  proportionally  with 
employment  increase,  and  clearly  does  not  incorporate  all  the 
potential  for  water  conservation  in  the  nondomestic  sector. 

We  also  question  the  projected  seven  MGD  increase  for  "future 
users."  The  enabling  legislation  of  MWRA  sets  extremely  rigorous 
criteria  which  must  be  met  before  users  are  added  to  the  MWRA 

system,  making  this  projected  demand  increase  a  highly  unlikely 
one . 

Vigorous  hazardous  waste  cleanup  programs  implemented  on  federal 
and  state  levels  would  obviate  the  need  for  an  additional  demand 

of  27  MGD  from  "nonusers  due  to  contamination."  Protection  of 
existing  sources  of  water  should  be  considered  one  of  the 

options,  and  given  high  priority.  Such  action  will  also  enhance 

the  yield  which  can  be  reasonably  expected  from  "user  sources 

alternatives . " 

After  the  demand  management  projections  are  brought  back  to 
reality,  we  urge  MWRA  to  continue  to  pursue  and  expand  upon  the 

"demand  management  alternative",  as  well  as  the  "user  sources 
alternative."  The  "watershed  management  alternative"  should  be 
investigated  to  determine  what  water  supply  can  be  yielded 
without  adverse  impacts  to  the  watershed  area. 

We  are  concerned  that  this  study  of  MWRA  water  supply  is 
isolated,  particularly  in  its  discussion  of  the  consequences  of 

drought.  How  would  other  non-MWRA  water  systems  respond  to  the 
same  weather  conditions?  Would  MWRA  customers  be  significantly 
better  of  worse  off  than  other  people  in  Massachusetts, 

especially  people  in  donor  watershed?  Water  supply  throughout 
Massachusetts  should  be  studied  to  answer  these  questions. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  these  comments.  We 
look  forward  to  working  with  MWRA  to  implement  the  priority 
goals  of  conservation  of  water  resources  and  protection  of 
existing  water  supplies. 
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WHEREAS  water  supply  management  t
echniques  Including  <let^c WHEREAS.  conservation.  Industrial  recycling,  use  oMocal 

sources   nd  watershed  management
  have  the  potential  o 

^o^Jdlng  amounts  of  water  equal 
 to  any  proposed  diversion. 

WHEREAS  the  present  flow  rates 
 of  the  Merrimack  River  are  critica

l  to  " 
WHEREAS.  hydro-electric  power,  and 

WHEREAS    he  Merrimack  River  is  ex
periencing  the  dramatic  re  rn  o 

anadromous  fish  (salmon  &  shad)  a
fter  a  major  investment  .n 

Federal  &  Slate  monies,  and 

WHEREAS  diverting  water  at  flows  e
xceeding  3500  cf s  or  greater WHEREAS,  dWertlng^^  ̂   ^^^^^^^^^     ̂ ^^^^^^^^    ̂ ^^^  ̂ ^^,3  ̂ .y^lme. 

WHEREAS  the  effect  on  the  estuarlne
  resources  and  flood  plain 

WHEREAS,  the^e^^^^^^  ̂^^^^^^^  ̂ ^^^^^^^     established,  and  the  ecological 

consequences  of  flood  skimming  are  as
  yet  unknown,  and 

WHEREAS  qroundwater  contaminatio
n  In  Massachusetts  and  New WHEREAS,  groun       ̂ ^^^  necessitate  increased  dependence  Py  valley 

communities  on  the  surface  waters  of  t
he 

WHEREAS  diversion  of  waters  from  the 
 Merrimack  to  Greater  Boston  by 

the  Metropolitan  Water  Resource  Autho
rity  will  necessitate  a 

huge  investmentment  of  over  $500  milli
on,  being  the  most 

expensive  supply  alternative  and  requir
e  major  increases  In MDC  water  rates,  and  m- 

-.ucncAQ       PDvtronmental  consequences  of  digging  a  26  mii
e.  lu 

'diameter  tunnel,  and  the  requirement  to  properly 
 dispose  of 

huge  amounts  of  rock  spoil  are  not  clearly  und
e'^too<^;3nd 

WHEREAS  to  build  such  major  and  costly  
Infrastructure,  being  a  tunnel 

WHEREAS,  ̂ '^^l^l^^^^^  J^^,3^  ,35  days  a  year  Is  grossly inefficient,  _^      ̂       ̂   -^^^^>yh{ 

NOW  THEREFORE  be  It  resolved  that  ̂ ^^>^;)  ̂ -^  X.  'I 
Z)IJ^^  ..^^^^  in  concert  with  the  Merrimack  River 

watershed  council,  calls  upon  Its  local  omc
lals.  state  and 

federal  legislators,  the  Governors  of  Massachu
setts  and  New 

Hampshire,  regional  planning  agencies  a
nd  other  concerned 

citizens  to  actively  work  with  responsible  ag
engcles  and 

officials  to  assure  that  there  will  not  b
e  diversion  or 

the  Merrimack  River  or  any  major  mter
-dasm  transfer 

or  waters  from  other  areas  or  rivers  such  
as  the 

Sudbury  (a  Merrimack  River  tributary)  or  th
e 

Connecticut,  as  proposed  by  the  consultants  
to  the 

Metropolitan  Water  Resources  Authority,  ror 
 the 

purpose  or  supplementing  the  water  supplies 

distributed  by  the  Authority 

Signed. 0>..;r          Dale  ̂ 1 '  '-f'^^ 
1    -Y  it'Aiy>«-N. 





BOOTT  HYDROPOWER,  INC. 

Foot  of  John  Street 
P.O.  Box  70 

Lowell.  MA01B53 

Telephone  61 7-458-4521 

June   10,  1986 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

Gentlemen : 

This   comment   is  provided  for  the  purpose  of 
indicating  our  opposition   to  the  potential  plan  for  diverting 
a   portion   of   the   flow  of   the  Merrimack  River  in  order  to 

supply  Greater   Boston's  water  needs. 

Our  major  concern   is   for  the  potential  reduction 
in  hydroelectric  power  generated  by  the  flow  of  the  River. 
We  are  also  concerned  about  a  number  of  other  environmental 

issues  where  diversion  could  produce  a  negative  impact. 

It   does   not  appear  practical  to  spend  public  funds 
to  create  and  operate  a  water  diversion  system  and  to  sacrifice 
electric  power  provided  by  a   renewable  source  to  subsidize  the 
waste   of   water   in   distribution   systems   that   are   in  poor  repair. 

Melvin  G.  LezbWg^  yy 

President  ^/^ 
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Comrniisions Civil  Service 
Public  Employee  Relirentn 

Comparable  Wofn 
Inveiligaling  Suicide  r> 

Municipal  Derenlion  Center 

May  21,  1986 

James  S.  Hoyte 
Chairman  of  the  Board 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
One  Center  Plaza,  Room  720 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Dear  Mr.  Hoyte: 

Please  accept  this  letter  in  place  of  my  presence  at  your  June  5th 
meeting  at  Merrimack.  College. 

I  want  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  I  oppose  any  water  diversion 
from  the  Merrimack  River  or  any  other  river  to  the  Greater  Boston  area. 
Having  read  reports  and  studies  done  since  1922  on  the  subject  of  water 
diversion,   I  am  convinced  that  all  the  alternatives  have  not  been 
addressed.     1  have  the  impression  tliat  only  50  percent  of  the  water 
which  leaves  the  Quabbin  Reservoir  ever  reaches  the  MDC  area.     I  strongly 
feel  that  a  comprehensive  leak  repair  is  necessary,  along  with  full 
metering,  and  a  water  management  program.     Looking  at  a  desalting  program, 

after  each  of  the  above  is  addressed,  might  be  less  expensive  and  dis- 
ruptive to  the  rest  of  the  state. 

In  reading  the  diversion  study  on  the  Merrimack  River,  I  could  not 
find  where  consideration  was  given  to  those  already  using  the  river  as  a 
drinking  water  source,  to  the  hydroelectric  facilities,  and  other 
communities  who  could  have  need  of  that  water  in  the  future. 

Another  concern  of  mine  is  that  so  many  Massachusetts  people  are  moving 
into  southern  New  Hampshire.     That  states  water  needs  will  increase  the 
need  for  use  of  the  river  for  drinking  water.     That  need  will  be  met  before 
the  river  flows  into  Massachusetts.     The  MDC,  however,  would  be  diverting 
water  before  all  the  Massachusetts  communities  are  served. 
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James  S.  Hoyte 

May  21,  198fS 
Page  Two 

I  have  supported  the  laws  which  have  already  been  passed  to  protect 
the  water  and  process  for  our  residents.     I  would  also  support  a  stronger 
regional  body  to  supervise  this  area.     As  a  youngster,   I  remember  the  river 
at  its  worst, and  after  being  brougiit  back  to  life,   1  am  committed  to 
protecting  it  in  every  way. 

Please  record  my  comments  as  testimony.     I  do  hope  you  are  in 
agreement  with  my  position  on  this  issue. 

CC:     Edward  Higgins,  Chairman,  Methuen  Town  Council 
Richard  Gladstone,  Methuen  Town  Manager 
Merrimack  River  Watershed  Council 

Michael  Gritzuk,  Executive  Director,  MA  Water  Resources  Authority 
Board  of  Directors,  MA  Water  Resources  Authority 

Sincerely , 

NICHOLAS  J.  BUGLIONE 

State  Representative 

NJB/ 
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STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  NICHOLAS  J.  COSTELLO  (D-THIRD  ESSEX)  TO 
THE  MASSACHUSETTS  WATER  RESOURCES  AUTHORITY  ON  THE  LONG 
RANGE  WATER  SUPPLY  STUDY   ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT  REPORT. 

I  have  carefully  reviewed  the  Authority's  water  supply 

study,  and  as  a  member  of  the  Legislature's  Committee  on 

Natural  Resources,  I  have  considered  diversion  and  water 

supply  issues  for  many  years. 

In  presenting  nine  alternative  actions  to  help  meet  a 

projected  Boston  area  increase  in  water  demand  to  the  year 

2020,  this  study  presents  water  yield  statistics,  capital 

and  operating  costs  and  the  unit  cost  per  million  gallons  of 

water  supplied  for  each  alternative.  There  certainly  are 

many  facts,   insights  and  projections  here. 

Unfortunately,  for  the  policymakers,  Adminstration  and 

citizens  and  taxpayers  of  Massachusetts,  the  study  has  a 

fundamental  flaw  which  negates  its  importance  and 

usefulness.   It  asks,  and  answers,   the  wrong  question. 
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The  report's  main  focus  is:  How  can  Greater  Boston  augment 

its  water  supply  to  meet  a  projected  increased  demand  to  the 

year  2020? 

Rather,  the  question  I  believe  should  have  been  posed  seven 

years  and  millions  of  dollars  ago  is:  What  can  the  Boston 

Area  do  with  its  existing  supply  to  meet  its  future  demand? 

These  two  questions  clearly  lead  a  questioner  down  different 

roads  and  unfortunately,  I  now  think  the  Commonwealth  finds 

itself  without  the  proper  information  to  make  dynamic, 

long-range  water  supply  decisions. 

I  come  to  this  conclusion  because  I  believe  that  river 

diversion       is      a      failure    of     water     resource  management. 

Diversions  should  be  viewed    as     the     Interbasin  Transfer 

Act,     the     Water     Management     Act  and  the  enabling  legislation 

for  the  Water  Resources  Authority     itself     demands    as  a 

course  of  absolute  last  resort. 

Waste  should  be  eliminated  before  augmentation  is  considered. 

Current  supply  should  be  properly  utilized  before  other 

resources  are  appropriated.  These  two  principles  embody  a 

course  of  action  different  from  those  drawing  comments  here 

tonight.  They  are  alternatives  which  take  conservation  and 

good  management  seriously  into  account. 



I 
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So  let  me  comment  on  the  study's  bottom  line.  I  believe  the 

Authority  can  meet  its  own  demand  if  it  acts  responsibly, 

carefully  and  most  importantly,  if  it  firmly  sets  a  solid 

course  toward  that  goal. 

For  example,  let's  look  at  leakage  in  the  community  water 

systems.  The  Authority  should  be  able  to  save  10-15%  of 

current  use  through  leak  repair.  It  is  widely  acknowledged 

that  serious  leaking  occurs,  and  the  example  of  cities  like 

Boston  and  Salem  tell  us  that  tremendous  savings  are 

possible.  This  10-15%  would  save  60  million  gallons  of  water 

per  day.  Fully  one  half  of  the  projected  increased  water 

demand  to  2020. 

Secondly,  there  should  be  less  pessimism  about  the  potential 

to  recover  unaccounted-for  water  within  the  system  itself. 

Presently,  about  5  million  gallons  per  day  fall  in  this 

category  and  the  study  has  estimated  that  an  additional  16 

million  gallons  per  day  will  disappear.  We  should  be  aiming 

to  cut  the  5  million  gallons  per  day  unaccounted-for  water 

figure  if  we  can.  But  at  least,  we  should  keep  it  from 

increasing.  Such  a  decision  and  direction  would  subtract 

another  16  million  gallons  per  day  demand,  leaving  only  a  44 

million  gallon  per  day  deficit. 
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And  this  final  44  million  gallons  can  be  eliminated  if  the 

Authority  would  reassess  policy  and  more  carefully  manage 

potential  new  users  of  the  system  and  increased  use  by  user 

and  non-user  communities  with  contaminated  water  sources. 

Beyond  this  there  is  industrial  conservation  to  promote, 

community  sources  to  develop  and  substantial  unaccounted  for 

water  amounts  to  be  metered  and  protected. 

Boston's  demand  can  be  met  and  future  growth  can  be 

accomodated.  You,  as  Water  Resource  Authority  decisionmakers 

can  develop  a  program  to  reveal  the  full  potential  of  this 

type  of  approach,  an  approach  which  recognizes  and  respects 

limits  and  finds  satisfaction  in  conservation. 

Now,  as  a  member  of  the  Massachusetts  Legislature,  I  would 

like  to  make  two  points.  First,  that  such  a  sound 

conservation  approach  is  not  just  good  management,  it  also 

is  the  foundation  of  the  Commonwealth's  current  water 

policy.  Second,  the  Merrimack  Valley  opposes  diversion 

without  good  cause  and  will  fight  its  enactment. 

On  a  policy  and  legislative  level,  Massachusetts  has 

realized  that  water  does  not  recognize  political  divisions 

and     that     surface     and     groundwater     must     be     managed     as  a 
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single,  interconnected  system  on  a  watershed  basis.  Also,  we 

have  established  that  diversions  should  only  be  considered 

if  no  other  viable  alternatives  exist. 

In  addition,  we  in  the  Merrimaclc  Valley  know  of  our  own 

reliance  on  the  Merrimack  River.  Our  economic  future  is 

intimately  tied  to  the  river  and  its  health.  A  diversion 

could  significantly  impact  water  quality,  harm  fisheries  and 

wildlife  and  upset  the  balance  of  fresh  and  salt  water  in 

the  great  Merrimack  River/Plum  Island  estuary. 

A  reduction  in  flow  would  diminish  hydro-electric  generation 

in  Lawrence  and  Lowell,  valuable  agricultural  land  would  be 

consumed  for  new  treatment  facilities  and  a  sludge  disposal 

plant  would  have  to  be  built.  As  an  additional  burden,  the 

proposed  Merrimack  River  alternative  carries  a  half-billion 

dollar  price  tag  for  construction  and  an  annual  operating 

budget  of  fifteen  million  dollars. 

Most  importantly,  the  consideration  of  a  diversion  proposal 

of  the  Merrimack  River,  or  any  other  river  of  the 

Commonwealth,  is  unnecessary  and  unwise  from  a  local  .view, 

from  a  state  view  and  for  the  Boston  Area  itself. 
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I  would  ask  you  to  change  your  agency's  course.  Ask  the 

right  question  and  demonstrate  the  great  potential  of 

domestic,  institutional  and  industrial  conservation. 

Institute  comprehensive  water  metering  programs,  stop  leaks, 

begin  aggressive  watershed  management  and  protect  and 

utilize  member  community  sources.  Use  the  talents  and  future 

of  technology.  Much  can  happen  in  the  next  forty  years. 

I  thank  you  for  coming  to  take  our  comments.  As  someone  who 

worked  with  others  to  craft  the  statute  which  established 

your  agenda,  I  know  that  your  task  is  demanding,  broad  in 

scope  and  vital  to  the  future  of  the  Commonwealth.  Your 

leadership  is  needed  for  sound  stewardship.  Please  feel  free 

to  call  on  me  if  I  may  be  of  help  to  you  in  the  future. 



i 



WHEREAS,  water  supply  management  techniques  including  leak  detection 
and  repair,  conservation,  industrial  recycling,  use  of  local 
sources,  and  watershed  management  have  the  potential  of 
providing  amounts  of  water  equal  to  any  proposed  diversion, 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  present  flow  rates  of  the  Merrimack  River  are  critical  to 

the  viable  production  of  hydro-electric  power,  and 
WHEREAS,  the  Merrimack  River  is  experiencing  the  dramatic  return  of 

anadromous  fish  (salmon  &  shad)  after  a  major  investment  in 
Federal  &  State  monies,  and 

WHEREAS,  diverting  water  at  flows  exceeding  3500  cfs  or  greater 
establishes  a  precedent  for  diversion  to  meet  needs  at  anytime, 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  effect  on  the  estuarlne  resources  and  flood  plain  of 

beneficial  seasonal  flooding  are  established,  and  the  ecological 
consequences  of  flood  skimming  are  as  yet  unknown,  and 

WHEREAS,  groundwater  contamination  In  Massachusetts  and  New 
Hampshire  will  necessitate  increased  dependence  by  valley 
communities  on  the  surface  waters  of  the  Merrimack,  and 

WHEREAS,  diversion  of  waters  from  the  Merrimack  to  Greater  Boston  by 
the  Metropolitan  Water  Resource  Authority  will  necessitate  a 
huge  investmentment  of  over  $500  million,  being  the  most 
expensive  supply  alternative  and  require  major  Increases  in 
MDC  water  rates,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  environmental  consequences  of  digging  a  26  mile,  10* 
diameter  tunnel,  and  the  requirement  to  properly  dispose  of 
huge  amounts  of  rock  spoil  are  not  clearly  understood,and 

WHEREAS,  to  build  such  major  and  costly  Infrastructure,  being  a  tunnel 
and  treatment  works,  for  use  only  135  days  a  year  is  grossly inefficient, 

NOW,  THEREFORE  be  It  resolved  that    ̂ ^y<:^  C^>.^^-/  of J-^^Aj'.nc.tL  MA  in  concert  with  the  Merrimack  River 
Watershed  Council,  calls  upon  its  local  officials,  state  and 
federal  legislators,  the  Governors  of  Massachusetts  and  New 
Hampshire,  regional  planning  agencies  and  other  concerned 
citizens  to  actively  work  with  responsible  agengcles  and 
officials  to  assure  that  there  will  not  be  diversion  of 

the  Merrimack  River  or  any  major  inter-basin  transfer 
of  waters  from  other  areas  or  rivers  such  as  the 

Sudbury  (a  Merrimack  River  tributary)  or  the 
Connecticut,  as  proposed  by  the  consultants  to  the 
Metropolitan  Water  Resources  Authority,  for  the 
purpose  of  supplementing  the  water  supplies 
distributed  by  the  Authority. 

T 

Signed 

7
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My  name   is  Duncan  MacKillop.      I   am       Assistant  General  Manager 

of  Essex  Company  and   am  here  on  behalf  of  my  employer  The  Essex 

Company  as  well  as  three  other  companies,   Lawrence  Hydroelectric 

Associates,    North  Canal  Waterworks  and  Massachusetts  Hydro 

Associates,     Essex  Company  owns  and   operates  the  Great  Stone  Dam 

and  canal  system  in  Lawrence  Massachusetts,  Lawrence 

Hydroelectric   Associates,    North  Canal  Waterworks  and  Mass  Hydro 

Associates  own  and   operate   approximately   18,000  KW's  of 

hydroelectric  generating  facilities  on  the  Merrimack  River  in 

Lawrence  and  Lowell  Massachusetts, 

Since  the  mid   1800*3,   the  Essex  Company  has  held  water  right 

authority  to  the  Merrimack  River  by  grant  from  the  Massachusetts 

Legislature.     Lawrence,    North  Canal   and  Massachusetts  Hydro 

operate  hydroelectric   facilities  under  license  granted  by  the 

Federal  Energy  Regulj^ory  Commission,   a  Federal  Agency  which  has 

jurisdictional  authority  over  development  of  hydroelectric 

facilities  in  the  reach  of  the  Merrimack  River  Impounded  by  the 

Great  Stone  Dam.     In  addition,   Lawrence,   North  Canal  and 

Massachusetts  Hydro  facilities  were  subject  to  extensive  State 

agency  review  prior  to  commencement  of  construction  and  hold 

various  state  licenses  and  permit  authority  relating  to  their 

operat  ion. 

In  reliance  upon  the   federal  and   state  rights  granted   to  Essex, 

Lawrence,    North  Canal   and  Massachusetts  Hydro,    more  than  30 

million  dollars   has  been   invested   in  facilities  which  rely  upon 

the  historical  flow  of  the  Merrimack   River.     To  the  exent  that 





flow   is  demlniahed,    all   the  companies  I   represent  will  be 

adversly  affected. 

We  therefore  wish  to  go  on  record   as  opposing  any  diversion  of 

water  from  the  Merrimack  River  due  to  the  resultant  loss  of 

electrical  generation  in  water  sales  revenues  that  will  be 

experienced  by  our  companies.     We  believe  the  state  and  federal 

rights  and   licenses  now  held  by  our  companies  create  prior  rights 

that  must  be  recognized  should   the  Merrimack  River  be  diverted. 

Should   such  a  diversion  be  authorized,   we  would   expect  adequate 

compensation  for  losses   incurred  as  a  result  of  such  diversion. 

Unless  appropriate  compensation  is  provided  as  a  part  of  any  plan 

for  the  diversion  of  the  Merrimack  River  water,   we  will 

aggressively  protect  the  interests  we  currently  hold. 

One  other  matter  concerns  us  regarding  this  proceeding,    lack  of 

adequate  direct  notice  to  parties  with  a  direct  interest   in  this 

proceeding.     At  no  time  during  the  legislative  process  whi-ch 

created   the  WATER  RESOORSE  AGENCY  nor  during  the  planning  of 

these  hearings  were  any  of  our  companies  provided  with  legal 

notice  of  the  proceedings.     Fortunately,   we  learned  of  this 

proceeding  thru  newspaper  articles  and  membership  in  one  of  the 

Merrimack  River  Valley  Associations.     We  believe  a  more  formal 

and  comprehensive  notice  procedure  should  be  implemented  to 

afford  parties  directly  affected  by  this  proceeding  and  adequate 

opportunity  to  participate  in  these  discussions. 

I   appreciate  the  opportunity  to  make  these  comments  and   will  be 

happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 





WHEREAS,  water  supply  management  techniques  Including  leak  detection 
and  repair,  conservation.  Industrial  recycling,  use  of  local 
sources,  and  watershed  management  have  the  potential  of 
providing  amounts  of  water  equal  to  any  proposed  diversion, 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  present  flow  rates  of  the  Merrimack  River  are  critical  to 

the  viable  production  of  hydro-electric  power,  and 
WHEREAS,  the  Merrimack  River  Is  experiencing  the  dramatic  return  of 

anadromous  fish  (salmon  &  shad)  after  a  major  Investment  In 
Federal  &  State  monies,  and 

WHEREAS,  diverting  water  at  flows  exceeding  3500  cfs  or  greater 
establishes  a  precedent  for  diversion  to  meet  needs  at  anytime, and 

WHEREAS,  the  effect  on  the  estuarlne  resources  and  flood  plain  of 
beneficial  seasonal  flooding  are  established,  and  the  ecological 
consequences  of  flood  skimming  are  as  yet  unknown,  and 

WHEREAS,  groundwater  contamination  In  Massachusetts  and  New 
Hampshire  will  necessitate  Increased  dependence  by  valley 
communities  on  the  surface  waters  of  the  Merrimack,  and 

WHEREAS,  diversion  of  waters  from  the  Merrimack  to  Greater  Boston  by 
the  Metropolitan  Water  Resource  Authority  will  necessitate  a 
huge  Investmentment  of  over  $500  million,  being  the  most 
expensive  supply  alternative  and  require  major  Increases  In 
MDC  water  rates,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  environmental  consequences  of  digging  a  26  mile,  10' 
diameter  tunnel,  and  the  requirement  to  properly  dispose  of 
huge  amounts  of  rock  spoil  are  not  clearly  understood.and 

WHEREAS,  to  build  such  major  and  costly  Infrastructure,  being  a  tunnel 
and  treatment  works,  for  use  only  135  days  a  year  Is  grossly 

Inefficient,  /  /       S    i  ■  ̂     i  ~  T 

NOW,  THEREFORE  be.lt  resolved  that  jui'^ii^  o^hi.  lUAu  c  J  -  ( d^AiM^.  lUJ—  In  concert  with  the  Merrlmaclc  River 
Watershed  Council,  calls  upon  Its  local  officials,  state  and 
federal  legislators,  the  Governors  of  Massachusetts  and  New 
Hampshire,  regional  planning  agencies  and  other  concerned 
citizens  to  actively  work  with  responsible  agengcles  and 
officials  to  assure  that  there  will  not  be  diversion  of 

the  Merrimack  River  or  any  major  inter-dasin  transfer 
of  waters  from  other  areas  or  rivers  such  as  the 

Sudbury  (a  flerrimack  River  tributary)  or  the 
Connecticut,  as  proposed  by  the  consultants  to  the 
Metropolitan  Water  Resources  Authority,  for  the 
purpose  of  supplementing  the  water  supplies 
distributed  by  the  Authority. 

sinnPd  ̂ 1^,..::^/^%^  Date   y^^^^'^  / ̂, /^^^ 
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To  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  5  June  1986 

Groveland,  MaSBOctrose^^is  tf  town  located  on  the  Merrimack  River  downstream  of  the 

proposed  taking.  Vn"""irjxnijilttErTll)|i(ii  liiii  iif  i  ll'i'Ti  i  if  ihiiWTTTTVmflfl  ii  iiiitia  Smce 
1979,  when  both  its  wells  became  contaminated,  the  town  has  suffered  a  senous  water  shortage. 

We  were  fortunate^to  locate  a  third-weU  just  75  feet  from  the  Merrimack  River^  Howovor,  the 
capacity  of  this  well  is  only  40%  our  previous  supply.  Even  with  strict  conservation  measures 

strictly  enforced,  this  well  must  sometimes  pump  round  the  clock  in  order  to  meet  demand. 

Repeated  attempts  to  locate  a  supplemental  supply  have  failed.  This  well,  barely  adequate  to  meet 

our  needs,  remains  our  sole  source  of  water.  ' 
And  its  proximity  to  the  river  makes  the  Merrimack  our       source.  Engineering  studies 

show  that  more  than  half  (estimates  range  from^-^%)  the  water  pumped  from  this  well  is  drawn 

from  the  Merrimack  River  by  induced  recharge.  Althiaygh  quality'  ia  ̂ tiiuallj  good;  tho  lovol  of 

aodiiim  ii  rronoiotondj  hig,li.  19  ajiU  a  fianJuu.  ̂ r\(]  rht  ntfoteit  of  tlia  MarriiwaLk  iliat  paAAtJ 

through  Groii'olaiid  fluLluuLLJ  witli  Llit  Lidu 

the  Town  ̂ ^ove^^d  has  grave  concerns  about  the  proposal  of  the  Massachusettts 
Diatriet  Cuiiuiii&siUll  (TVIPC^  to  draw  water  from  the  Merrimack:  We're  concerned  that  lowering  the 
volume  of  water  in  the  river  will  affect  the  quantity  of  our  supply;  that  lowering  the  volume  will 

affect  the  quality  of  ouTs^pply;  and  particularly,  that  lowering  the  volume  will  affect  the  tidal 

influx  in  the  river,  drawing  more  salt  water  further  upstream,  perhaps  as  far  as  our  well.  And  the 

sodium  content  of  the  waterfrom  this  well  is  now  barely  below  the  state  limit  of  20. 

At  the  very  least,  the  fvlBC  needs  to  conduct  a  study  to  detennine  what  effect  drawing  water 

from  the  Merrimack  will  have  on  Groveland's  w^,  ̂Ji^  as  w^mai^ffiiod  in  a  letter  to  Patricia 
Corcora^m  December  of  1985,  that  study  should  be  undertaken  before  any  option  is  selected.  It 

may  be  that  using  the  Merrimack  is  not  a  viable  option.  /^KJ]?/^ 
Certainly  the  Groveland  Water  Commisssioners  sympathize  with  the  Metfopolitan  Disuict 

CoiiumssiuMuy  problem.  We  understand  too  well  the  frustrations  of  a  chronic  water  shortage. 

But  no  community  should  be  allowed  to  solve  its  own  water  crisis  by  depriving  another.  And  we 

fear  that  if  the  Merrimack  is  used  to  supply  the  Boston  area,  our  town  will  lose  its  only  source  of 
water. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Janet  Angelis 

Chair,  Groveland  Water  Commissioners 





DOCUMENT  91-D 

CITY    OF  HAVERHILL 

In  Municipal  Council      May  27,    198  6 

RESOLUTION 

BE  IT  RESOLVED  chat  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Haverhill  records  its 
opposition  to  the  diversion  of  the  waters  of  the  Merrimack  River 
without  a  complete  evaluation  of  the  consequences  to  our  community 
of  any  such  diversion  or  without  the  prior  approval  of  the  City  of 
Haverhill . 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  position  expressed  in  this  resolution  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  officials  and  agencies  participating 
in  any  deliberations  on  these  matters. 

1  • 





MEMBER  CLUBS 
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JtiiM  3  0  1985 

Dear  Mr.  Hoyte,  Our  LEAGUE,  of  18  member  clubs  representing 

approximately  ^500  member  sportsmen,  discussed  at  length  the  pro- 

position of  removing  water  from  the  Merrimac  River,  at  our  last 

meeting  on  June  19,  1986.      Upon  a  unanimous  vote  we  hereby  declare 

that  we  are  in  complete  opposition  to  the  taking  of  water  by  the 

CORRESPONDING sECRETARY^®'t3^°P°li"t3'^  District  Commission  from  the  Merrimac  River. CHARLES  ELUOTT 
139  Standley  Street 
Beverly.  .MA  019 15  Would  you  kindly  keep  us  informed  of  any  further  propositions 

TeL  922-5967 
and/or  actions  of  note  by  your  Authority. 

Thank  you  for  yoxxr  attention. 
Most  sincerely. 

Charles  E.  Elliott, 
Corresponding  Secretary 





WHEREAS,  water  supply  management  techniques  including  leak  detection 
and  repair,  conservation,  Industrial  recycling,  use  of  local 
sources,  and  watershed  management  have  the  potential  of 
providing  amounts  of  water  equal  to  any  proposed  diversion, 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  present  flow  rates  of  the  Merrimack  River  are  critical  to 

the  viable  production  of  hydro-electric  power,  and 
WHEREAS,  the  Merrimack  River  Is  experiencing  the  dramatic  return  of 

anadromous  fish  (salmon  &  shad)  after  a  major  Investment  In 
Federal  &  State  monies,  and 

WHEREAS,  diverting  water  at  flows  exceeding  3500  cfs  or  greater 
establishes  a  precedent  for  diversion  to  meet  needs  at  anytime, and 

WHEREAS,  the  effect  on  the  estuartne  resources  and  flood  plain  of 

beneficial  seasonal  flooding  are  established,  and  the  ecological 
consequences  of  flood  skimming  are  as  yet  unknown,  and 

WHEREAS,  groundwater  contamination  In  Massachusetts  and  New 
Hampshire  will  necessitate  Increased  dependence  by  valley 
communities  on  the  surface  waters  of  the  Merrimack,  and 

WHEREAS,  diversion  of  waters  from  the  Merrimack  to  Greater  Boston  by 
the  Metropolitan  Water  Resource  Authority  will  necessitate  a 
huge  Investmentment  of  over  $500  million,  being  the  most 
expensive  supply  alternative  and  require  major  Increases  In 
MDC  water  rates,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  environmental  consequences  of  digging  a  26  mile,  10' 
diameter  tunnel,  and  the  requirement  to  properly  dispose  of 
huge  amounts  of  rock  spoil  are  not  clearly  understood.and 

WHEREAS,  to  build  such  major  and  costly  infrastructure,  being  o  tunnel 
and  treatment  works,  for  use  only  135  days  a  year  Is  grossly Inefficient, 

NOW,  THEREFORE  be  It  resolved  that  ̂ ^A^l  'Slea^  of 
'^^^^iAy^.^.o'yt^  J    In  concert  with  the  Merrimack  River 
Watershed  Council,  calls  upon  Its  local  officials,  state  and 
federal  legislators,  the  Governors  of  Massachusetts  and  New 
Hampshire,  regional  planning  agencies  and  other  concerned 
citizens  to  actively  work  with  responsible  agengcles  and 
officials  to  assure  that  there  will  not  be  diversion  of 

the  Merrimack  River  or  any  major  inter-basin  transfer 
of  waters  from  other  areas  or  rivers  such  as  the 

Sudbury  (a  Merrimack  River  tributary)  or  the 
Connecticut,  as  proposed  by  the  consultants  to  the 
Metropolitan  Water  Resources  Authority,  for  the 

-st/pfrivmefTtm^  the  water-  svpp.'ies 
distpibuted)by  the  Authority  , 

May  30 
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WHEREAS,  water  supply  management  techniques  including  leal<  detection 
and  repair,  conservation.  Industrial  recycling,  use  of  local 
sources,  and  watershed  management  have  the  potential  of 
providing  amounts  of  water  equal  to  any  proposed  diversion, and 

WHEREAS,  the  present  flow  rates  Of  the  Merr1macl<  River  are  critical  to 

the  viable  production  of  hydro-electric  power,  and 
WHEREAS,  the  Merrimack  River  is  experiencing  the  dramatic  return  of 

anadromous  fish  (salmon  &  shad)  after  a  major  Investment  in 
Federal  &  State  monies,  and 

WHEREAS,  diverting  water  at  flows  exceeding  3500  cfs  or  greater 
estat)llshes  a  precedent  for  diversion  to  meet  needs  at  anytime, and 

WHEREAS,  the  effect  on  the  estuarine  resources  and  flood  plain  of 

beneficial  seasonal  flooding  are  established,  and  the  ecological 
consequences  of  flood  skimming  are  as  yet  unknown,  and 

WHEREAS,  groundwater  contamination  In  Massachusetts  and  New 
Hampshire  will  necessitate  Increased  dependence  by  valley 
communities  on  the  surface  waters  of  the  Merrimack,  and 

WHEREAS,  diversion  of  waters  from  the  Merrimack  to  Greater  Boston  by 
the  Metropolitan  Water  Resource  Authority  will  necessitate  a 
huge  investmentment  of  over  $500  million,  being  the  most 
expensive  supply  alternative  and  require  major  increases  In 
MOC  water  rates,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  environmental  consequences  of  digging  a  26  mile,  10' 
diameter  tunnel,  and  the  requirement  to  properly  dispose  of 
huge  amounts  of  rock  spoil  are  not  clearly  understood,and 

WHEREAS,  to  build  such  major  and  costly  Infrastructure,  being  a  tunnel 
and  treatment  works,  for  use  only  135  days  a  year  is  grossly  . 

upon federal  legislators,  the  Governors  of  Massachusetts  and  New 
Hampshire,  regional  planning  agencies  and  other  concerned 
citizens  to  actively  work  with  responsible  agengcies  and 
officials  to  assure  that  there  will  not  de  diversion  of 

the  Merrimack  River  or  any  major  inter-basin  transfer 
of  waters  from  other  areas  or  rivers  such  as  the 

Sudbury  (a  Merrimack  River  tributary)  or  the 
Connecticut,  as  proposed  by  the  consultants  to  the 
Metropolitan  Water  Resources  Authority,  for  the 
purpose  of  supplementing  the  water  supplies 
distribtAed  by  the  Authority. 

Signed 





Merrimack 

Watershed 

River 

Council 

June  5. 

Moss.  Water  Resources  Authority  Heorlng-Andover,  Ma. 
Testimony  on  the  Merrimac  River  Diversion  Alternative 

At  the  time  the  preliminary  report  from  the  MDC  consultants  was  received 

by  the  Watershed  Council  several  years  ago,  it  was  hard  to  accept  at  face 

value  that  there  would  be  little  or  no  "impact"  on  the  donor  river  s  water 
quality  or  hydro  logy.- for  example-  10^  of  average  flow  is  not  an 
insignificant  figure,  and  there  are  many  factors  to  be  considered  which  the 
full  report  by  Wallace  Floyd  falls  to  lake  into  account. 

After  18  months  of  study  by  our  River  Management  Task  Force,  we  are 
asking  you  to  accept  that  this  report  is  seriously  deficient  and  misguided 
In  its  conclusions. 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Watershed  Council,  18  leaders  in  a  variety  of 
fields,  including  the  environment,  coming  from  the  Valley  in 
Massachusetts  and  New  Hampshire  equally,  has  a  special  responsibility  to 

its  1500  members-200  of  which  are  other  organizations,  large  and  small, 
from  churches  and  sporting  clubs,  to  Town  Boards  and  giant  employers,  to 
evaluate  and  comment  on  this  proposed  project. 

We  have  tried  to  do  this  from  an  informed  base  of  knowledge  and 
perspective  on  our  own  Valley  s  growing  needs  for  the  flow  of  the 

Merrimack-a  factor  which  was  not  considered  by  the  MDC's  own  admission. 
We  started  with  a  demand  yield  study  on  the  mainstem  In  Massachusetts, 
and  some  informed  guesses  as  to  the  useage  during  the  planning  period  in 

growth-impacted  Southern  New  Hampshire. 

Members  of  the  Authority  may  share  our  perspective  if  they  think  of  a 
pool  of  recently  revitalized  water  behind  the  Pawtucket  dam  in  the  City 

of  Lowell,  2  million  acre-feet  of  slowly  flowing  potable  resevoir  for  half 
a  mtllton  people,  extending  18  miles  up  to  the  shallows  at  Merrimack  New 

Hompsliire.  The  proposed  lake-out  point  Is  about  mid-way  along  this  pool. 
100  mgd  is  now  takefl  from  the  watershed  (or  Greater  Boston  before  ttie 
NmImm  r1v«r  enter*  this  pool. 

VrtrtU  Um  n»w  win  from  a  trickle  to  a  flood,  from  a  few  hundred  cubic 

JT.OOp  cubic  feel  p«r  second,  man's  useage  is  a •varal  hundred  million  gollons  a  day  of  treated 
I  to  Um  nerrlmacJc  dally  during  the  period  1 990 

tad  water  and  urtan  run-off  which  must  be 
_      now  down  stream  to  be  pumped  for  use  in  the  taps  and 

industrial  plants  of  our  growing  population-growing.  Incidentally,  at  a faster  rate  by  far  than  the  receiver  area. 
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pp.  2- NoYi'  let  me  turn  for  o  moment  to  the  consultant's  assumptions  on  yrhich 
the  impacts,  or  lack  of  them,  were  based. 

Our  problem  is  that  they  are  only  assumptions.  We  look  at  the  probable 
scenarios  should  the  26  mile  underground  aqueduct  be  built,  forever 
connecting  the  water  resource  fortunes  of  the  Valley  with  Boston  and 
thirty-two  communities. 

Can  anyone  doubt.  If  drought  or  other  water  supply  crisis  should  arise,  as 
it  inevitably  will,  that  political  considerations  based  on  need  will 
determine  how  much  water  is  pumped  over  what  period?  Since  the  cost 

of  water  in  this  option  is  very  high-four  times  higher  If  I  read  the  table 
on  retail  water  rate  Impacts  on  Boston  users  correctly,  there  will  be 
irrisistable  economic  pressures  to  make  this  infrastructure  more 

"efficient"  by  using  it  more  than  the  135  to  160  days  a  year  arbitrarily 
selected  as  the  skimming  period  by  the  consultants. 

Given  a  catastrophy  of  some  kind  to  Quabbin  or  the  pipes  connecting  it  to 
the  hoc  system,  all  bets  would  be  off,  all  assumptions  worth  very  little. 

The  impact  most  easily  and  accurately  measured  Is  the  reduction  in 

capability  by  hydro-electric  generation  plants  down  stream  to  generate 
power.  The  hardest,  perhopa.  Is  the  subtle  effect  of  flood  flow  reductions 
on  the  ecology  of  the  huge  and  vitally  important  esluarine  resource.  Our 
Director  Biologist  on  the  Task  Force  has  many  questions  to  ask  about 

"indicator  species",  and  why  no  species  critical  to  the  Valley,  and  common 
to  other  rivers  being  considered,  were  selected. 

Fisheries  experts  think  the  effect  of  this  withdrawal  on  spawning  and 
returning  salmon  and  shad  has  not  been  adequately  assessed.  We  feel  more 
work  on  the  negative  effect  of  flow  reduction  on  water  quality  is  probably 
the  area  needing  most  attention,  and  DEQE  has  cooperated  by  beginning 
river  testing  in  that  much  used  pool,  this  time  below  Pawtucket  in  the 
reach  between  Lowell  and  Lawrence. 

As  for  the  asssumptiuns  on  how  much  is  needed,  we  must  rely  mainly  on 
our  friends  at  WSCAC.  We  fully  support  tho  se  options  that  tend  to 
diminish  excessive  use  and  wasted  water,  encourage  conservation,  and 
promote  the  use  of  alternative  sources  local  to  receivers. 

Mostly,  we  want  to  convey  to  members  of  the  Authority  that  we  do  not  yet 
have  a  completely  clear  picture  of  the  growing  use  of  the  Merrimack  by  the 
million  inhabitants  of  the  Valley  -  we  know  that  the  population  using  the 
river  doubled  in  15  years,  and  water  useege  will  Increase  at  least  65^ 
during  the  planning  period. 

There  is  little  doubt  that  we  are  entering  an  age  of  quality  water  scarcity 
in  Eastern  Massachusetts,  and  that  you  ore  considering  making  that 
scarcity  more  severe  in  the  Merrimack  Valley  os  on  option.  Much  needs  to 
be  done  before  our  own  needs  ore  fully  documented.  No  comprehensive  plan 
for  this  fabulous  resource,  from  the  White  Mountains  to  the  Atlantic, 
has  been  conducted.  We  know,  however,  that  there  is  little  water  to  spare, 
ond  that  we  must  manage  and  conserve  for  our  own  needs  in  the  decades 
ahead.  ***  * 





June  30.  1986 

Metropolitan  Water  Resources  Authority 
20  Somerset  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02108 

Attention:    Ms.  Pat  Corcoran 

Project  Manager 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran: 

The  Merrimack  Valley  Planning  Commission  is  the  official  public  agency 
authorized  under  state  law  to  plan  for  the  natural  resources  and  orderly 
growth  and  development  of  the  Merrimack  Valley.  The  Commission  is  also 
specified  under  state  law  as  an  official  reviewer  of  environmental  impact 

reports. 

At  its  regular  monthly  meeting  of  June  19,  19 86,  the  Merrimack  Vail ey 
Planning  Commission  voted  unanimously  to  adopt  the  following  comments  and 

initial  findings  on  the  Metropolitan  Water  Resource  Authority's  Water  Supply 
Study. 

For  over  a  year  the  Merrimack  Valley  Planning  Commission  has  been 
reviewing  and  analyzing  the  many  Water  Supply  Study  reports  prepared  by 
consultants  to  the  MWRA.  These  reports  have  been  discussed  at  numerous  public 
meetings  of  our  Commission;  we  have  hosted  MWRA  presentations  on  the  Study 
reports;  we  have  hosted  presentations  by  the  Water  Supply  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee;  and  we  have  attended  and  testified  at  MWRA  public  hearings. 

The  Merrimack  Valley  has  many  interconnections  and  inter-relationships 
with  the  Greater  Boston  area.  Our  economies,  transportation  and  communication 
systems,  and  even  our  cultural  features,  intermingle.  Certainly,  we  are 
concerned  with  the  well  being  and  needs  of  our  neighbors  in  the  Greater  Boston 
area. 

However,  our  analysis  of  the  Water  Supply  Study  finds  that  the  MWRA's 
long-term  water  needs  are  not  clearly  established  and  that  the  Merrimack  River 
Diversion  Alternative  is  a  poor  solution.  The  following  svimmarizes  our 
comments. 

1 .    Merrimack  River  Diversion  Impacts 

The  Merrimack  River  Alternative  will  have  numerous  negative  impacts  - 
some  minor,  some  substantial,  and  some  which  have  not  been  adequately 

analyzed  -  and  provide  the  Valley  with  no  direct  benefits.  Indeed, 
the  net  impacts  of  the  Merrimack  Alternative  on  MWRA  user  communities 
themselves  would  be  very  costly  and  negative:  the  diversion  of  the 
Merrimack  is  the  most  expensive  (1/2  billion  dollars)  and  least  cost- 
effective. 

Amesbury  Andover  Boxford  Georgetown  Groveland  Haveitiill  Lawrence  Menimac  Methuen  Newbury  Newburyport  North  Andover  Rowley  Salisbury  West  Newbury 





Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Page  2 

Several  specific  negative  impacts  have  not  been  adequately  addressed. 

The  Merrimack  River  diversion  analysis  has  not  considered  the  possi- 
ble inducing  of  water  quality  related  problems  into  municipal  wells 

along  the  lower  Merrimack.  There  has  not  been  an  analysis  of  the 
impacts  on  river  water  quality  of  emergency  withdrawal  during  very 
low  flow  periods.  Other  water  demands  here  in  the  Valley  and  in  New 

Hampshire  (which  has  three-quarters  of  the  Merrimack  River  Basin) 
have  been  inadequately  addressed.  The  negative  impacts  of  withdrawal 
on  hydroelectric  power  and  shellfish  resources  have  been  hardly 
considered  at  all. 

2.  Alternatives  Analysis 

The  Alternative  analysis  is  inadequate  and  uneven.  The  Merrimack 
River  is  assumed  to  have  no  withdrawal  limits  while  the  Connecticut, 
a  much  larger  river,  is  assumed  to  have  a  specific  withdrawal 
ceiling.  As  a  result,  only  the  Merrimack  alternative  is  found  to 
fully  meet  the  ostensible  need.  Moreover,  inadequate  analysis  is 
given  to  the  alternative  of  aggregating  numerous  small  supplies, 
particularly  new  ones,  within  or  along  the  fringes  of  the  MWRA 
service  area.  Indeed,  this  is  the  area  where  water  supply  needs  are 

probably  growing  fastest  and  yet  there  has  been  inadequate  considera- 
tion of  the  geographic  distribution  of  new  water  demands. 

3 .  Distribution  and  Accounting  Improvements 

Leak  detection  and  correction  and  other  improvements  to  the 
distribution  system  have  not  been  fully  pursued.  As  part  of  this 
action,  faulty  metering  must  be  corrected  with  new  gauges  before  any 
major  implementation  actions  can  be  properly  decided. 

4.  Conservation  and  Demand  Management 

Stronger  water  conservation  programs  should  be  investigated  and 
implemented,  thereby  greatly  reducing  future  water  needs.  How  much 
more  water  could  be  saved  beyond  the  basic  conservation  program  and 
at  what  cost?  Conservation  is  a  continuum  that  has  not  been  fully 
explored. 

5  .     Improved  Management  Planning 

Finally,  there  must  be  improved  systemwide  management  planning.  Pro- 
jections of  population,  employment,  and  water  use  rates  appear  too 

simplistic  and  inadequate.  Nor  does  there  appear  to  be  an  adequate 
analysis  of  the  costs  and  effects  of  placing  more  demands  on  sewage 
treatment  plants  if  additional  water  is  consumed. 
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We  have  attached  our  "Selected  Questions/Comments"  which  elaborates  on 
some  of  our  specific    concerns  pertaining  to  the  Water  Supply  Study. 

We  recognize  the  extensive  research  effort  your  office  has  carried  out  on 
water  supply  needs.  Please  forward  copies  of  all  additional  reports  that 
result  from  the  subsequent  phases  of  the  Water  Supply  Study  process. 

Please  contact  us  if  you  have  any  questions  on  the  above  comments. 

Sincerely, 

Executive  Director 

G&:hv 

Enclosures 





6/17/86  A.M. 

Merrimack  Valley  Planning  Commission 

Selected  Questions/Ccmments  on 
MSfRA  Water  Supply  Study 

and  Environmental  Impact  Report  -2020 

1.  "Other  Unaccounted-For  Water"  (see  Table  2  of  MWRA's  Summary  Report, 
attached) . 

The  MWRA/MDC  report  contains  a  category  labeled  "Other  Unaccounted-For 
Water,"  which  is  estimated  at  53  million  gallons  per  day  (mgd).  This 
amount  represents  15.5%  of  the  total  1980  system  demand  of  3  43  mgd  and 

44%  of  the  MWRA's  projected  shortfall  of  120  mgd. 

The  MWRA  report  carries  this  phanton  53  mgd  unreduced  through  the  entire 

40-year  planning  period,  suggesting  that  not  only  can  this  water  not  be 
accounted  for,  but  it  cannot  to  any  degree  be  recovered.  This  seemingly 
casual  dismissal  of  53.5  mgd  (again,  44%  of  the  total  120  mgd  shortfall 
anticipated  by  the  year  2020)  is  unacceptable.  Either  the  water  is  in 

fact  being  used  and  through  improved  metering  could  be  traced  (and  possi- 
bly reduced)  or  is  appearing  falsely  as  a  result  of  revenue  meter  over- 

registration,  and  is  therefore  not  a  legitimate  system  demand.  In  either 
case,  one  can  question  the  appropriateness  of  developing  estimates  of 
water  diversion  needs  from  alternate  sources  such  as  the  Connecticut  and 

Merrimack  Rivers  without  first  reconciling  this  large  discrepancy  in  the 

"unaccounted-for  water"  category. 

2.  Potential  Abandonment  of  Supplies  in  Partially  Supplied  User  and  Non-User 
Conmiunities 

According  to  an  assessment  by  the  Water  Supply  Citizens'  Advisory 
Committee,  the  Summary  Report's  demand  projections  include  a  large 
"reserve"  of  water  (55  mgd)  to  cover  the  potential  abandonment  or  loss  of 
local  supplies  to  contamination.  The  assumption  is  made  that,  given  the 
experience  of  past  decades,  further  loss  of  local  supplies  is  inevitable 
and  will  necessitate  connection  to  the  MWRA  system.  This  assumption  is 
highly  questionable.  Chapter  3  82  of  the  Acts  of  1981  and  the  MWRA 
enabling  act  expressly  prohibit  any  community  from  abandoning  a  local 
supply  unless  the  state  certifies  that  the  supply  is  contaminated  and 
cannot  be  economically  restored.  This  restriction  to  abandonment  should 
serve  to  prevent  the  kinds  of  wholesale  and  unwarranted  loss  of  local 

supplies  observed  in  the  past.  As  a  consequence,  the  report's  projected 
demand  figure  may  be  highly  inflated  and  could  be  lowered  significantly 
to  reflect  the  more  likely  scenario  of  continued  reliance  on  those  local 
supplies  still  viable  and  in  use. 

3 .  Calculation  of  Qoabbin  Reservoir  Safe  Tield 

The  Summary  Report  sets  the  Quabbin  Reservoir's  safe  yield  at  300  mgd. 
This  is  presented  as  the  amount  of  water  which  can  be  safely  withdrawn 
during  periods  of  extended  drought  without  degrading     in-lake  water 
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quality  to  a  condition  requiring  treatment.  According  to  an  independent 
analysis  by  WSCAC  and  its  consultants,  this  figure  is  too  low  and  could 

be  safely  increased  to  318  mgd  without  violating  the  reservoir's  "minimum 
pool"  standard.  This  differential  of  18  mgd  in  the  calculated  safe 
yields  is  significant,  and  further  analysis  of  this  issue  is  warranted. 

4.      Potential  Yields  -  Connecticut  River  versus  Merrimack  River 

The  Summary  Report  states  that  the  Merrimack  River  is  the  only 

alternative  which,  by  itself,  could  supply  the  "necessary"  120  mgd.  This 
is  not  true.  The  Connecticut  River,  with  a  larger  average  annual  flow 
than  that  of  the  Merrimack  [11,800  cfs  (cubic  feet  per  second)]  vs  7,500 

cfs),  could  also  meet  this  demand  -  at  least  in  the  hydrologic  sense. 

The  problem  is  that  the  Legislature  has  created  a  legal  ("artificial") 
constraint  (Chapter  766  of  the  Acts  of  1970)  which  set  both  a  minimum 
flow  restriction  and  a  volume  level  on  transfers  from  the  Connecticut 

River.  This  was  done  as  a  concession  to  a  local  hydropower  interest,  not 
for  purposes  of  water  supply,  water  quality,   or  environmental  protection. 

The  MWRA  study  automatically  incorporated  this  "artificial"  flow 
constraint  into  its  evaluations,  never  questioning  whether,  through  a 
change  in  the  legislation,  more  water  could  be  safely  withdrawn  from  the 
Connecticut  without  creating  some  of  the  impacts  anticipated  for  the 
other  alternatives,  such  as  the  Merrimack. 

5.      Loss  of  Hydropower  on  Mem' mark  River 

The  MWRA  study  estimates  that  by  the  year  2020,  annual  losses  of 
hydropower  revenue  resulting  from  the  235  mgd  diversion  of  the  Merrimack 
would  be: 

Pawtucket-Dam  Hydroelectric  Facility  (Lowell)  -  $2A0 ,000/ year 
Lawrence  Hydroelectric  Facility  -  $180 ,000/year 

TOTAL  -  $420. 000/ year 

Is  the  MBRA  planning  to  replace  this  paver  or  provide  conpensation  for 
the  revenues  lost? 

Project  Costs  -  Connecticut  River  versus  Merrimack  River 

Connecticut  River  Merrimack  River 

Alternative  Al t ern at  iy e 

Capital  Cost  $97,750,000  $501,100,000 
Annual  0  &  M  $  1,650.000  $  14,599,000 

The  Merrimack  River  Alternative  is  enormously  expensive  -  more  than  five 
times  the  capital  cost  and  nearly  9  times  the  annual  operation  and  main- 

tenance costs  of  the  Connecticut  River  Alternative.  Has  anyone  con- 
sidered whether  this  huge  cost  differential  might  be  more  than  enough  to 

offset  the  loss  of  hydropower  revenue  in  the  Connecticut  River  which  the 
Chapter  766  legislation  was  created  to  protect? 
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Also,  the  proposed  Merrimack  River  Water  Treatment  system  would  be  opera- 
tional only  8  months  per  year  (November  through  June).  The  remainder  of 

the  time  it  would  not  be  in  use.  How  cost  effective  is  this,  and  what 

would  the  plant  personnel  do  during  the  four  months  of  down-time? 

7 .      Potential  Water  Supply  and  Water  Quality  Impacts 

The  report  fails  to  specifically  address  the  following  local  water  supply 
and  water  quality  concerns: 

Groveland  Water  Supply  Well  #3 

Groveland's  Well  #3,  located  approximately  75  feet  from  the  south  bank  of 
the  Merrimack  River  behind  the  municipal  office  complex,  is  at  present 

the  town's  only  potable  water  supply. 

In  November  1977,  Duf resne-Henry  Engineering  Corporation  performed  an 
aquifer  evaluation  (pump  test)  on  the  alluvial  deposits  beneath  the  well 
site.  The  results  of  this  evaluation,  contained  in  a  report  entitled 

"Report  on  Continuous  Pumping  Test,  Pines  Speedway,  January  1978,"  led  to 
the  following  observations  and  conclusions: 

1.  A  production  well  placed  in  this  location  will  induce  flow  from  the 
Merrimack  River. 

2.  The  transmissiv ity  of  the  alluvial  aquifer  from  which  groundwater 
will  be  drawn  is  54,000  gpd/ft. 

3.  A  well  penetrating  this  alluvial  aquifer  will  be  capable  of  producing 
water  at  a  maximum  sustained  rate  of  440  gallons  per  minute  (gpm)  or 
630,000  gallons  per  day   (gpd) . 

A  subsequent  analysis  of  the  site  by  Wehran  Engineering  Corporation 

("Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  Proposed  Solvent  Reprocessing 
Facility,"  Haverhill  Massachusetts,  February  1982)  resulted  in  the 
following  conclusion:  "It  is  implicit  in  the  location  of  Groveland  Well 
No.  3  that  its  main  source  of  recharge  will  be  from  the  Merrimack  River. 

A  technique,  presented  in  Walton's  Groundwater  Resources  Evaluation 
permits  calculation  of  the  percentage  of  water  derived  from  a  recharge 
boundary  and  induced  into  a  proximate  well.  The  recharge  boundary  in 
this  case  is  the  Merrimack  River,  and  Groveland  Well  No.  3  is  the  pumped 
well.  The  calculations  show,  based  on  conditions  which  existed  at  the 

end  of  the  7.2  day  pumping  test  performed  in  November  1977,  that 
approximately  85  percent  of  the  flow  from  the  production  well  is  induced 
from  the  Merrimack  River.  This  figure  is  relevant  to  the  potential 
effect  upon  water  quality  in  the  event  contaminants  enter  the  Merrimack 

River  upstream  of  Groveland  Well  No.  3." 

In  light  of  these  findings,  it  is  imperative  that  the  following  questions 
be  addressed  in  the  diversion  study: 

(1)  To  what  extent,  if  any,  will  the  levels  of  sodiua.  coliform  bacteria, 

and  other  potential  water  quality  pollutants  increase  in  Groveland's 
Well  #3  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  diversion?  And, 
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(2)  What  will  be  the  resulting  impacts  of  these  increased  pollutant 
levels  on  local  water  treatment  costs  and  public  health? 

Shellfish  Resources 

The  softshell  clam  and  mussel  flats  of  the  Merrimack  River  Estuary  are 

among  the  richest  shellfish  producing  areas  in  the  Commonwealth  ("Sani- 
tary Survey  of  the  Merrimack  River  Estuary  and  Its  Tributaries,"  Depart- 
ment of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering  and  Merrimack  Valley  Planning 

Commission,  May  1981).  Once  closed  to  harvesting  as  a  result  of  munici- 
pal and  industrial  pollution  of  the  river,  these  flats  are  again  being 

reactivated  as  local  and  upstream  pollution  abatement  efforts  enhance  the 
quality  of  the  river.  Several  problem  areas  remain,  in  particular  the 
Salisbury  and  Black  Rock  Creek  Flats  on  the  Salisbury  side  of  the  river, 
but  these  are  expected  to  be  mitigated  when  the  Salisbury  municipal 
wastewater  treatment  facility,  currently  under  construction,  becomes 
operational  in  the  next  several  years. 

In  light  of  the  current  and  anticipated  econonic  significance  of  these 
shellfish  resources  to  the  local  economy,  it  is  imperative  that  the 
following  questions  be  addressed  in  the  diversion  analysis: 

(1)  To  what  extent,  if  any.  will  the  levels  of  coliform  bacteria  and 

other  potential  pollatants  increase  in  the  river's  shellfish  as  a 
resalt  of  the  proposed  diversion? 

(2)  Where  and  how  often  will  such  pollutant  increases  result  in  shellfish 
standards  violations,  necessitating  closure  of  the  flats  to 
harvesting?  And. 

(3)  What  will  be  the  ensuing  impacts  of  closure  on  the  local  economy 
(i.e.,   loss  of  revenue  and  jobs)? 

These  questions  are  of  immediate  concern  to  Merrimack  Valley  area  commu- 
nities and  need  to  be  fully  addressed  as  part  of  the  MWRA's  technical  evalua- 

tion of  the  Merrimack  River  Diversion  Alternative. 

8.     Future  Water  Needs  in  the  Merrimack  Valley 

In  its  assessment  of  the  potential  impacts  of  the  Merrimack  River 
Diversion  project,  the  MWRA  Summary  Report  fails  to  consider  the  implications 
of  increased  and  dramatic  population  growth  in  New  Hampshire,  and  the 
likelihood  of  upriver  transfers  to  meet  the  growing  water  supply  needs  of  New 
Hampshire  residents.  For  years  there  has  been  talk  of  diverting  flows  of  the 

Winnipesaukee  River,  one  of  the  Merrimack  River's  principal  tributaries,  to 
augment  dwindling  supplies  in  the  Portsmouth-Rochester  area.  If  this  should 
occur,  the  supply  of  water  in  the  Massachusetts  portion  of  the  river  could  be 
substantially  diminished,  resulting  in  severe  impacts  not  yet  felt.  Further 
withdrawals  by  the  MWRA  would  exacerbate  this  problem. 

The  MWRA  report  must  address  this  issue  in  a  comprehensive  fashion  before 
any  predicted  impacts  can  be  considered  valid. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 

-  -     •  STATE  OF  NEW  HAiMPSHIRE 

N^*  .-i-*  •  ̂ '  STATE  HOUSE  •  CONCORD,  NEW  HAMPSHIRE  03301 

JOHN  H.  SUNUNU 
GOVERNOR 

September   3,  1986 
SEP  10  1986 

James   S.   Hoyte,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Water   Resources  Authority 
Charlestown  Navy  Yard 
100   First  Avenue 
Boston,   Massachusetts  02129 

DearMr.  Hoyte: 

In  cooperation  with  your  planned  meeting  of  September  10, 

1986,  the  following  are  New  Hampshire's  thoughts  concerning  your 
water   supply  study. 

Members  of  the  New  Hampshire  Council  on  Resources  and 
Development  (CORD)  have  reviewed  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources 

Authority's  (MWRA)  long-range  water  supply  study  entitled  MWRA 
Water  Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report  -  2020.  They 
have  had  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  study  at  council  meetings 
on  June  12,  1986  and  July  31,  1986.  In  addition,  written  comments 
have  been  received  by  the  Office  of  State  Planning  from  the  Water 
Resources  Board,  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  and  the  Department 
of  Resources  and  Economic  Development.  A  summary  of  the  key 
issues  and  concerns  expressed  by  CORD  members  follows.  In 
general,  they  believe  there  is  a  need  for  further  study  and 
particular  consideration  of  additional  factors  regarding  the 
Merrimack  and  Connecticut   River  Diversion  options. 

The  Water   Resources   Board   commented  that: 

1.      105.6   million  gallons   per  day   (mgd)    of  water   use  are 
projected   to   be  unaccounted   for   in   2020.      A  large  portion 
of   the   projected   need   could   be   satisfied   by  increasing 
metered  use,   leak  detection  programs   and  distribution 
system  improvements. 

2.  Historic  mean  flows  for  July,  August  and  September  are 
lower  than  the  minimum  desired  flows  identified  in  the 
report . 
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3.  Abandonment  of  existing  supplies  caused  by  contamination 
is  projected  to  increase  demand  by  27  mgd .  Treatment  of 
these   supplies   should   be   considered   as   an  alternative. 

4.  Future   demands   of   upstream  users   are   not  adequately 
addressed   in   the   report.      New  Hampshire   does    not  have 
sufficient   data   at    this    time    to   adequately   project  future 
needs   or  assess   the  capability  of  existing   supplies  to 
meet   these  needs. 

5.  There  are  other,  less  "costly  alternatives  to  a  Merrimack. River  diversion. 

The   Fish  and  Game  Department   commented  that: 

1.  The   cumulative  impact  on  anadramous   fisheries   from  hydro 
facilities   and   the  proposed  intake  to   the  diversion  are 
not   adequately  addressed   for   the   Merrimack,  alternative, 
loss   of  juvenile   anadromous   fish  would  most   likely  be 
high.      Since   fish  migrating   to   New  Hampshire   may  be 
affected,    the   Fish  and  Wildlife   Coordination  Act  (48 
Stat.    401,    as   amended;    16   U.S.C.    661    et.    seg.)   may  be 

applicable . 

2.  The   proposed  Merrimack  diversion  would   affect  anadromous 
fish  spawning   and  nursery  habitats   from  Tyngsboro  to 
Haverhill.     There   is  no  mention  of  how  the  minimum  flows 

were  determined   in   the   1977   Cortell   study.      The  MWRA 
should   undertake   an  Instream  Flow  Incremental  Methodology 
with  American   shad,    river  herring  and  Atlantic   salmon  as 
target   species.     The   study   should   consider   the  flows 
necessary   to   operate   the   fish   passage   facilities  at 
Lawrence  and  Lowell. 

The  Water   Supply  and   Pollution  Control  Commission  commented 
that  : 

1.     Use  of   the  Merrimack  as   a  public  drinking  water  supply 
may   result   in   required   upgrades   to  wastewater  treatment 
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facilities   in  New  Hampshire.      Increasing  growth  and 
development   in  New  Hampshire  will  most   likely   result  in 
greater   wastewater  discharges   and   an   increase  in 

non-point   pollutant   sources.      MWRA  should   be   aware   of  New 
Hampshire's   long-range   wastewater   facility   plans.  Any 
proposals    involving  use   of   the   river   for   drinking  water 
supply  must   acknowledge   existing  water  quality  and 
address   treatment   to   satisfy   state   and   federal  drinking 
water  standards. 

The  Department   of   Resources   and   Economic  Development 
commented  that: 

1.      The   report   does   not   address   possible   impacts   on   scenic  or 
recreational   resources   on  either   the  Merrimack  or 
Connecticut  Rivers. 

Please   feel   free   to   communicate   with   this   office   if   you  have 
any  questions   regarding   this  issue. 

Sincerely , 

ohn   H.  Sununu 
GOVERNOR 

JHS/ j Ik 

cc  : Michael  Gritzuk 
Executive  Director 





WHEREAS  water  supply  management  techniques  
including  leak  detection 

and  repair,  conservation,  Industrial  recycling,  use  of 
 local 

sources,  and  watershed  management  have  the  potentia
l  of 

providing  amounts  of  water  equal  to  any  proposed  div
ersion, 

and  ,  .  ■ 

WHEREAS,  the  present  flow  rates  of  the  Merrimack  Ri
ver  are  critical  to 

the  viable  production  of  hydro-electric  power,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Merrimack  River  Is  experiencing  the  dr
amatic  return  of 

anadromous  fish  (salmon  &  shad)  after  a  major  Invest
ment  in 

Federal  &  State  monies,  and 

WHEREAS,  diverting  water  at  flows  exceeding  3500  cfs  
or  greater 

establishes  a  precedent  for  diversion  to  meet  needs  at  a
nytime. 

and 

WHEREAS,  the  effect  on  the  estuarlne  resources  and  floo
d  plain  of 

beneficial  seasonal  flooding  are  established,  and  the  ecolog
ical 

consequences  of  flood  skimming  are  as  yet  unknown,  and 

WHEREAS,  groundwater  contamination  in  Massachusetts  and 
 New 

Hampshire  will  necessitate  increased  dependence  by  valley 

communities  on  the  surface  waters  of  the  Merrimack,  and 

WHEREAS,  diversion  of  waters  from  the  Merrimack  to  Greater  boston  
by 

'  the  Metropolitan  Water  Resource  Authority  will  necessitate  a 

huge  investmentment  of  over  $500  million,  being  the  most 

expensive  supply  alternative  and  require  major  Increases  Irv MDC  water  rates,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  environmental  consequences  of  digging  a  26  mile.  10" 
diameter  tunnel,  and  the  requirement  to  properly  dispose  of 

huge  amounts  of  rock  spoil  are  not  clearly  understood.and 

WHEREAS,  to  build  such  major  and  costly  Infrastructure,  being  a  tunnel 

and  treatment  works,  for  use  only  135  days  a  year  is  grossly 

NOW,  THEREFORE  be  It  resolved  that  (^^i-^^^i'j
 

m,  In  concert  with  the  Merrimack  River 

Watershed  Council,  calls  upon  Its  local  officials,  state  and 

federal  legislators,  the  Governors  of  Massachusetts  and  New 

Hampshire,  regional  planning  agencies  and  other  concerned 

citizens  to  actively  work  with  responsible  agengcles  and 

officials  fo  assure  that  there  will  not  be  diversion  or 

the  Merrimack  River  or  any  major  inter-basin  transfer 
of  waters  from  other  areas  or  rivers  such  as  the 

Sudbury  (a  Merrimack  River  tributary)  or  the 

Connecticut,  as  proposed  by  the  consultants  to  the 

Metropolitan  Water  Resources  Authority,  for  the 
purpose  of  supplementing  the  water  supplies 
distributed  by  the  Authority 

Signed  l^y.r.^,'Je71  C Date  S'/ "'J ̂   
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Patricia  B.    Corcoran,   Project  Manager  June  5,  1986 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority, 
Waterworks  Division, 
20  Summer  Street 
Boston  MA  02108 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran: 

I  am  concerned  about  the  lack  o-f  depth  in  analyzing  water 
quality  impacts  on  the  Merrimack  River.  Nobody  knows  much  about 

the  e-f-fect  on  a  particular  river's  quality  o-f  changing  the 
quantity  of  water  which  dilutes  wastewater  effluents.  We  know 
how  bad  the  water  quality  was  20  years  ago  because  it  was 
measured.  We  know  how  much  it  has  improved  after  cleanup 
efforts  because  the  newly  installed  wastewater  treatment  plants 

measure  downstream  water  quality.  But  this  is  the  only  informat- 
ion available.  Actual  water  quality  data  under  low  flow  conditio- 

ns is  non-ex i stent .  Thus,  in  the  summer  of  1985,  after  a 
particularly  dry  winter  and  spring,  we  asked  DEQE  to  make  some 
unscheduled  water  quality  measurements  because  of  the  need  for 
such  information.  They  were  able  to  fit  into  their  schedule 
only  the  easiest  measurements  to  perform  and  did  not  do  the 
measurements  which  would  correlate  with  their  last  major 

scheduled  sampling  in  1981.  Wallace/Floyd's  sub-contractors 
present  no  such  data. 

The  present  consultant,  without  any  low-flow  data  in  its  Summary 
Report  or  supporting  documents  makes  the  broad  statement  (pg 

76, first  paragraph)  that  "No  measurable  short-term  or  long-term 
impacts  to  floodplain  or  river  channel  plant  or  wildlife 
communities,  indicator  species,  or  species  of  special  interest 

are  expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  transfer." 
How  can  such  sweeping  generalizations  be  an  acceptable  result  of 
an  expensive  environmental    impact  process. 

We  need  to  see  some  actual  water  quality  measurements  correlated 

with  different  flow— rates  and  reported  in  a  responsible, 
understandable  manner;  then  some  expert  extrapolation  to  include 

changes  to  water  quality  under  flow-rates  after  diversion. 

I  also  have  questions  about  the  methodology  and  conclusions  of 
the  ecology  study. 

rely, 

Allan  Pollock 
54  River  Rd. 
Merrimac  MA  01860 
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ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 
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CC:-'T-!ENTS  BZFCRZ  THE  MASSACHUSETTS  '.vATER  RZSQUP.CZS  AUTHORITY 

PUBLIC  r4EETi::C,  JUriE  5,  19c6,    Merrimack  College,  N.  Ar.dove.r,  :-!A. 

by  Eileen  R.  Simonson,  Co-Director 

Since  1973,  V/SCAC  has  been  charged  with  reviev/  of  all  docu- 

ments produced  in  the  long  range  v/ater  supply  s~udy.  V.'e  hope  to 

insure  that  water  needs  and  water  sources  are  closely  scr^jtini-ed , 

that  environnental  and  econcmic  consequences  of  each  alternative 

are  clearly  defined,  and  that  the  v/hole  study  be  of  use  to  the 

Authority  and  to  the  public. 

The  study  is  severely  flawed.  !1ore  precisely,  it  is  not  only 

flawed  in  the  data  it  has  collect.'^d  tut  in  the  conclusions  it 

has  reached  on  future  water  need  and  the  impacts  cf  river  diver- 

sions . 

The  stud^'-  states  that  of  all  water  fcelie-"-ed  to  be  deli-'-ered 

to  the  toivrns,  about  30%  is  unaccounted-for.  The  study  finds  that 

about  30  yiCrD  is  missing  betv/een  the  Sudbury  district  and  the 

revenue  meters  of  the  eastern  user  communities.  The  study  'onder- 

represents  the  savings  industry'"  can  achieve  through  ongoing  con- 

servation. The  study  underestimates  the  potentially  recoverable 

leakage  in  all  of  the  towns.  The  ra\^  data,  before  it  is  inter- 

preted by  the  consultants  for  the  basline  year  1930^  finds  about 

60  MGD  in  recoverable  leakage.  The  greatest  flaw  in  the  study  is 

the  determination  of  future  need,  a  flaw  that  infects  the  rest 

of  the  work  since  the  choice  of  alternatives  depends  on  the 

amount  needed. 

In  part  becasue  of  what  the  water  supply  committee  learned 

from  the  study,  the  committee  actively  assisted  in  the  drafting 

of  the  MWRA  legislation  passed  in  199^.  That  effort  was  also  spur- 

red by  a  belief  that  an  independent  authority  which  could  direct 

and  fund  its  own  actions  for  water  and  sewer  management  was  there- 

by able  to  improve  management  of  and  planning  for  its  water 

needs.  The  legislation  mandates  the  MWRA  to  manage  water  re- 

sources in  an  efficient,  environmentally  sound  and  economically 

fair  manner.  The  bill  has  been  called,  in  effect,  a  "menu"  for 

actions  which  the  authority  is  authorized  to  take.     The  authority 
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is  directed  to  price  v/ater  for  conser'/ation ,  to  only  continue 

service  to  partially  supplied  comnunities  after  a  stringent  set  of 

conditions  are  met.  No  new  community  may  be  added  unles.-^  expressly 

approved  by  the  present  user  communities,  the  legislature,  and  the 

governor.  The  bill  further  states  that  no  diversions  of  water  or 

increase  of  interbasin  transfers  shall  be  taken  without  a  vote  of 

the  legislature. 

V/SCAC  submits  that  the  major  purpose  of  the  study  has  already 

been  accom.plished :  the  identification  of  staps  which  should  be 

taken  to  insure  adequacy  of  supplies;  and  that  the  legislation 

needed  to  take  these  steps  is  in  place.  The  r^l-ZRA  bill  permits, 

and  the  study  supports  full  s^^'stem  modernization:  metering  of  water 

in  the  delivery  system;  redundancy  of  meters  to  assure  accuracy; 

metering  of  all  ser-zices  even  if  all  public  uses  are  not  billed; 

repairing  of  tcTvn  S3'"stems  and  local  water  supply  protection,  and 

a  funding  mechanism  be  developed  to  get  these  things  done.  If 

these  programs  are  undertaken,  v/ith  leak  repair,  watershed  manage- 

ment by  the  M.D.C.  and  a  realistic  study  of  user  sources  is  com- 

pleted, river  diversions  will  not  be  needed. 

V/e  believe  a  planning  and  projec-ting  data  management  system 

should  be  developed  so  that  day  to  day  as  well  as  longer  term 

management  and  planning  can  be  accomplished.  Long  term  planning 

must  include    a  cost/benefit  and  risk  analysis  with  a  clear  state- 

ment of  decision  making  criteria.  To  fail  to  take  this  step  is  to 

leave  the  Authority  without  the  tools  it  needs  to  wisely  and  effi- 

ciently operate. 

All  of  these  statements  are  pertinent  to  the  proposed  Merrimack 

and  Sudbury  diversions.  The  Merrimack  Valley's  future  need  for  its 

river  flows  is  inadequately  assessed.  Downstream  impacts  on  the 

estuary  and  its  fisheries,  river  hydroproduction  were  not  analyzed. 

Impacts  on  dilution  of  pollutants  and  the  impact  of  reduced  flow 

on  drinking  water  supplies  were  not  assessed.  The  Merrimack,  however, 

can  provide  all  of  the  projected  water  shortfall  of  the  W.'/RA  and 

it  would  be  a  source  that  does  not  go  through  Guabbin  Reser^;-oir, 

providing  some  redundancy  for  the  system.  For  these  latter  two 

reasons,  the  Merrimack  is  a  serious  alternative. 
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Sudbury  River  diversion  through  a  treatment  plant  ar,  the  Sud- 

bury Reservoir  and  from  the  upper  Sudbury  V/atershed  is  also 

being  considered.  The  systerr.  was  once  used  to  supply  the  netro 

region  but  was  abandoned  because  of  poor  water  quality.  The 

study  fails  to  properly  address  reduction  of  flow  in  the  Sudbury 

River  while  diversion  takes  place.  It  fails  to  map  or  correctly 

explain  the  impacts  of  reduced  flow  in  the  Great  Meadows  Mational 

Wildlife  Refuge  or  the  impact  cn  local  v/ater  wells  and  wells  under 

construction  in  the  marshes  that  are  the  rivers  floodplain.  It 

fails  to  carefully  review  the  impact  on  users  if  the  contamina- 

tion which  s'eeps  in  the  watershed  from  the  infamous  Nianza  chemi- 

cal durap  ends  up  in  the  water  supply.  But  the  development  of  this 

alternative  may  take  less  time  than  other  river  alternatives, 

and  for  this  reason  it  is  a  serious  option. 

Our  conclusions  as  a  committee  are  actually  very  sxraight- 

for-vard:  manage  the  system  for  efficiency  and    maintenance  of  the 

present  quality  of  supply.  Pursue  alternatives  like  leak  repair, 

watershed  management  and  user  sources.  Set  up  the  management  and 

planning  mechanisms  needed  to  carry  these  fon-zard. 





TOWN  OF  WEST  NEWBURY 

381  Main  Street,  West  Newbury,  Mass.  01985 

TOWN  OFFICE  BUILDING 

BOARD  OF  SELECTMEN RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS , 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS , 

WHEREAS , 

WHEREAS , 

The  Board  of  Selectmen  of  the  Town  of  West  Newbury  has, 

in  the  past,   consistently  expressed  its  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  diversion  of  water  from  the  Merrimack  River 

and  its  tributaries,  particularly  without  exhaustive 
prior  legislative  and  environmental  studies  of  social, 
environmental,   and  financial  impact  thereof  to  all 
communities  and  their  peoples,  and 

diverting  water  at  flows  exceeding  3500  cfs  or  greater 
establishes  a  precedent  for  diversion  to  meet  needs 
at  anytime,  and 

the  present  flow  rates  of  the  Merrimack  River  are  critical 

to  the  viable  production  of  hydro-electric  power,  and 

the  Merrimack  River  is  experiencing  the  dramatic  return 

of  anadromous  fish  (salmon  &  shad)  after  a  major  in- 
vestment in  Federal  and  State  monies,  and 

water  supply  management  techniques  including  leak 
detection  and  repair,   conservation,   industrial  recycling, 
-se  of  local  sources,   and  watershed  management  have  the 
potential  of  providing  amounts  of  water  equal  to  any 
proposed  diversion, 

groundwater  contamination  in  Massachusetts  and  New  Hampshire 
will  necessitate  increased  dependence  by  valley  communities 
on  the  surface  waters  of  the  Merrimack,  and 

the  effect  on  the  estuarine  resources  and  flood  plain  of 
beneficial  seasonal  flooding  are  established,   and  the 
ecological  consequences  of  flood  skimming  are  as  yet 
unknown,  and 

diversion  of  waters  from  the  Merrimack  to  Greater  Boston 

by  the  Metropolitan  Water  Resource  Authority  will  neces- 
sitate a  huge  investment  of  over  $500  million,  being 

the  most  expensive  supply  alternative  and  require  major 
increases  in  MDC  water  rates. 





NOW,   THEREFORE  be  it  resolved  that  the  Town  of  West  Newbury,  in 
concert  with  the  Merrimack  River  Watershed  Council, 
calls  upon  its  state  and  federal  legislators,  the 
Governors  of  Massachusetts  and  New  Hampshire,  regional 
planning  agencies  and  other  concerned  citizens  to 
actively  work  with  responsible  agencies  and  officials 
to  assure  that  there  will  not  be  diversion  of  the 

Merrimack  River  or  any  major  inter-basin  transfer  of 
waters  from  other  areas  or  rivers  such  as  the  Sudbury 
(a  Merrimack  River  tributary)  or  the  Connecticut,  as 
proposed  by  the  consultants  to  the  Metropolitan  Water 
Resources  Authority,  for  the  purpose  of  supplementing 
the  water  supplies  distributed  by  the  Authority. 

BOARD  OF  SELECTMEN 

Robinson  M.  Shively 
Chairman 

May  19,  1986 





Town  of  Westford 

Board  of  Selectmen 

GEOFFREY  D.  HALL.  Chatrman 
RONALD  H.  JOHNSON.  Vice  Chairman 
ROBERT  C.  HERRMANN.  Secretary 
DAVID  R.  EARL 
ROBERT  P  TIERNEY 

ROBERT  J  HALPIN 
Executive  Secretary 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS,    water  supply  management  techniques  including  leak  detection  and  repair, 
conservation,  industrial  recycling,  use  of  local  sources,  and  watershed 
management  have  the  potential  of  providing  amounts  of  water  equal  to 

any  proposed  diversion,  and 

WHEREAS,    the  present  flow  rates  of  the  Merrimack  River  are  critical  to  the 
viable  production  of  hydro-electric  power,  and 

WHEREAS,    the  Merrimack  River  is  experiencing  the  dramatic  return  of  anadromous 
fish  (salmon  &  shad)  after  a  major  investment  in  Federal  A  State 
monies,  and 

WHEREAS,    diverting  water  at  flows  exceeding  3500  cfs  or  greater  establishes  a 
precedent  for  diversion  to  meet  needs  at  anytime,  and 

WHEREAS,    the  effect  on  the  estuarine  resources  and  flood  plain  of  beneficial 
seasonal  flooding  are  established,  and  the  ecological  consequences  of 
flood  skimming  are  as  yet  unknown,  and 

WHEREAS,    groundwater  contamination  in  Massachusetts  and  New  Hampshire  will 
necessitate  increased  dependence  by  valley  communities  on  the  surface 
waters  of  the  Merrimack,  and 

WHEREAS,    diversion  of  waters  from  the  Merrimack  to  Greater  Boston  by  the 
Metropolitan  Water  Resource  Authority  will  necessitate  a  huge 
investment  of  over  $500  million,  being  the  most  expensive  supply 
alternative  and  require  major  increases  in  MDC  water  rates,  and 

WHEREAS,    the  environmental  consequences  of  digging  a  26  mile,  10-foot  diameter 
tunnel,  and  the  requirement  to  properly  dispose  of  huge  amounts  of  rock 
spoil  are  not  clearly  understood,  and 

WHEREAS,    to  build  such  major  and  costly  infrastructure,  being  a  tunnel  and 
treatment  works,  for  use  only  135  days  a  year  is  grossly  inefficient. 

Town  Hall,  55  Main  Street Westford.  Massachusetts  01886 
(617)  692-5500 





NOW,  THEREFORE  be  it  resolved  that  the  Board  of  Selectmen  of  Westford,  in  concert 
with  the  Merrimack  River  Watershed  Council,  calls  upon  local  officials, 
state  and  federal  legislators,  the  Governors  of  Massachusetts  and  New 
Hampshire,  regional  planning  agencies  and  other  concerned  citizens  to 
actively  work  with  responsible  agencies  and  officials  to  assure  that 
there  will  not  be  diversion  of  the  Merrimack  River  or  any  major 
inter-basin  transfer  of  water  from  other  areas  or  rivers  such  as  the 
Sudbury  (a  Merrimack  River  Tributary)  or  the  Connecticut,  as  proposed 
by  the  consultants  to  the  Metropolitan  Water  Resources  Authority,  for 
the  purpose  of  supplementing  the  water  supplies  distributed  by  the 
Authority.  ,  . 

WESTFORD  BOARD  OF  SELECTMEN 

May  27,  1986 





L.  Whelpley 

6  Powow  Villa 
Amesbury,  MA  01913 
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May  22,  1986 

Selectmen's  Office 

584  MAIN  STREET 

ATHOL.  MASSACHUSETTS  01331 

Telephone  (617)  249-2368 

Mr.  Michael  Grltzuk«  Bxacutive  Director 

Massachusetts  Water  Resotirce  Authority 
1  Center  Plaza 

Boston,  MA  02108 

Dear  Mr.  Grltzuk: 

The  Athol  Board  of  Selectmen  has  In  the  past  and  will  continue 

to  oppose  the  proposed  diversion  of  the  Millers  auid  Tully 

Rivers  to  supplement  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission 
water  supply. 

From  Information  provided  by  the  Millers  River  Watershed 

Council,  we  can  foresee  disastrous  repercussions  on  the  local 

level  If  the  proposed  diversion  Is  realized.    The  Town  of 

Athol  and  Its  surrounding  communities  has  recently  recovered 

from  a  recession  that  lasted  several  years.    Athol  was  Infauaous 

throughout  the  Commonwealth  for  Its  high  unemployment  rate. 

With  state  and  federal  asslsteince,  both  technical  and  financial, 

suid  with  local  cooperation  from  the  public  and  private  sectors, 
we  have  been  sible  to  turn  this  area  around.    New  commercial 

and  Industrial  businesses  have  moved  Into  Athol.  Consequently, 

the  unemployment  rate  Is  down.    Property  values  are  up  and  so 

Is  the  ccMUBunlty  spirit.    The  threat  of  losing  this  area's 
most  Insert ant  environmental  resource.  Millers  River,  will 

affect  every  Athol  resident  and  some  local  Industries.  As 

outlined  in  the  position  statement  that  was  accepted  at  the 

February  3,  1986  special  town  meeting,  the  reduced  flow  (up 

to  70%)  due  to  diversion,  would  adversely  affect  the  river 

in  a  variety  of  ways.    Please  read  the  attached  position  state- 
ment which  clearly  outlines  the  detrimental  effects  if  the 

diversion  is  carried  out. 

We  ask  the  MDC  to  seek  other  alternatives  to  supplementing 

their  water  jsupply.    The  MDC  %irould  do  more  harm  than  good  by 
diverting  these  rivers. 

Bsspectfully, 

Michael  R.  Davis,  ChzLLrman 
ATHOL  BOARD  OF  SBLECTMSM 

Attachment 





MILLERS  RIVER  WATERSHED  COUNCIL 

POSITION  STATEMENT  -  Proposed  Diversion  of  Waters  from  the  MillersAully 
Rivers  to  Quabbin  Reservoir 

January  1986 

The  Metropolitan  District  Commission  (MDC)  has  proposed  a  diversion  of  waters 

from  the  Millers  and  Tully  Rivers  to  Quablain  Reservoir  as  one  of  nine  (9)  al- 
ternatives to  augment  its  current  water  supply.    This  flood  skimming  diver- 

sion is  described  in  the  Millers  River  Assessment  Report,  MDC  Water  Supply 

Study,  Task  5. 

Based  ori'all  the  scientific  evidence  available  to  us, 
The  Millers  River  Watershed  Council  (MRWC)  is  adamantly  and  unequivocally 
opposed  to  the  diversion  of  any  waters  from  the  Millers  River  basin.  The 

Council  is  seeking  input  and  support  from  citizens,  civic  organizations,  mu- 
nicipal governments,  business  and  industry,  since  the  diversion  would  affect 

every  person  and  family  who  benefits  from  a  healthy,  natural  Millers  Rivsr . 
The  River  has  made  tremendous  progress  from  the  period  when  it  was  heavily 

polluted,  and  is  now  becoming  the  area's  most  important  environmental,  re- 
creational, economic  and  aesthetic  natural  resource. 

Reduced  flow,  due  to  diversion,  (up  to  60  to  70%  on  an  annual  basis)  would 
adversely  affect  the  river  in  a  variety  of  ways. 

1.  Fisheries  would  be  affected  by  altering  habitat,  especially 

by  reduced  scouring  of  spawning  areas  for  salmon  during  high  water.  Stock- 
ing of  trout  and  salmon  was  resumed  in  1983.    Sport  fishing,  a  major  tour- 
ist attraction,  which  is  experiencing  a  come-back  in  the  basin,  would  be 

threatened. 

2.  Recreation    Recreational  boating,  rafting,  kayaking  and  can- 
oeing would  be  severely  curtailed  for  lack  of  water,    A  number  of  growing 

recreational  enterprises  would  be  adversely  affected. 

3 .  The  dilution  effect  of  effluent  discharged  from  the  several 

waste  water  treatment  plants  in  the  basin  would  be  critically  impaired. 

Ground  Water    Spring  freshets  recharge  water  tables  that 

create  a  sponge  effect  by  absorbing  water  in  the  flush  season  and  grad- 
ually releasing  water  during  the  dry  periods.  Diversion  would  lower  the 

water  table  leaving  less  water  for  release  in  the  dry  periods. 

5 .  Property  values  may  be  reduced  because  of  the  change  in  river 

characteristics,  that  in  turn  would  reduce  tourism,  sport  fishing  and  re- 
creational activities, 

6.  Diversion  would  reduce  the  Connecticut  River  flow.  Also,  the 
gauging  station  at  Montague  City  is  proposed  to  be  the  source  of  data  for 
diverting  waters  from  the  Millers  River,    These  data  could  initiate  diver- 

sion even  during  periods  other  than  peak  flows. 





MILLERS  RIVER  WATERSHED  COUNCIL 

POSITION    STATEMENT    -  Proposed  Diversion  of  Waters  from  the  Millers- 
Tully  Rivers  to  Quabbin  Reservoir 

January  1986 

The  Metropolitan  District  Commission  (MDC)  has  proposed  a  diversion  of 
waters  from  the  Millers  and  Tully  Rivers  to  Qiiabbin  Reservoir  as  one  of  nine 
(9)  alternatives  to  augment  its  current  water  supply.  This  flood  skimming 
diversion  is  described  in  the  Millers  River  Assessment  Report,  MDC  Water 

Supply  Study,  Task  6. 

Based  on  all  of  the  scientific  evidence  available  to  us.  The  Millers  River 

Watershed  Council  (MRWC)  is  adamantly  and  uneqivocally  opposed  to  the 
diversion  of  any  waters  from  the  Millers  River  Basin.  The  Council  is 
seeking  input  and  support  from  citizens,  civic  organizations,  municipal 
governments,  business  and  industry,  since  the  diversion  would  affect  every 
person  and  family  who  benefits  from  a  healthy,  natural  Millers  River.  The 
River  has  made  tremendous  progress  from  the  period  when  it  was  heavily 

polluted,  and  is  now  becoming  the  area's  most  important  environmental, 
recreatiional,  economic  and  aesthetic  natural  resource. 

Reduced  flow,  due  to  diversion,  (up  to  60  to  7QZ  on  an  annual  basis)  would 
adversely  affect  the  River  in  a  variety  of  ways. 

1.  Fisheries  would  be  affected  by  altering  habitat,  especially  by  reduced 
scouring  of  spawning  areas  for  salmon  during  high  water.  Stocking  of  trout 
and  salmon  was  resvmied  in  1983.  Sport  fishing,  a  major  tourist  attraction, 

which  is  experiencing  a  come-back  in  the  basin,  would  be  threatened. 

2.  Recreation-Recreational  boating,  rafting,  kayaking  and  conoeing  would  be 
severely  curtailed  for  lack  of  water.  A  number  of  growing  recreational 
enterprises  would  be  adversely  affected. 

3.  The  dilution  effect  of  effluent  discharged  from  the  several  waste-water 
treatment  plants  in  the  basin  would  be  critically  impaired. 

4.  Ground  Water-Spring  freshets  recharge  water  tables  that  create  a  sponge 
effect  by  absorbing  water  in  the  flush  season  and  gradually  releasing  water 
during  the  dry  periods.  Diversion  would  lower  the  water  table,  leaving  less 
water  for  release  in  the  dry  periods. 

5.  Property  Values  may  be  reduced  because  of  the  change  in  river 
characteristics,  that  in  turn  would  reduce  tourism,  sport  fishing  and 
recreational  activities. 

6.  Diversion  would  reduce  flow  in  the  Connecticut  River.  Also,  the  gauging 
station  at  Montague  City  is  proposed  to  be  the  source  of  data  for  diverting 
waters  from  the  Millers  River.  These  data  could  initiate  diversion  even 
during  periods  other  than  peak  flows. 





7.  Millions  of  dollars  of  Federal,  State  and  local  money  has  been  invested 

in  several  waste-water  treatment  plants.  This  effort  has  begun  to  pay 
dividends  in  terms  of  tourist  attractions,  sport  fishing,  recreation  and 
enhancement  of  roadside  areas  and  scenic  vistas.  Diversion  would  drastically 
erode  these  gains. 

8.  Vigoroxis  spring  freshets  are  essential  as  regular  flushing  actions  to  aid 
in  moving  sedimentation  and  maintain  good  water  quality.  This  flushing 
action  and  rapid  water  flow  increases  dissolved  oxygen  that  is  essential  to 
a  good  fishery. 

9.  Some  local  industries  depend  on  an  abundant  flow  of  water  to  operate 
their  plants,  while  others  use  existing  hydropower  plants  as  auxiliary 
sources  of  energy.  Again,  reduced  flow  through  diversion  would  be 
detrimental  to  normal  operations  of  these  industries. 

10.  The  Millers  River  Management  Plan,  cooperatively  developed  by  the 
Millers  River  Watershed  Coxincil  and  the  Scenic  Rivers  Prgram,  Department  of 
Environmental  Management,  addresses  the  significance  of  the  natural 
resources  as  potential  assets  of  the  Millers  River  Basin.  Reconmiendations 
for  each  basin  community  are  documented  to  assist  local  communities  in 
enhancing  both  economic  and  recreational  activity  as  well  as  environmental 
awareness.  The  Northern  Tier  Development  proposals  recognize  the  value  of 
natural  resources  and  endorse  the  concepts  of  the  Millers  River  Management 
Plan. 

Therefore,  The  Millers  River  Watershed  Council  urges  the  Massachusetts  Water 

Resources  Authority  to  thoroughly  investigate  the  need  for  inter-basin 
transfer  of  waters,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  following: 

(a)  Leaks  and  unaccounted  for  water  in  the  MDC  distribution  system. 

(b)  Implementation  of  conservation  measures  to  reduce  wasting  water. 

(c)  Adopt  a  pricing  structure  to  increase  unit  price  as  usage  increases. 

(d)  Encourage  the  rehabilitation  of  local  water  supplies  within  the  MDC 
system,  as  well  as  the  development  of  local  water  supplies. 

THE  MILLERS  RIVER  WATERSHED  COUNCIL,     HENRY  G.  WAIDLICH,  CHAIRMAN 
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WILLIAM   S.  ABBOTT 

SIMONDS.  WINSLOW,  WILLIS  &  ABBOTT 
A       PROF"G3'3lOMAl.  ASSOClATiotsl 

ATTORNEYS  AT  LAW 

SO   CONGRESS  STREET 
BOSTON,   MASSA.CHUSETTS  02109 

January  17,  1985 

(6171  S23-ie90 
(617)  523-5520 

Patricia  B.  Corcoran,  MDC  Project  Manager 
Metropolitan  District  Commission 
Water  Division 
20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,  MA  02108 

Re :     Plymouth  Acquifer  Alternative 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran: 

I  attended  the  meeting  in  Plymouth  last  evening  concerning 

the  Plymouth  Acquifer  Alternative  and  wish  to  give  you  the  following 
comments  on  this  proposal. 

I  am  a  Plymouth  resident  and  town  meeting  member  representing 
Precinct  9  of  Plymouth  wherein  are  located  numerous  lakes,  ponds 
and  cranberry  bogs,  all  of  which  would  be  devastated  if  this 
alternative  were  to  be  implemented.     Also,   I  am  a  Trustee  and 
legal  counsel  to  Plymouth  County  Wildlands  Trust  which  holds 
several  hundred  acres  of  natural  areas  in  Plymouth  County,  including 

many  important  holdings  in  the  area  of  the  water  draw-down.     I  have 
been  legal  counsel  also  to  the  The  Nature  Conservancy  which  owns 

Halfway  Pond  Island  (a  very  significant  ecological  habitat  in 

Halfway  Pond)  and  also  has  holdings  in  the  area  of  the  red-bellied 
turtle  habitat  northeast  of  the  State  Forest. 

As  you  know  the  ponds  and  lakes  of  Plymouth  and,   in  fact, 
the  Acquifer  itself,  were  the  result  of  the  retreating  glacier 
which  passed  through  Plymouth  approximately  12,000  years  ago.  It 
would  seem  to  be  the  height  of  folly  to  plan  a  program  now  to 
drain  these  ponds,  lakes  and  streams  in  order  to  make  up  for  the 
water  presently  leaking  from  the  current  MDC  system  due  to  faulty 
water  management  programs. 

I  have  reviewed  the  Summary  Report  entitled  "Plymouth 
Acquifer  Alternative".     This  Report  seriously  understates  the 
permanent  damage  which  would  be  done  to  the  Plymouth  environment. 
For  example,  many  ponds  of  Plymouth  are  quite  shallow  although 

they  occupy  a  large  land  area  -  examples  are  Halfway  Pond  and 
Little  Long  Fond  which  would  be  dried  up  completely  with  profound 
impacts  on  the  population  living  near  these  ponds.     Although  Long 
Pond  is  presently  quite  deep,  with  the  demise  of  Little  Long  Pond 
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and  the  resulting  drying  up  of  the  stream  presently  flowing  from 

Little  Long  Pond  to  Long  Pond,  and  the  drawdown  of  the  MDC  wells. 

Long  Pond  would  suffer  a  double  blow  from  which  it  would  probably 

never  recover.     Long  Pond  is  presently  a  prime  recreational  asset 
to  southeastern  Massachusetts  and  has  a  boat  access  landing  ramp 

installed  by  the  State  Public  Access  Board.     Long  Pond  is  stocked 
by  the  state  each  year  with  trout  and  is  a  prime  fishing  area,  and 
during  the  summer  is  the  scene  of  varied  and  intense  recreational 
boating.     The  drawdown  of  water  from  Long  Pond  and  the  surrounding 
ponds  would  seriously  impair  these  activities. 

Although  the  Summary  understates  and  treats  in  a  very 
cursory  manner  the  ecological  damage  which  would  occur,  nevertheless 
the  Report  does  conclude  that  this  Alternative  would  entail  a 
large  commitment  of  funds  for  a  relatively  small  yield  of  water. 

The  Plymouth  Acquifer  Alternative  is  ill-conceived, 
destructive,  expensive  and  ought  to  be  quickly  scrapped  so  that 
the  populace  of  Plymouth  and  the  surrounding  towns  will  not  have 
to  mobilize  further  to  prevent  its  implementation.     I  am  confident 
that  the  people  of  Plymouth  will,  as  they  have  in  the  past, 
mobilize  to  successfully  contest,  with  legal  means  and  otherwise, 

any  assault  on  Plymouth's  water  resources  and  environment. 

I  understand  that  you  will  send  to  me  all  further  reports 
concerning  the  Plymouth  Acquifer  Alternative,  and  the  summary 
report  which  will  compare  the  impacts  of  all  alternatives  and  the 
selection  criteria,  when  they  are  prepared. 

Sincerely, 

William  S.  Abbott  / 

33  Herring  Way  -  RFD  #6 
Plymouth,  MA  02  360 

WSA/sea 

cc:     Malcolm  MacGregor,  Plymouth  Conservation  Commission 
The  Nature  Conservancy 
LeBaron  R.  Briggs,  Secretary  Plymouth  County  Wildlands  Trust 





Jan.   16,  1935 

Miss  Patricia  Corcoran 
Metro  District  Commission 
Water  Division 

Dear  Miss  Corcoran: 

Tonight  I  attended  your  meeting  at  the  Plymouth 
Carver  High  School  in  Plymouth.     The  feelings  I  had 

when  I  entered  this  meeting  was  that  of  mostly  apprehen- 
sion and  fear,  leaving  that  meeting  tonight  those  feelings 

were  dispelled  by  yourself  and  your  panelists,  it  is  now 
one  of  terror  and  anger. 

My  inlaws  bring  in  their  greatest  portion  of  income 
from  approximately  21  acres  of  cranberry  bog.  V/hat 
is  to  happen  when  their  water  use  for  their  bogs  is 
dramatically  reduced  due  to  your  MDC  well  sites.  V/hich 
one  of  you  plans  to  provide  their  income  because  of 

failing  and  non-existant  crops? 
This  is  our  waterii 

In  the  1970's  Plymouth  v/ent  through  an  enormous 
population  grov;th.     These  people  for  the  most  part  came 
from  the  MDC  area.     V/e  are  forced  in  our  services  and 

school  system  to  support  this  grov/th.     Nov/  you  take  our 
needed  ecological  and  economical  lives  away.     V/hat  shall 

we  do,  or  doesn't  that  matter  to  you? 

I  have  read  your  plans,  to  me  water  shed  management 
and  above  all  conservation  are  your  keys  to  survival  as 
well  as  ours. 

In  closing,  to  you,  what  kind  of  legacy  are  you 
planning  to  leave  the  children  of  our  area?     In  my  opinion 
not  a  very  good  oneJJJ 

P.S.     In  support  of  one  woman  who  spoke  this  evening, 

shall  we  charge  you  per  gallon  the  same  as  oil??? 

This  would,  I'm  sure  change  your  minds. 

Kathleen  M.  Anderson 
881  Scenic  Hwy. 
RFD  #1 

Buzzards  Bay,  Ma  02532 





PETER  FORMAN 
1  MT.  PLEASANT  ST. 
PLYMOUTH.  MA  02360 

TEL.  746-034A 

Stai£  Manse,  Boston  02133 

ROOM  AO.  STATE  HOUSE 
TEL.  722-2240 

Committe&s  on 
Public  Service 
Election  Laws 

Insurance 

MARGARET  GARDNER 
LEGISLATIVE  ASSISTANT 

June  24,  1986 

Ms.   Patricia  B.  Corcoran 

Project  Manager 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,   MA  02108 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran: 

I  would  like  to  formally  express  my  opposition  to  the  selec- 
tion of  the  Plymouth  Aquifer  as  an  alternative  to  supplement  MWRA 

supplies.     The  alternative  studies  clearly  show  that  the  Plymouth 

plan  would  only  provide  one  tenth  of  the  MWRA ' s  needs  yet  cause 
considerable  harm  to  the  Plymouth  area.     Furthermore  the  relatively 
high  costs  for  such  a  small  supply  cannot  be  justified. 

Neighboring  communities  in  Plymouth  and  Barnstable  Counties 
will  eventually  look  to  the  Plymouth  aquifer  for  additional  water 
supplies.     Action  by  MWRA  could  adversly  impact  future  supplies 
of  those  towns. 

I  must  believe  that  the  inherent  flaws  in  this  proposal  are 
so  obvious  that  it  will  not  be  taken  too  seriously.     Certainly  it 
should  be  one  of  the  first  alternatives  eliminated  from  further 
consideration . 

State  Representative 

PF/re j 
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Mr.  William  J.  Geary.  Commissioner
 

The  Metropolitan  District  Commiss
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Dear  Commissioner  Geary: 

This  letter  is  to  inform  you  that  the  P
lymouth  Bay  Girl  Scout 

Coincf Board  of  Directors,  at  its  Mar
ch  28.  1985  meeting  voted 

unaniliusly  to  oppose  any  action  by  the  ̂ ^I'^^^l' ^^^^^^^ 

Comnission  which  might  impact  negativel
y  on  the  Plymouth  Aquifer, 

The  reason  for  the  action  is  very  s
imple.    Our  Wind-in-the-Pines 

Girl  Scout  Center  which  serves  as  an  en
vironmental  education 

1  b  rat  rj  for  Lre  than  20.000  Girl  Scou
ts  from  76  co^unities 

n  Southeastern  Massachusetts ,  Ji_liteln,ght_Ln  the  midst  of 

the  drawings  submitted  to  the  Metropo
Utii^  District  Commission 

&y  Wallace  Floyd,  Associates  Inc. 

Thank  you  for  consideration  of  our  conce
rn. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Ruth  H.  Cederberg 
President 

Dorothy  E.^McCarthy 
Chief  Executive  Officer 

RHC/DEM:gm 

cc:    Patricia  B.  Corcoran 

Attorney  John  S.  White 

•  r . 





MRS.  H.  SHIPPEN  GOODHUE 
90  DOVER  ROAD 

WELLESLEY,  MASSACHUSETTS  02181 

1/14/85 

Dear  Pat  - 

Many  thanks  for  sending  me  the 

summary  and  other  workshop  mailing.  Here  is 

my  statement.  The  projected  wells  are 

practically  ringing  "my"  pond  area,  according 
to  the  map.     Exciting  times  I 

Very  sincerely, 

Lydia  Goodhue 

.S.  I  have  sent  copies  to  Dukakis  and  Geary. 





Re :  The  Plymouth  Aquifer  Alternativ
e 

To:  Long  R-nge  W?ter  Supply  Study  and  EIR  -  2020 
c ^o  Patricia  Corcoran,    Chief  Planner 

Metropolitan  District  Commission 

20  Somerset  Street,   Boston.  Massachusetts 

Statement  of  Lydia  R.   Goodhue,   90  Dover  Road,   Wellesley  and  Long  Pond 

Road,  Plymouth 

Unfortunately  a  conflict  keeps  me   from  attending  the  workshop 

of  January   ^6  in  Plymouth.   Therefore  I  would  appreciate   it   if  these 

comments  are  included  in  whatever  record  of  public  reaction  is  being 

assembled  .  I  understand  that  there  will  be  a   full  assessment  of  the 

Plymouth  Aquifer  alternative  in  the  spring  and  then  a  public  hearing. 

From  one  perspective  I  write  as  a  resident  and  property  owner 

in  the  town  of  Wellesley     It  is  in  the  metropolitan  Boston  area,  but 

it  has  taken  care  to  control  and  to  preserve  its  water  supply.  Wellesley 

has  done  this  by  protecting  its  aquifers  through  municipal  ownership 

or  zoning,  by   fixing  leaks  in  the  distribution  system,   by  adjusting 

the  water  rates  so  as  to  discourage  volume  use,  by  exploring  for  new 

an 

wells  and  by  treating  some  of  its  present  wells  with ^innovative  method 

It  is  presently  implementing  regulation  of  undergroudd  fuel  tanks  to 

protect  aquifers.  Wellesley  has  a  regular  town-wide  sfstem  to  reduce 

lawn  watering     It  is  well  "inown  as  a   leader  in  public  education  for 

water  conservation.   It  has  demonstrated  and  made  available  water-saving 

devices  for  the  home  .  It  has  paid  attention  to  its  available  water  supply 

and  has  controlled  development  so  as  to  stay  within  its  capability  to 

satisfy  demands.  In  a  recent  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  booklet, 

Wellesley  was  spotlighted  for  its  m.Unicipal  and  political  concern  for 

water  conservation  and  wise  use  of  water. 

From  another  perspective,    I  write  as  a   landowner   in  Plymouth-  of 

land  that  has  been  used  by  my  family  for  many  generations. 
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From  both  perspectives,    I  object  to  the   serious  consideration 

of  the  use  of  vater  from  the  Plymouth  aquifer  as  a   solution  to 

metropolitan  Boscon's     yater  problem. 

***         The  Plymouth  Aquifer  ^ 

As  to  the  Plymouth  aquifer,    this  vater  is  not  flowing  in  huge 

volumes  into  the  ocean,    as  does  the  vater  of  the  Connecticut  River, 
water. 

The  Plymouth  aquifer/  by  comparison,    scareely  moves.  We  need  it  for 

our  ponds,   our  own  water  supply,   our  cranberry  bogs,    for  the  nourish- 

ment of  our  unique  Pine  Barrens.  It  is  part  of  our  natural  land. 

Plymouth  and  Boston  began  at  about  the  same  time  in  history. 

But  we  went  different  ways  -  Boston  towards  urban  development  and 

Plymouth  towards  a  small  town /rural  environment.  Now  we  are  dismayed 

at  even  being  considered  by  consultants  and  agency  staff  for  the 

Lor."  Range  Study  as  the  safety  valve   for  that  urban  development. 

If  there  is  any  excess  water  in  the  Plymouth  aquifer,    surely  it  should 

be  reserved  for  any  future  responsible  use  by  the  Plymouth  area, 

***         Lack  of  Conservation  Measures  and  the  Inter-basin  Transfer 

We  are  especially  dismayed  because  the  urban  area  has  not  even 

begun  to  manage   its  water  supply  and  water  demand  in  terms  of  the 

present,    let  alone  in  terms  of  2020.     We  shall  object  strenuously 

to  the  taking  of  our  so-called  "available     vater  as  long  as  real 

conservation  measures  are  not  being  used  in  the  metropolitan  Boston 

area.  There  are  other  solutions.   They  are  not  easy, but  they  are  cer- 

tainly available    We  shall  object  to  an  inter-basin  transfer  from  the 

Plymouth  aquifer: 

1.    as  long  as  precious  groundwaters  are  allowed  to  be 

depleted  in  the  metropolitan  area  through  infiltration  into 

the  sewerage  system  and  local  collection  systems ; 

7 .   as  long  as  the  metropolitan  Boston  area  continues  to 

allow  hard-topping  and  building  over  its  crucial  aquifer  re- 
P  Trrpi    pj  If  p  a  c7  . 
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3.  as   long  as  the  metropolitan  Boston  area  allows  its 

present  or  potential  aquifers  to  be  damaged  by  highway  salt, 

as   in  Weston  and  other  places,   or  damaged  by  toxic  wastes, 

as   in  Woburn  and  other  places; 

4.  as  long  as  abandoned  sources  of  water  supply  are  not 
reactiva  ted  r 

5.  as  long  as  water  rates  are  so  low  that  people  do  not 

value  potable  water  and  as  long  as  it  is  economically  accept- 
able to  continue  wasteful  practices  as,    for  example,  the 

practice  of  dentists  who  allow  continuous  flows   in  their 

chair-side  basins  or  restaurants  and  institutions  who  allow 

continuous  flows  into  their  sinks  to  clean  off  food  particles 

or  commercial  buildings  who  clean  off  their  walks  and  parking 

lots  with  potable  water  instead  of  sweeping  thenir 

6.  as   long  as  there  ?re  no  requirements   for  really 

effective  water-saving  devices  and  methods,    such  as  enforced 

use  of  low-flush  toilets- 

7.  as  long  as  the  metropolitan  Boston  distribution  syster 
has  leaks ; 

8.  as  long  as  there  are  portions  of  the  metropolitan 

Boston  water  supply  system  without  good  metering: 

9.  and,   above  all,   as  long  as  the  metropolitan  Boston 

area  continues  to  encourage  development  without  a  plan  as  to 

where  it  will  get  the  water. 

We  read  about  high-rise  buildings  going  up  in  Boston  and  about  huge 

industrial  and  commercial  complexes  being  built  in  the  metropolitan 

aiburbs  <  without  planning  and  comserva tion,    it  appears  that  it  may  be 

the  Plymouth  landowners  who  will  pay  the  environmental  cost  of  that 

development.  The  above  nine  measures  could  be  put  into  effect  now. 

They  are  not  pie- in-the-sky  ideas. 

***  Further  Conservation  Measures 

In  addition,   we  would  expect  that  the  metropolitan  water 

planning  would  include  some  measures  that  will  take  the  population 

area   into  the  21st  Century  -  to  2020  and  beyond.   I  would  expect 

that  someone   in  authority  would  give  serious  thought  to  the  following 

ideas  that  have  been  widely  discussed  and  have  been  tried  in  some 

places : 



r 
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1.  Re-use  of  at   least  part  of  the  huge  volume  of  metropol- 
itan Boston's  sewage  effluent,   now  being  thrown  away 

imto  Boston  Harbor.   Right  now  in  the  metropolitan  Los 

Angeles  area  several  of  the  sewage  treatment  plants  are 

°  labelled  "water  renovation  plants"   and  the  effluent  is 
injected  into  the  ground.   In  Orange  County , Ca lifornia 

sewage  effluent  is  lagooned  and  then  used  to  water  road- 
side landscaping  and  golf  courses. 

2.  Re-use  of  gray  water  for  flushing  and  other  purposes. 
There  is  a  state  law  here  that  encourages  innovative 

re-use  of  gray  water.  This  practice  could  be  encouraged 
by  grants  or  other  incentives  or  even  mandated  for  new 

structures  of  a  certain  size  or  type. 

3.  Re-use  of  storm  water  collected  by  roof  leaders  or  in 

the  streets.  Non-potable  water  could  be  used  for  street 
washing,   for  hydrant  systems,    for  cooling. 

We  are  talking  about  what  the  metropolitan  Boston  area  can  do  to  make  it 

into  the  21st  Century.  Surely  it  can  do  something  besides  look  around 

for  some  other  area  to  "get  it  off  the  hook".   I  suggest  that  the  water 

conservation  study  and  assessment  should  be  far-reaching  and  that  it  shou 

include  the  measures  I  have  described  and  others  that  I  don't  know  about. 

They  have  worked  in  other  areas,   where  water  is  not  considered  "cheap". 

*★*     The  Political  Solution 

It  is  a  question  of  whether  the  metropolitan  Boston  area  has  the 

political  will,   or  whether  taking  Plymouth  aquifer  water  is  the  "easy" 

way.  I  suggest  that  it  would  not  be  the  easy  way.  The  people  of  the  Conn- 

ecticut Valley  have  long  expressed  their  anger  at  the  idea  of  skimming 

off  the  excess  waters  of  the  Connecticut  River  during  high-water.  The 

citizens  of  Plymouth  surely  will  be  more  angered,  because  the  taking  of 

water  would  not  affect  just  a  portion  of  the  environment  just  a  portion 

of  the  time,  but  would  at  all  times  affect  their  Pine  Barrens,  their 

precious  ponds  and  bogs,   their  wells  -  the  very  environment  in  which  they 

chose  to  live.  We  do  not  look  upon  the  water  in  the  Plymouth  aquifer  as 

"available"    for  inter-basin  transfer.  We  surely  shall  oppose  this  at 
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hearings,    during  environmental   impact  reviews,    and  most  assuredly 

in  the  courts. 

I   suggest  that  the  alternatives  I  have  set  forth  be  serioosly 

tried  before  it  c;=^n  be  said  that  the  metropolitan  Boston  area  has 

prudently  and  fully  used  the  vater  to  which  it  presently  has  access. 

Copy  to:   Governor  Dukakis 
Commissioner  Geary 

Plymouth  Board  of  Selectmen 
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July  19,  1986 

idents,  landowners,  visitors  and  other  interested  persons,  we  are 
erned  by  the  fact  that  the  Plymouth  Acquifer  Alternative  remains 
Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report  i!f2020,  dated 

While  this  report  contains  mainly  negative  opinions  concerning  the  use  of 
the  Plymouth  Acquifer,  they  are,  however,  mildly  stated  on  page  7  and  we  feel 
that  our  concern  is  justified  since  it  has  been  widely  reported  that  the  Governor 
will  veto  the  Connecticut  River  Alternative  since  Connecticut  threatens  to  sue, 
and  also  the  Merrimac  River  Alternative. 

As  of  July  4,   1985,   the  MDC  no  longer  has  jurisdiction  in  this  matter,  and 
although  Commissioner  Geary  stated  that  he  would  veto  the  Plymouth  Acquifer 
Alternative,  he  is  no  longer  in  control  of  this  aspect. 

According  to  the  Wallace  Floyd  Associates  Inc.  report,  the  major  impact 
associated  with  the  pumping  from  the  proposed  wellfields  (8  wells  east  of 
College  Pond  in  the  State  Forest,  3  wells  east  of  Bloody  Pond  and  east  of  Route 
3,  and  6  wells  east  of  Little  Long  Pond)  would  be  a  significant  drawdown  of 
local  ground  water  levels;  negative  impact  on  aquatic  life  thereafter;  threaten 

red-belly  turtles'  habitat,   local  cranberry  bogs  and  reduce  stream  flow. 

(•uoting  from  the  report  "Wetlands  and  shallow  ponds  (at  least  12)  in  the 
areas  of  the  5  to  15  foot  drawdown  will  be  transformed  into  terrestrial 

(translate  as  dry  land)  habitat,  and  wet  land  habitat  (marsh)  respectively." 
As  citizens  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  residents  of  the 

Town  of  Plymouth,  we  implore  our  representatives  to  take  action  to  remove 
the  Plymouth  Acquifer  Alternative  as  a  preferred  proposal  for  supplying  15 
million  gallons  of  water  per  day  to  Quincy,  an  area  outside  our  watershed,  by 
means  of  a  27  mile  pipeline  laid  along  Route  3. 

(t)*^^^  ̂ .  '  Resident-S 
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SENATOR  EDWARD  P.  KIRBY 
SECOND  PLYMOUTH  DISTRICT 

THE  GENERAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
State  Senate 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 

ROOM  413-H.  STATE  HOUSE  ^ 

BOSTON  02133  F',") 

FEB  25 

Telephone  (617)  722-1330 

P3-.23 

COMMrTTEES  ON: 
Transportation 
Criminal  Justice 
Public  service 

February  20,  1985 

William  J.  Geary,  Commissioner 
Metropolitan  District  Commission 

20  Somerset  Street,  Fl  5 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Dear  Commissioner  Geary: ' 

I  appreciate  the  need  for  anticipating  our  future  water  require- 
ments and  the  foresight  of  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  in  issuing 

its  "Water  Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report  -  2020." 

The  use  of  the  Plymouth  Aquifer  is  one  proposed  alternative  that 
does  not  merit  serious  consideration.    The  $50  million  expense  of  a  37 
mile  pipeline  and  the  disruption  of  the  lives  of  thousands  of  people 
must  place  the  Plymouth  Aquifer  last  on  the  list  of  ten  alternatives. 

The  15  million  gallons  of  water  said  to  be  available  in  Plymouth 
is  miniscule  considering  the  45  million  gallon  daily  leakage  within  the  , 
Metropolitan  District.  It  is  clear  that  water  supply  and  sewage  disposal 
within  the  Metropolitan  District  have  been  subsidized  by  the  state. 

In  establishing  the  new  water  and  sewer  district,  one  assxomption  has 

been  that  users  in  the  region  should  "pay  as  they  go"  for  use,  maintenance, 
and  capital  investment.    When  that  is  done,  they  aure  far  more  likely  to  in- 

vest in  the  repair  of  a  leaky  distribution  system.     I  understand  the  City 
of  Boston  has  recently  been  very  successfxil  in  reducing  waste. 

Before  money  is  spent  on  a  new  pipeline,  present  conduits  from  ex- 
isting- MDC  sources  should  be  rebuilt  to  eliminate  leakage  and  waste. 

The  water  in  the  Plymouth  Aquifer  will  be  needed  in  the  future  to 

meet  the  requirements  of  Southeastern  Massachusetts,  the  fastest  growing 
area  in  the  state. 

Feel  free  to  call  me  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  my 
comments. 

Very  truly  yours, 

EDWARD  P,  KIRBY  (J 
Senator 

EPK:rpp 





October  7,  1985 

To: Water  Supply  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 

From: Malcolm  MacGregor,  Plymouth  Representative 

Re: Plymouth  Aquifer  Assessment  Report 

This  representative  as  well  as  many  Plymouth  community  leaders  and 

residents  are  in  favor  of  Commissioner  Geary's  letter  regarding  the  removal  of 
the  Plymouth  Aquifer  alternative  as  a  source  to  meet  the  M.D.C.  projected 
demands  for  the  year  2020.    We  feel  that  the  source  of  supply  is  far  too 
costly  both  environmentally  and  economically  considering  the  potential 
devastation  of  a  signifant  fraction  of  our  cranberry  crop,  extensive  changes 

in  our  ecosystems  and  major  socio-economic  changes.    The  above  facts  notwith- 
standing I  would  like  to  take  a  few  paragraphs  to  comment  on  the  study  and 

report  of  the  Plymouth  Aquifer  alternative. 

The  report  and  appendices  are  very  lengthy  as  they  must  be  considering  the 
complexity  of  the  study  that  had  to  be  undertaken,  there  is,  however  one 
glaring  omission  in  the  study.    No  quantitative  optimization  of  well  location 
to  minimize  environmental  and  agricultural  degredation  has  been  undertaken. 
Wells  were  modeled  in  the  thickest  portion  of  the  aquifer  with  no  apparent 

concern  for  their  impact  on  Plymouth's  largest  ponds  and  some  of  our  most 
environmentally  sensitive  areas.    The  sole  motivation  for  the  location  seemed 
to  be  extracting  the  most  water  for  the  smallest  land  area  to  minimize  pumping 
and  pipeline  costs.    Without  this  type  of  an  optimization  study  the  report  is 
virtually  useless  as  a  planning  tool. 

The  geohydraulic  study  was  undertaken  with  a  two  dimensional  computer 
model.     The  world  is  three  dimensional.    Three  dimensional  computer  models  are 
available  to  do  this  same  task  and  probably  would  yield  much  more  definitive 
information.     The  use  of  these  three  dimensional  models  requires  the  gathering 
of  vast  amounts  of  data  and  very  large  fast  computers  to  process  an  area  the 
size  of  Plymouth.    However  some  reference  should  be  made  to  these  models  and 
the  differences  which  may  arise  by  using  them  as  opposed  to  the  two 
dimensional  models,  hopefully  these  references  would  involve  some  sample 
calculations  and  comparisons  of  the  most  critical  areas. 

The  geohydraulic  calculations  were  done  using  an  average  annual  rainfall 
on  the  area.    This  is  a  serious  omission  because  the  study  does  not  predict 

the  "worse  case  scenario",  for  example,  the  cone  of  influence  during  extended 
periods  of  drought  and  the  drawdown  on  ponds  during  these  periods.     The  study 
does  not  predict  the  optimum  time  during  the  year  to  withdraw  water  and 
minimize  the  drawdown  on  ponds,  cranberry  bogs,  and  marshes. 





CHRISTOPHER  MAKEPEACE.  PRES. 
266  MAIN  STREET,  P.O.  BOX  151 

WAREHAM,  MASS.  02571 

IRVING  E.  OEMORANVILLE.  SEC.  TREAS. 
CRANBERRY  EXPERIMENT  STATION 

EAST  WAREHAM,  MASS.  02538 

June  13,  1986 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority- 
Patricia  B.  Corcoran,  Project  Manager 
20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02108 

Dear  Ms  Corcoran: 

The  Cape  Cod  Cranberry  Growers'  Association  would  like  to  go  on  record 

as  vehemently  opposed  to  the  Plymouth  Aquifer  Alternative  of  The  Water  Supply 

Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report  2020.     The  study  states  that  local 

cranberry  bogs  could  also  be  impacted.     One  small  paragraph  devoted  to  our 

industry  hardly  indicates  that  any  true  assessment  of  impact  on  cranberries 

has  been  taken  into  consideration.     Let  me  assure  you  that  any  interruption 

in  stream  flow  that  this  project  wooald  cause  could  eliminate  many  bogs  and 

drastically  alter  the  way  others  downstream  operate.     Cranberry  bog  systems 

in  the  proposed  area  are  highly  integrated  and  dependent  upon  each  other 

hydrologically.     It  seems  that  this  factor  has  not  either  been  explored  or 

given  proper  priority. 
Sincerely, 

Douglas  Beaton 
Vice-President 

DB:arm 
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SELECTMEN'S  OFFICE 

TOWN  HALL 

52  MIDDLE  STREET 
HADLEY.  MASSACHUSETTS  01035 

Meetings  Tuesdays  7:30  -  9:00  P.M. 

September  18,  1985 

Mr,  Robie  Hubley,  Executive  Director 
Water  Supply  Citizen  Advisory  Committee 
138  Russell  Street 

Hadley,  MA  01035 

Att:      Robie  Hubley,  Executive  Director 

Dear  Mr.  Hubley: 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Selectmen  on  September  17, 
1985,  the  Board  voted  to  appoint  Mr.  William  G.  Elliott,  2 
Bargate  Lane,  Hadley,  to  the  Steering  Committee  as  recommended 
in  your  letter  to  us  of  September  5,  1985. 

Sincerely  yours. 

John  S.  Mieczkowski 

Board  of  Selectmen 

Hadley,  Massachusetts 





October  7,  1985 

To: Water  Supply  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 

From: Malcolm  MacGregor,  Plymouth  Representative 

Re: Plymouth  Aquifer  Assessment  Report 

This  representative  as  well  as  many  Plymouth  community  leaders  and 

residents  are  in  favor  of  Commissioner  Geary's  letter  regarding  the  removal  of 
the  Plymouth  Aquifer  alternative  as  a  source  to  meet  the  M.D.C.  projected 
demands  for  the  year  2020.    We  feel  that  the  source  of  supply  is  far  too 
costly  both  environmentally  and  economically  considering  the  potential 
devastation  of  a  signifant  fraction  of  our  cranberry  crop,  extensive  changes 

in  our  ecosystems  and  major  socio-economic  changes.    The  above  facts  notwith- 
standing I  would  like  to  take  a  few  paragraphs  to  comment  on  the  study  and 

report  of  the  Plymouth  Aquifer  alternative. 

The  report  and  appendices  are  very  lengthy  as  they  must  be  considering  the 
complexity  of  the  study  that  had  to  be  undertaken,  there  is,  however  one 
glaring  omission  in  the  study.    No  quantitative  optimization  of  well  location 
to  minimize  environmental  and  agricultural  degredation  has  been  undertaken. 
Wells  were  modeled  in  the  thickest  portion  of  the  aquifer  with  no  apparent 

concern  for  their  impact  on  Plymouth's  largest  ponds  and  some  of  our  most 
environmentally  sensitive  areas.    The  sole  motivation  for  the  location  seemed 
to  be  extracting  the  most  water  for  the  smallest  land  area  to  minimize  pumping 
and  pipeline  costs.    Without  this  type  of  an  optimization  study  the  report  is 
virtually  useless  as  a  planning  tool. 

The  geohydraulic  study  was  undertaken  with  a  two  dimensional  computer 
model.     The  world  is  three  dimensional.     Three  dimensional  computer  models  are 
available  to  do  this  same  task  and  probably  would  yield  much  more  definitive 
information.     The  use  of  these  three  dimensional  models  requires  the  gathering 
of  vast  amounts  of  data  and  very  large  fast  computers  to  process  an  area  the 
size  of  Plymouth.     However  some  reference  should  be  made  to  these  models  and 
the  differences  which  may  arise  by  using  them  as  opposed  to  the  two 
dimensional  models,  hopefully  these  references  would  involve  some  sample 
calculations  and  comparisons  of  the  most  critical  areas. 

The  geohydraulic  calculations  were  done  using  an  average  annual  rainfall 
on  the  area.     This  is  a  serious  omission  because  the  study  does  not  predict 

the  "worse  case  scenario",  for  example ,  the  cone  of  influence  during  extended 
periods  of  drought  and  the  drawdown  on  ponds  during  these  periods.    The  study 
does  not  predict  the  optimum  time  during  the  year  to  withdraw  water  and 
minimize  the  drawdown  on  ponds,  cranberry  bogs,  and  marshes. 
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A.D.  MAfCEPEACE  Company 

p  O.  Box  151    266  Main  Street    Wareham,  Mass.  02571 

Telephone.  617-295-1000  ^ 

June  11,  1986 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Patricia  B.  Corcoran,  Project  Manager 
Waterworks  Division 
20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,     MA  02108 

Re:     Water  Supply  Study 

Dear  Ms  Corcoran; 

I  am  responding  to  the  Water  Supply  Study  and  Environmental  Impact  Report- 
2020,  and  more  specifically,  the  Plymouth  Aquifer  Alternative.     Our  Company 
owns  and  operates  1378  acres  of  cranberry  bog  in  Southeastern  Massachusetts 
in  the  towns  of  Plymouth,  Carver,  Wareham,  Rochester  and  Middleboro.     Of  that 
total  acreage,  1032  acres  directly  abut  the  Myles  Standish  State  Forest,  or 
are  situated  within  areas  that  use  water  from  directly  or  potentially  impacted 
ponds  and  streams. 

Cranberries  in  this  area  are  grown  in  a  high  groundwater  table  and  in  peaty 
acid  soils.     I  point  this  out  because  I  fear  you  do  not  understand  how  critical 
groundwater  level  is  to  the  bog  itself.     Pumping  from  the  aquifer  could  lower 

water  levels  under  the  bog  to  a  point  beyond  critical  and  into  a  stage  of  des- 
iccation.    The  scenario  beyond  would  mean  complete  loss  of  production,  upland 

development,  loss  of  wildlife  habitat,  and  a  severereduction  of  land  surface 
necessary  for  groundwater  recharge.     Presently,  as  I  see  it,  there  are  three 
bog  systems  that  would  be  effected,  all  in  different  ways.     Primary  is  the 

Wankinco  system.     It  involves  497  acres  of  bog  and  2595  acres  of  upland,  ad- 
jacent to  the  State  Forest,  which  acts  as  buffer  and  recharge  area.     It  takes 

water  directly  from  East  Head  Pond  which  itself  is  inter-connected  to  the  draw- 
down area.     These  bogs  use  this  water  for  frost  control  in  the  spring  and  fall, 

irrigation,  harvest,  and  winter  protective  flooding.     In  terms  of  consumption 
per  acre  the  following  quantities  of  water  are  used  for  each  practice  indicated 
above.     Frost  control  utilizes  .7  to  1.0  inches  of  water  per  acre  of  bog  per 
frost  which  equates  to  27,152  gallons.     During  the  course  of  a  normal  year, 
spring  and  fall  frost  protection  is  required  an  average  of  15  times.     For  the 
most  part  this  water  is  not  recaptured. 

The  water  used  during  the  growing  season  is  more  regular  than  frost  and  more 
predictable.     Cranberries  require  at  least  an  inch  of  water  per  acre  per  week. 
If  this  is  not  received  in  the  rainfall  form,  it  must  be  supplemented.  This 
requires  10  additional  one  inch  applications. 

Harvest  is  the  next  intensive  water  use  period  which  requires  1.5  acre  feet  of 
water  per  acre.     All  bogs  referred  to  are  water  harvested  and  utilize  that 
quantity. 
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Two  flows  are  required  for  winter  protection.     The  first  is  in  December  for 
initial  protection.     This  water  is  withdrawn  in  Jan.   or  Feb.   to  alleviate 

oxygen  deficiency  beneath  the  ice.     Water  is  then  reapplied  and  levels  main- 
tained until  April  1.     These  2  flows  require  3  acre  feet. 

In  the  final  analysis,   for  the  Wankinco  system  only,  the  following  water  is 
needed  per  acre  per  year. 

Spring  and  Fall  frost  407,280  gals, 
Irrigation  271,520 
Harvest  488,743 

Winter  protection  977 , 486 
Total  per  acre  /yr  2,145,029 
Total  Wankinco  system  1,066,079,413 

System  number  two  is  the  Tihonet  area.     Although  it  is  downstream  from  Wankinco, 
it  survives  on  spent  water  totally.     Without  drainage  from  Wankinco  and  Myles 
Standish  its  life  would  itself  be  spent.     This  system  is  129  acres  of  bog  and 
1228  acres  of  upland. 

Area  number  Three  I  call  our  Barker  system.     It  is  402  acres  of  cranberry  bog 
and  2822  acres  of  upland.     This  system  derives  its  water  from  the  surface  to 
groundwater  exchange  in  Halfway  Pond,  the  Agawam  River,  Glen  Charlie  Pond,  Deer 
Pond  and  White  Island  Pond.     Since  Halfway  Pond  has  been  identified  to  be  severe 

impacted,  and  since  it  is  at  the  head  of  this  system,  it  is  obvious  what  con- 
sequences would  occur  downstream.     This  system,  applying  the  same  data  as  in 

Wankinco,  uses  approximately  864,000,000  gallons  of  water  per  year. 

Although  it  appears  there  may  be  sufficient  excess  water  available,  you  can 

see  how  critical  existing  water  is  to  the  majority  of  our  bogs,  and  how  inter- 
related our  areas  are  even  though  that  may  not  appear  apparent.     The  relatively 

high  groundwater  is  necessary  for  all  bogs  to  exist  as  well  as  furnish  surface 
water  for  the  aforementioned  cultural  practices.     I  might  add  that  in  low  flow 
years,  water  quantities  have  proven  themselves  to  approach  a  deficit  situation. 

The  report  mentions  that  cranberry  bogs  could  also  be  impacted.     This  is  a  gross 
understatement.     I  believe  there  is  no  surplus  water,  particularly  when  maximum 
pumping  would  occiir.     The  Plymouth  Aquifer  Alternative  lends  itself  only  to 
catastophic  economic,  environmental,  and  social  consequences. 

Sincerely , 

Christopher  Makepeace 





Citizens  Advisory  Committee  on  the 

Xletropolitan  District  Commission 

**^ater  Supply  EIR  -  2020 

WSCAC 

138  Russell  St.  (Rte.  9) 

Hadley,  Massachusetts  01035 

(413)  586-8861 

January  30,  ̂ 985 

TO:  Patricia  B.  Corcoran,  MDC 

RE:  Comments  on  Plymouth  Aquifer  Summary  Material 

Initial  review  of  the  Plymouth  Aquifer  siommary  material  quickly 
reveals  that  the  impact  of  withdrawing  an  average  of  15  MOD 
on  this  groundwater  source  may  be  quite  severe.    Ponds  may 
dry  up,  wells  may  be  drav/n  down,  cranberry  bogs  may  be  damaged 
(a  major  agricultural  crop),  freshwater  outflow  in  the  estuaries 
may  be  reduced,  many  acres  of  state  forest  land  may  be  removed 
from  active  recreation  and  rare  and  endangered  species  may  be 
negatively  affected  and  so  on. 

However,  questions  remain  as  to  the  completeness  of  the  information 
gathered  concerning  this  alternative.    The  appendix  should  include 
as  much  material  as  possible  to  evaluate  all  possible  impacts. 
Whether  this  alternative  is  a  reasonable  choice  for  the  MDC  as 

a  water  supply  at  this  time  or  not,  it  is  clear  that  this  study's 
contribution  of  information  on  Plymouth  Aquifer  may  turn  out  to 
be  the  basis  for  future  utilization  of  its  waters. 

WSCAC  submits  the  following  questions  and  concerns  in  anticipation 
that  they  may  be  answered  in  the  Plymouth  appendix. 

GENERAL  Am  METHODOLOGICAL 

a.  Results  are  given  for  the  impacts  of  three  well  fields  placed 
in  the  state  forest  and  along  Route  3.    Are  these  sites  the  optimum 
location  for  reducing  impact  while  providing  adequate  yield? 
What  other  configuration  of  sites  were  studied  and  why  rejected? 
^/fhat  factors  constrained  the  selected  locations? 

b.  Impacts  are  described  in  terms  of  average  15  MGD  withdrawal. 
V/hat  is  the  range  of  withdrawal  studied  for  this  option,  what 
are  the  impacts?    Consultants  described  the  pipeline  (at  the  workshop) 
as  limited  to  15  MGD  transport  and  capable  on  the  average  of  15  MGD? 
Which  is  it? 

In  the  contract  of  the  Scope  of  Services,  Section  11.11,  it  states 

that  a  groundwater  model  will  be  used  in  conjunction  with  50  years 

of  monthly  precipitation  data.    The  data  presented  in  the  summary 

was  apparently  based  on  average  precipitation.    V/ere  the  computations 

performed  using  monthly  data? 

c.  Study  was  based  on  average  recharge  conditions.    What  would  the 
impact  be  during  an  extended  drought? 

d.  Minimxim  drawdown  contour  presented  was  for  5  feet.  One  foot 
contour  should  be  shown  on  the  maps. 

e.  Will  the  potential  of  this  alternative  to  provide  redundancy 
for  the  MDC  system  be  discussed? 





Citizens  Advisory  Committee  on  the 

%  Metropolitan  District  Commission 

'  ater  Supply  EIR  -  2020 

VVSCAC 

138  Russell  St.  (Rte.  9) 

Hadley,  Massachusetts  01035 

(413)  586-8861 
October  11 ,  1965 

Secretarv  James  Hoyte,  EOEA 

Chairman",  Metropolitan  Water  Resource  Authority One  Center  Plaza 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte,  Members  of  the  Board  and  Staff,
 

VSCAC  is  very  appreciative  of  the  opportunity  to  make  a 
formal  presentation  to  the  Board  and  staff.    V/e  anticipate 
a  great  deal  of  constructive  interaction  with  the  Board 
and  the  various  sub-committees.    We  also  anticipate,  from 
the  level  of  discourse  at  Board  meetings,  a  very  challenging 

future.    We  are  pursuing  the  Board's  request  for  suggestions 
on  pricing  policy  and  additional  information  on  trigger 
planning . 

In  this  letter,  we  first  reiterate  the  three  major  reas 
of  concern  WSCAC  presented  at  the  October  2  meeting  at  . 
Guabbin  Reservation.    V/e  then  respond  to  material  you  ree  ved 

that  da3''  which  should  not  be  passed  over  without  further 
coniment-on  water  use  trends  and  the  costing  procedure  being 
used  by  the  consultants  for  comparing  the  alternatives  in 
the  lang  range  water  supply  study. 

In  the  WSCAC  presentations,  the  following  points  were 
made : 

1 .  The  MWRA  communities  are  not  entirely  dependent  on 
the  main  reservoirs  for  their  water.    More  than  60  mgd  is 
provided  by  small  reservoir  and  well  supplies  within  the 
towns.     It  is  imperative  that  these  supplies  be  protected. 

Further,  one  of  the  alternatives  in  the  long-range  study 
is  the  reactivation  of  sources  in  the  communities  which  are 

underutilized  or  not  presently  used.    We  do  not  assume  that 
the  Authority  incorporate  these  supplies  into  their  system, 
but  rather  assist    the  towns  to  better  exploit  the  sources 
to  defray  future  dependence  on  the  MWRA. 

2,  Too  little  is  known  about  the  distribution  of  water 

from  source  to  sink.    Better  metering  is  needed  in  the  main 
distribution  system  and  in  the  communities.    As  shown  in  the 

small  chart  presented  to  the  Board,  about  one-third  of  the 
system  is  not  accounted- for.    Of  this,  more  than  30  mgd  is 
somehow  being  lost  (or  is  a  metering  problem)  between  the 
main  metering  point  near  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  (Shaft  4)  and 

the  district  meters.     This  water,  called  "System  Unaccounted- 
for"  is  either  "phantom  water"-  not  presently  revenue  producing, 
or  as  Bill  Brutsch  implied,  its  cost  is  being  distributed  to 
the  user  communities. 





3.  The  concept  of  "trigger  planning"  refers  to  a  system 
of  monitoring  the  water  supply  system,  outlining  short  and  long 

ter:n  management  goals,   setting  out  choice  of  action  and  delineating 

criteria  for  implementation  of  actions.     We  realize  this  idea 
needs  development  and  WSCAC  is  ready  and  willing  to  participate 

with  the  Board  in  doing  this.     The  point  we  most  want  to  be  under- 

stood at  this  time,  is  that  the  long-range  study  is  not  presently 
constructed  for  planning  purposes.  It  can  be  incorporated  into  such 
a  planning  strategy,  but  it  is  not  a  planning  study  in  itself.  The 
degree  of  effort  put  into  the  study  so  far  should  not  end  in  a 

simple  "yes"  or  "no"  on  each  of  the  complex  alternatives  studied. 

At  the  meeting  on  October  2,  both  Pat  Corcoran  and  Marcis 
Kempe  provided  the  Board  with  information  which  we  believe 

needs  further  review.    Pat  Corcoran 's  handout  sheet  included 
two  charts:  one  on  historic    demand  on  the  MDC/MWRA  and  one  on 

a  comparative  costing  of  the  major  alternatives  in  the  long 

range  study.    Marcis  Kempe  showed  a  chart  called  'total  amount 
of  water  withdrawn  from  the  reservoirs' .    This  total  consists 
of  the  historic  demand  plus  his  new  calculations  for  system 
unaccounted-for  water. 

Please  look  at  the  two  charts  on  the  page  adjacent.  The 
upper  chart  is  the  projected  needs  chart  produced  by  the 
consultants.     It  implies  that  the  amount  of  water  used  by 
consumers  from  1970  to  1980  rose.     In  January  of  1983,  William 
Geary,  Commissioner  of  the  MDC  instructed  the  consultants  and 
project  staff,  during  his  visit  to  a  monthly  WSCAC  meeting, 
to  discontinue  use  of  this  projection  and  instead  to  use 
the  actual  yearly  historic  recorded  community  water  use. 

Below  is  a  chart  of  historic  water  use.    It  is  a  blow-up 
of  the  boxed  section  from  above  and  includes  commnni  ty  reported 
use  fbr  the  years  of  1970  through  1984.    As  you  can  see,  the 
year  1980  was  clearly  higher  than  the  year  1970,  but  in  no 

way  indicates  a  "trend"  in  water  use.    Actually,  the  trend 
(solid  line,  statistically  called  line  of  best  fit)  shows 
that  the  use  for  1971  was  the  highest  so  far  and  the  trend 
from  that  year  through  1984  is  downward.    Two  decade  points 

do  not  make  a  "trend",  but  15  years  does  constitute  a  trend. 

Above  the  historic  use  line  is  another  line  showing  total 

estimated  withdrawals.    The  hatch  marks  represent  Marcis'  calculated 
"system  unaccounted-for  water".    We  have  reviewed  Marcis'  calculations. 
When  this  water  is  added  to  the  use  by  the  communities  the  trend 
flattems  out  andobscures  the  declining  community  consumption. 

The  amount  of  system  \inac counted- for  water  has  increased  from 
3,68  mgd  in  I960  (I960- 1969  not  shown)  to  34  mgd  in  1984.  Most 
of  this  increase  is  attributable  to  a  discrepancy  between  estimated 
deliveries  of  water  to  the  district  meters  and  the  actual  sum 

of  those  meters  (see  examples  on  top  of  next  page). 





1984 285.235 

(mgd) 
253.17 
(32.07) 

(1.93) 

(34) 
37.208 

324.4 
1960 220.74 

. (mgd) 

219.03 

(1.71) 

(1.97) 
(3.68) 

17.49 
240.2 

Much  discussion  has  taken  place  around  these  numbers.  The 
water  division  has  stated  that  the  discrepancy  results  from  the 

Revenue  (district)  meter  under-registration.     If  that  hypothesis 
were  correct  the  repairs  and  calibrations  made  to  more  than 
one-third  of  the  revenue  meters  since  1982  (the  program  is  not 
complete)  would  have  produced  a  rise  in  revenue-meter  totals. 
Instead,  revenue  meter  totals  have  continued  to  show  a  decline  in 
the  delivered  water.    Further,  since  1976,  the  city  of  Boston  has 
decreased  its  water  purchase  from  the  MDC  by  35  mgd  as  of  the 
end  of  1984.    Although  some  of  this  reduction  has  been  absorbed 
by  a  rise  in  consumption  by  the  smaller  partial  users,  the 
historic  use  line  shows  a  significant  decline  for  this  period. 
The  exception  in  declinging  use  in  this  time  frame  is  the 

drought  of  1980  (base-line  year  in  the  study).    This  is  a 
normal  inflection  upward,  since  all  partial  users  and  the 
system  as  a  whole  initially  show  a  temporary  rise  in  use  during 
a  drought. 

Whether  the  reservoir  and  distribution  master  meters  are 

over-  under-  or  correctly  measuring,  or  whether  the  revenue  meters 
are  wrong  or  right,  it  is  clear  that  30  mgd  is  unaccounted-for. 
The  cause,  direction  and  degree  of  metering  or  distribution 
problems  are  ijnknown  at  this  time.    It  is  clear  that  system 

unaccounted-for  water  must  be  fully  investigated. 

The  additional  leakage  known  to  exist  in  the  communities 
must  also  be  pursued.    Previous  studies  done  for  the  MDC  and 
the  earlier  study  done  by  Bechtel  Engineering  for  the  long 
range  study  (Phase  I,  1981)  indicate  that  between  45  and  60  mgd  of 
water  may  have  been  leaking  in  the  communities.    After  looking 
at  the  Boston,  Arlington  and  Salem  experiences,  we  believe  these 
estimates  may  be  conservative. 

The  total,  then,  of  missing  water  on  the  delivery  side  and 
the  user  side  may  be  90  mgd.    This  is  not  a  reasonable  loss 
in  a  system  this  sizel    The  communities  should  be  encouraged 
and  assisted  in  a  program  of  leak  detection  and  repair. 

Finally,  in  Pat  Corcoran 's  handout,  the  consultants 
provided  a  chart  comparing  the  -cost  of  the  alternatives. 





'JiCHARD  F.  VVITHINGTO^ 

Iks' 3rtNC:VviCH  STREET  January  l8,  I985 PLYMOUTH.  MAS? 

The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Metropolitan  District  Commission 
Patricia  B.  Corcoran,  MDC  Project  Manager 
Water  Di  vi  s  ion 
20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,  MA  02108 

Re:     Metropolitan  District  Commission  Water  Supply  Study  - 
Environmental    impact  Report  2020 
Plymouth  Workshop  Meeting  1/16/85 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran, 

I  commend  you  for  your  handling  of  the  above  captioned  meeting.     It  must 

be  extremely  difficult  to  control  yourself  while  trying  to  get  your  message 

across  in  an  orderly  manner  under  such  circumstances. 

My  purpose  In  writing  is  to  underscore  the  important  Issue  of  consequential 

damages  which  seemed  to  have  had  little  thought  or  study.     In  reading  the 

handouts   I   find  that  the  total  cost  of  the  project  Is  a  little  more  than  $^7,000,000. 

When  I  heard  the  various  experts  state  the  effect  of  "draw  down"  on  the  ground 

water  3  miles  from  the  wells.   It  is  obvious  that  $^7, 000, 000  would  not  cover 

the  cost  of  consequential  damages  let  alone  the  project. 

While  the  MDC  may  have  the  power  of  eminent  domain,   I  wonder  whether 

such  power  includes  the  altering  of  the  land  use.     For  example,  cranberry  bogs 

might  have  to  be  abandoned  or  severely  limit  their  yield,  pond  front  lots 

eliminated.   Industrial  and  residential  wells  rendered  inefficient  or  useless. 

While  the  MDC  area  is  at  a  more  or  less  zero  population  growth,  the 

Plymouth  area  Is  enjoying  one  of  the  states  fastest  growths.     The  question 

comes  to  mind,  where  will   Plymouth's  growth  be  In  2020.     Are  you,  by  not  addressing 

this   Issue,  putting  the  MDC  In  the  position  of  controlling  the  destiny  of  Plymouth? 





-2- 

In  my  opinion  the  magnitude  of  this  taking  is   far  in  excess  of  any 

statutory  parameters  that  the  law  makers  envisioned  or  intended. 

Please  therefor  have  the  above  concerns  researched  so  that  they  are 

properly  evaluated  in  your  EIR. 

Very  Truly  yours, 

Richard  F.  Withington 





Massachusetts 

Natural  Heritage 

Program 

8  October  1985 

Water  Supply  Citizens  Advisory  Conmittee 
138  Russell  St. 

Hadley,  MA  01035 

Dear  WSCAC, 

Herein  are  some  comments  on  the  MDC's  Plymouth  Aquifer  Assessment 
Report  (May,  1985). 

Were  I  to  make  one  general  comment  on  the  assessment  as  a  whole, 
it  would  be  this:     When  the  time  comes  to  choose  the  final  alternative, 
the  consultants  should  again  sit  down  with  WSCAC  representatives  (at 
least)  and  get  very  specific  about  indicator  species,  field  sampling 
methodologies,  and  other  means  of  ascertaining  impacts  of  the  project 
in  question.      In  the  Plymouth  report,  it  appears  that  important  data 
will  be  lacking  on  impacts  to  ponds.     For  example,  the  ponds  selected 
for  assessing  impact,  Little  Long  and  Bloody,  do  not  come  close  to 
spanning  the  ecological  or  habitat  range  expressed  by  the  many  ponds 
in  Plymouth  that  will  be  subject  to  impact.     I  suggect  that  Grassy  Pd . 
(just  south  of  Bloody  Pd.)  be  added,  as  an  example  of  the  type  of  pond 
that  is  very  shallow  yet  relatively  low  in  nutrient  input  and  which 
is  the  type  of  pond  which  supports  many  rare  species.     The  consultants 
are  perhaps  to  be  excused  in  their  oversight,  for  a  few  hours  in  October 
will  hardly  yield  this  kind  of  information.    Nonetheless,  a  phone  call 

to  MNHP  would  have  resulted  in  our  suggesting  several  ecologically- 
sensitive  ponds. 

P.  79  True,  there  are  no  legally  protected  plant  species  in  the 
ponds  likely  to  be  affected  by  drawdown.  However,  does  not  MDC  as  a 

state  agency  have  some  obligation  to  "officially  listed"  species  (by  the 
Division  of  Fisheries  &  Wildlife)  even  though  not  legally  protected? 

I  count  no  less  than  14  state-listed  plant  species  which  inhabit  the 
ponds  enumerated  on  p .  71.  One,  New  England  Boneset ,  is  a  candidate 
for  federal  listing.     I  would  be  happy  to  provide  a  list  upon  request. 

P.  79      Because  drawdown  would  most  likely  affect  emergent  and 

pondshore  species,  would  it  not  be  prudent  to  select  1-2  species  from 
those  categories  as  well  as  from  the  water  column. 

Division  of  Fisheries  and  Wildlife    100  Cambridge  Street,  Boston,  Mass.  02202   (617)  727-9194,-3151 
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To:  The  Ma-s^achusetts  rfater  Resources  Authority 

Hallo.     I  am  Kathy  Berlin  of  the  Wayland  Conservation  Commission. 
I  am  here  today  to  present  you  with  a  petition  signed  by  7^7 
people  stating  that  we  are  opposed  to  the  diversion  of  the  SudbuzT 
Hlver,  th«  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Alternative,  and  we  support 
the  demand  management  and  the  user  souroes  alternatives.  Ihia 
petition  was  circulated  for  only  one  week,  so  I  feel  confident 
that  there  are  many  more  people  opposed  to  this  diversion. 

Now  is  the  time  for  an  overall  plan  for  Massachusetts 
water  management.     In  Wayland  we  have  a  local  water  source  that 
does  not  need  treatment  before  it  is  consumed.     Our  wells  are 

in  the  floodplain  of  the  Sudbury  filver.     If  you  authorize  the 
diversion  of  water  from  the  Sudbury  River  the  effects  will  include 
increasing  tha  concentration  of  contaminants  in  the  river.  The 
flooding  of  the  river  Is  the  time  the  river  cleanses  Itself,  If 
you  take  what  looks  like  excess,  but  Is  In  fact  much  needed,  water, 

you  will  be.  threatening  our  local  water  source.     In  terms  of  lang- 
range  planning,  it  is  much  more  advantageous  to  allow  us  to  keep 
our  locsil  water  source  and  to  activate  other  local  souroes  instead 
of  thmUte&ing  ours. 

The^  Sudbury  Hiver  is  already  in  DANGER  from  the  contamination 
from  the  Nyanza  Chemical  Site  in  Ashland.    The  fish  are  so  highly 
toxic  with  mercury  that  they  are  deemed  inedible.    Due  to  this 
contamination  and  other  pollutants  the  water  you  are  proposing 
to  divert  must  be  treated  in  a  proposed  water  treatment  plant  in 
Sou thbo rough.     There  is  no  place  for  the  sludge  produced  by  this 
plant.    And  although  the  Summary  Report  says  the  Upper  Sudbury 
Watershed  Alternative  will  produce  20  million  gallons  a  day,  the 

Sudbury  Reservoir.    That  will  have  an  even  greater  effect  ociour 
river  than  has  been  calculated. 

The  calculations  that  have  been  done  show  a  reduction  in 

flow  of  23/(.    The  Sudbury  is  hardly  a  fast  flowing  riT«r  now. 
What  effeots  will  this  have  on  the  quality  of  the  river  water?? 
23»«  lowering  of  the  level  of  the  river  will  certainly  disturb 

the  nesting  patterns  of  the  river's  wildlife.    All  of  these  things 
and  more  need  to  be  seriously  addressed,    l^e  Draft  Snvlronmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  Sudbury  River  diversion  was  rejected  suid 
yet  in  the  Summary  Report  statements  from  the  DEIR  were  printed  as 

fact.    Let's  have  an  accurate  statement  of  the  effeots  of  this 
proposal.     W^  are  sure  that  if  you  do,  you  will  find  the  diversion 
of  the  Sudbury  River  an  untenable  proposition. 

Kathy  Berlin 
60  Sherman  Bridge  Road 
Wlayland,  NA.  01778 





Tot  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Biver  to  increase  Boston's  water  sui^Ij. 
Vfe  endorse  t0onserTation,.:leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 
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[jJa^O-wJ  '^o*  Th«  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  River  to  Inoreaae  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources.  . 
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To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  emy  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Biver  to  increase  Bostdii*s  water  supply, 
1  We. endorse  oonserration,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 

'  aotivation  of  local  water  sources. 
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To  I  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  teiklng  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conservation,  le«ik  detection  suid  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 

7     Ccu^  fi'^Ct 
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Tot  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hiver  \o  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conserTatlon,j  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 

activation  of  local  wat^r  sources. 
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Tot  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  increase  Boston's  water  supply, 
We  endorse  oonserratlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
aotlTatlon  of  local  water  sources. 

^^^^^^^  <^.^^:(^ 
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To:  The  Massaohusett s  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Elver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserratlon,  leeQc  detection  and  repair,  and 
aotlyatlon  of  local  water  sources. 
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To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  under slgTaed,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

fros  the  Sudbury  Blver  to  inoreaae  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserration^  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
aotiration  of  local  water  sources. 





To  I  The  Massaohusett s  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Elver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserratlon,  lecik  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 
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Tot  The  Massachusetts  i^ater  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  talcing  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Blver  to  increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserration,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
aotiTation  of  local  water  sources* 
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To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

0^
 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  River  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 
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To  J  The  Massaohusett s  Watar  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Elver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 
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To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

;  from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
;  We  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  soxiroes. 

^7>tt^  Ret ji.t^^ 



—
 
I
 

f  (
 

c 

j 
t 

c 



To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Elver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  locsil  water  sources. 

.</a^^     Cj''^ ^^^-r^  ay- 
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Tot  The  Massaohusett s  v/ater  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

frba  the  Sudbury  BlTer  to  increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conserratlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 
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To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

,  from  the  Sudbury  Elver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply, 
.  We  endorse  conserratlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  emd 
'  activation  of  local  water  sources. 
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Thm  Sudbury  River  Is  In  DANGER!    Contamination  from  the 
Nyanza  Chemioal  Site  In  Ashland  has  Introduced  tozlo  levels  of 
meroury  Into  the  river.    This  has  resulted  In  the  poisoning  of 

the  river's  fish  and  wildlife.    To  make  matters  worse,  the 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA)  Is  seriously 
conslderJ.ng  diverting  (draining  off)  millions  of  gallons  of 

the  Sudbury  River  to  augment  Boston's  water  supply.    The  results 
of  this  would  be  to  further  concentrate  the  toxins  and  damage 

the  nesting  patterns  of  the  remaining  wildlife.     The  proposed 
diversion  of  the  Sudbury  River,  which  would  decrease  the  flow 

by  23%i  is  the  least  sensible  alternative  to  solve  Boston's 
water  problems.     As  friends  and  neighbors  in  the  river  basin 

it  is  our  responsibility  to  urge  the  MWRA  to  adopt  a  •'demand 
management"  and  leak  detections  program.     It  would  be  treigic 
if  our  river  water  were  to  be  pouring  out  of  leaky  pipes  and 
running  toilets.     Those  who  care  about  our  environment  and  the 
water  in  it  ATTEND  the  public  hearing  June  10,  Gardner  Auditorium, 
the  State  House,  Boston,  100-4x00  p.m.  It  is  important  for 
the  MWRA  (who  will  make  the  final  decision)  to  see  how  many  of 
us  care  about  the  quality  of  our  water.     This  may  be  the  last 
time  public  input  will  be  counted.     As  many  of  us  as  possible 
need  to  attend  this  hearing. 
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The  Sudbury  Hlver  la  in  OANGSBI    Contaainatidn  from  the 
Nysuiza  Chemical  Site  in  Ashland  has  introduced  toxio  levels  of 
meroury  into  the  river.    This  has  resulted  in  the  pQisoning  of 

the  river's  fish  and  wildlife.    To  make  matters  woriie,  the 
Massachusetts  Vater  Resources  Authority (MWRA)  is  seriously 
oonslder5.ng  diverting  (draining  off)  millions  of  gallons  of 

the  Sudbury  River  to  augment  Boston's  water  supply.    The  results 
of  this  would  be  to  further  concentrate  the  toxins  smd  damage 
the  nesting  patterns  of  the  remaining  wildlife.     The  proposed 
diversion  of  the  Sudbury  River,  which  woiild  decrease  the  flow 

t3y  23^,  is  the  least  sensible  alternative  to  solve  Boston's 
water  problems.    As  friends  and  neighbors  Ih  the  river  basin 

It  is  our  responsibility  to  urge  the  MWHA  to  adopt  a  "demaind 
management"  and  leak  detections  progreun.     It  would  be  tragic 
If  our  river  water  were  to  be  pouring  out  of  leaky  pipes  and 
running  toilets.     Those  who  care  about  oxir  environment  and  the 
water  In  it  ATTEND  the  public  hearing  June  10,  Gardner  Auditorium, 
the  State  House,  Boston,  lOO-^iOO  p.m.  It  is  important  for 
the  MWRA  (who  will  make  the  final  decision)  to  see  how  many  of 
us  care  about  the  quality  of  our  water.     This  may  be  the  last 
time  public  input  will  be  counted.     As  many  of  us  as  possible 
need  to  attend  this  hearing. 
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xo Tot  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  talcing  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Elver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserratlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
aotlYatlon  of  local  water  sources. 

/  7    liPa^i^/o^^  §^  /. 
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Pot  The  Massachusetts  M/ater  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  underaigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  River  to  inoreaae  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserration,  leeik  detection  and  repair,  and 
aotlTation  of  local  water  sources* 6  S^u^ 
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Vox  The  Massachusetts  Wa4rer  Resources  authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Blver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conserratlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation .of  local  water  sources. 

1 
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n To  J  The  Masaaohusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Blver  to  increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserration,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 

r4  ̂ kju^^' 
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Pot  The  Massaohusett s  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undarsigned,  ara  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Birer  to  inorease  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endarse  oonserration,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
aotivation  of  local  water  sources. 

/fo      Ptlliarr^      Xr/^^^     /P^^^  iV^/^k^ 
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' To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

•  
.  '3.

 
We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserration,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
aotiTation  of  local  water  sources. 
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Tot  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Biver  to  iiioa*ease:i Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conserration,  lealt..dets<^tlon  and  repair,  and 
aotivation  of  looal  water  sources. 
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Tot  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  wat4r 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 

(0  'y^a^iriM^
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To:  The  Massaohusett s  Water  Resources  Authority 

Vfe,  tha  undaraigned,  are  opposad  to  any  taking  of  watar 

from  tha  Sudbury  Bivar  to  inoraasa  Boston's  watar  supply. 
Va  andorsa  oonsarration,  laak  dataction  and  rapalr,  and 
aotivatlon  of  looal  watar  souroas. 

<i^16o  ̂ 2«i2?>rG£  /^CKfi^  SUstSwfY 





To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

,  froB  the  Sudbury  Biver  to  increase  BostoE^s  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserration,  leak  detection  iind  repair,  and 
aotiTation  of  looal  water  source s. 





Tot  The  Massaohusett s  Walter  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  River  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply, 
Ve  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 

^  activation  of  local  water  sources. 

ffe6'G_
i^  ̂ ^^^^^ 
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To  J  The  Massaohusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conserratlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
aotlvatlon  of  local  water  sources. 

(  o 
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To  J  The  Massaohusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

^  We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 
from  the  Sudbury  River  to  ihorease  Boston's  water  supply. 

:  We  endorse  oonserration,  .leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
'  aotiTation  of  looal  water  sources. 





Tot  The  Massaohusatts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 
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To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

\ 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  River  to  increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  ajid 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 

^^^^^^^^^
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Tot  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  emy  talcing  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  Increase  Boston  •'a  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserratlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 

<X)os^o/<^^  Mrs!) 
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To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  River  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 





V 

Tot  The  Masaaohusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply, 
We  endorse  conservation,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 

 A  /^c  
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lot  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Aut.noi-i  Cj* 

We,  the  xinderslgned,  are  opposed  to  any  tedclng  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserratlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources.  . 





Tot  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonservatlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 

^^^^  . 
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To:  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Aut.-ion  Cj- 

We,  the  xmderslgned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  watar 

from  the  Sudbury  Hlver  to  Increase  Boston's  vfater  supply, 
We  endorse  conserratlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 
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Pot  The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Blver  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply, 
tfe  endorse  conserratlon,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
aotlYatlon  of  local  water  sources. 
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Pot    The  Massaohusett s  Water  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  River  to  Increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  conserratlon,  lesik  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 

( I 





Tot  The  Massaohusetts  Watar  Resources  Authority 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  any  taking  of  water 

from  the  Sudbury  Hiver  to  increase  Boston's  water  supply. 
We  endorse  oonserration,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
activation  of  local  water  sources. 

tzl^fi^J . .    ̂   P 
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Thomas  H.  Conway,  Jr.,  Chairman 
Arthur  L  Doyle,  \/ ice-Chairman 
Gordon  C.  Brainerd,  Secretary 
Stephen  J.  Lentine 
David  F.  Delorey,  Jr. 

Board  of  Selectmen 

TOWN  HALL 

BILLERICA,  MASSACHUSETTS  01821 

June  19,  1986 

JUL  U7  1985 

Paul  F.  Talbot 
Town  Administrator 
667-7182 

Massachusetts  Water  Resource  Authority 
Room  720 
One  Center  Plaza 

Boston,  Massachsuetts  02108 

ATTN; Michael  Gritzuk.,  Executive  Director 

Dear  Mr.  Gritzuk: 

The  following  is  submitted  as  a  resolution  by  the  Honorable  Board  of 
Selectmen,  of  the  Town  of  Billerica,  Massachusetts,  and  adopted  at  the  meeting 
of  June  16,  1986: 

The  Board  of  Selectmen  of  the  Town  of  Billerica  vigorously  opposes  any 
diversion  of  water  from  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  by  the  Massachusetts  Water 
Resources  Authority  (MWRA) . 

The  Concord  River  is  formed  by  the  confluence  of  the  Sudbury  and  Assabet 
Rivers.     The  proposed  diversion  would  impound  an  area  that  makes  up  one  fifth  of 
the  entire  watershed  above  the  Talbot  Dam.     This  area  is  almost  one  half  of  the 

entire  Sudbury  Watershed. 

The  Town  of  Billerica  needs  this  water  to  dilute  the  more  polluted  waters 
flowing  from  the  Assabet  River. 

The  Assabet  River  receives  the  discharges  of  seven  sewage     treatment  plants 
and  drainage  from  several  landfills  and  acknowledged  sites  of  hazardous  wastes.  The 
water  from  the  entire  Sudbury  Watershed  is  needed  to  dilute  these  wastes  and  to  protect 
the  water  quality  of  the  Concord  River. 

The  Concord  River  is  the  only  source  of  drinking  water  for  the  Town  of 
Billerica.     At  present,  our  treatment  plant  is  able  to  produce  water  that  complies 
with  the  drinking  water  standards  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  except  for 
sodium. 

We  feel  that  the  removal  of  40  million  gallons  per  day  and  withholding  the 
water  of  the  entire  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed,  except  for  1.5  MOD  release  mandated  by 
law,  will  have  a  severe  impact  on  the  Town  of  Billerica.     The  diversion  would  cause  a 

deterioration  of  the  water  quality  of  its'   drinking  water  supply  source,  as  well  as 
reduce  the  availability  of  this  water. 

Furthermore,   if,  as  a  result  of  any  such  diversion,  costs  are  incurred, 
whether  direct  or  indirect,   to  the  Town  of  Billerica,  or  its  water  takers,   such  costs 

Of  J  ̂raditioni  —  Yjetv  (^liaiL 
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shall  be   Che  responsibiliCy  and  borne  by   Che   responsible  approving  agency 

As  Che  well-being  and  growch  of  Billerica  depends  on  a  reliable  suppi 
Che  Board  of  SelecCraen  scrongly  opposes  any  measures  ChaC  would  endanger  chis 
valuable  resource. 

cc:     Patricia  Corcoran,  MWRA-Water  Works  Div.,   Boston,  MA 

James  Hoyte,   Chairman,   Mass.  Water  Resources,   Boston,  MA 

Water  Supply  Citizen  Advisory  Comm.,   Hadley,  MA 

Kirsti  Valge,   Chemist,  Billerica 

John  McGovern,   Supt.  Water  Div.,  Billerica 

R.  A.  Bento,  Supt.  DPW,  Billerica 

Rep.  Michael  Rea 

Sen.  Patricia  McGovern 

Gov.  Michael  Dukakis 

Paul  Talboc 
Town  AdminiscraCor 
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June  30,  1986 

Ms.  Patricia  M.  Corcoran,  Project  Manager 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Waterworks  Division 
20  Somerset  Street 
Boston,  Ma  02108 

Madam: 

Re:     Comments  on  Massachusetts  Water  Supply  Study  and  EIR  2020, 
Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Diversion 

Submitted  by:     Billerica  Department  of  Public  Works 

In  the  near  future  The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Massachusetts 

Water  Resources  Authority   (MWRA)    is  going  to  decide  which  of  the 
nine  alternatives  under  study  is  to  be  selected  as  the  preferred 

one  to  solve  MDS ' s  water  supply  problems. 

The  siimmary  Report  on  Impact  Assessment  and  Criteria  for  Evaluation 
of  Alternatives  tends  to  leave  an  erroneous  impression  that  the 
only  highly  adverse  result  of  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  alternative 
would  be  the  high  potential  susceptibility  for  long  term  degradation 
of  the  source;  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed. 

There  is  also  high  potential  for  severe  damage  to  downstream  water 
quality  in  Sudbury  and  Concord  Rivers,   as  well  as  high  potential 
for  shortfalls  in  the  water  supply  of  downstream  water  users. 

Concord  River  has  been  the  sole  source  of  drinking  water  for  the 
Town  of  Billerica  since  1956,  when  a  water  treatment  plant  with 
an  initial  capacity  of  3.5  MGD  was  put  into  operation.     In  1963 
the  plant  capacity  was  increased  to  7.5  MGD.     In  1975  further 
additions  to  the  treatment  facility  were  necessary  to  meet  the 
growing  demand  and  the  treatment  capacity  was  boosted  to  14  MGD. 
Since  1950  the  taxpayers  of  Billerica  have  spent  approximately 
$15,000,000  on  engineering  and  construction  of  water  treatment 
and  distribution  facilities.     During  this  time  the  water  use  has 
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grown  from  an  annual  average  of  0.8  MGD  in  1957  to  4.7  MGD  in 
1984.  The  water  need  during  the  summer  months  has  grown  from 
1.1  MGD  in  1957  to  an  average  of  6.3  MGD  in  1984. 

The  safe  yield  for  Billerica  according  to  Water  Supply  Needs 
Projections  for  the  Long  Range  Water  Supply  EIR  is  seven  (7) 
million  gallons  a  day.     Since  1982  we  have  exceeded  this  figure 
for  weeks  at  a  time.      (Four  weeks  during  summer  of  1984). 

According  to  the  same  projections,  the  Demand  Estimate  for 
Billerica  for  1990  was  4.18  MGD  and  for  2000  was  4.97  MGD.  Our 
water  use  in  1984  was  4.7  MGD. 

Billerica  is  a  town  that  has  been  steadily  growing.     The  population 
growth  has  stabilized  during  the  present  decade.     At  present  there 
is,   however,   a  rapid  growth  of  industry  due  to  the  proximity  of 
Routes  #3  and  #495,   and  this  growth  is  reflected  in  increased 
demand  for  water. 

At  present  Billerica  also  supplies  water  to  parts  of  Tewksbury 
and  Bedford,  who  have  lost  supply  wells  due  to  ground  water 

pollution. 

There  is  severe  concern  that  the  possible  impacts  of  Upper  Sudbury 
Watershed  Alternative  on  Sudbury  and  Concord  Rivers  were  never 
properly  studied  and  assessed. 

The  studies  and  simulations  for  the  water  quantity  and  water  quality 
impacts  were  done  under  conditions  where  only  the  water  from 
Sudbury  Reservoir  watershed  would  be  diverted  at  a  rate  of  12, 
20  or  40  MGD.     Sudbury  Reservoir  Watershed  of  22.3  square  miles 
makes  up  6%  of  watershed  area  above  Billerica  Water  Treatment 
Plant  and  about  15%  of  watershed  above  Sherman  Bridge  in  Wayland. 
In  the  Assessment  Report  for  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative  the  same 
6%  change  in  water  volume  is  mentioned,  yet  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed 
of  75.2  square  miles  accounts  for  51%  of  natural  flow  at  Sherman 
Bridge  and  20%  of  the  flow  at  Talbot  Dam  in  Billerica. 

The  Dam  at  Framingham  Reservoir  #1  controls  the  release  of  water 
from  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed.     There  seems  to  be  a  complicated 
pumping  and  flow  criteria  set  up  for  the  reservoirs  as  to  when 
to  pump  and  when  not  to  pump,   but  there  is  no  definite  mention 
of  any  releases  from  Framingham  Reservoir  No.   1  beyond  the  1.5  MGt) 

mandated  by  law.     The  Computer  Run  9,   11-20  depicting  mean 
monthly  storage  in  Framingham  No.   1  indicates  that  on  the  average 
the  reservoir  is  at  less  than  full  capacity  94%  of  the  time.  There 
would  be  no  spilling  over  the  dam  and  the  only  release  would  be 
1.5  MGD. 

Talbot  Dam  in  Billerica  controls  the  water  elevation  in  Sudbury- 
Concord  Rivers  to  Stone  Bridge  Road  in  Wayland.     When  the  water 
elevation  at  Sherman  Bridge  is  110  Ft.   ASL  the  flow  in  the  river 
is  very  slow.     Once  the  water  elevation  drops  to  109.5  feet  at 
the  Billerica  Water  Treatment  Plant  there  is  no  more  water  flowing 
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over  Talbot  Dam  and  Concord  River  has  turned  into  a  shallow, 
narrow  reservoir. 

During  the  summer  the  water  elevations  in  the  river  drop  very 
rapidly.     During  the  summer  of  1957  water  elevation  of  111.0  ASL 
dropped  to  109.75  feet  by  July  15.     The  water  level  had  diminished 
to  109.25  feet  by  July  22.     In  1957  MDC  released  5  MGD  from  its 
reservoirs  to  alleviate  the  emergency.     The  water  elevation  did 
not  reach  110  feet  until  November.     The  low  water  elevations  are 

not  restricted  to  summer  but  have  occurred  during  all  seasons. 

108  ft.  ASL  is  the  minimum  water  level  at  which  Billerica  Water 

Treatment  plant  can  operate.  If  the  water  level  in  the  Concord 
River  falls  below  that  Billerica  looses  its  supply. 

At  present  all  the  towns  in  Concord/ Sudbury  watershed  depend 

on  the  water  from  the  River  either  directly  or  indirectly.  Meadow- 
field  well  in  Wayland  receives  about  55%  of  its  water  from  the 
Sudbury  River.     Bedford  is  looking  towards  Concord  River  for 
solution  to  its  water  needs.     All  the  towns  in  the  watershed  have 

grown.     In  1957  a  5  MGD  release  from  Framingham  Reservoir  was 
enough  to  avert  a  disaster.     In  1987  at  least  four  times  the  amount 
would  be  needed  to  alleviate  the  water  needs  of  the  downstream 
communities . 

The  studies  done  for  the  Sudbury  Water  Treatment  Plant  EIR 
indicated  that  the  most  adverse  effects  of  the  diversion  on  the 
Concord  River  would  be  due  to: 

1.  the  reduction  of  flow 

2.  Increase  in  the  temperature  of  the  river  water 
3.  decrease  in  the  dissolved  oxygen  content 

Both  the  reduction  of  flow  and  increase  in  temperature  cause  the 
dissolved  oxygen  content  to  drop. 

The  computer  simulations  performed  for  the  Sudbury  Treatment  Plant 

EIR  indicated  that  water  temperatures  of  17°  -  20°C  formed  approx- 
imately zero  impact  boundary  for  oxygen  depletion  for  any  diversion. 

When  water  levels  are  low  Concord  River  water  reaches  20°  almost 
a  month  earlier  than  during  high  water  level. 

For  all  flow  regimes  modelled  diversion  caused  increase  in  down- 
stream algae  concentration.     The  algae  cause  severe  fluctuations 

in  pH  and  dissolved  oxygen  concentrations  from  supersaturation 
at  the  surface  to  zero  D.O.  at  the  bottom  layer. 

The  Draft  EIR  for  Sudbury  Water  Treatment  Plant  was  not  adequate 
because  the  effect  of  the  diversion  on  dissolved  oxygen  and 
recycling  of  metals  in  reducing^  oxygen  deficient  sediments  was 
not  studied.     No  additional  study  was  performed  on  behavior  of 
heavy  metals  in  sediments  in  the  absence  and  exclusion  of  oxygen. 

V 
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If  detailed  chemical  characteristic  data  of  the  heavy  metals 
and  their  behavior  in  the  sediments  is  not  known, it  is  impossible 
to  assess  what  effect  the  diversion  would  have  on  dissolution  of 

these  compounds. 

The  reduction  of  flow  would  reduce  the  dilution  of  sewage  discharges 

into  the  Su-As  River  system.     One  sewage  treatment  plant  discharges 
into  Sudbury  but  seven  sewage  treatment  plants  discharge  into 
Assabet  River.     All  the  water  from  Sudbury  is  needed  to  dilute  and 
assimilate  these  discharges. 

For  more  than  a  decade  the  goal  of  government  and  of  concerned 
citizens  has  been  to  undo  the  damage  done  to  the  environment 
through  ill  advised  and  ignorant  past  practices.     At  the  time 
MDC  was  actively  using  Sudbury  and  Framingham  reservoirs  for  a 
water  supply  the  Sudbury  and  Concord  rivers  were  little  better 
than  open  sewers. 

The  following  is  extracted  from  Sudbury  Water  Treatment  Plant 

preliminary  Draft  EIR.     "Surveys  conducted  by  Massachusetts  Water 
Resources  Commission  in  1965  indicated  that  only  very  pollution 
tolerant  species,   i.e.,  bloodworms  and  sludgeworms  inhabited  the 

river .  " 

The  rivers  are  slowly  recovering.     By  1974  the  river  system 
supported  a  relatively  good  diversity  and  abundance  of  bottom 
dwellers  which  are  tolerant  to  organic  contamination  and  low 
dissolved  oxygen  levels. 

A  1982  survey  by  U.   S.   Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  indicated  that 
fishery  was  coming  back  to  Sudbury  and  to  a  lesser  extent  to 
Concord  Rivers. 

It  is  important  that  this  trend  toward  improvement  in  the  water 
quality  of  Concord  and  Sudbury  Rivers  should  continue. 

Chapter  III  of  General  Laws  forbids  the  impairment  or  corruption 
of  the  water  quality  of  any  pond  or  stream  used  as  a  water  supply. 
Before  MWRA  decides  on  any  diversion  from  the  Sudbury  Watershed 
it  should  be  established  beyond  any  shadow  of  a  doubt  that  no 
environmental  degradation  take  place  in  Lower  Sudbury  and  Concord 
Rivers  as  a  result  of  the  diversion. 

The  cost  of  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Alternative  is  too  great. 
It  is  great  in  terms  of  the  environmental  and  economic  impacts 
it  may  cause  in  downstream  communities. 

The  cost  is  too  great  in  terms  of  money  spent  on  a  treatment 
plant  and  pumping  system  that  may  be  active  only  a  few  days  a  year. 

The  estimates  by  Metcalf  &  Eddy  for  the  construction  of  the 
treatment  plant  were: 

Total  capital  cost  $20,901,000 
Total  annual  0  &  M  cost  2,775,000 
Cost  per  million  gallons  (2,775,000  t 
(365  x  16.5)  461/MG 



#  a 



-  5  - 

The  estimates  for  the  construction  of  treatment  plant  and 
pumping  stations  in  the  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative  are: 

Total  capital  cost 
Total  annual  0  &  M  cost 

Cost  per  million  gallons 

$30,539,000 
1,520,600 

201/MG 

Can  it  be  possible  that  the  annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs  of  treatment  plant  and  pumping  stations  is  45%  less  than 
those  of  treatment  plant  alone? 

The  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  alternative  is  expensive  because 
the  water  source  is  unreliable. 

Based  on  50  year  data,  the  pumping  station  No.   1  is  expected  to 

be  active  38  days  per  average  year  -  of  these,   12  days  a  year  at 
full  capacity. 

Pumping  station  No.   3  is  expected  to  be  active  43  days  per  year 
with  maximum  pumpage  to  Sudbury  Reservoir  of  21  days  a  year. 

The  Sudbury  Reservoir  natural  flow  values   (net  of  Sudbury  Reservoir 
inflow  and  direct  precipitation  on  the  Reservoir  minus  evaporation) 
averaged  over  the  50  years  of  hydrologic  record, used  in  the 
simulation  modeling,  indicate  that  Sudbury  Reservoir  natural  flow 
exceeded  40  MGD  only  in  the  months  of  March  and  April.     Any  diversion 
from  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  would  cause  impacts  to  the  SuAsCo 
River  System. 

Town  of  Billerica  relies  on  Concord  River  to  supply  its  water  needs 
in  1986  and  in  2020.     Billerica  has  no  other  local  water  supply  to 
turn  to.     It  is  crucial  to  Billerica  that  no  action  be  taken  by 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  that  would  in  any  way 
jeopardize  the  quantity  and  quality  of  water  in  the  Concord  River, 
the  only  water  source  for  the  39,000  inhabitants  of  the  Town  of 
Billerica . 

Very  truly  yours. 

HKV:mm 

CC:     Michael  Gritzuk,  MWRA 
Paul  F.  Talbot 
Conservation  Commission 
Board  of  Health 
SuAsCo  Watershed  Assoc. 

Water  Supply  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee 

Treatment  Chemist 

R.   A.  Bento 

Acting  Superintendent 
Dept.  of  Public  Works 

John  McGovern 

Acting  Superintendent 
Water  Systems  Division 
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June  30,  1986 

Ms.   Patricia  M.   Corcoran,   Project  Manager 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Waterworks  Division 
20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,  Ma  02108 

Madam: 

Re:     Comments  on  Massachusetts  Water  Supply  Study  and  EIR  2020, 
Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Diversion 

Submitted  by:     Billerica  Department  of  Public  Works 

In  the  near  future  The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Massachusetts 

Water  Resources  Authority   (MWRA)    is  going  to  decide  which  of  the 
nine  alternatives  under  study  is  to  be  selected  as  the  preferred 

one  to  solve  MDS ' s  water  supply  problems. 

The  summary  Report  on  Impact  Assessment  and  Criteria  for  Evaluation 
of  Alternatives  tends  to  leave  an  erroneous  impression  that  the 
only  highly  adverse  result  of  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  alternative 
would  be  the  high  potential  susceptibility  for  long  term  degradation 
of  the  source;   the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed. 

There  is  also  high  potential  for  severe  damage  to  downstream  water 
quality  in  Sudbury  and  Concord  Rivers,   as  well  as  high  potential 
for  shortfalls  in  the  water  supply  of  downstream  water  users. 

Concord  River  has  been  the  sole  source  of  drinking  water  for  the 
Town  of  Billerica  since  1956,  when  a  water  treatment  plant  with 
an  initial  capacity  of  3.5  MGD  was  put  into  operation.     In  1963 
the  plant  capacity  was  increased  to  7.5  MGD.     In  1975  further 
additions  to  the  treatment  facility  were  necessary  to  meet  the 
growing  demand  and  the  treatment  capacity  was  boosted  to  14  MGD. 
Since  1950  the  taxpayers  of  Billerica  have  spent  approximately 
$15,000,000  on  engineering  and  construction  of  water  treatment 
and  distribution  facilities.     During  this  time  the  water  use  has 
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grown  from  an  annual  average  of  0.8  MGD  in  1957  to  4.7  MGD  in 
1984.  The  water  need  during  the  summer  months  has  grown  from 
1.1  MGD  in  1957  to  an  average  of  6.3  MGD  in  1984. 

The  safe  yield  for  Billerica  according  to  Water  Supply  Needs 
Projections  for  the  Long  Range  Water  Supply  EIR  is  seven  (7) 
million  gallons  a  day.     Since  1982  we  have  exceeded  this  figure 
for  weeks  at  a  time.      (Four  weeks  during  summer  of  1984). 

According  to  the  same  projections,   the  Demand  Estimate  for 
Billerica  for  1990  was  4.18  MGD  and  for  2000  was  4.97  MGD.  Our 
water  use  in  1984  was  4.7  MGD. 

Billerica  is  a  town  that  has  been  steadily  growing.     The  population 
growth  has  stabilized  during  the  present  decade.     At  present  there 
is,   however,   a  rapid  growth  of  industry  due  to  the  proximity  of 
Routes  #3  and  #495,   and  this  growth  is  reflected  in  increased 
demand  for  water. 

At  present  Billerica  also  supplies  water  to  parts  of  Tewksbury 
and  Bedford,  who  have  lost  supply  wells  due  to  ground  water 

pollution. 

There  is  severe  concern  that  the  possible  impacts  of  Upper  Sudbury 
Watershed  Alternative  on  Sudbury  and  Concord  Rivers  were  never 
properly  studied  and  assessed. 

The  studies  and  simulations  for  the  water  quantity  and  water  quality 
impacts  were  done  under  conditions  where  only  the  water  from 
Sudbury  Reservoir  watershed  would  be  diverted  at  a  rate  of  12, 
20  or  40  MGD.     Sudbury  Reservoir  Watershed  of  22.3  square  miles 
makes  up  6%  of  watershed  area  above  Billerica  Water  Treatment 
Plant  and  about  15%  of  watershed  above  Sherman  Bridge  in  Wayland. 
In  the  Assessment  Report  for  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative  the  same 
6%  change  in  water  volume  is  mentioned,  yet  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed 
of  75.2  square  miles  accounts  for  51%  of  natural  flow  at  Sherman 
Bridge  and  20%  of  the  flow  at  Talbot  Dam  in  Billerica. 

The  Dam  at  Framingham  Reservoir  #1  controls  the  release  of  water 
from  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed.     There  seems  to  be  a  complicated 
pumping  and  flow  criteria  set  up  for  the  reservoirs  as  to  when 
to  pump  and  when  not  to  pump,  but  there  is  no  definite  mention 
of  any  releases  from  Framingham  Reservoir  No.   1  beyond  the  1.5  MGD 

mandated  by  law.     The  Computer  Run  9,   11-20  depicting  mean 
monthly  storage  in  Framingham  No.   1  indicates  that  on  the  average 
the  reservoir  is  at  less  than  full  capacity  94%  of  the  time.  There 
would  be  no  spilling  over  the  dam  and  the  only  release  would  be 
1.5  MGD. 

Talbot  Dam  in  Billerica  controls  the  water  elevation  in  Sudbury- 
Concord  Rivers  to  Stone  Bridge  Road  in  Wayland.     When  the  water 
elevation  at  Sherman  Bridge  is  110  Ft.   ASL  the  flow  in  the  river 
is  very  slow.     Once  the  water  elevation  drops  to  109.5   feet  at 
the  Billerica  Water  Treatment  Plant  there  is  no  more  water  flowing 
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over  Talbot  Dam  and  Concord  River  has  turned  into  a  shallow, 
narrow  reservoir. 

During  the  summer  the  water  elevations  in  the  river  drop  very 

rapidly.     During  the  summer  of  1957  water  elevation  of  111.0  ASL 

dropped  to  109.75  feet  by  July  15.     The  water  level  had  diminished 
to  109.25  feet  by  July  22.     In  1957  MDC  released  5  MGD  from  its 
reservoirs  to  alleviate  the  emergency.     The  water  elevation  did 
not  reach  110  feet  until  November.     The  low  water  elevations  are 
not  restricted  to  summer  but  have  occurred  during  all  seasons. 

108  ft.  ASL  is  the  minimum  water  level  at  which  Billerica  Water 

Treatment  plant  can  operate.  If  the  water  level  in  the  Concord 
River  falls  below  that  Billerica  looses  its  supply. 

At  present  all  the  towns  in  Concord/Sudbury  watershed  depend 

on  the  water  from  the  River  either  directly  or  indirectly.  Meadow- 
field  well  in  Wayland  receives  about  55%  of  its  water  from  the 
Sudbury  River.     Bedford  is  looking  towards  Concord  River  for 
solution  to  its  water  needs.     All  the  towns  in  the  watershed  have 

grown.     In  1957  a  5  MGD  release  from  Framingham  Reservoir  was 
enough  to  avert  a  disaster.     In  1987  at  least  four  times  the  amount 
would  be  needed  to  alleviate  the  water  needs  of  the  downstream 
communities . 

The  studies  done  for  the  Sudbury  Water  Treatment  Plant  EIR 
indicated  that  the  most  adverse  effects  of  the  diversion  on  the 
Concord  River  would  be  due  to: 

1.  the  reduction  of  flow 

2.  Increase  in  the  temperature  of  the  river  water 
3.  decrease  in  the  dissolved  oxygen  content 

Both  the  reduction  of  flow  and  increase  in  temperature  cause  the 
dissolved  oxygen  content  to  drop. 

The  computer  simulations  performed  for  the  Sudbury  Treatment  Plant 

EIR  indicated  that  water  temperatures  of  17°  -  20°C  formed  approx- 
imately zero  impact  boundary  for  oxygen  depletion  for  any  diversion. 

When  water  levels  are  low  Concord  River  water  reaches  20°  almost 
a  month  earlier  than  during  high  water  level. 

For  all  flow  regimes  modelled  diversion  caused  increase  in  down- 
stream algae  concentration.     The  algae  cause  severe  fluctuations 

in  pH  and  dissolved  oxygen  concentrations  from  supersaturation 
at  the  surface  to  zero  D.O.   at  the  bottom  layer. 

The  Draft  EIR  for  Sudbury  Water  Treatment  Plant  was  not  adequate 
because  the  effect  of  the  diversion  on  dissolved  oxygen  and 
recycling  of  metals  in  reducing,,  oxygen  deficient  sediments  was 
not  studied.     No  additional  study  was  performed  on  behavior  of 
heavy  metals  in  sediments  in  the  absence  and  exclusion  of  oxygen. 
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If  detailed  chemical  characteristic  data  of  the  heavy  metals 
and  their  behavior  in  the  sediments  is  not  known, it  is  impossible 
to  assess  what  effect  the  diversion  would  have  on  dissolution  of 

these  compounds. 

The  reduction  of  flow  would  reduce  the  dilution  of  sewage  discharges 

into  the  Su-As  River  system.     One  sewage  treatment  plant  discharges 
into  Sudbury  but  seven  sewage  treatment  plants  discharge  into 
Assabet  River.     All  the  water  from  Sudbury  is  needed  to  dilute  and 
assimilate  these  discharges. 

For  more  than  a  decade  the  goal  of  government  and  of  concerned 
citizens  has  been  to  undo  the  damage  done  to  the  environment 
through  ill  advised  and  ignorant  past  practices.     At  the  time 
MDC  was  actively  using  Sudbury  and  Framingham  reservoirs  for  a 
water  supply  the  Sudbury  and  Concord  rivers  were  little  better 
than  open  sewers. 

The  following  is  extracted  from  Sudbury  Water  Treatment  Plant 

preliminary  Draft  EIR.     "Surveys  conducted  by  Massachusetts  Water 
Resources  Commission  in  1965  indicated  that  only  very  pollution 
tolerant  species,   i.e.,  bloodworms  and  sludgeworms  inhabited  the 

river . " 

The  rivers  are  slowly  recovering.     By  1974  the  river  system 
supported  a  relatively  good  diversity  and  abundance  of  bottom 
dwellers  which  are  tolerant  to  organic  contamination  and  low 
dissolved  oxygen  levels. 

A  1982  survey  by  U.   S.   Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  indicated  that 
fishery  was  coming  back  to  Sudbury  and  to  a  lesser  extent  to 
Concord  Rivers. 

It  is  important  that  this  trend  toward  improvement  in  the  water 
quality  of  Concord  and  Sudbury  Rivers  should  continue. 

Chapter  III  of  General  Laws  forbids  the  impairment  or  corruption 
of  the  water  quality  of  any  pond  or  stream  used  as  a  water  supply. 
Before  MWRA  decides  on  any  diversion  from  the  Sudbury  Watershed 
it  should  be  established  beyond  any  shadow  of  a  doubt  that  no 

environmental  degradation  take  place  in  Lower  Sudbury  and  Concord  ^ 
Rivers  as  a  result  of  the  diversion. 

The  cost  of  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Alternative  is  too  great. 
It  is  great  in  terms  of  the  environmental  and  economic  impacts 
it  may  cause  in  downstream  communities. 

The  cost  is  too  great  in  terms  of  money  spent  on  a  treatment 
plant  and  pumping  system  that  may  be  active  only  a  few  days  a  year. 

The  estimates  by  Metcalf  &  Eddy  for  the  construction  of  the 
treatment  plant  were: 

Total  capital  cost  $20,901,000 
Total  annual  0  &  M  cost  2,775,000 
Cost  per  million  gallons  (2,775,000  7 
(365  x  16.5)  461/MG 



4 



The  estimates  for  the  construction  of  treatment  plant  and 

pumping  stations  in  the  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative  are: 

Total  capital  cost 
Total  annual  0  &  M  cost 

Cost  per  million  gallons 

$30,539,000 
1,  520 , 600 

201/MG 

Can  it  be  possible  that  the  annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs  of  treatment  plant  and  pumping  stations  is  45%  less  than 
those  of  treatment  plant  alone? 

The  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  alternative  is  expensive  because 
the  water  source  is  unreliable. 

Based  on  50  year  data,   the  pumping  station  Wo.    1  is  expected  to 

be  active  38  days  per  average  year  -  of  these,   12  days  a  year  at 
full  capacity. 

Pumping  station  No.    3  is  expected  to  be  active  43  days  per  year 
with  maximum  pumpage  to  Sudbury  Reservoir  of  21  days  a  year. 

The  Sudbury  Reservoir  natural  flow  values    (net  of  Sudbury  Reservoir 
inflow  and  direct  precipitation  on  the  Reservoir  minus  evaporation) 
averaged  over  the  50  years  of  hydrologic  record, used  in  the 
simulation  modeling,  indicate  that  Sudbury  Reservoir  natural  flow 
exceeded  40  MGD  only  in  the  months  of  March  and  April.     Any  diversion 
from  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  would  cause  impacts  to  the  SuAsCo 
River  System. 

Town  of  Billerica  relies  on  Concord  River  to  supply  its  water  needs 
in  1986  and  in  2020.     Billerica  has  no  other  local  water  supply  to 
turn  to.     It  is  crucial  to  Billerica  that  no  action  be  taken  by 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  that  would  in  any  way 
jeopardize  the  quantity  and  quality  of  water  in  the  Concord  River, 
the  only  water  source  for  the  39,000  inhabitants  of  the  Town  of 
Billerica . 

Very  truly  yours, 

CC:     Michael  Gritzuk,  MWRA 
Paul  F.  Talbot 
Conservation  Commission 
Board  of  Health 
SuAsCo  Watershed  Assoc. 

Water  Supply  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee 

HKV:mm 

R.   A.  Bento 

Acting  Superintendent 
Dept.   of  Public  Works 

John  McGovern 

Acting  Superintendent 
Water  Systems  Division 





June  10,  1986 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Room  7  20 
1  Center  Plaza 

Boston,   iMa  02108 

Comments  on  MWRA  Water  Supply  Study  and  EIR  20  20 

Upper  Sudbury  River  Diversion. 

Submitted  by  H,   Kirsti  Valge,   Treatment  Chemist, 
Billerica  Water  Treatment  Plant,   250  Boston  Road, 
North  Billerica,  Ma  01862. 

Gentlemen: 

My  concerns  are  about  the  deterioration  of  water  quality  in 
Concord  River  as  a  result  of  the  diversion  of  water  from  the 

entire  75.2  square  mile  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed. 

The  main  concern  is  about  the  reduction  of  dissolved  oxygen 
content  in  the  Concord  River  and  its  effects  on  the  release 
of  toxic  materials  from  the  sediments. 

Concord  River  is  the  only  source  of  drinking  water  for  the  Town 
of  Billerica.     At  present  Billerica  uses  4.5  million  gallons  a 
day  as  an  annual  average.     The  average  use  during  summer  months 
is  6  MGD.     Concord  River  as  a  source  of  drinking  water  is 
marginal  at  best,   due  to  its  heavy  organic  loading,   and  iron 
and  manganese  content. . 

The  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  is  75.2  square  miles.     The  combined 
drainage  area  of  the  Sudbury   (166  sq.  miles)  ,  Assabet   (176  sq.   ,  ^ 

miles).   Concord    (28  sq.  miles),  Watershed  ^TiTTO"  square  miles .^,,.r^,„r^,...„ 
The  area  in  question  would  remove  20  per  cent  of  the  drainage  ^ 
area  and  with  this  about  one  fifth  of  the  water. 

We  need  this  water  to  dilute  the  more  polluted  water  flowing 
from  Assabet  River. 
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Assabet  River  receives  the  discharges  of  seven  sewage  treat- 
ment plants  and  drainage  from  several  landfills  and  acknowledged 

sites  of  hazardous  wastes.     The  water  from  the  entire  Sudbury 
Watershed  is  needed  to  dilute  these  wastes  and  to  protect  the 
water  quality  of  the  Concord  River. 

The  studies  done  for  the  Sudbury  Water  Treatment  plant  EIR 
indicate  that  the  most  deleterious  effects  of  the  diversion  on 
the  Concord  River  would  be  the  reduction  of  flow;   increase  in 
the  temperature  of  the  river  water  and  decrease  of  the  dissolved 
oxygen  content. 

Priority  pollutants  such  as  toxic  organics  and  heavy  metals  may 
be  present  in  all  phases  of  a  river  system.     We  know  they  are 

present  in  the  sediments  of  the  Su-As-Co  complex.  Elevated 
mercury  levels  have  been  found  in  tissues  of  fish. 

The  solubility  of  metals  is  largely  dependent  upon  speciation. 
Some  complexes  are  very  soluble  allowing  the  metal  to  exist  in 
aqueous  phase,  while  insoluble  compounds  exist  as  particulate 
solids  and  are  found  in  sediments. 

Biological  mechanisms  are  important  in  the  cycling  of  metals. 

Bio- trans  formation  is  a  significant  route  for  recycling  of  metals 
from  sediment  into  the  water  column.     Benthic  microbes  acting 
on  organic  and  inorganic  complexes  produce  methylated  forms  of 
metals  that  are  often  more  toxic  than  other  metal  compounds. 
These  microbes  work  best  in  an  environment  devoid  of  oxygen. 

The  metals  can  also  enter  the  water  column  by  desorption  or 

simply  dissolving  out  of  sediments  under  reducing  -  zero  dissolved 
oxygen  conditions. 

When  do  these  low  or  no  oxygen  conditions  occur  and  what  factors 
influence  them? 

1.  The  low  oxygen  conditions  occur  after  a  summer 
flood  when  copious  amounts  of  organic  material 
is  washed  into  the  river.     Oxygen  is  used  up  in 
the  process  of  decomposing  and  stabilizing  that 
material . 

2.  The  low  oxygen  conditions  occur  in  the  winter, 
when  the  river  becomes  totally  ice  covered  and 
oxygen  influx  from  the  atmosphere  is  cut  off. 
Diversion  acts  to  reduce  flow  and  turbulence  so 

the  freeze-up  of  the  river  would  occur  sooner. 

3.  Low  oxygen  conditions  occur  during  the  warm 
summer  months  when  the  water  temperature  is  high, 
solubility  of  oxygen  is  reduced  and  biological 
activity  is  at  its  maximum. 

The  computer  simulations  performed  for  the  Sudbury  Treatment  Plant 

EIR  indicated  that  water  temperatures  of  17  -  20°  C  formed  approx- 
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imately  the  zero  impact  boundary  for  oxygen  depletion  for  any 
diversion  treated. 

When  water  levels  are  high,   Concord  River  reaches  that  water 
temperature  in  the  middle  of  June,   as  it  was  in  years  1982,  1983 
and  1984.     When  the  water  level  is  low,   as  it  has  been  in  1985 

and  in  1986  thus  far,   20*'  C  was  reached  in  middle  of  May,  one 
month  sooner. 

For  all  the  flow  regimes  modelled  diversions  caused  increases 
in  downstream  algae  concentrations  and  this  mainly  below  the 

confluence  with  Assabet  -  due  to  the  inflow  of  phosphate  laden 
waters  from  Assabet  with  its  sewage  treatment  plant  effluents. 

The  concentration  of  algae  are  of  concern  for  drinking  water 
purposes  because  of  its  effect  on  pH,   turbidity,   taste,  odor 
and  reduction  of  dissolved  oxygen  in  bottom  layers  of  the  river. 
The  algae  concentration  can  be  expected  to  go  up  15%  with  a 
40  MGD  diversion  and  we  should  look  at  the  effects  of  40  Mgd 

diversion  although  all  the  water  from  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed 
is  held  back  except  for  1.5  MGD  release  mandated  by  law. 

The  algae  in  their  photosynthetic  activity  release  oxygen  during 
the  day,  even  supersaturating  the  top  layer  of  water.  The  algae 
mat,  however  prevents  sunlight  from  penetrating  deeper,  the 
plants  below  die,  decay  and  create  zero  oxygen  conditions  in  the 
bottom  layers  of  the  river;  reducing  conditions  would  prevail  as 

sediment  -  water  inter face , causing  iron,  manganese  and  toxic 
heavy  metals  to  become  soluble  and  enter  the  water  column. 

The  Draft  EIR  for  the  Sudbury  Water  Treatment  Plant  was  never 
deemed  acceptable  because  its  effects  on  oxygen  depletion  and 
recycling  of  pollutants  from  river  sediments  under  anoxyc 
conditions  were  not  sufficiently  studied.     These  conditions  still 
have  not  been  sufficiently  studied.     MDC  has  conducted  a  few  jar 
tests  but  with  dissolved  oxygen  near  saturation  conditions.  These 
tests  could  not  have  given  valid  data  on  which  to  base  crucial 
decisions . 

Town  of  Billerica  depends  on  the  water  from  Concord  River.  Our 
treatment  plant  is  capable  of  treating  water  at  a  rate  of  14  MGD. 
Our  intake  structure  is  fixed.     We  can  only  take  water  from  an 
elevation  between  104  -  107  feet.     When  the  water  level  in  the 
Concord  River  should  drop  below  108  feet,  we  would  lose  our  supply 
completely . 

Thus  far  we  have  been  able  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Town  of 

Billerica.     If  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Diversion  should  be  one 
of  the  selected  alternatives,   can  MWRA  guarantee  that  we  will  be 
able  to  supply  the  growing  water  needs  of  an  expanding  town  with 
water  that  meets  the  Massachusetts  Drinking  Water  Standards. 

Thank  you. 

H.   Kirsti-  Valge 
Treatment  Chemist 

HKV:mm 
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CC:     P.   F.  Talbot 
R.   A.  Bento 
J.  McGovern 
R.  McClellan 

Water  Supply  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
SuAsCo  Watershed  Association 





Board  of  Selectmen 

TOWN  HALL 

BILLERICA,  MASSACHUSEHS  01821 

Thomas  H.  Conway,  Jr.,  Chairman 
Arthur  L.  Doyle,  Vice-Chairman  Paul  F.  Talbot 
Gordon  C.  Brainerd,  Secrefary  „^  Town  Administrator 
Stephen  J.  Lentine  -J^ne  19,  1986  667-7182 
David  F.  Delorey,  Jr. 

Massachusetts  Water  Resource  Authority 
Room  720 
One  Center  Plaza 

Boston,  Massachsuetts  02108 

ATTN:     Michael  Gritzuk,  Executive  Director 

Dear  Mr.  Gritzuk: 

The  following  is  submitted  as  a  resolution  by  the  Honorable  Board  of 
Selectmen,  of  the  Town  of  Billerica,  Massachusetts,  and  adopted  at  the  meeting 
of  June  16,  1986: 

The  Board  of  Selectmen  of  the  Town  of  Billerica  vigorously  opposes  any 
diversion  of  water  from  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  by  the  Massachusetts  Water 
Resources  Authority  (MWRA) . 

The  Concord  River  is  formed  by  the  confluence  of  the  Sudbury  and  Assabet 
Rivers.     The  proposed  diversion  would  impound  an  area  that  makes  up  one  fifth  of 
the  entire  watershed  above  the  Talbot  Dam.     This  area  is  almost  one  half  of  the 

entire  Sudbury  Watershed. 

The  Town  of  Billerica  needs  this  water  to  dilute  the  more  polluted  waters 
flowing  from  the  Assabet  River. 

The  Assabet  River  receives  the  discharges  of  seven  sewage     treatment  plants 
and  drainage  from  several  landfills  and  acknowledged  sites  of  hazardous  wastes.  The 
water  from  the  entire  Sudbury  Watershed  is  needed  to  dilute  these  wastes  and  to  protect 
the  water  quality  of  the  Concord  River. 

The  Concord  River  is  the  only  source  of  drinking  water  for  the  Town  of 
Billerica.     At  present,  our  treatment  plant  is  able  to  produce  water  that  complies 
with  the  drinking  water  standards  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  except  for 
sodium. 

We  feel  that  the  removal  of  40  million  gallons  per  day  and  withholding  the 
water  of  the  entire  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed,  except  for  1.5  MOD  release  mandated  by 
law,  will  have  a  severe  impact  on  the  Town  of  Billerica.     The  diversion  would  cause  a 

deterioration  of  the  water  quality  of  its'  drinking  water  supply  source,  as  well  as 
reduce  the  availability  of  this  water. 

Furthermore,   if,   as  a  result  of  any  such  diversion,   costs  are  incurred, 
whether  direct  or  indirect,   to  the  Town  of  Billerica,  or  its  water  takers,   such  costs 

Of  J  traditions  —  y]eiv  (^kaiie enaei 





shall  be  the  responsibility  and  borne  by  the   responsible  approving  agency. 

As  the  well-being  and  growth  of  Billerica  depends  on  a  reliable  suppl 
the  Board  of  Selectmen  strongly  opposes  any  measures  that  would  endanger  this 
valuable  resource. 

cc:     Patricia  Corcoran,  MWRA-Water  Works  Div.,   Boston,  MA 

James  Hoyte,   Chairman,  Mass.  Water  Resources,   Boston,  MA 

Water  Supply  Citizen  Advisory  Comm.,   Hadley,  MA 

Kirsti  Valge,   Chemist,  Billerica 

John  McGovern,   Supt.  Water  Div.,  Billerica 

R.  A.   Bento,   Supt.   DPW,  Billerica 

Rep.  Michael  Rea 

Sen.  Patricia  McGovern 

Gov.  Michael  Dukakis 

Paul  Talbot 
Town  Administrator 





Donna  O'Connell  Blatt,  L.I.C.S.W. 
Clinical  Social  Worker 

Office:  56  Colpifts  Road 
Mailing:  347  North  Avenue 

Wesfon,  Massachusetts  02193 

(617)  899-9100 





6  Megonko  Road 

n  TT  '      '  O -f'      ■  O  Natick,  Ma  OI76O 
nt(j2^1~<. ra 'Uc<:^^  ̂ -iTcOi^  June  15,  1986 

James  Hoyte,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  First  Avenue 

Charlestown  Navy  Yard 
Boston,  Ma  02109 

Dear  Chairman  Hoyte t 
Re  I  MWRA  Water  Supply  Study  &  Environmental 

Impact  Report-2020 
I  believe  that  the  Sudburv  River  should  be  preserved  in  its 

natural  state  and  should  not  be  diverted  for  augmentation  of  the  MWRA 
water  supply. 

As  a  veteran  environmental  activist  of  20  years,  Natick  Represen- 

tative for  13i  years  with  the  Boston  Harbor  Citizens'  Advisory  Committee 
(predecessor  to  the  MWRA  Citizens'  Advisory  Council),  and  7  years  with 
the  Sudbury  River  Citizens'  Advisory  Committee  (SCAC) ,  I  believe  the 
future  of  available  water  lies  with  non-diversion  techniques.  Non- 
diversion  techniques  are  the  only  safe  and  economic  long  term  means  to 

•produce  additional  water  supplies  and  the  recycling  of  wastewater. 

Steady  flow  has  been  and  is  being  maintained  in  Lake  Cochituate 
through  Chapter  603  of  the  Acts  of  1950.    Originally  meant  to  stabilize 
flow  in  the  Charles  River,  Chapter  603  allows  discharge  of  up  to  15  mgd 
from  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  through  the  aqueduct  system. 

Since  the  present  Sudbury  Reservoir  system  was  initiated,  Lake 
Cochituate  has  depended  on  a  3.1  mgd  release  by  the  MWRA  (formerly  MDC) 
from  Reservoir  #3  to  the  Sudburv  Aqueduct  and  eventually  to  the  lake 

at  Course  Brook.    This  water  returns  to  the  Sudbury  River  as  part  of 
the  lake  discharge.    A  marginal  lake  and  state  park  with  an  average 
mean  18  mgd  entering  Lake  Cochituate  (inclusive  of  the  3*1  nigd)  and  an 
average  mean  discharge  at  the  lake  outlet  of  20  mgd  (See  USGS  Mass. 

Hydrologic-Data  Report  #  23.  1981.).  it  appears  that  the  3.1  mgd 
adjunct  is  necessary  to  maintain  flow  and  elevation  in  the  lake  especially 
during  the  summer  months  and  in  periods  of  low  flow. 

The  future  of  Natick  and  indeed  the  US  Army  Natick  Research 
Laboratories  is  dependent  upon  a  potable  vrater  supply  from  aquifers 
in  induced  infiltration  from  Lake  Cochituate.    Approximately  4  mgd  of 
water  is  currently  pumped  from  groundwater  wella  under  Lake  Cochituatp. 

These  figures  confirm  the  importance  of  the  supplementary  flow  Lake 
Cochituate  receives  from  Sudbury  Reservoir  #3»  and  the  implications 
for  deficiency  of  the  resource  without  the  additional  water.     It  should 

be  continued  and  provision  for  this  discharge  made  when  the  sluice 
gates  are  upgraded. 

As  a  consequence  of  taking  the  Sudbury  alternative,  the  surface 
of  the  river  bed  would  be  exposed  (The  river  would  be  decreased  by  25?S.) 
degrading  the  environment  of  the  river  and  its  amenities.    The  scenic 
wetlands  and  flood  plains  of  the  river  provide  a  quality  of  life  and 

environment  that  should  be  preserved  and  not*' wasted  to  Boston  Harbor. 
As  a  founding  member  of  Lake  Cochituate  Watershed  Association  (LCWA) 
in  the  sub  watershed  of  the  Sudbury  and  an  abutter  to  the  lake  for  30 
years,  I  have  a  keen  interest  in  the  well  being  of  Lake  Cochituate  and 
the  Sudbury  River,  an  intimacy  with  the  value  of  these  resources. 

9         As  stated,  "Because  daily  flow  data  were  not  available  for  the 
Upper  Sudbury  River  Watershed,  daily  runoff  per  square  mile  obtained 
from  the  USGS  tape  for  the  Assabet  River  at  Maynard  (1941-1979)  and 
the  Quabog  River  at  Brimfield  (1929-19^1)  were  used  instead." 
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Headlines  for  the  May  1975  Lake  Cochituate  W^tf^^^*'^  AR^nr ^  a-^^ 
Newsletter  read,  "Will  Future  Water  Resources  Plans  Dry  the  Sudbury 
River^"    The  article  concludes!     both  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  USGS  agree  that  no  reliable  data  is  presently  gathered  on  the 

Upper  Sudbury,  or  in  fact  further  upstream  than  at  Lowell  on  the  lower 
Concord  River.    These  agencies  had  recommended  installation  of  a  gaging 
station  on  the  Sudbury  River  near  the  Saxonville  Dam  in  Northern 
Framingham  to  enhance  the  accuracy  of  future  studies  and  projections 
on  the  river.    A  subsequent  LCWA  Newsletter  declared  the  need  for  this 

gaging  station  was  thoroughly  established  during  the  Eastern  Massachu- 
setts Metropolitan  Area  (EMMA)  Wastewater  Management  Study,  and  was 

supported  by  that  study's  technological  subcommittee.    Then  the  state 
agencies  apparently  let  the  project  drop.    This  1976  article  stated, 

"Establishment  of  the  new  station  and  years  of  data  collection  there- 
from are  required  to  accurately  predict  and  monitor  the  impacts  of 

present  and  proposed  water  diversions." 
If  no  interbasin  transfer  would  be  triggered  with  the  use  of  the 

Upper  Sudbury  alternative  as  the  MDC/lviWRA  claims,  has  the  agency  lacking 
a  gage-  performed  in  a  reasonable  manner  to  collect  data  in  order  to 

take  the  water  out?    It  doesn't  seem  so. 

Unless  a  satellite  sewerage  treatment  plant  is  constructed  to 
discharge  into  the  Sudbury  River  for  the  purpose  of  replenishing  water 

in-basin,  I  feel  sure  no  Sudbury  diversion  can  be  imposed.    Growth  in 
the  Route  128  to  Route  ̂ 95  area  has  increased  both  in  population  and 

out-of -basin  sewering  discharges  placing  greater  demands  onto  the  river 
system.    Such  growth  is  accelerating  while  the  local  communities 
continue  to  rely     with  greater  dependence  on  use  of  existing  ground 
and  surface  water  sources  now. 

If  the  Sudbury  alternative  is  activated,  sediment  mixing  during 
pumping  could  endanger  existing  water  supply  sources  by  exacerbating 
uptake  of  Nyanza  (Superfund  site)  toxic  wastes  into  the  river  stream. 
Surely  the  resource  would  be  used  more  safely  and  efficiently  at  less 

cost"as  is "by  local  user  communities  within  the  watershed. 
Instead  of  diversions  and  interbasin  transfers,  more  consideration 

should  be  given  to  reclaim  and  recycle  water  and  internalize  sewerage 

treatment  by  use  of  closed-loop  or  onsite  systems  in  new  construction 
assuring  capacities,  streamflow  and  prevention  of  pollution. 

General  Motors,  Framingham,  using  good  business  and  engineering 
sense  and  instructed  by  escalating  water  and  sewage  user  charges  plus 
a  sewer  moratorium,  implemented  a  large  expansion  last  year  geared  to 

re-use  industrial  process  water.    They  are  presently  expanding  their 
recycling  loop  system  in  a  new  addition. 

If  industry  can  be  entrusted  with  management  of  industrial  waste 
treatment  facilities  and  hazardous  sludge  wastes,  why  cannot  hotels, 
malls  and  institutions  be  encouraged  to  mke  use  of  gray  water,  closed- 
loop  systems,  ultra  low  flow  devices?    Why  should  potable  water  be 
permitted  for  landscaping  and  outdoor  uses? 

Federal  subsidies  are  no  longer  available  to  pay  for  water  ajid 
sewage  transport  and  treatment  so  that  high  consxomptive  use  of <  water  can  be 
maintained  painlessly.     The  public  will  demand  changes  in  traditional 
decision-making  and  engineering  practices  of  state  and  local  government 
units  that  will  integrate  water  and  sewage  management  to  benefit  us  all. 
The  MWRA  has  a  special  responsibility  to  implement  changes  for  the 
purpose  of  conserving  its  resources  and  its  rivers.    It  should  start  now. 

CC I  General  Distribution  ^^^^JS^^^  fi^uir^-^ — 
Natick  Representative  ,^6uAuSy  til^z^g*  Advisory  Committe 
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TOWN  OF  CONCORD 

TOWN  HOUSE  ■  P  O   BOX  535 
CONCORD.  MASSACHUSETTS  01742 

June  2,  1986 

BOARD  OF  SELECTMF.N 
NANCY  B.  BEECHER 

CHAIR RICHARD  J.  LOUGHLIN.  JR. 

CLERfc. 
FAN  P  CABOT 

TERRY  W.  ROTHER.MEL 
WILLIAM  H.  SULLIVAN,  JR. 

TOWN  MANAGER 
STEVEN  E.  SHEIFFER 

James  S.  Hoyte,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
One  Center  Plaza 
Boston,  MA  02108 

JUN  12  1986 

Dear  Chairman  Hoyte: 

The  Town  of  Concord  has  a  long  standing  commitment  to  the  integrity  of 
the  Sudbury  and  Concord  Rivers.     Our  Board  of  Selectmen  appointed  two 
residents  to  the  Sudbury  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  when  the  latest 
water  treatment  proposal  was  made  public  in  the  winter  of  1979.  The 

plan  to  divert  water  from  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  is  one  of  nine  alterna- 
tives being  considered  by  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  . 

as  a  means  of  augmenting  water  supplies  to  the  MWRA  customer  communities 
to  the  year  2020. 

The  Town  of  Concord  along  with  coramunities  in  the  watershed  has  been 
careful  and  farsighted  in  developing  its  own  water  supply  and  plans 

remain  self-sufficient  in  water  supply  to  the  foreseeable  future.  We-^ 
are  committed  to  assuring  that  this  goal  is  not  jeopardized.  Therefore, 

we  recommend  that  the  M^^RA  pursue  non-diversion  techniques.  ro 

Until  recently  population  in  the  Greater  Boston  area  was  declining, 
whereas  population  between  Routes  128  and  495  has  been  increasing. 
Therefore,  we  can  expect  that  our  increasing  need  for  water  will  continue, 
The  minimum  guarantee  of  a  million  and  a  half  gallons  per  day  into  the 
river  from  Framingham  Dam  #1  established  many  years  ago  is  woefully 
inadequate  for  the  burgeoning  population  needs  of  this  area. 

o2 
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The  VJater  Resources  Authority  has  an  enviable  opportunity  to  establish 
a  really  effective  water  management  program  in  the  Commonwealth.  From 
what  we  have  learned  of  the  nine  alternative  ways  to  provide  water,  the 

non-diversion  techniques  promise  the  most  success  at  least  cost  with 
minimal  environmental  impact.     These  options  include  100%  metering 
which  will  cut  down  on  the  amount  of  unaccounted  for  water,  conserva- 

tion measures  in  new  and  retrofitting  in  existing  buildings,  rehabilitation 
of  local  supplies  which  by  law  can  no  longer  be  abandoned,  more  efficient 
watershed  management,  and  leak,  detection  and  repair.     Concord  and  the 
other  donor  communities  know  this  Sudbury  Watershed  is  a  valuable 
resource  which  we  truly  respect.     We  are  convinced  that  need  on  the 
part  of  the  MWRA  communities  has  not  been  proven  beyond  the  volume 

which  could  be  provided  by  non-diversion  techniques  fully  available  as 
an  augmented  source. 
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We  urge  the  Board  of  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  to 
follow  the  processes  set  forth  in  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Law  and  give 
proper  and  more  detailed  consideration  to  the  water  supply  needs  and 
environmental  impacts  on  all  the  communities  which  will  be  affected  by 
proposed  diversions. 

cc :     Senator  Carol  Amick 
Senator  Paul  Cellucci 

Representative  Cile  Hicks 
Representative  John  Loring 
Sudbury  Valley  Trustees 
Ralph  Abell,  U.S.   Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
Superintendent  Nash,  Minuteman  National  Park 
Massachusetts  Association  of  Conservation  Commissions 
MAPC,  Tremont  Street,  Boston 
Conservation  Law  Foundation 
SUASCO 

Thomas  H.  Conway,  Jr.,  Chair,  Billerica  Board  of  Selectmen 
WSCAC 

Environmental  Lobby  of  Massachusetts 

.  To  fdji^ 
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TOWN  OF  CONCORD 

CONCORD.  MASSACHUSETTS  01742 
TOWN  HOUSE  •  PO  aOX  535 
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RICHARD  J.  LOLGHLIN.  JR. 

FAN  P.  CABOT 
TERRY  W,  ROTHERMEL 

WILLIAM  H.  SULLIVAN.  JR 

BOARD  OF  SELF.CTMKN 
NANCY  B  BEEtHER 

TOWN  MANAGER 
STEVEN  E.  SHEIFFER 

CLERK 

CHAIR 

■i  C  n  r 

James  S.  Hoyte,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
One  Center  Plaza 
Boston,  MA  02108 

9  JUN  12  1935  'l 

Dear  Chairman  Hoyte: 

The  Town  of  Concord  has  a  long  standing  commitment  to  the  integrity  of 
the  Sudbury  and  Concord  Rivers.     Our  Board  of  Selectmen  appointed  two 
residents  to  the  Sudbury  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  when  the  latest 
water  treatment  proposal  was  made  public  in  the  winter  of  1979.  The 

plan  to  divert  water  from  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  is  one  of  nine  alterna- 
tives being  considered  by  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

as  a  means  of  augmenting  water  supplies  to  the  MWRA  customer  communities 
to  the  year  2020. 

The  Town  of  Concord  along  with  communities  in  the  watershed  has  been 
careful  and  farsighted  in  developing  its  own  water  supply  and  plans  to 

remain  self-sufficient  in  water  supply  to  the  foreseeable  future.  We 
are  committed  to  assuring  that  this  goal  is  not  jeopardized.  Therefore, 

we  recommend  that  the  MWRA  pursue  non-diversion  techniques. 

Until  recently  population  in  the  Greater  Boston  area  was  declining, 
whereas  population  between  Routes   128  and  495  has  been  increasing. 
Therefore,  we  can  expect  that  our  increasing  need  for  water  will  continue. 
The  minimum  guarantee  of  a  million  and  a  half  gallons  per  day  into  the 
river  from  Framingham  Dam  #1  established  many  years  ago  is  woefully 
inadequate  for  the  burgeoning  population  needs  of  this  area. 

The  VJater  Resources  Authority  has  an  enviable  opportunity  to  establish 
a  really  effective  water  management  program  in  the  Commonwealth.  From 
what  we  have  learned  of  the  nine  alternative  ways  to  provide  water,  the 

non-diversion  techniques  promise  the  most  success  at  least  cost  with 
minimal  environmental  impact.     These  options  include  100%  metering 
which  will  cut  down  on  the  amount  of  unaccounted  for  water,  conserva- 

tion measures  in  new  and  retrofitting  in  existing  buildings,  rehabilitation 
of  local  supplies  which  by  law  can  no  longer  be  abandoned,  more  efficient 
watershed  management,  and  leak  detection  and  repair.     Concord  and  the 
other  donor  communities  know  this  Sudbury  Watershed  is  a  valuable 
resource  which  we  truly  respect.     We  are  convinced  that  need  on  the 
part  of  the  MWRA  communities  has  not  been  proven  beyond  the  volume 

which  could  be  provided  by  non-diversion  techniques  fully  available  as 
an  augmented  source. 
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We  urge  the  Board  of   the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  to 
follow  the  processes  set  forth  in  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Law  and  give 
proper  and  more  detailed  consideration  to  the  water  supply  needs  and 
environmental  impacts  on  all  the  communities  which  will  be  affected  by 
proposed  diversions. 

Nancy  B.  Beec^er,  Chair 
Concord  Bdaifa  of  Selectmen 

NBB/czw 

cc:     Senator  Carol  Amick 
Senator  Paul  Cellucci 

Representative  Cile  Hicks 
Representative  John  Loring 
Sudbury  Valley  Trustees 
Ralph  Abell,  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
Superintendent  Nash,  Minuteman  National  Park 
Massachusetts  Association  of  Conservation  Commissions 
MAPC,  Tremont  Street,  Boston 
Conservation  Law  Foundation 
SUASCO 

Thomas  H.  Conway,  Jr.,  Chair,  Billerica  Board  of  Selectmen 
WSCAC 

Environmental  Lobby  of  Massachusetts 

^CC  ■     Bcf  of  }>^r:cH>rs 
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Town  of  Concord 

Division  of  Naturad  Resources 

133  Keyes  Road  •  Concord.  Massachusetts  01742  •  (617)369-7526 
Daniel  H.  Monahan,  Natural  Resources  Coordinator,  Tree  Warden 

June  5,  1986 

Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
One  Center  Plaza 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Re:     Sudbury  River  Diversion 

Dear  Mr.  Hoyte: 

The  Natural  Resources  Commission  would  like  to  register  its  opposition 
to  the  continued  threat  of  the  diversion  of  water  from  the  Sudbury  River 
into  the  Metropolitan  Boston  water  supply  system. 

Our  1985  Concord  Open  Space  plan  which  places  a  major  emphasis  on  water 

resources  states  as  goals  and  objectives:     "protect  the  quality  and  quantity 
of  present  and  future  water  supplies",  "preserve  the  capacity  of  the  Town's 
rivers  and  tributaries  to  act  as  natural  flow  systems",  and  "protect 
the  recreational,  wildlife  and  open  space  values  of  the  rivers  and  tribu- 

taries in  Concord". 

Stewardship  of  our  riverine  system  is  a  long-standing  commitment  of  our 
community.     We  recognize  the  delicate  relationship  between  the  Sudbury 
River  and  the  Town,  which  is  threatened  by  the  proposed  diversion.  Our 
concerns  which  have  been  repeatedly  articulated  during  recent  years  have 
not  been  adequately  addressed  by  those  proposing  to  divert  water  out  of 
the  watershed.    We  remain  skeptical  that  your  Board  or  any  governmental 
agency  involved  in  the  withdrawal  of  river  water  will  be  responsive  in 
the  long  run  to  downstream  environmental  impacts. 

We  have  in  the  past  detailed  our  many  concerns  and  do  not  wish  to  present 
them  at  this  time.     However,  we  do  wish  to  urgently  request  that  the 
Commonwealth  review  the  proposed  diversion  of  water  from  the  Sudbury 
River  pursuant  to  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Law  to  assure  that  environmental 
concerns  are  properly  addressed.     We  remain  opposed  to  the  diversion 
of  water  from  the  watershed  as  we  believe  it  poses  a  long  term  threat 
to  the  Sudbury  River  and  associated  environment. 

cc:     Concord  Board  of  Selectmen 
Massachusetts  Association  of  Conservation  Commissions 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 
Rep.  John  Loring 
Sen.  Paul  Cellucci 
WSCAC 

Sincerely  yours. 

Sara  S.  Schnitzetr  Chairman 
Concord  Natural  Resources  Commission 
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June   17,  1986 

Massachusetts  Ulater  Resources  Authority 

In  care  o-f  Patricia  Corcoran 
20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02108 

Gentlemen  and  Ladies: 

I   am  wr i t i ng  to  express  my  concern  over  your  proposal  to 
divert  Sudbury  River  water  -for  MDC  use.      I   am  sure   you  have 
heard  the   arguments  be-fore,   however   I  want   to  mal<e  certain 
you  understand  the    impact   this  decision  will   have  on  those 

o-f  us  who  depend  on   the  river  -for  water.     I    1  i  ve   less  than 
one  hal -f  mile  -from  the  river  and  get  my  water  -from  a  well. 
I   am  very  concerned  that  diversion  o-f   the  Sudbury  River 
will   decrease  my  water  supply  and  that   the  supply  may 
become  pol luted. 

Several   groups  are  recommending  the  alternatives  o-f  "Demand 
Management"   and/or   "User  Sources"   to  address  the  water 
supply  problems  o-f   the  MDC.     I  wholeheartedly  concur.  I 
demand  that   these  alternatives  be  pursued  rather   than  the 

dangerous  and  -foolish  diversion  o-f   the  Sudbury  River  upon 
which  so  many  communities  and  individuals  depend. 

Dav  i  L^ft^sen 

89  \L\n/o\u  Road 
Sudbtffy,  MA  01776 
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TOWN  OF  LINCOLN 

Middlesex  County  .    .  Massachusetts 

CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 

June  13,  1986 

Ms.  Patricia  B.  Corcoran,  Project  Manager 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Waterworks  Division 
20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,  MA.  02108 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran: 

On  behalf  of  the  Lincoln  Conservation  Commission,  I  would  like  to  make 
the  following  comments  on  the  MWRA  Summary  Report  of  the  Water  Supply 

Study/Environmental  Impact  Report  -  2020.      The  Commission  is  specifically 
concerned  about  the  alternative  which  proposes  diversion  of  the  Sudbury 
River.    This  action  has  potential  for  adversely  affecting  the  fisheries, 
wildlife,  wetlands  and  flood  abatement  characteristics  of  the  river  and 

Fairhaven  Bay.    Drinking  water  wells  within  the  river's  watershed  may  also  be 
affected,  including  the  Town  of  Lincoln's  on  Farrar  Pond.    The  Conservation 
Commission  is  not  convinced  that  the  impacts  of  diverting  the  Sudbury  River 
would  be  minimal  and  feels  they  should  be  examined  in  depth. 

I  appreciate  consideration  of  these  comments. 
Sincerely, 

t  7 
J.  Quincy  Adams 
Chairman 

cc:    Lincoln  Water  Commissioners 

Ms.  Kathy  Berlin,  Wayland  Conservation  Commission 





TOWN  OF  WAYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 
01778 

CONSERVATION   COMMISSION  TOWN  aUILOINS 

41  COCHITUATE  ROAD 

TEL.  (817)  3S8-7701 
27  June  1986 

Ms.  Patricia  B.  Corcoran 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
20  Somerset  Street,  8th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02108 

RE:   WATER  SUPPLY  STUDY  AND  EIR-2020   ( EOEA  #03518) 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran: 

The  Wayland  Conservation  Commission,  with  the  assistance  of  an 
expert  consultant,  has  reviewed  the  Water  Supply  Study  and 
Environmental  Impact  Report  -  2020  Summary  Report  and  TasT  9; 
Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  submitted  to  the  Massachusetts  Water 
Resources  Authority  by  Wallace,  Floyd,  Associates,  Inc.,  and  offers 
herewith  our  major  concerns  regarding  the  study  and  its 
conclusions . 

In  the  study  referenced  above, The  Sudbury  Reservoir  Water  Treat- 
ment Plant  EIR  (prepared  by  Parsons,  Brinckerhof f ,  Quade,  and 

Douglas,   Inc.  with  the  assistance  of  lEP,   Inc.)  was  used  almost 
exclusively  as  a  source  of  data,  study  methodologies,  analysis, 
and  conclusions.     A  limited  amount  of  additional  data  were  collec- 

ted and  analyzed  relating  to  the  south  branch  of  the  Sudbury  River. 
As  a  result,   those  concerns  expressed  in  our  review  of  The  Sudbury 
Reservoir  Water  Treatment  Plant  EIR  (hereafter  referred  to  as  the 
Sudbury  EIR),  conducted  under  the  auspices  of  Sasaki  Associates, 
Inc.  and  dated  12  June  198A,   remain  the  same  and  are  reiterated 
below  along  with  additional  comments  and  concerns. 

The  Water  Supply  EIR  proposal  for  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  in- 
cludes removal  of  17  MGO  (average)   from  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  (as 

described  in  the  Sudbury  EIR  and  subject     to  the  restrictions 
described  therein)  as  well  as  the  removal  of  an  additional  3  MGD 
(average)   from  the  south  branch  of  the  Sudbury  River,   subject  to 
the  same  downstream  flow  restrictions.     The  3  MGD  removal  alterna- 

tive will  not  be  operated  during  the  summer  or  during  other  low 
flow  periods. 

Our  main  concerns  are  presented  below. 

1.  Wetlands 

The  entire  20  MGD  (average)   removal  alternative  will  result 
in  a  23%  decrease  in  the  average  annual   flows  of  the  Sudbury 
Reservoir  at  the  Reservoir  No.    1  outlet.     The  proposal  as- 
suTies,   however,   that  there  will  be  insignificant  long  term 
impacts   to  downstream  water  quality;   water  quantity;   and  habitat 

loss,   change s , d i sp 1 acemen t , 0 r  disruption  with   the  implementa- 
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tion  of  the  proposed  downstream   flow  constraints  as  described 
in  the  Sudbury  EIR. 

The  study  and  conclusions  regarding  the  impact  of  the  proposed 
project  on  the  wetlands  along  the  downstream  portion  of  the 
river  is  of  particular  concern.     These  issues  were  not  studied 

or  discussed  adequately  in  the  Sudbury  EIR.     Limited  addition- 
al studies  in  the  form  of  impact  assessment  on  certain  indica- 
tor species  were  conducted  as  part  of  the  Water  Supply  EIR. 

Those  studies  that  were  conducted  by  both  EIRs  are  insufficient 
to  allow  the  conclusion  that  impacts  of  the  proposed  project 
will  be  minimal.     No  study  of  the  area  of  wetlands  flooded  at 
various  river  stages  was  presented  for  either  existing  or  pro- 

posed conditions.     A  drop  in  river  elevation  of  only  O.i  to 
0.2  feet  from  the  minimum  optimum  elevation  during  any  season 

of  the  year  may  result  in  the  exposure  or  dewatering  of  a  sig- 
nificant lateral  extent  of  wetland,  given  the  very  broad, 

flat  river  floodplain.     The  proposed  downstream  river  eleva- 
tions range  from  0.5  to  1.5  feet  lower  during  reservoir  opera- 

tion than  the  mean  river  elevations  for  the  period  of  record, 
resulting  in  an  even  greater  exposure  of  wetlands  than  we  are 
led  to  believe. 

The  lack  of  spring  and  storm  flooding  and  the  decreased  base 
flow  elevation  in  these  wetlands  will  likely  result  in  a  change 
in  the  vegetational  community,   producing  a  succession  to 
upland  community  with  the  resulting  loss  of  wetland.     This  loss 
of  wetland  will  result  in  the  loss  of  wetland  values  such  as 
water  puri f ication/ f il tration ,  wildlife  habitat,  and  water 
supply . 

The  maintenance  of  the  minimum  river  elevations  at  Sherman 

Bridge  (as  provided  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  may 
maintain    sufficient  water  levels  to  continue  successful  wild- 

life management  in  the  Great  Meadows  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
(Even  these  proposed  elevations  are  below  the  optimum  eleva- 

tions required.)     However,   these  elevations  are  only  what  is 
needed  for  the  successful  management  of  wildlife.     The  assump- 

tion that  what  is  necessary  for  wildlife  management  is  suffi- 
cient for  the  wetland  community  is  not  necessarily  a  correct 

one.     The  loss  of  spring  flooding  and  the  decrease  in  storm 
flow  and  base  flow  during  other  periods  of  the  year  may  have 
significant  impacts  on  the  wetland  vegetational  communities  in 
spite  of  the  fact  that  it  will  not  produce  adverse  impacts  on 
wildlife  management.     The  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on 
the  river's  wetland  communities  must  be  studied  and  addressed. 

2.     Disposal  of  Treatment  Plant  Sludge 

Alternatives  for  the  disposal  of  treatment  plant  sludge  were 
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not  studied  adequately   in   the  Sudbury  EIR  or   in   tne  Water 

Supply  EIR.     The  Sudbury     EIR  mentions   that   the   sludge  could 
be  disposed  of  in  a  sanitary  sewer  system  or  in  the  sanitary 
landfill  of  an  adjacent  town.     However,   an  actual  method  of 

disposal  was  not  confirmed.     If  the  sludge  can't  be  disposed 
of  in  a  sanitary  sewer,   is  there  a  guarantee  that  one  of  the 
towns  listed  will  accept  the  sludge  -  with  its  classification 
as  a  special  waste,   its  loose  consistency,   and  the  resultant 
decrease  in  landfill  life  expectancy?     A  definite,  feasible, 
acceptable  disposal  method  and  location  must  be  provided  as 
part  of  the  study.     Even  if  the  proposed  project  produces 
minimal  environmental  impacts,   how  can  it  be  implemented  if 
there  is  no  method  of  sludge  disposal? 

Additionally,   the  introduction  and  subsequent  treatment  of 
waters  from  the  Framingham  Reservoirs  which  are  contaminated 
with  unacceptable  levels  of  certain  heavy  metals  will  result 
in  the  production  of  treatment  plant  sludge  that  is  likewise 
contaminated,   but  in  an  even  more  concentrated  form.  Such 
contamination  will  make  disposal  of  the  sludge  more  difficult 
and  more  of  a  public  health  hazard. 

3.     Water  Quality  Sampling 

Water  quality  sampling  of  the  downstream  areas  was  conducted 
by  lEP,   Inc.   during  May  of  1982  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
water  quality  during  spring  runoff.     Spring  runoff  actually 
occurs  during  spring  thaw,   usually  in  March  or  April,  when  the 

winter's  snow  accumulation  melts  rapidly,  producing  rapid 
runoff  and  high  river  and  stream  flows.     Water  sampling  during 
May  does  not  accomplish  sampling  during  spring  runoff.  The 

winter's  snow  cover  had  melted  and  run  off  long  before  this 
sampling  event  occurred.     Therefore,  no  spring  runoff  data 
were  collected  as  part  of  either  the  Sudbury  EIR  or  the  Water 
Supply  EIR.     These  data  are  vital  to  the  understanding  of 
water  quality  changes  occurring  on  a  seasonal  basis  downstream 
and  to  the  understanding  of  the  impacts  produced  on  water 
quality  by  a  reduction  in  downstream  flow  resulting  from 
flood  skimming.     Data   from  an  actual  spring  runoff  sampling 
event  must  be  included  as  part  of  the  analysis. 

A.     Water  Release  during  Treatment  Plant  Operation 

The  Sudbury  EIR  states  that  the  water  supply  use  of  the 
Framingham  Reservoirs  will  be  considered  in  the  Water  Supply 
EIR.     Water  removal  from  any  of  these  reservoirs  will  result 
in  the  removal  of  water  that  would  be  available  to  the  down- 

stream system  from  either  the  upper  or  the  lower  (south) 

watersheds.     The  Sudbury     EIR  states  that  "an  additional 
constraint  would  be  necessary   to  compliment   the  Sherman 
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Bridge  criteria.     This  would  most  likely  be  in  the   rorm  of  a 
minimum  flow  released  from  Dam  No.    1."     Criteria  were  estab- 

lished for  minimum  flows  in  the  river  below  Reservoir  No.  i 

and  above  Sherman  Bridge  and  are  presented  on  page  19  of  the 
Task  9  report.     However,   the  basis  for  the  selection  of  these 
flows  is  not  presented.     Additional  information  is  essential 
if  the  reader  is  to  understand  how  these  minimum  flow  con- 

straints were  determined. 

5.  Sudbury  Reservoir  Water  Quality 

The  transfer  of  water   from  the  Framingham  Reservoirs  to  the 
Sudbury  Reservoir  will  produce  long  term,   negative  impacts 
on  the  water  quality  and  associated  aquatic  ecology  of  the 

Sudbury  Reservoir.     The  watersof  the  Framingham  Reservoirs  con- 
tain levels  of  various  heavy  metals  in  excess  of  EPA  and 

Massachusetts  drinking  water  standards  and  in  excess  of  the 
EPA  aquatic  life  water  quality  criteria.     The  Water  Supply  EIR 
states  that  this  problem  is  expected  to  worsen  rather  than 
improve  in  the  future. 

This  proposal  for  water  transfer  essentially  amounts  to  the 
addition  of  heavy  metal  pollution  to  a  water  body  (Sudbury 
Reservoir)  not  previously  containing  detectable  concentrations. 
This  deliberate  pollution  is  unconscionable.     If  water  from 

the  polluted  Framingham  Reservoirs  is  needed,   it  should  be  re- 
moved and  treated  directly  without  spreading  the  problem  to 

yet  another  reservoir.     Further,  no  mitigation  is  proposed  for 
these  significant,   long  term  impacts. 

6.  Water  Treatment. 

The  Water  Supply  EIR  states  in  several  places  that  the  treat- 
ment plant  processes  are  capable  of  removing  the  cadmium,  lead, 

silver,  and  mercury  that  are  found  in  the  raw  water  from  the 
Framingham  Reservoirs.     Such  capability  is  assumed  in  the 
evaluation  of  this  alternative.     However,  no  discussion  of  this 
capability  or  actual  test  treatment  of  water  contaminated  with 
these  metals  appears  in  the  Pilot  Treatment  Plant  reports. 

A  statement  is  made  on  page  63  of  the  Task  9  report  that  pilot 
plant  testing  will  be  required  to  demonstrate  the  need   for  and 
adequacy  of  the  proposed  treatment  steps  before  implementation 
of  this  alternative.     In  addition,   on  page  101,  additional 
water  quality  and  sediment  studies  in  the  Sudbury  and  Framing- 

ham Reservoirs  are  recommended  to  examine  the  physical  and 
chemical  dynamics  influencing  the  concentrations  of  the  heavy 
metals  in  sediments  and  the  water  column.     These  significant 
unknowns  lead  one  to  believe  that  much  more  study   is  needed  to 
determine  whether  this  heavy  metal  contamination  actually  can 
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be  removed  to  produce  water  meeting  drinking  water  criteria. 
Unless  this  capability  is  proven ,   how  can  use  of  this  water 
considered  as  an  alternative? 

Sincerely, 

The  Wayland  Conservation  Commission 

Kenneth  A.   Moon,  Chairman 

CC: 

Michael  Gritzuk,   Executive  Director,  MWRA 
Sam  Mygatt,  Director,  MEPA 
Water  Supply  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Sudbury  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
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TOWN  OF  LlNCOL^|y 

Middlesex  County  .     .  Massachusett 

PLANNING  BOARD 

June  27,  1986 
TOWN  OFFICES 

P.O.  Box  353 

Mr.    James  S.    Hoyte ,  Chairman 

Lincoln  Center,  Mass.  01773 

(617)  259-8850 
Mr.   Michael  Gritzuk 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  First  Avenue 
Charlestown,  Ma 

Re:     Impact  Assessment  and  Criteria 
Sudbury;  River  Diversion 

Gentlemen : 

Please  accept  these  comments  on  behalf  of  the  Lincoln  Planning 
Board  in  connection  with  the  March,    1986  report  of  the 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  entitled  "Summary  Report 
of.  the  Water  Supply  Study /Environment  ImE^ct  Report  -  20  X  20 " . 

The  Town  of  Lincoln  Planning  Board  has  significant  reservations 
concerning  diversion  of  any  portion  of  the  Sudbury  River  flow. 
Spring  diversions  will  significantly  affect  flood  plain  ecology, 
and  may  affect  fisheries,   wetlands  and  flood  storage  capacities  of 
the  long  Sudbury  and  Concord  river  basin.     Numerous  public  and 
private  water  supply  wells  could  be  affected. 

Diversion  between  watersheds  should  occur  only  after  all 
alternatives  have  been  examined  and  found  unacceptable.  Although 
diversion  may  sometimes  appear  economical,   the  less  obvious 

economic  impacts,   as  well  as  the  non-market  environmental  impacts, 
are  often  significant. 

We  urge  substantially  greater  study  of  this  and  other  supply 
augmentation  mechanisms,    including  leak  detection  and 
conservation,   before  diversion  is  undertaken. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  matter. 

Sincerely , 

William  G.  Constable 
Lincoln  Planning  Board 

WGC: jw 





Massachusetts  Audubon  Society 

South  Great  Road 
Lincoln,  Massachusetts  01773 

(617)  259-9500 

Statement  of  Dr.  Gerard  Bert rand.  President 
Massachusetts  Audubon  Society 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  Hearing 

On  The  Long-Range  Water  Supply  Study 

June  10,  1986 
State  House  -  Gardner  Auditorium 

Chairman  Hoyte,  and  members  of  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA) 
Board  of  Directors,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  most 
important  water  supply  study. 

The  Massachsuetts  Audubon  Society  has  demonstrated  a  long-term  commitment  to 
sound  water  supply  management  in  the  Commonwealth.    In  addition  to  providing 
assistance  to  communities  for  local  groundwater  protection  efforts,  we  have 
worked  closely  with  the  Legislature  to  play  an  integral  role  in  the  passage 
of  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act  and  the  Water  Management  Act.    We  lobbied  to 
amend  the  Authority  enabling  legislation  for  two  members  on  the  Board  of 
Directors  to  represent  donor  watersheds;  for  strict  limits  on  expansion  on 
the  water  and  sewerage  system;  for  environmental  representation  on  the  Quabbin 
Advisory  Committee,  and  for  water  conservation  measures.    These  laws  reflect 
a  strong  mandate  from  the  Legislature  to  protect,  properly  manage,  and  conserve 
water  resources,  and  to  consider  development  of  large,  new  supplies  only  after 
all  possible  steps  have  been  taken  to  avoid  the  impacts  of  inter-basin  transfe::s, 
river  diversions,  and  significant  withdrawals. 

The  future  management  of  the  MWRA  water  supply  has  far-reaching  environmental 
and  economic  implications  not  only  for  communities  within  the  MWRA  system,  but 
for  several  watersheds  throughout  the  Commonwealth  from  which  future  water 
supplies  may  be  taken.    The  selection  of  preferred  alternatives  will  signify 
the  seriousness  with  which  the  Authority  accepts  current  water  policy  in 
Massachusetts,  as  enunciated  in  the  Water  Supply  Policy  Statement,  Interbasin 

Transfer  Act,  Water  Management  Act,  and  the  Authority's  own  enabling  legisla- 
tion.   The  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  is  concerned  that  the  Water  Supply 

Study  was  begun,  and  seems  to  have  been  continued,  under  obsolete  assumptions, 

developed  prior  to  the  passage  of  current  water  law.    The  augmentation  alter- 
natives (river  diversions  and  Plymouth  Aquifer)  should  automatically  be 

assumed  to  be  options  of  last  resort,  and  such  an  assumption  should  be  reflected 

in  the  selection  criteria.    The  Governor's  statement  that  river  diversions  will 
not  be  allowed  should  be  made  an  explicit  assumption  of  the  study. 

Rather  than  prolong  an  already  costly  and  lengthy  study,  the  Authority  should 
focus  the  remainder  of  the  study  and  Draft  EIR  on  ways  to  properly  manage  its 
existing  system,  promote  aggressive  water  conservation  programs,  account  for 
over  130  mgd  of  unaccounted-for  water  (about  one-third  of  total  system  use!) 
and  establish  a  data  base  to  enable  accurate,  and  timely  projections  of  future 
water  need    and  appropriate  actions  to  meet  that  need. 
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While  the  study  contains  some  useful  information,  the  study  is  seriously  flawed. 

For  example,  the  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  believes  that  the  study  over- 
projects  future  water  need  by  more  than  100  mgd;  and  that  future  demand,  if 
realized,  can  be  met  in  a  most  economically  and  environmentally  sound  manner 
through  demand  management  and,  secondarily,  through  user  sources  and  ecologically 
sound  watershed  management.    All  major  river  and  aquifer  diversions  should  be 
dropped  from  consideration  until  the  Authority  establishes  actual  need, 

institutes  a  comprehensive  demand-management  program,  and  activates  the  user 
sources  and  watershed  management  alternatives,  if  necessary.    In  accordance 
with  Section  8(d)  of  the  enabling  legislation,  all  contract  users  as  well  as 
potential  future  users  should  be  notified  immediately  that  MWRA  can  no  longer 
be  assumed  available  upon  demand.    In  addition,  the  Authority  should  cooperate 
with  state  agencies  and  communities  to  encourage  protection  of  local  water 
supplies  to  avoid  dependence  on  its  system. 

The  Water  Supply  Citizen's  Advisory  Committee  (WSCAC)  has  done  an  outstanding 
professional  job  of  reviewing  the  water  supply  study  and  identifying  major 
discrepancies  that  have  not  yet  been  resolved.    The  MWRA  should  seriously 

consider  all  comments  from  this  committed,  knowledgable  citizen's  group, 
which  was  created  specifically  for  the  purpose  of  providing  input  from  repre- 

sentatives of  all  proposed  alternative  sources  of  supply  as  well  as  from  member 
communities.    The  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  has  noted  the  consistent  lack 
of  an  adequate  response  to  the  many  valid  questions  raised  and  suggestions 
made  by  WSCAC.    The  voice  of  this  Committee  can  no  longer  continue  to  be  ignored. 

The  Authority's  enabling  legislation  created  another  advisory  body  that  must  be 
heard.    The  Quabbin  Watershed  Advisory  Committee  (QWAC)  on  which  Massachusetts 
Audubon  is  represented,  is  responsible  for  reviewing  and  recommending  to  the 

Metropolitan  District  Committee  Watershed  Management  Division  a  proper  water- 
shed management  plan.    QWAC  has  identified  serious  errors  in  the  selection  of 

indicator  species  and  the  evaluation  of  impacts  on  wildlife  populations  in  the 

MWRA's  report.    Water  quality  impacts  were  also  inadequately  assessed.  The 
MWRA's  watershed  management  alternative  should  be  developed  in  consultation 
with  QWAC  and  the  MDC  Watershed  Management  Division,  which  has  approval 
authority  over  all  activities  within  the  watersheds.    The  Massachusetts  Audubon 

Society  has  been  involved  in  the  bald  eagle  re-introduction  and  the  loon  nesting 
projects,  and  is  deeply  concerned  about  the  long-term  viability  of  wildlife 
and  fisheries  resources  in  the  Quabbin.    The  harvesting  of  trees  within  the 
watershed  to  increase  reservoir  yields  must  be  done  with  the  utmost  sensitivity 
to  wildlife  concerns. 

As  a  resident  of  Concord  and  a  neighbor  to  the  Assabet  River,  I  am  most  personally 
concerned  about  the  Sudbury  River/Reservoir  alternative.    There  are  several 
aspects  of  the  Sudbury  River  study  that  render  it  particularly  troublesome. 
The  Sudbury  River  study  did  not  assess  the  effects  of  flow  reduction  on  local 
water  supplies,  including  those  in  Lincoln,  Sudbury,  Wayland  and  Billerica. 
Communities  within  the  Sudbury  Valley,  as  well  as  those  downstream  within  the 
Concord  (such  as  Bedford)  need  additional  water  supplies  to  meet  current  demand 
or  to  offset  loss  of  supplies  due  to  contamination. 

The  Sudbury  River  elevation  used  to  trigger  a  taking  in  the  Sudbury  system 
(whether  via  reservoir  treatment  or  upper  Sudbury  watershed  with  treatment) 
was  artificially  lowered  by  six  inches  to  gain  an  additional  0.5  mgd  yield. 
The  trigger  elevation  was  established  at  the  wrong  location;  at  Sherman's 
Bridge  the  Sudbury  River  backs  up  because  of  a  downstream  dam.    In  addition. 
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the  selected  river  elevation  constraints  for  limiting  diversion  were  consistently 
below  the  historic  monthly  mean  river  elevations.    Thus,  both  the  elevation  at 
which  diversion  may  occur  and  the  minimum  river  flows  during  diversion  are 

seriously  in  error  and  must  be  re-calculated  prior  to  any  meaningful  environ- 
mental impact  analysis. 

The  relationship  of  any  Sudbury  River  diversion  to  the  classification  of  the 
Sudbury  as  a  Scenic  River  was  not  addressed  as  required  in  the  MEPA  scope. 
Over  17  miles  of  the  Sudbury  River  have  been  classified  as  Scenic,  and  any 
river  taking  must  be  addressed  in  terms  of  its  impact  on  the  aesthetic  values 
of  the  Sudbury  River  and  its  floodplain. 

Over  the  past  decade,  the  Sudbury  River  has  undergone  a  recuperative  period  in 
terms  of  its  wildlife  ecology.    The  river  and  its  floodplain  are  particularly 
signficant  for  overwintering  birds.    The  Sudbury  study  did  not  adequately  assess 
the  impact  of  diversion  on  wildlife.    The  little  original  research  that  was 
done  is  questionable,  and  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sevice  has  expressed  grave 
concerns  about  the  impact  of  any  river  taking  on  Great  Meadows  Wildlife  Refuge. 
Although  the  study  scope  called  for  an  analysis  of  current  conditions  and 
wildlife  values,  no  field  checking  was  reported  in  the  study.    Likewise,  no 
mapping  of  wetlands  nor  an  assessment  of  wetland  conditions  at  various  river 
stages,  as  required  in  the  scope,  was  presented  in  the  study. 

The  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  is  concerned  about  the  long-term  effects  of 
any  Sudbury  River  taking  on  the  wildlife  in  the  area.    Water  levels  at  the  Great 
Meadows  Refuge  are  controlled  for  the  specific  purpose  of  wildlife  management. 
Any  alteration  of  water  elevation  could  have  drastic  long-term  effects  on 
important  wildlife  species,  especially  migratory  waterfowl.    If  adequate  over- 

wintering sites  are  not  available,  bird  populations  can  be  expected  to  decline. 

Many-species  depend  on  the  river  and/or  its  wetland  system  for  breeding,  feeding, 
or  resting  areas. 

Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  has  taken  the  protection  and  management  of  water 
resources  as  a  top  priority  for  the  1980s.    We  stand  ready  and  willing  to  help 
the  Authority  meets  its  obligation  to  its  member  communities  as  well  as  other 
affected  areas  of  the  Commonwealth  in  the  most  appropriate  and  environmentally 
sound  manner. 

GAB:rf 





Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Depcurtment  of  Environmental  Manage* 

'  JUN  2?  1986  ; 

June  25,  1986 

100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston 
Massachusetts 
02202 

Division  of 
Forests  &  Parks 

Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  First  Avenue 
CTiarlestown  Navy  Yard 
Boston,  MA  02129 

Dear  Chairman  Hoyte: 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  concern  regarding  the 
maintenance  of  satisfactory  recreational  water  levels 
at  Lake  Cochituate  (Cochituate  State  Park)  in  view  of: 

A)  the  planned  construction  of  a  water  treat- 
ment plant  at  the  Sudbury  Reservoir 

B)  the  possible  adoption  of  the  Upper  Sudbury 
Watershed  Alternative  (Task  9)  in  the  MWRA  Water  Supply 
Study. 

This  office  commented  in  1984  on  MEPA,  EGEA  #03621 
which  dealt  with  the  proposed  treatment  plant  and  the 
potential  loss  of  3.1  MFC,  the  result  of  long  term  sluice 
gate  leakage  at  Sudbury  Reservoir. 

The  lake  has  been  the  long-term  beneficiary  of 
this  inflow  and  its  loss  can  only  be  viewed  as  seriously 
detrimental . 

Since  its  legislative  transfer  in  1974  (Chapter  557) 
Cochituate  has  grown  in  importance  as  a  major  recreation 
resource.     1985  attendance  was  over  170.000  people  at  the 
state  park  plus  supporting  recreational  needs  of  abutting 
residents  and  three  municipal  recreation  areas. 

The  1947  legislation,  in  Section  3,  seems  to  speak 
clearly  in  regard  to  discharge  action  and  the  protection 
of  the  levels  of  Lake  Cochituate. 

Gilbert  A.  Bliss 
Director 





Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte,  Chairman 
Mass.  Water  Resources  Authority 

-  2  - 
June  25,  1986 

I  urge  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
to  continue  the  present  flowage  at  all  times  to  Lake  Cochituate 
in  view  of  the  need  to  stabilize  water  levels  in  order  to 

support  public  recreational  use. 

cc:       James  Gutensohn,  Commissioner 
Don  Stoddard,  Regional  Forest  &  Park  Supervisor 
Michael  Gritzuk,  Executive  Director,  MWRA 
Patricia  Cochran,  Chief  Planner,  MWRA 

Samuel  Mygatt,  Director  MEPA  Unit 
Shirley  Brown,  Sudbury  River  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 

Gilbert  A.  Bliss 
Director  of  Forests  and  Parks 

GAB:mk 
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TOWN  OF  NATICK  | 

MASSACHUSETTS  i 

June  5,  1986 

William  L.  Snow 
Ctuurman 

Franklin  W.  Fessenden 
Vice-Ch«inn«n 

Mel  WUlens 
Clerk 

James  S.  Hoyte,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  Fi  rst  Avenue 
Charlestown  Navy  Yard 

Boston.  «A  02109  ,    /V,  ̂   /f ^^Uv  C^^^ly  Jfo^dy 
Dear  Char iman  Hoyte:  %    El-X  R  ̂ "^O^C^ 

The  Town  of  Natick  has  a  longstanding  commitment  to  the  integrity  of 
the  Sudbury  River  system.    The  Natick  Board  of  Selectmen  appointed  a 

representative  to  the  Sudbury  Citizens*  Advisory  Committee  when  the 
latest  treatment  proposal  was  made  public  in  the  winter  of  1979.  The 

plan  to  divert-water  from  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  and  river  stem  is  one 
of  nine  alterantives  being  considered  by  the  MWRA  as  a  means  of  aug- 

menting water  supply  to  the  MWRA  customer  communities  to  the  year  2020. 

The  Town  of  Natick  along  with  communities  in  the  watershed  has  been 
careful  to  protect  its  own  water  supply  and  to  remain  self  sufficient 
for  the  forseeable  future. 

Since  the  present  system  was  initiated,  Lake  Cochituate  has  depended 
on  a  3-1  million  gallons  a  day  release  by  the  MWRA  from  the  Sudbury 
Reservoir  #3  to  the  Sudbury  Aqueduct  and  eventually  to  the  lake  at 
Course  Brook.    This  water  returns  to  the  Sudbury  River  as  a  part  of  the 
Lake  Cochituate  discharge.    Natick  draws  almost  all  of  its  water  from 
Lake  Cochituate  groundwater  sources  within  the  Sudbury  watershed. 
Natick  is  committed  to  assuring  the  protection  of  its  water  supply. 

Natick  recommends  that  the    MWRA  pursures  non-diversion  techniques. 

Until  recently  population  in  the  Greater  Boaton  area  was  declining 
whereas  population  between  Routes  128  and  A95  has  been  increasing.  We 

can  expect  that  an  increasing  need  for  water  from  the  Sudbury  will  con- 
tinue. The  minimum  guarantee  of  a  million  and  a  half  gallons  per  day 

into  the  river  from  Framingham  Dam  #1  established  many  years  ago  is 
woefully  inadequate  for  the  burgeoning  population  needs  of  this  area. 

Board  of  Selectmen  •  13  East  Central  Street  •  Room  108  •  Natick,  Massachusetts  01 760  •  (617)651-72  30 





James  S.  Hoyte,  Chairman  * 
Page  Two 
June  5,  1986 

The  Water  Resources  Authority  has  a  an  enviable  opportunity  to  establish 
a  really  effective  water  management  program  in  the  Commonwealth.  From 
what  we  have  learned  of  the  nine  alternative  ways  to  provide  water,  the 

non-diversion  techniques  promise  the  most  success  at  least  cost  with 
minimal  environmental   impact.    These  options  include  100%  metering 
which  will   cut  down  on  the  amount  of  unaccounted  for  water,  conservation 
measures   in  new  and  retrofitting  in  existing  buildings,  rehabilitation 
of  local   supplies  which  by  law  can  no  longer  be  abandoned,  more  efficient 
watershed  management,  and  leak  detection  and  repair.    Natick  and  other 
donor  communities  know  this  Sudbury  watershed  is  a  valuable  resource 
which  we  truly  respect.    We  are  convinced  that  need  on  the  part  of  the 
MWRA  communities  has  not  been  proven  beyond  the  volume  which  could  be 

provided  by  non-diversion  techniques  fully  available  as  an  augmented 
source. 

Natick  urges  the  Board  of  the  MWRA  to  give  more  detailed  consideration 
to  the  water  supply  needs  and  environmental   impacts  on  all   the  communities 
which  will  be  affected  by  proposed  diversions.     In  the  case  of  the 
Sudbury  alternative,  Natick  believes  that  the  resource  would  be  used 
more  efficiently  at  less  cost  by  existing  user  communities  within  the 
watershed. 

Sincerely, 

William  L.  Snow,  Chairman 





RECEIVED 

13  Bartlett  kg. 
Ashland,    Ma.  ui721 
June    11,    1 9S6 

Secretary  James  Hovte 
Envi roment al  Affairs 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

OF  ENVIRONMBUAL  AFFAIRS 100  Cambridge  St. 
Boston,    Ma.  02202 

Dear   Mr.  Secretary, 

Enclosed   please   -Find   our   written   comments  regarding   the  MWRA  '  s  arGposea 
Sudburv   River   Water   Diversion  F'lan. 

I   was   in   attendance  for   vour   nearing   on   this  plan,    at   the  State  House  ana 

was  most   heartened   to  hear   vou  read   into  the  record   the  Governor's 
objection,    to  the  proposal.      This  hearing   only  pointed   out   how  the 

previous  hearing's   and  documentation  were  ignored. 

The  Nyanza  Chemical   Site,    located  here  in  Ashland,   has  been  declared  an 
EPA  Superfund  Site.      This  is  area  is  downstream  from  the  proposed  site. 
There  is  quite,   an  accumlation  of   documentation  available  regarding  this 

site,   ana  has  been  for  a  number  of   years.      The  site  is  now  waiting  -for 
additional   -funds,   under  Superfund,   io  that   the  design  phase  may  continue. 
In   addition,    the   site   is  now   in   the  MEPA  process  and   may  be  declared  a 

"Major  and  Complicated"  site. 

There  is  documentation  o-f   mercury  contamination   in  the  Brackett,  Stearns, 
and  Foss  Reservoirs,    in  addition  to  the  Sudbury  River.      Your  diversion  in 
essence,   would  expose  this  mercury  contamination.      We  are  quite  concerned 

tnat  this  will   present  both  a  health  and  sa-fety  -factor  with  the  drawdown 
Of   a  possible  20  million  gallons  o-f   water  per  day.      At  best,   the  Sudbury 
River   in  dry  weather   is  a  trickle  in  some  spots. 

The  diversion   is  a  de-finite  problem  to  our  community,    in  addition   to  our 
neighbors  downstream.      Our  group  would  be  glad  to  meet  with  you  on  tnis 

matter  to  provide  any  in-formation  that  you  may  need.      Please  -feel    free  to 
contact   me,    at   my  home,  881-3193. 

Si  ncerel y , 

Maureen  Lavin,  Coordinator 
Nyanza  Citizen  s  Advisory  Committee 

cc.see  attached  list 





13  Barltett  Rd. 

Ashland,  01721 
June   1,  1986 

Commissioner  William  Geary 
M.  D. C. 
20  Somerset  St. 

Boston,   Ma.  02108 

Dear   Mr>._S«raT^y , 

Enclosed  please  find   our   written  comments  on   the  M.D.C.  Sudbury 
River  Water  Diversion  Plan. 

The  Nyansa  Chemical   Site,    located  here  in  Ashland,   has  been 

declared  an  EPA  Super-fund  Site.      This  area  is  downstream  -from  your 
proposed  diversion  plan.      There  is  quite,   an  accumlation  o-f 
documentation  availavle  about  this  site,   and  has  been  -for  sometime. 
The  site  is  now  waiting  -for  additional   -funds  under  Super-fund,  so 
that  the  design  phase  may  continue.      In  addition,   the  site  is  now 

in  the  MEPA  process  and  may  be  declared  a   "Major  and  Complicated" 
Site. 

There  is  documentation  o-f   mercury  contamination   in  the  Brackett, 
Stearns,    and   Foss  Reservoirs,    in   addition   to  the  Sudbury  River. 
Your  diversion   in  essence,   would  expose  this  mercury  contamination. 
We  are  quite  concerned  that  this  will   present  both  a  health  and 

sa-fety  -factor  with  the  drawdown  o-f   a  possible  20  million  gallons 
per  day.     At  best,   the  Sudbury  River  in  dry  weather   is  a  trickle, 
in  some  spots. 

In  conclusion,   the  diversion   is  a  de-finite  problem  to  our  com- 
munity and  to  our  neighboring  communities  downstream.      Our  group 

would  be  glad  to  meet  with  you  on  this  matter   to  provide  any 

in-formation  that  you  may  need.      Please  -feel   -free  to  contact  me  at 
my  home,  881-3193. 

Maureen  Lavin,  Coordinator 

Nyanza  Citizen's  Advisory  Committee 

cc.see  attached  list 





Nyansa  Citizen's  Advisory  List 

San-ford  Matathia 
Rachmann  Sawyer  Brewster 
1   Financial  Center 

Boston,   Ma.  02133 

Tom  Robinson 

Nyacol 
Megunko  Rd . 
Ashland,    Ma.  01721 

Bob  O'Conneil 
Busi nessman 
280  Eliot  St. 
Ashland,    Ma.  01721 

Dr.    Henery  Fassler,  BOH 
3  Hundred  Oaks  Rd. 

Ashland,   Ma.  01721 

Richard   Brown,  AACE 
26  Davis  Farm  Rd. 
Ashland,    Ma.  01721 

The  Weld's,  neighbor 
55  Tilton  Ave. 
Ashland,    Ma.  01721 

Richard   Greene,  BOH 
81   W.    Union  St. 

Ashland,   Ma.  01721 

Arthur   Shapiro,  AACE 
9  Bartlett  Rd . 

Ashland,   Ma.  01721 

The  Dort's,  neignbor 
329  Pleasant  St. 

Ashland,   Ma.  01721 

Maureen  Lavin,  BOH 
13  Bartlett  Rd. 

Ashland,   Ma.  01721 

Holly  Buckowski , AACE 
30  Belleview  Heights 
Ashland,   Ma.  01721 

Gilette  Henry,  neighbor 
360  Pleasant  St. 

Ashland,   Ma.  01721 

Town  Boards 

Sel ectman 
Conservat  i  on 

School  Dept. 
Treasurer 
Town  Clerk 

Federal 

Board  o-f  Health 

Police  Chie-f 
Wat er /Sewer 
Finance  Committee 

Plumbing/Gas  Inspector 

PI anni  ng 

Fire  Chie-f Assessor 

Highway  Surveyor 
Building  Inspector 

Sen.   Edward  Kennedy 
JFK  Bldg.    Rm.  2400 
Boston,   Ma.  02203 
ATTn.    Kathi  Anderson 

Sen.    John  Kerry 

JFK  Bldg.    Rm.  20003-f 
Boston,   Ma.  02203 
Attn.    Barbara  Mc  Queen 

Cong.    Joseph  Early 
34  Mechanic  St. 

Boston,    Ma.  02203 

Cong.    Barney  Frank 
437  Cherry  St. 
W.    Newton,   Ma.  02165 

Cong.    Chester  Atkins 
134  Middle  St. 
Lowel 1 ,   Ma.  01852 

Cong.    Silvo  Conte 
Fed.    Bldg.    Rm.  305 
Pitts-field,   Ma.  01201 

EPA 

Richard  Cavagnero 
EPA  Region  I 
JFK  Bldg. 
Waste  Management  Div, 
Boston,   Ma.  02203 

Debra  Prybla 
EPA  Region  I 
JFK  Bldg. 

Community  Relations 
Boston,   Ma.  02203 

State 

Sen.    Edward  Burke 
State  House  Rm.  .  413c 
Boston,   Ma.  02133 

Sen.    Paul  Cellucci 
State  House  Rm.  520 
Boston,    Ma.  02133 

Sen.    John  Houston 
State  House  Rm.  518 

Boston,    Ma.  02133 
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Nyanza  Citizen's  Advisory  List  Cont. 

Sen.    Carol  Amick 
State  House  Rm. 

Boston,   Ma.  02133 

Rep.    Barbara  Gray 
State  House  Rm.  237 

Boston,    Ma.  02133 

Rep.    David  Magnani 
State  House  Rm.  473F 
Boston,   Ma.  02133 

Rep.    Lucille  Hicks 
State  House  Rm.  163 
Boston,    Ma.  02133 

Reo .    Andrew  Natsios 
State  House  Rm.  43 
Boston,   Ma.  02133 

Rep.    Emett  Haves 
State  House  Rm. 
Boston,    Ma.  02133 

Rep.    Robert  Durand 
State  House  Rm.  473F 

Boston,    Ma.  02133 

DEDE 

Rep.    Mc  Govern 
State  House  Rm. 

Boston,    Ma.  02133 

Rep.  Healy 

State  House  Rm. 

Boston ,    Ma .    02 1 

Pat  Donohue 
Hazardous  Waste  Sites 
5  Commonwealth  Ave. 

Woburn,   Ma.  01801 

Addi  t i  ons 
Jim  Arthur 

New  England  Mediations 
Lincoln  St. 
Boston,   Ma.  02133 

Sara  Weinstein 

Community  Relations 
1  Winter  St. 

Bosotn,   Ma.  02133 

Je-f-F  Strau-F 
Masspr 1 g 

29  Temple  St. 
Boston,   Ma.  02133 

Mi  ke  Sul 1 i  van 

Valley  Rd. 
Southboro,   Ma.  0172: 

Elizabeth  Fancy 

Rep. "David  Magnani 
70  Fay  Rd. 
Framingham,   Ma.  01701 

Kathy  Anderson 
Sen.    Edward  Kennedy 

JFK  Bldg.   Rm.  2400 
Boston,   MA.  02203 

BArbAra.  McQueen 
Sen.    John  Kerry 

10  Park  Plaza  Rm.  3220 

Boston,    MA.  02116-3969 

John  Larkin 

107  Dudley  Rd. 
Way land,   ha.  01778 

Mary  Anne  Peabody 

Board  o-f  Health 
Way land,   Ma.  01778 

03ovgrnor's  Of -f ice 

Secretary  James  Hoyte 

Enviormental  A-F-fairs 
100  Cambridge  St. 
Boston,   Ma.  02202 

MDC 

Willi  am  Eddy 
Federal  Relations 
State  House  Rm.  259 
Boston,   Ma.  02133 

Com.    William  Geary 
20  Somerset  St. 
Boston,    Ma.  02108 

Marcus  Kempe,    Site  Eng, 
20  Somerset  St. 
Boston,    Ma.  02108 

MEPA 

Richard  Foster 

100  Cambridge  ST. 
Boston,    Ma.  02202 

Sam  Mygatt 

100  Cambridge  St. 
Boston,    Ma.  02202 





25  Three  Ponds  Road 

v.'ayland,  MA.  01 778 

July  A,  198^^ 
Ms.  Patricia  Corcoran 

Masaachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
20  Somerset  Street 

3oston,  MA.  02108 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran: 

This  let+er  is  to  urcre  that  the  Massachusetts  'Vater  Resiurcee 

Authority  seriously  reconsider  the  proposal  to  drain  off  millions 

of  a-allons  of  Sudbury  River  water  to  aup-ment  Boston's  water  supply. 

This  diversion  would  1)  decrease  the  river  flow  b^'  2J)%;  2) further 

concentrate  toxins  in  the  river;  3)damage  nesting  patterns  of  the 

remaining  wildlife. 

May  I  urgently  add  my  support  of  the  recommendation  of  ̂ many 

concerned  citizens  in  Wayland,  and  ask  th?.t  the  M''^  choose  instead 

either  or  both  of  the  following  proposals: 

the  First:  called  "Demand  Management"  meanlnp-  water  conservation., 
leak  detection  and  repair. 

the  Second:  called    User  Sources     meaning  to  take  state  money 
to  reactivate  water  sources  at  local  levels  by 
cleaning  up  wells  in  area  towns  where  possible, 
instead  of  making  them  dependent  on  the  Metropolitan 
District  Commission  water. 

I  do  hope  that  you  will  strongly  urre  the  Massachusetts 

Water  Resources  Authority  to  choose  one  or  both  of  these  alternatives, 

as  solutions  to  the  serious  problem  of  Metropolitan  Boston's  water 

needs. 

With  thanks  for  your  consideration  and  help,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 

(Mrs.  Charles  N.  Sh^neJ 
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10  June  I'^Se 
Boston,  MA 

MWRA  WATER  SUPPLY  STUDY  &  EIR-2020 
Public  Meetings  on  Summary  Report 

Name:  ^-Tr^G^riK)        A/  S^f^ A  lAJ  
Address;  c^76"  Affl^Hf^UOT (XC.  .    (^oA^ra/^l^  MA 

Telephone:  f^n^  C^^^^  ̂   .-^^c^  O  
Affiliation:  Qs  M  aaJtc  <>^^ry^^,  (llA  On  /Ih  '5  AJ  a4u  v  (A J  ̂&.^n  11  irCP  (^<T  /u^ua^  y^.^ 
(If  Applicable) — ^  /  /  /I  ~~7^ — 

Comments :  /"      /i  '  / 

"~  A3CT  yST—  Jo    AJo-f      hoflilOLyj     Ar^y      OJ  ̂ TSR^ 

^^(^utre^cL    ~h  ̂ amp/eJe  your  e.  y /s  :/- -S'^cc<^^-e^  ̂ 

(J  ,  /?^^  y^^^  'v/'^^f  ̂ ol/  y^cC/X^  <^r^cj  >^ 





TOWN    OF  SUDBURY 
ri  JUL  3  0  19^ 

01776 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  Board July  25, 
1966 

Attention:      James  5.    Hoyte,  Chairman 
Massachuserts  Water  Resources  Authority 
One  Center  Plaza 
Boston,    MA  02108 

RE:   Sudbury  River  Diversion  and  Water  Supply  Management. 

Dear  Board  Members: 

The  Town  of  Sudbury  has  for  a  long  time  been  concerned  with 
preserving  the  integrity  of  the  Concord  and  Sudbury  Rivers.  In 
1979  when  the  latest  water  supply  augmentation  proposal  was  made 
public,  our  Board  of  Selectmen  and  Planning  Board  appointed  two 
residents  to  the  Sudbury  River  Advisory  Committee.  As  you  know, 
the  plan  to  divert  water  from  the  Sudbury  River  is  one  of  the 
nine  alternatives  being  considered  by  the  Massachusetts  Water 
Resources  Authority  as  a  means  of  augmenting  water  supplies  to 
the  MWRA  customer  communities. 

The  Town  of  Sudbury,  with  other  communities  in  the  watershed,  has 
invested  substantial  effort  and  funds  in  protecting  both  the 

Sudbury  River  and  the  Town's  water  supply.  We  are  committed  to 
insuring  that  these  efforts  are  not  jeopardized  and,  therefore, 

request  that  the  MWRA  give  priority  to  non-diversion 
alternatives . 

In  the  following  paragraphs.  we  address  several  issues  which,  in 
our  opinion,  are  of  great  importance  both  to  the  Town  of  Sudbury 
and  to  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 

WAIER  SUPPLY  DgCENTRALIZATION  AND   INIERBASIN  TRANSFER  LAWl 

We  are  particularly  concerned  in  regard  to  the  past  trend  of  the 
MDC  toward  a  highly  centralized  and  therefore  highly  vulnerable 
water  supply  system.  History  shows  that  the  MDC  has  been 
unsuccessful  in  maintaining  and  protecting  many  of  its  former 
sources  of  water  supply.  We  hope  that  the  MWRA  will  place  more 
emphasis  on  promoting  the  development  and  restoration  of  local 
water  supplies. 

Also,  we  are  concerned  that  the  MDC  appears  to  have  been 
describing  the  proposed  Sudbury  River  diversion  as  a  reactivation 
of  an  existing  source  of  supply.  The  use  of  this  (reactivation' 
terminology  raises  the  specter  that  an  attempt  is  underway  to 
remove  the  proposed  Sudbury  River  diversion  from  the  protections 
provided  by  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Law.  We  hope  that  the  MWRA 
will  discourage  any  such,  attempt . 





PROTECTION  OF   LOCAL  WATER  SUPPLIEol 

In  the  past  --  including  the  recent  past  --  the  Town  of  Sudbury 

has  been  thwarted  -by  the  State  in  the  Town's  attempts  to  protect 
Its  present  jond  future  sources  of  water  supply. 

For  example.  the  DEQE  has  notified  the  Town  that  Sudbury  is  not 

eligible  for  Aquifer  Protection  Land  Acquisition  funds  for  its 
mam  water  supply  well  field.  because  the  well  field  is  subject 

to  too  great  a  risk  of"  contamination. 

However,  when  the  Town  requested  that  EOEA  require  an 
Environmental  Impact  Study  CEIS)  for  the  Chiswick  Site 
development  because  the  curb  cut  would  create  a  new  intersection 
in  the  recharge  area  (the  site  already  has  an  alternate  access^ 
with  attendant  increase  of  accident  and  contaminant  spill 
potential  in  one  of  the  two  main  recharge  areas  for  the  well 
field,  EOEA  nevertheless  waived  the  requirement  for  an  EI5.  The 

stated  justification  for  the  waiver  was  that  the  State  DPU  would 
address  these  issues  in  their  decision  to  approve  or  not  approve 
the  curb  cut.  On  the  other  hand,  the  DPW  claims  that  it  is 

obligated  by  court  decisions  to  virtually  automatically  approve 
such  curb  cuts.    Consequently,   no  Impact  Study   is  performed. 

With  such  an  attitude  on  the  part  of  the  State  agencies,  how  are 
the  local  communities  expected  to  be  able  to  protect  their  local 
water  supplies?  If  the  Board  wishes,  Sudbury  will  provide 
official  records  documenting  these  facts. 

Unfortunately,  this  example  is  not  an  isolated  case,  but  rather 
appears  to  be  typical  of  the  inability  of  local  and  state 
agencies  to  cooperate  in  protecting  our  water  supplies.  We  hope 
that.  the  MWRA  will  appreciate  the  fact  that  some  communities  are 
attempting  to  protect  local  water  supplies  but  are  being 
undermined  by  the  lack  of  state  support  at  crucial  junctures  in 

the  decision-making  process. 

yATER  RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT  PQLICYl 

The  Water  Resources  Authority  now  has  the  opportunity  to 
establish  an  effective  water  resource  management  program  for  the 
Commonwealth.  From  what  we  have  learned  of  the  nine  alternatives 

under  consideration  for  providing  water,  we  have  become  convinced 

that  the  non-diversion  alternatives  promise  the  most  success  at 
least  cost  with  minimal  environmental  impact.  These  alternatives 
include  lOOH  metering  which  will  minimize  the  amount  of 
unaccounted-for  water,  conservation  measures  in  new  construction 
and  retrofitting  in  existing  buildings^  rehabilitation  of  local 
water  supplies  (which  by  law  can  no  longer  be  abandoned),  more 
effective  watershed  management,  leak  detection  and  repair,  and 
more  realistic  fee  structures  and  use  regulations.  We  are  not 
convinced  that  the  MWRA  communities  have  been  proven  to  have  a 
legitimate  need  <in  contrast  to  a  demand)  which  cannot  be 

provided  by  non-diversion  techniques.     Furthermore,    the  decision- 
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making  criteria  implied  m  the  Water  Supply  EIR  are  not  based 

upon  sound  decision-making  theory.  This  is  easily  seen  if  one 
consults  a  text  on  modern   statistical   decision-making  theory. 

We  hope  that  the  Board  of  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources 

Authority  wti"!  support  and  promote  the  policies  set  forth  in  the 
Interbasin  Transfer  Law  and  will  give  proper  and  detailed 
consideration  to  the  water  supply  needs  and  the  environmental 
concerns  of  all  those  communities  which  would  be  affected  by  the 

proposed  diversion  proposals- -the  donor  as  well  as  the  user 
communities . 

CONCLUSION! 

In  summary,  we  request:  that  the  MWRA  seek  to  establish  more 

technically  realistic  and  theoretically  sound  decision-making 
criteria  than  those  implied  in  the  Water  Supply  EIR;  that  the 
proposed  Sudbury  River  Diversion  be  accorded  the  protection 
provided  by  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Law;  that  procedures  be 
developed  which  will  prevent  State  agencies  from  undermining  the 

communities'  attempts  to  protect  their  water  resources:  that  more 
effective  fee  structures  and  use  regulations  be  adopted;  and  that 
the  MWRA  endeavor  to  implement  the  spirit  embodied  in  the 
restrictions  and  preconditions  required  by  the  Interbasin 
Transfer  Law. 

The  Town  of  Sudbury  will  welcome  a  more  cooperative  and 
coordinated  working  relationship  with  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies  in  our  mutual  attempts  to  protect  our  water  resources 
for  the  future  benefit  of  the  Commonwealth  and  its  citizens. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Lael  H.  Heixsell 

Sudbury  Planning  Board 

cc:     Board  of  Selectmen,  Sudbury 
Water  District,  Sudbury 
Conservation  Commission,  Sudbury 
Board  of  Selectmen,   Way land 
Planning  Board,  Wayland 
Conservation  Commission,  Wayland 
Water  Supply  CAC 
Sudbury  River  CAC 
Route  20  CAC 

State  &  Federal   Legislators  &  Officials 
Ketrowest  Regional  Planning  Group 
News  Media 

LMM/abm  « 





SJ«TEMENT  TO  BE  PRESENTED  TO 

THE  MWRA 

JUNE   5,  1986 

Chairman   IHovte,    Board   members   and   fellow   -friends.      You  have 

alread>'   presentted    /ourselves   to   the   public    and   we   understand  that 

there  vMere   many   criticisms   o-f    the   SUMMARY   REPORT   of    the   water  supply 

study   and   eir    for   2020.      I   would   like  to  present   something  more 

philosophical,    if    you  will,    because,    flawed   as   the  report   may  be,  it 

has   a  basis   in   the   Statutes  of    the  Commonwealth. 

f'[RST,    there  was   the   interbasin   tran^ier   act   Chapter   658  of  the 

Acts  of    1'^'83  qivinq   thie  Water   Resources  Commission   the  responsibility 

for   approval    of   significant   transfers  of   surface  and   ground  water. 

Your   study  does  not   conform  to  that   act:    specifically   as  far   as  the 

criteria    for     jppr'oval    of    transfers,    that    is,    as   the   act   requires,  that 

all    reasonable  e+forts  have  been   made  to   identify   and   develop  all 

viable   sources    in   the  receiving   area.      I   have   just   quoted   from   one  of 

five  criteria   in   section   8D.    I   hope   you  will    insist   that   your  study- 

include  as  required   a  study  of    these  criteria. 

SECOND  Marcis  ^empe,    an   employee  of    the  Authority,    has  declared  that 

the   Sudbur-y   diver-sion   does   not   come  under-   the   inter"basin   transfer  act. 

You   should   r  f-L  oqri  1    e   that    the    frarners  of    the   act    intended   that    the  act 

include   the   Sudbury   'ji  version   proposal    as   a   pote?ntial  interbasin 

transfer.    The   Fvepresentant i ve   from   the   Sudbury   area      verified  this 

fact    and    would    assist    y<Du    if    necessary.    As    you    knovM,    an  interbasin 





t  r  c<  n -t' er    is,    according   to   the   statute,    c-iny    tr  c^n^s-fer  .  .  .    out'iide   a  river 

ba-=i.iri    ^ptfc  1 -f  i  cal  1  y   over   one   million   gallon-^   per   day.    2.  "any  increase 

ovei     the  present   rate  of    interbasin   transfer...    shall  require 

appr-Qval  .    And,    3.    there   is  no  specific   e;;clusion   of    the  Sudbury   in  the 

;jct . 

My   SECOND  main   point    is   that    the   AUTHORITY   was   created   by  the 

Leq  1  si  atur      to   approach   water   problems   v«jith   new   guidelines.      BUT  your 

=itudy   fias    ignored    the   new   act    in   some   ways.    For    example,    the  act 

5f3ecifi.es   that   continuation   of    delivery   of    water   shall    be  made 

provided   that   you,    the  AUTHORITY,    shall    find   that   si;;    topics  have  been 

addressed   and  don't   forget   that   all    contracts  with   user   communities  expire 

on   January    1,    1990,    by   which   time   you  will    have   to   determine  whether 

th>-?   f  i  ye   topics   have  been   assessed   and   the   r'equi  r-emen  t  s   met.    The  point 

should   be  clear   -   the  study  refers   to  MDC  requirements,    not  MWRA 

I  "  eq  u  I  r  emen  t  s  . 

Therefore,    on   the  basis  of   these  thoughts    I   present   for  your 

consideration   some  new   figures   to   replace   those   in   Table   2   of  your 

suiiiiTiary   report,  (page   21''      As   you   l-:now,    the   study   presents   you   with  a 

need    for    457   MPG   in   2020,    114  MPG   more   than    the    1"='80   base   demand.  And 

most   of    that    increase  comes   from     categorie<:?   that    no   longer   obtain  'for 

this  authority.    The  MWRA   is  already  comitted   to  Conservation   so  ̂ :hat 

you  can   assume  that   METERED  NON  DOMESTIC  USE,    which   the  study  predicts 

will    risc^  by   41    MPG,    will    rise  by   only    10  MPG.    and   the  so-called 

POTENTIAL   DEMAND  CATEGORIES  will    be   consi dereab 1 y    lessened  by 

adherence   to   the   Authority's   enabling    legislation    and   raise   by   only  45 

MPG,    giving   you   a   demand    in   2020  of    398  MPG.    Furthermore,    you  should 

save   from   UNACCOUNTED  FOR   water  50  MPG 





from   LOCAL   USERS  20  NF'G 

irom   MWRA  SYSTEM  USAGE  10  MPG 

and    from    /our-  DEMAND  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM     32  MPG, 

giving   you   a  SAVINGS   o-f  112   MPG     reducing  your 

DEMAND   in   2020   to   286   MPG,    14   MPG   below  your   estimated   sa^e  yield. 

I   URGE   YOU,    THE   BOARD   MEMBERS   OF   THE   MWRA ,    TO   SPEND   MORE   TIME,  TO 

SPEND   A   LITTLE   MORE   MONEY,    AND   GET   A   STUDY   THAT    IS   ADDRESSED   TO  THE 

PRESENT  LAWS  OF   THE  COMMONWEALTH.      Vou  have  the  enviable 

responsibility  o-f  pursuing  an  innovative  course  o-f  action  based  on  the 

legislation   that   established   this  AUTHORITY. 

submitted   by,    Thomas  K.    Sisson,  co-chair 
Sudbury   Citizeris  Advisory  Committee 
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,   ̂ ,,^H  N /l^;;;-.^^ijrQ||c  ^^'  770    89  Wilson  Road  Concord  MA  01742 

RECEIVED 

James  Hoyte,  Chairman 
MWRA 

1  Center  Plaza 

Boston,  MA  02108 

Dear  Chairman  Hoyte: 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFiAl^ 

Re:  Sudbury  Watershed  Alternative 
and  Summary  Report 

Ever  since  our  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  received  your  supplemental  Certificate  on 
the  Sudbury  Treatment  Plant  DEIR  (dated  January  23,  1985),  we  have  been  waiting  for 
the  required  work  to  be  completed  before  a  final  EIR  was  produced  for  our  review. 
This  has  not  happened,  and  none  of  the  many  questions  brought  up  in  our  comments  of 

June,  '84  have  been  dealt  with. 

Now  we  are  confronted  with  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Alternative  Task  #  9  in  which  the 
earlier  Sudbury  Treatment  Plant  study  is  referred  to  as  an  EIR,  the  assumption  being 
that  its  EIS  was  completed  and  accepted.    This  was  not  the  case  as  is  indicated  in  the 
attached  exchange.    It  is  additionally  troubling  to  us,  since  this  Alternative  #  9  seems 

to  have  used  much  of  the  material  from  the  Parsons  Brinckerhoff  unaccepted  and  unaccep- 
table DEIR.    In  discussions  with  Marcis  Kempe  and  Allan  Hodges  of  Parsons  Brinckerhoff 

we  argued  from  the  beginning  that  findings  from  the  earlier,  separate  study  should  not  be 
used  to  justify  the  additional  3  MGD  supplemental  plan,  since  many  conditions  would  be 
different.    What  we  protested  should  not  happen  has  happened,  and  the  two  studies  seem 
to  have  been  lumped  together  to  create  a  20  MGD  plan.    We  believe  MEPA  Regulation  10.05 

(7)  Part  VI-3  concerning  uncertainties  and  disagreements    has  not  been  covered.  We 
believe  that  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Task  #  9  DEIR  and  the  Summary  Report  have 
failed  to  follow  several  MEPA  regulations,  such  as  301  CMR  10.13  concerning  combined 
EIRs.  To  our  knowlege  the  appropriateness  of  a  combined  EIR  has  never  been  determined. 

The  Summary  Report  of  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Alternative,  Page    80,  was  "designed 
to  allow  for  capture  of  flows  from  the  south  branch  of  the  watershed  in  access  of  re- 

quired minum  releases  to  the  Sudbury  River.    Surplus  flows  would  increase  the  yield  from 

the  Sudbury  Reservoir".    This  regimen  is  in  conflict  with  the  findings  in  the  Sudbury 
Reservoir  Water  Treatment  Plant  DEIR  section  7.1  requiring  that  "...MDC  will  continue 
to  release  all  natural  flows  from  the  remaining  52,9  square  miles  of  the  Upper  Sudbury 

River  watershed".    Please  clarify  this  difference  so  as  to  assure  us  of  a  reasonable 
flow  over  Framingham  Dam  #1.    The  present  1.5  MGD  requirement  is  totally  inadequate 
for  present  and  future  downstream  needs. 

As  we  have  stated  in  all  our  previous  comments  there  should  be  a  public  monitoring 
provision  for  any  diversion  regime,  a  system  of  checks  and  balances  which  would  protect 
the  reservoirs,  the  river  and  the  human  as  well  as  natural  interests  connected  to  them. 

We  consider  that  the  proposed  operating  method  is  not  adequate  to  prevent  substantial 
impacts  to  the  reservoirs  as  well  as  to  downstream  communities  including  the  Great 

Meadows  Wildlife  Refuge,  we^s  along  the  river  and  Billerica's  water  supply. 





Sudbury    River  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  comments-Page  2 

Although  we  found  no  mention  of  the  relevance  of  the  Interbasin  Transfer  law,  we  believe 

that  section  8  D  pertains  to  the  proposed  Sudbury  project,  since  members  of  the  legis- 
lature who  helped  to  produce  and  pass  the  Act  specifically  intended  that  the  Sudbury 

watershed  be  included,  and  there  is  the  provision  that  any  amount  of  water  over  a  million 
gallons  a  day  be  subject  to  approval  by  the  Water  Resources  Commission. 

If  the  Water  Resources  Authority  is  seriously  considering  the  Sudbury  Alternative  as 
a  prioity  choice  for  additional  water  supply,  we  insist  that  the  task  descriptions 
outlined  in  the  original  Scope  be  truly  followed  and  that  the  thorough  study  that 
was  promised  us  be  followed.    (Remember,  needs  were  to  be  studied  and  established  for 
the  donor  communities  before  the  amount  of  takings  from  the  watershed  were  fixed. 
Parsons  Brinckerhoff  won  an  American  Planning  Association  award  for  that  innovative 

approach).    We're  saying  that  that  never  happened,  and  we're  still  dissatisfied. 

As  to  the  remaining  alternatives  described  in  the  Summary  Report  we  support  all  the 

non-diversion  methods  which  were  so  impressively  detailed  at  the  public  meetings. 
There  is  no  need  to  go  farther  and  farther  afield  for  water  when  the  latest  technology 
is  at  hand  to  tighten  up  the  MWRA  system. 

If  there  are  questions  or  comments  about  our  response  we  would  be  glad  to  respond,  and 
to  meet  with  you. 

cc:  WSCAC 

Sincerely,  n 

Ba^^  a.  n^ujl4 
Barbara  Mudd    Tom  Sisso Co-chairmen 

June  26,  1986 





COMMENTS  ON   MWRA  SUMMARY  REPORT 
June  10,1986 

SUDBURY  CAC,t.k.    sisson,  co-chAir 

My  name  is  TKS,  co-chair  of   the  sudbury  CA'C.    We  spoke  on  this 

summary  report   last  week,   Barbara  Mudd  pointed  out  that   the  Sudbury 

Reservoir   Treatment  plant  draft  eir  had  been  found  unacceptable  by 

secretary  Hoyte.    On  January  23,    1985  he  wrote  that  he  found  that 

further  clarification  of   the  cerificate  of   adequacy  was  warranted.  At 

that  point  the  project  manager  told  us     that  he  would   keep  us  informed 

of   any  resumption  of   activity.    We  are  still   waiting  to  hear  that  the 

Secretary's  request  has  been  followed.      Maybe  the  Sudbury  proposal 

should  be  withdrawn  and  a  new  ENF  filed! 

I   pointed  out  that  The  Summary  Report  failed  acknowledge  that  it 

must   now  conform  to  the   legislation   that   brought    in   to  being   the  MWRA. 

It   does  not   do  so  now.    And    I   remind  you  of   the   Interbasin   Transfer  Act 

which  applies  to  the  Sudbury  River  as  well   as  to  others  in  the 

Commonweal th . 

Now   I'd   like  to  point  out   that  the  scope  of   the  sudbury  project 

has  not   been   met:    such   as  the  requirement   that   the  EIR  analyze  minimum 

■flows  and   elevations,    timing   and   duration   over   a   twenty   year  planning 

period;    IMPACTS  ON  WETLANDS , i nc 1 ul d i ng   a  definition   of   the  area  of 

wetlands  flooded   at   various  river   stages; IMPACTS  ON  SEDIMENT 





I'  # 

TRANSF'ORT,    IMPACTS   ON   WILDFOWL,    with   speci-Fic    instructions  to 

coaperate  with   -federal    and   state  wildlilfe  agencies.    -    I    shan't   go  on 

to  enumerate  all    12  o-f   the   impact   studies  -  either   those  overlooked  or 

those  le-ft  incomplete. 

Finally,    I'd   like  to  ask   the  members  o-f   the  board   o-f   the  MWRA  to 

help   the  citizens  o-f    the  Sudbury  Valley  to  help   them.      We  have  worked 

long   and   diligently   to  arrive  at   a  point   where  we  were  too   long  ago. 

Too  o-ften   our   comments  have  gone  unheeded.    I   am  convinced   that   your  6 

million   dollars  was  well    spent   because   it   proves   that   the  engineering 

techniques  o-f   the  nineteenth  century  are  no  longer  the  sole  ones 

applicable  to  water  resources.    It's  good  to  know  that   you  can't  just 

build   another  dam  and   gobble  up   another  river  without   using  every 

e-f-fort   to  -find   other   water   sources  or   other   means.      You  have  an 

enviable  responsi b 1 i 1 i ty   to  develop   innovative  approaches  to  water 

resources.        Use  the  Act   to  make  this  Authority  one  we  can   all  be 

proud  o-f . 
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Litres^  ld. 

89  Wilson  Road  Concord  MA  01742 

Comments:    Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Alternative  Water  Supply  Study-  2020 

D.  Robertson    June  22,  1986 

There  are  two  separate  segments  which  make  up  the  proposed  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed 

Alternative;  first  taking  17  MGD  from  the  Sud^ ry  Reservoir,  second  augmenting  the  avail- 
able take  from  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  by  pumping  3  MGD  from  the  South  Branch  of  the  river 

into  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  via  Basins  #1  and  #3. 

The  plan  to  take  17  MGD  from  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  was  greatly  improved  when  the  allowable 

drawdown  was  reduced  from  10'  to  5'.    However,  any  withdrawal  of  water  from  this  basin  will 
have  serious  consequences  for  the  reservoir  itself  and  the  valley  downstream. 

Among  the  concerns:  (1)  Lack  of  provision  for  periodic  channel  flushing  below  Basin  #1. 
The  flood  control  dam  now  under  construction  on  Baiting  Brook  will  further  reduce  natural 
flushing.       (2)    Operation  of  the  treatment  plant  until  June  14  with  no  provision  to  assure 
that  the  reservoir  is  full  on  June  14.    This  is  too  far  into  the  normally  low  water  season 

to  assure  recovery  and  maintenance  of  reasonable  water  levels  during  the  summer.  Opera- 
tion should  be  stopped  by  May  15  or  alternatively  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  should  be  left  full 

on  the  June  14  shutdown  date.    (3)    Taking  of  17  MGD  of  relatively  clean  water  from  the 
Sudbury  Reservoir  will  reduce  the  dilution  of  the  contaminated  water  from  the  South 

Branch  of  the  river,  thus  worsening  downstream  pollution.    (4)    A  5'  drawdown  between  mid- 
April  and  mid  June  will  expose  and  destroy  the  spawning  beds  of  many  fish,  especially 

of  Bass  and  Bluegills.    (5)    A  sudden  5'  drawdown  especially  after  water  temperatures 
approach  freezing  in  the  fall  causes  large  reductions  in  the  population  of  fresh  water 
snails,  crawfish  etc.,  whose  role  in  controlling  algae  and  organic  pollutants  as. well  as 
providing  a  food  source  for  higher  level  carnivores  is  often  not  fully  appreciated. 
(6)    The  legal  minimum  release  of  1.5  MGD  at  the  Winter  Street  dam  is  entirely  inadequate 
to  keep  the  upper  river  in  healthy  condition  regardless  of  the  water  level  at  Sherman 
Bridge.     (7)    The  report  minimizes  the  effect  of  water  taking  by  stating  in  paragraph 

9.21.2  "Projection  of  differences  in  water  levels  between  pumping  and  baseline  conditions 
vary  from  2"  to  1 .5 ' . . . .These  differences  are  well  within  a  50  year  variation .. .and  must 
be  considered  insignificant..."    However,  in  the  wetlands  along  the  river  fractions  of 
an  inch  can  have  a  great  influence  on  the  breeding  success  and  survival  of  some  species> 
and  although  the  variation  due  to  pumping  may  be  within  normal  seasonal  variations, i n  a 
critical  dry  period  it  will  make  the  low  water  lower. 

The  scheme  to  pump  3  MGD  from  the  South  Branch  into  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  via  Basin  #2 
has  so  many  serious  consequences  and  drawbacks  that  it  is  difficult  to  understand  why  it 

has  even  been  considered.    (1)    Although  none  of  the  7  reservoi r^  i n  th^^ppe£.Sudbury 

basin  meet  all  drinking  water  quality  standards.  Basins  #1  and  3^ aVfe  the 'wDrsi^( see 
Tables  9.22-2  through  7).    Worse  still,  the  sediments  in  Basins  1  and  3  are  contaminated 
with  heavy  metals  (Tables  9.22-4  and  9.22-7).    Pumping  water  from  Ban  #1  would  lower 
the  water  quality  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  and  Basin  #3  and  petmanently  contaminate  the 

sediments  of  these  water  bodies  with  heavy  metals  (see  Significant  Impacts  paragraph  f.^-a,.3- 



I 
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Comments  of  D.  Robertson-  Page  2 

It  must  be  assumed  that  the  fish  in  Basin    #3  and  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  would  soon 
be  unfit  for  human  consumption  as  they  already  are  in  Basins  #1  and  2,  and  downstream 

as  far  as  Concord.    (2)    Use  of  water  from  the  South  Branch  will  necessitate  modifi- 
cations to  the  planned  treatment  plant  and  complicate  the  disposal  of  the  sludge,  because 

of  the  additional  and.  more  danvgerous  contaminants.    (3)    Rapid  growth  in  the  townlof 
Ashland  and  Hopkinton\^hich  draw  their  water  supply  from  the  South  Branch  watershed 
will  continuously  reduce  the  flow  in  the  South  Branch.    This  will  further  reduce  the 
dilution  of  contamination  picked  up  as  the  stream  flows  past  the  Nyanza  site  on  its  way 
to  Basin  #1.    (4)    The  cost  per  gallon  of  water  provided  by  this  part  of  the  plan  is 
relatively  high. 

D.  Robertson 
204  Maynard  Road 
Framingham  MA  ol701 
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August  10,  1984 James  Hoyte,  Secretary  * 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Leverett  Saltonstall  Building  -  20th  Floor 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Attention:  MEPA  Unit,  Re:  EOEA  #03621 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Acting  in  our  capacity  as  a  responsible  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  we  strongly 
urge  you  to  reconsider  your  issuance  of  a  Certificate  of  Adequacy  for  the  DEIR 
(EOEA  #03621).    The  overwhelmingly  critical  comments,  submitted  prior  to  your  approval, 
gave  clear  testimony  to  the  concerns  of  a  broad  spectrum  of  community  representatives, 
public  officials,  and  diverse  professional  groups.    In  addition,  the  record  of  our 

involvement  with  this  project  points  up  the  proponent's  disregard  of  our  requests  to 
review  many  of  the  crucial  areas  which  we  feel  have  been  dealt  with  inadequately  in 

this  environmental  -study. 

We  bring  to  your  attention  a  few  of  the  concerns  which  we  continue  to  have  and 
which  convince  us  that  your  approval  of  the  DEIR  was  improperly  given: 

ALTERNATIVES  -  The  Statutes  require,  and  the  Scope  of  the  project  requires,  that 
the  EIS  consider  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposal.    None  were  provided  in  a 
manner  indicating  thorough  analysis;  and  none  were  requested  in  your  comments  on  the 
report,  which  we  consider  to  be  a  serious  omission.    Regulation  10.03:  (7)(e)  states, 

"Alternatives  must  be  listed,  and  the  major  benefits  and  costs  of  each  described." 

NEED  -  We  believe  the  response  to  the  question  of  the  need  for  this  project  is 
inadequate,  and  wrongly  puts  off  consideration  until  after  the  Water  Supply  study  is 
completed.    We  request  that  you  reconsider  your  decision  to  omit  careful  study  of 
the  need  for  this  project  now.    Certainly  no  project  can  be  undertaken  seriously 
without  establishing  a  need  for  it.    The  MDC  has  insisted  that  this  project  was  to 

take  precedence  over  long-range  water  supply  studies  on  the  grounds  of  urgent  need, 
a  claim  subsequently  disproved,^^  MDC-sponsored  analysis,  which  projected  lower  water 
use  over  the  next  ten  to  twenty  years. 

GUARANTEE  OF  NATURAL  FLOW  FROM  THE  SOUTH  BRANCH  -  The  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
needs  clarification  in  writing  of  the  plans  of  the  MDC  for  the  water  which  flows 
naturally  from  the  south  branch  of  the  Sudbury  River  watershed  above  Dam  No.  1  in 
Framingham.    There  have  been  conflicting  statements  made  on  this  point  in  the  past. 
This  question  of  the  release  of  naturally  occurring  flows  is  particularly  Important 

in  terms  of  the  long-range  study's  proposal  to  double  the  amount  of  treated,  diverted 
water. for  the  MDC  system. 
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James  Hoyte,  Secretary 
August  10,  198-:. 

RESERVOIR  LEVEL  -  The  residents  of  and  the  Senator  from  Southborough  In  particular 
have  requested  clarification  of  the  intentions  of  the  MDC  to  maintain  the  minimum 
drawdown  on  the  Sudbury  Reservoir.     It  Is  of  concern  to  all  of  us  that  the  summer 
months  could  be  entered  with  the  Reservoir  already  down  five  feet  In  a  dry  period, 
which  could  cause  serious  environmental  consequences  without  supplementation  from  the 
Vachusett  to  protect  the  Sudbury  Reservoir. 

MONITORING  -  The  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  has  requested  for  several  years  that 
the  MDC  provide  a  mechanism,  such  as  a  watch-dog  group,  which  would  be  recognized 
officially  to  monitor  the  diversion  operation.    No  mention  of  this  repeated  request  is 
made  in  the  comments  attached  to  the  Certificate.    This  has  been  an  Important  subject 
for  the  affected  communities  from  the  time  the  proposal  was  first  made  In  the  amended 
version  of  1979.    We  want  to  be  sure  It  Is  seriously  addressed  In  the  final  EIR. 

PROJECT  SIZE  -  We  believe  the  MDC  has  stated  that  it  intends  to  draw  no  more  than 
16.5  MGD  average  over  the  year;  yet  your  certificate  accepts  20  MGD.    Please  clarify. 

DECISION  CRITERIA  -  The  MDC's  schedule  of  work,  adopted  at  the  belnnlng  of  the  EIR, 
stipulated  that  decision  criteria  would  be  developed  toward  the  end  of  the  EIR  analy- 

sis.   The  development  and  description  of  these  criteria  are  necessary  in  order  to 

choose  among  strategies  for  water  supply  needs,  including  the  nine  alternatives.  We 
point  out  that  this  is  an  omission  which  should  be  corrected  now. 

In  spite  of  some  frustrations,  there  have  been  many  positive  aspects  to  working 
with  the  MDC  staff  and  consultants.    We  recognize  the  responsibility  that  the  MDC  bears 

in  long-term  water  supply  planning  and  distribution,  and  we  appreciate  their  greater 
efforts  toward  encouraging  water  conservation  in  their  customer  communities  as  well  as 

increased  watershed  management.    At  the  same  time,  we  would  welcome  a  greater  under- 
standing that  the  concerns  of  the  donor  communities  are  serious,  thoughtfully  arrived 

at,  and  will  not  go  away  until  they  are  satisfactorily  resolved. 

We  appreciate  the  fact  that  this  letter  lacks  the  force  of  a  legal  appeal;  however, 
ve  wish  you  to  recognize  that  these  serious  concerns  could  lead  to  such  a  formal  step, 
a  step  we  know  to  be  costly  and  should  be  avoided  if  possible.  If  a  meeting  could 
resolve  these  issues,  we  are  ready  to  cooperate  fully. 

Senator  Chester  Atkins 

Senator  Daniel  J.  Foley 

William  Ashe,  Regional  Director,  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
Representative  Cile  Hicks 
Commissioner  William  Geary,  MDC 
Sam  Mygatt,  MEPA 

Water  Supply  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (WSCAC) 
Richard  Foster,  MEPA 
Marcls  Kempe,  MDC 

Sincerely, 

Barbara  W.  Mudd,  T.  Sisson 
Co-chairmen 

BWM/TK  iinwm 

Copies  to:     Senator  Carol  Amlck 
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MICHAEL  S.  DUKAKIS 
Governor 

JAMES   S.  HOYTE 
Secretary 

^o^,  ̂ LiAac/uiSe^  0220Z 

SUPPLEMENTAL  CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

ON  THE 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  REPORT 

PROJECT  NAME 

PROJECT  LOCATION 

EOEA  NUMBER 

PROJECT  PROPONENT 

DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR 

Sudbury  Reservoir  Water  Treatment  Plant 

Southboro 

3621 

MDC  Water  Division 

May  23,  1984 

Upon  continued  consideration  of  the  comments  on  the  Sudbury  River  Diversion 
Draft  EIR  as  they  pertain  to  need,    I  find  further  clarification  of  my  Certificate 
is  warranted.    The  following  issues  have  been  discussed  with  the  proponent,  and 
will  be  dealt  with  in  the  FEIR. 

The  MEPA  process  has  at  all  times  recognized  the  distinction  between  the 

long-range  (year  2020)  needs  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  and  the  short-term 
need  which  was  advanced  as  a  basis  for  separating  out  a  20  mgd.  Sudbury  Water 

treatment  plant  for  interim  augmentation.    My  Certificate  was  intended  to  re-affirm 
this  offices'  position  that  the  MDC's  2020  water  needs  did  not  have  to  be  definitively 
resolved  for  a  decision  to  be  reached  on  the  20  mgd.  Sudbury  project.    However,  as 
pointed  out  by  many  comments  on  the  Sudbury  Draft  EIR,  near-term  need  should  be 
clearly  demonstrated,  in  order  to  support  any  earlier  commencement  of  a  20  mgd. 
Sudbury  augmentation  project. 

Several  comments  note  that  the  information  on  water  need  which  was  developed 

for  the  Long-range  Water  Supply  Study  and  EIR  demonstrate  base  demand  to  be  falling 
through  1990,  and  perhaps  2000.    Falling  near-term  demand  estimates  and  the 
relatively  short-time  frame  needed  to  construct  a  Sudbury  treatment  works  may  belie 
the  urgency  that  was  initially  advanced  as  a  reason  to  proceed  with  environmental 
review  for  the  Sudbury  project,  separately  from  the  Long-range  Water  Supply  Study 
and  EIR  -  2020.    In  short,  the  Final  EIR  should  fully  address  the  issue  of  near-term 
need  raised  by  the  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR. 
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In  addition,  the  Draft  EIR  should  evaluate  Demand  Management  as  an 

alternative  to  short-term  supply  augmentation.    Many  elements  of  the  40-year 
Demand  Management  plan  developed  by  the  MDC  are  susceptible  to  short-term 
implementation  to  yield  immediate  benefits.    Such  a  strategy  should  be  contrasted 
to  the  proposed  project. 
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Sudbury  Piver 

Citizens  I 

Advisory  
i 

Committee 

jl  hAon\\\  Dnvo,  Wovlond.  MosoochuDOttQ  01778 

89  Wilson  Road 

Concord,  MA  01742 

James  Hoyte,  Secretary 
August  10,  198A 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Leverett  Saltonstall  Building  -  20th  Floor 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Attention:  MEPA  Unit,  Re:  EOEA  03621 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Acting  in  our  capacity  as  a  responsible  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  we  strongly 
urge  you  to  reconsider  your  issuance  of  a  Certificate  of  Adequacy  for  the  DEIR 
(EOEA  #03621).    The  overwhelmingly  critical  comments,  submitted  prior  to  your  approval, 

gave  clear  testimony  to  the  concerns  of  a  broad  spectrum  of  community  representatives, 
public  officials,  and  diverse  professional  groups.    In  addition,  the  record  of  our 

Involvement  with  this  project  points  up  the  proponent's  disregard  of  our  requests  to 
review  many  of  the  crucial  areas  which  we  feel  have  been  dealt  with  inadequately  in 

this  environmental  -study. 

We  bring  to  your  attention  a  few  of  the  concerns  which  we  continue  to  have  and 
which  convince  us  that  your  approval  of  the  DEIR  was  improperly  given: 

ALTERNATIVES  -  The  Statutes  require,  and  the  Scope  of  the  project  requires,  that 
the  EIS  consider  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposal.    None  were  provided  in  a 
manner  indicating  thorough  analysis;  and  none  were  requested  in  your  comments  on  the 
report,  which  we  consider  to  be  a  serious  omission.    Regulation  10.05:   (7)  (e)  states, 

"Alternatives  must  be  listed,  and  the  major  benefits  and  costs  of  each  described." 

NEED  -  We  believe  the  response  to  the  question  of  the  need  for  this  project  is 
Inadequate,  and  wrongly  puts  off  consideration  until  after  the  Water  Supply  study  is 
completed.    Ve  request  that  you  reconsider  your  decision  to  omit  careful  study  of 
the  need  for  this  project  now.    Certainly  no  project  can  be  undertaken  seriously 
without  establishing  a  need  for  it.    The  MDC  has  insisted  that  this  project  was  to 

take  precedence  over  long-rangewater  supply  studies  on  the  grounds  of  urgent  need, 
a  claim  subsequently  disproved^^^  MDC-sponsored  analysis,  which  projected  lower  water 
use  over  the  next  ten  to  twenty  years. 

GUARANTEE  OF  NATURAL  FLOW  FROM  THE  SOUTH  BRANCH  -  The  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 

needs  clarification  in  writing  of  the  plans  of  the  MDC  for  the  water  which  flows 
naturally  from  the  south  branch  of  the  Sudbury  River  watershed  above  Dam  No.  1  in 
Framingham.    There  have  been  conflicting  statemfents  made  on  this  point  in  the  past. 
This  question  of  the  release  of  naturally  occurring  flows  is  particularly  important 

in  terms  of  the  long-range  study's  proposal  to  double  the  amount  of  treated,  diverted 
water. for  the  MDC  system. 





James  Hoyte,  Secretary 

RESERVOIR  LEVEL  -  The  residents  of  and  the  Senator  from  Southborough  in  paTtieu] 
•     rarlfication  of  the  Intentions  of  the  MDC  to  maintain  the  miniaua 

udbury  Reservoir.    It  is  of  concern  to  all  of  us  that  the  euaaer 
have  requested  clari 
drawdown  on  the  Sudbui.7  •     --  —   mat  vne  suamer 
months  could  be  entered  with  the  Reservoir  already  down  five  feet  in  a  dry  period, 

which  could  cause  serious  environmental  consequences  without  supplementation  from* the 
Vachusett  to  protect  the  Sudbury  Reservoir. 

MONITORING  -  The  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  has  requested  for  several  years  that 
the  MDC  provide  a  mechanism,  such  as  a  watch-dog  group,  which  would  be  recognized 
officially  to  monitor  the  diversion  operation.    No  mention  of  this  repeated  request  is 
made  in  Che  comments  attached  to  the  Certificate.    This  has  been  an  important  subject 
for  the  affected  communities  from  the  time  the  proposal  was  first  made  in  the  amended 
version  of  1979.     We  want  to  be  sure  it  is  seriously  addressed  in  the  final  EIR. 

PROJECT  SIZE  -  We  believe  the  MDC  has  stated  that  it  Intends  to  draw  no  more  than 
16.5  MGD  average  over  the  year;  yet  your  certificate  accepts  20  MGD.    Please  clarify. 

DECISION  CRITERIA  -  The  MDC's  schedule  of  work,  adopted  at  the  beinning  of  the  EIR, 
stipulated  that  decision  criteria  would  be  developed  toward  the  end  of  the  EIR  analy- 

sis.   The  development  and  description  of  these  criteria  are  necessary  in  order  to 

choose  among  strategies  for  water  supply  needs,  including  the  nine  alternatives.  We 
point  out  that  this  is  an  omission  which  should  be  corrected  now. 

In  spite  of  some  frustrations,  there  have  been  many  positive  aspects  to  working 
with  the  MDC  staff  and  consultants.    We  recognize  the  responsibility  that  the  MDC  bears 

In  long-term  water  supply  planning  and  distribution,  and  we  appreciate  their  greater 
efforts  toward  encouraging  water  conservation  in  their  customer  communities  as  well  as 

Increased  watershed  management.    At  the  same  time,  we  would  welcome  a  greater  under- 
standing that  the  concerns  of  the  donor  communities  are  serious,  thoughtfully  arrived 

at,  and  will  not  go  away  until  they  are  satisfactorily  resolved. 

We  appreciate  the  fact  that  this  letter  lacks  the  force  of  a  legal  appeal;  however 
ve  wish  you  to  recognize  that  these  serious  concerns  could  lead  to  such  a  formal  step, 
a  step  we  know  to  be  costly  and  should  be  avoided  if  possible.    If  a  meeting  could 
resolve  these  issues,  we  are  ready  to  cooperate  fiilly. 

Sincerely, 

BWM/TIS 

Copies  to; 

Barbara  W.  Mudd,  T.  ̂   Slsson 
Co-chairmen 

Senator  Carol  Amlck 
Senator  Chester  Atkins 

Senator  Daniel  J.  Foley 

William  Ashe,  Regional  Director,  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
Representative  Clle  Hicks 
Commissioner  William  Geary,  MDC 
Sam  Mygatt,  MEPA 

Water  Supply  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (WSCAC) 
Richard  Foster,  MEPA 
Marcls  Kempe,  MDC 
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MICHAEL  S.  DUKAKIS 
GOVCRNOM 

JAMES  S.  HOYTE 
SCCRCTANV 

SUPPLEMENTAL  CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

ON  THE 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  REPORT 

PROJECT  NAME 

PROJECT  LOCATION 

EOEA  NUMBER 

PROJECT  PROPONENT 

DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR 

Sudbury  Reservoir  Water  Treatment  Plant 

Southboro 

3621 

MOC  Water  Division 

May  23,  1984 

Upon  continued  consideration  of  the  comments  on  the  Sudbury  River  Diversion 
Draft  EIR  as  they  pertain  to  need.    I  find  further  clarification  of  my  Certificate 
is  warranted.    The  following  Issues  have  been  discussed  with  the  proponent,  and 
will  be  dealt  with  in  the  FEIR. 

The  MEPA  process  has  at  all  times  recognized  the  distinction  between  the 

long-range  (year  2020)  needs  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  and  the  short-term 
need  which  was  advanced  as  a  basis  for  separating  out  a  20  mgd.  Sudbury  Water 

treatment  plant  for  interim  augmentation.    My  Certificate  was  intended  to  re-affirm 

this  offices'  position  that  the  MOC's  2020  water  needs  did  not  have  to  be  definitively 
resolved  for  a  decision  to  be  reached  on  the  20  mgd.  Sudbury  project.    However,  as 

pointed  out  by  many  conments  on  the  Sudbury  Draft  EIR,  near-term  need  should  be 
clearly  demonstrated,  in  order  to  support  any  earlier  commencement  of  a  20  mgd. 
Sudbury  augmentation  project. 

Several  conments  note  that  the  Information  on  water  need  which  was  developed 

for  the  Long-range  Water  Supply  Study  and  EIR  demonstrate  base  demand  to  be  falling 
through  1990,  and  perhaps  2000.    Falling  near-term  demand  estimates  and  the 
relatively  short-time  frame  needed  to  construct  a  Sudbury  treatment  works  may  belie 
the  urgency  that  was  initially  advanced  as  a  reason  to  proceed  with  environmental 
review  for  the  Sudbury  project,  separately  from  the  Long-range  Water  Supply  Study 
and  EIR  -  2020.    In  short,  the  Final  EIR  should  fully  address  the  issue  of  near-term 
need  raised  by  the  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR. 
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In  addition,  the  Draft  EIR  should  evaluate  Demand  Management  as  an 

alternative  to  short-term  supply  augmentation.    Many  elements  of  the  40-year^ 

Demand  Management  plan  developed  by  the  MOC  are  susceptible  to  short-term 
implementation  to  yield  inmediate  benefits.    Such  a  strategy  should  be  contrasted 

to  the  proposed  project. 

January  23,  1985 
DATE 





Sudbury  River 

Citizens 

Advisory 

Committee 

-11  MornH-i3frve.  WCyiond.  MosSachuieiiS  31778  89  Wilson  Road  concord  ma  01742 

James  Hoyte,  Secretary  , 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Leverett  Saltonstall  building-20th  floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Attention:    MEPA  Unit-Re;  EOEA  §  03621 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Attached  are  the  Sudbury  (River)  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  comments  on  the  Scope 

of  the  Treatment  Plant  proposal,  plus  individual  comments  from  members  of  our  Com- 
mittee on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

In  addition  to  questions  we  have  about  the  adequacy  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Study 
and  Report  in  relation  to  the  Scope,  we  herewith  put  forth  some  of  the  further  studies 
which  need  to  be  completed  before  this  DEIR  will  be  considered  adequate. 

Our  over-all  concern  is  that  Demand  Management,  Watershed  Management  and  Local  Sup- 
plies are  not  adequately  studied  as  alternatives  to  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  Treatment 

Plant  in  terms  of  how  much  water  they  can  be  expected  to  generate  for  the  described 

but  never  proved  "short-term"  "short-fall".  Not  only  do  we  dispute  that  a  short-fall 
exists  at  present,  but  we  disagree  that  Projected  Needs,  addressed  in  the  long-term 

study,  should  be  used  to  justify  the  need  for  this  never  clearly  defined  "short-term" 
emergency  water  supply. 

The  20MGD  Sudbury  study  was  separated  and  moved  ahead  of  the  long-range  study  on  this 
basis,  so  it  is  imperative  that  the  question  of  need  for  immediate  water  be  established 
at  once.    Demand  Managment,  Watershed  Management  and  activation  of  local  supplies 
which  can  be  added  as  needed  will  yield  immediate  water  faster  and  at  lesser  cost 
than  a  new  treatment  plant  which  still  has  to  be  reviewed  by  the  Water  Resources  Com- 

mission and  approved  for  funding  by  the  Legislature. 

Additional  studies  needed: 

-field  confirmation  of  velocity  and  flow 

"  "  "  v/etlands  elevations  (we  still  have  not  seen  a  map  which  would 
show  us  what  the  wetlands  would  look  like  under  diversion  conditions) 

-water  quality  in  the  Assabet  River,  close  to  the  confluence  (velocity  measurements 
should  be  made  simultaneously,;  flov/,  elevation  and  velocity  should  be  provided  on 

June  21 ,  1984 





a  v/eekly  time  scale 

-water  quality  samples  during  spring  flow  conditions  with  analysis  of  dissolved  and 
suspended  materials 

-treatment  plant  sludge  disposal  alterntives  and  cost  estimates 

We  appreciate  the  changes  which  have  been  made  in  this  DEIR,  e.g.,  no  summer  diversion, 
but  as  noted  above  there  are  still  serious  points  of  dissatisfaction  with  both  the 

work  and  the  findings.    One  subject  which  has  never  been  addressed  is  accountability, 
or  monitoring  of  the  diversion  regime  when  it  is  put  into  effect.    No  provision  for 

a  follow-up  mechanism  such  as  a  citizens  watch-dog  committee  or  council  has  ever  been 
di  scussed . 

We  look  forward  to  a  satisfactory  resolution  of  these  subjects. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara  Mudd T.  K.  Sisson  Co-chairmen 

cc:  MDC 

Note:    WSCAC  comments  are  enclosed 





SUDBURY 

CONTRIBUTORS 

FROM 
CITIZENS  ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Barbara  Mudd,  Concord,  Co-chairman 
Thomas  K.  Sisson,  Concord,  Co-chairman 
William    Elliott,    Consultant    to  Town  of  Lincoln, liason  with    Sudbury  and 

Wayland  consultants ,  and  Citizens  Advisory  Committees 
Kristi  Valgs,  Billerica,  Water  Treatment  Chemist  for  Billerica 
John    Thompson,    Bedford,     Thoreau    Group    of  the    Sierra    Club  (Executive 

Committee) 

L.M.   Meixseil,  Sudbury,  SUASCO  Watershed  Association  Board 
David  Robertson,  Framingham,  Fisheries  Specialist 
Ray  Angelo,  Bedford,  Countvvay  Laboratory,  Concord  Field  Station 
Kurt  Tramposch,  Wayland,  Hazardous  Waste  Specialist 

SCAC  MEMBERS  CONTRIBUTING  UNDER  OTHER  AUSPICES 

Shirley  Brown,  Natick,  Boston  Harbor  CAC 

Sally    Newbury,    Wayland,     Sudbury    Valley  Trustees,    Wayland  Conservation 
.  Commission 

Representative  Lucile  Hicks,  Wayland,  Legislative  Liason 
Anne  Donald,  Sudbury,  Chairman  of  Sudbury  Board  of  Selectmen 
Robert  Maiorana,  Southborough ,  Concerned  Citizens  of  Southborough 
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SUDBURY  RIVER  TREATMENT  PLANT 
COMMENTS  ON  THE  SCOPE 

June  20,  1984 
The    Scope,     as    approved    in  1979  by  the  Secretary    of  Environmental 

Affairs,  has  not  been  adequately  followed  in  many  ways.  For  this  reason  The 
Sudbury  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  feels  that  there  should  be  substantial 
work    done    before    the  Final  EIR,    as  suggested  by  the    Secretary    in  his 

opening    remarks, "...  .the  proponent  is  cautioned  that  substantial  work  may 
need  to  be  done  between  the  Draft  EIR  and  the  Final  EIR.  .." 

In    the  first  place,    the  relationship  to  the  Long  Range  Water  Supply 
Study    should  be  clarified.    See  MEPA  Regulation  10.05  (7,f,5).    This  Scope 
involves    only    the  treatment  plant  for  water  from    the    Sudbury  Reservoir 
Watershed  (22.3  sq.    mi.  J.  The  Long  Range  Study  addresses  the  larger  taking 
from    the    rest  of  the  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  (52.9  sq.    mi.).    We  do  not 

believe    it    is    the  intent  of  the  law  to  allow  two  separate    EIR's    to  be 
combined  to  form  a  new  project  without  undergoing    the  analysis  required  in 
an  environmental  study.    The  environmental  consequences  of  adding  new  water 
to    the    Sudbury    Reservoir    and  of  changing  the  regimen    of    flow    in  the 
downstream  river  must  require  further  study.    Thus  we  request  the  Secretary 
to    rule  on  the  need  for  an  additional  study  before  approving  the  adequacy 
of  this  DEIR.    This  subject  was  cause  for  concern  by  the  Secretary  in  1979, 
but  nowhere  do  we  find  reference  to  futher  study.    A  higher  Sudbury  draw  is 

"...a  legitimate  subject  for  comment,  in  response  either  to  the  Sudbury  EIR 
or    to    early  phases  for  the  Northfield  study."    Should    further   study  be 
considered    unnecessary,    we    believe    a  conditional  approval  of    this  EIR 
should    include    a    restriction  barring  any    additional   draws    beyond  the 

proposed  16.5  MGD  from  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  Watershed. 

The   Draft    EIR  does  not  conform  to  MEPA  Regulation    10.05(7).    "  The 
depth    and    level  of  analysis  should  be  commensurate  with... the    e.xtent  to 
which       detailed     analysis    would    help    to    resolve    uncertainty  about 

significant    environmental  impacts."  Ve  maintain  that  this  Draft    EIR  does 
not    include    sufficient  information  and  technical  data  to    permit  careful 
assessment,    in    accordance    with  Regulation  10.05    (7,f,6).  Furthermore, 

according    to    Regulation    10 . 05(7,  f, 3) ,  "If    there    is    uncertainty  about 
potential    impacts  and  their  probabilities,    these  uncertainties  should  be 

expressed.  If  disagreements  exist,  they  should  be  indicated."    See  attached 
SCAC  letter  to  Commissioner  Nylen  of  December  8,  1982. 

Background    information    -  a    discussion  of  the  relationship    of  this 
project  to  the  State  Scenic  Rivers  Program  is  missing.    (  The  reference  on 
4-33  does  not  discuss  the  relationship.) 
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Under    Part    III    of  the  Scope  were  the    following    instructions:  (1) 

"..   Discuss    the    contribution    of    the    Sudbury    Reservoir    to    low     flow  i 

conditions,    average    and  minimum  by  month."  We  believe  the  discussion    was  j 
too  meager  for  us  to  formulate  an  adequate  analysis. 

Under  Part  V  of  the  Scope,    alternatives  were  to  be  discussed.    The  no 
build    alternative  is  predicated  on  the  effects  in  an  extended  drought  The 

no  build  alternative  is  "...not  considered  a  realistic  alternative".  There 
is    no    supporting    documentation  for  this  statement.    We    request    a  more 

e.^haustive  study  of  the  no-buiid  alternative. 

Under    Part    VI,    analysis  was  required  in  item  8.    to    determine  the 
impacts    on    water    supply.      No  water  budget  was  provided    to    cover  this 
requirement.    Item    11    concerns  water    resources    management.  Groundwater 
influence  is  not  included  in  the  HEC  II  model. 

T.K.  Sisson,  B.Mudd.  June  21,1984 
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December  8,  I982 

Pichard  A.  Nylen,  Cornnissioner 

Wc- tropolitan  District  Commission 
20  jomerset  .-treet 

Boston,  Mass.  02108  . 

p.e :     ::;udbury  Reservoir  Treatment  Plant  EIR 

Dear  Commissioner  Nylen: 

Your  letter  of  October  25  is  appreciated;  it  is  helpful  to  the 

SCAC  to  have  a  written  response  to  some  of  our  concerns.     Many  of  the 

points  raised  in  our  correspondence  will  no  doubt  best  be  discussed 

a^ain  in  connection  with  our  review  of  preliminary  drafts  of  the 

Draft  EIR.     The  Committee,  however,  has  asked  us  to  reiterate  the 

basic  concerns  prompting  our  August  letter. 

As  you  point  out,  water  quality  and  hydrologic  regimes  are 

dynamic  systems  so  that  only  representative  values  can  be  studied. 

For  the  very  reason  that  it  is  indeed  impossible  to  simulate  every 

condition,  or  to  collect  sajnples  on  a  day-to-day  basis,  it  seems  all 

the  more  necessary  that  the  most  significant  of  representative  condi-. 

tions  affecting  water  quality  and  flow  should  be  taken  into  account 

in  the  EIR.     In  respect  to  water  quality,  one  of  these  conditions  is 

certainly  snow  melt  (spring)  run-off  and  we  do  not  believe  that 

sampling  in  May  can  be  representative  of  that  condition  or  that  it  | 
can  be  readily  simulated.     In  respect  to  elevation  profile  calcula- 

tions, a  frozen  condition  of  the  contributing  watershed  below  the 

.. udbury  Reservoir  io  an  annually  recurring,  representative,  condition 

that  certainly  affects  the  "intermediate"  flows  of  winter. 

The  results  of  the  hydrologic  rtudy  to  date  shov  that  the  river 

elevation  chanfro  is  very  small  because  of  the  backwater  effect  of 

thp  Talbot  Mills  Dam.     This  implies  that  the  impact  of  diversion 

v-ill  be  primarily  on  the  river  velocity.     It  is  our  perception  that  1 

the  ..DC  and   itz   co.n.u tan ts  have  not  adequately  coni;idored  thi" 
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aspect  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  diversion.     Are  we  mistaken  in 

this  perception? 

Finally,  v.-e  trust  that  the  MDC  and  its  consultants  agree  with 

3CAC  that  descriptions  of  vithdrav.'al  and  release  of  water  in  terms  of 

gallons  per  day  (mgd)  may  be  misleading,  even  if  convenient, 

particularly  with  respect  to  the  proposed  pumping  regime,  proposed  by 

the  long-range  V'ater.  Supply  3tudy.     Because  a  minimum  flov;  muzt  be 

maintained  on  an  instantaneous  basis  at  Dam  -■''l  in  Framingham,  it  is 
preferable  that  release  rates  downstream  be  expressed  in  cubic 

feet  per  second  and  that  the  impacts  be  considered  on  an  instantaneous 

vorst-case  basis  rather  than  just  daily  or  seasonal  averages. 

W3CAC 

Secretar-y  Bewick 
c.rnator  Amick 

lienato^  Atkins 
Representative  Hicks 

Sincerely, 

SCAC  Co-chairmen 

cc ; 



( 



Comments  on   the?  Proposed  Sudbury  Reservoir  Water  Tre3tiTie?nt  F'lent 

Droft  Envi  ronrr.ental    Impact   Report-EOEA  No.  03621 

Submitted  by  Uilliam  G.  Elliott 

1.   Need  for  the  Project 

Althouj^h  MDC  has  projected  increasing  demand?   actual  demand  has 

been  decreasins  since  1971   as  shown   in  Figure  1.   The  demand  reported 

by  the  MDC   for   1983  was  296  HGD. 

An  analysis  of  how  water  was  used  in  the  MDC  system  during  1980  was 

Performed  as  part  of  the  Water  Supply  Study . S  EIR-2020 . This  showed  that 

lar^e  amounts  of  water  are  not  accounted  far?   particularly  in  the  cate^orie? 

of   "SYSTEM  USE"   and    "OTHER  UNACCOUNTED-FOR  WATER".    The   latter  category 

contains  52  MOD  which  is  not  delivered  to  consumers  and  is  not  Justifed 

auanititati voly  by  the  explanations  ^iven»   This  amount  is  projected 

as  beinsi   rewuired  through  the  year  2020  without  reduction.   The  System 

Use  category  contains  25  MGD  of  unaccounted-for  water.   In  addition? 

at  least  25  MGD  is  beind  lost  to  repairable  leakage.   Studies  have  shown 

that  it   is  less  costly  to   refair  the  leaks  than  to  build  the  treatment 

plant.   At  the  present  time  many  towns  in  the  MDC  are  undertaking  leak 

repair  pro^^rams  with  state  funds  at  no  direct  cost  to  the  MDC  -  this 

should  provide  15  to  20  MGD  of  demand  reduction   (water  available  to  meet 

real   need)    within  5  years. 

The  auesti-on  oT  wliei-e   1*3    trie  unaccounted-for  water  -   is   it  real 

wati=;r    ';ijnicii  rrjsy  be   lei?kins5)   or   is    it   imadinoi-y  water  which  originates 

witfi   faulty  meters   -  should  be  .unswered  before  undertakins^  the 

C'Oi'is  t  ri  I'.- 1,  I.  oi  I   of   .3      rec?  tirieii  t   i-To-nt    tu   )'i>ovide   o-dditional    supply.  Perhaps 
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aspect  of  the  impact  of  the  propoced  diversion.     Are  we  mistaken  in 

this  pe-^ception? 

Finally,  we  trust  that  th^e  >1DC  and  its  consultajitc  agree  with 

3CAC  that  description!-  of  vi thdrav/al  and  release  of  water  in  terms  of 

gallons  per  day  (mgd)  may  be  misleading,  even  if  convenient, 

particularly  with  respect  to  the  propos'^  pumping  regime  proposed  by 

the  long-range  V'ater  Supply  3tudy.     Because  a  minimum  flov.-  must  be 

maintained  on  an  instantaneous  basis  at  Dam  --''l  in  Framingham,  it  is' 
preferable  that  release  rates  downstream  be  expressed  in  cubic 

feet  Dcr  second  and  that  the  impacts  be  considered  on  an  instantaneous 

vorst-case  basic  rather  than  just  daily  or  seasonal  averages. 

Sincerely, 

SCAC  Co-chairmen 

cc : 

Secretary  Bewick 
Senator  Amick 

oenato^  Atkins 

Representative  Hicks 





Fip;ure  1 

Historic  and  Projected  MDC  Water  Use,  1949-2020 

500 

1940  1950  1960  1970  1980  1990  2000  2010  2020 

Year 

Historic  Demand  does  not  include  MDC  system  use  and  legal  obligation. 
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5   rj  f  I,  c;  L 1 V.' m'   ,<•.,,  I '.::!>  :L  •:.   tif    Lilt'   beiicjvoir   of    Lhe    resLMvo  j  i-v,    in  1930rl98i,j 

19S2   could   hc^lp   t(.)   .iiiswer   thi---^  auestiori, 

2t    Propose'j   OpGrstin-l  Strateii^iJ  = 

T^le  obj£jctivG  staled  by  the  HDC  for  this  study  was  to  identify  the 

needs  of  the  impscted  areas  snd  to  insure  that  these  needs  are  met  by 

the  treatment  plant  operstion.   This   information  is  presented  in  Fidure 

6.4  which   lists  the  critical   ecolo.'^ical   concerns  and  sJives  the  reauired 

river  elevations  to  meet  these  needs.   The   resulting  elevations  are 

Plotted  month  by  month  in  Figure  6.5  -  Recommended  Water  Level  Ranges 

for  Wetlands  and  Wildlife  Concerns.   Also  plotted  in  this  figure  are 

the  historical   maximum?   minimum*   and  mean  monthly  elevations.   It  is 

clear  that  the  historical  mean  elevations  fall   well  within  the 

recommended  levels.   The  elevations  proposed  by  the  MDC»   and  described 

as  meetinsJ  the  ecological  needsf   are  also  plotted.   It  is  obvious  that 

the  elevations  proposed  by  the  MDC  either  are  at  the  extreme  bottom  of 

the   recommended  ranker   or   (for  most  of  the  time  the  plant  would  operate) 

are  well  below  the  minimum  reouired  elevations.   In  May*   a  critical 

month  for  many  wildlife  needs»   the  elevation  proposed  by  the  MDC  is 

within  a  few  inches  of  the  historical  minimum  elevation  for  that  month. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  MDC  has  ignored  the  recommendations  of  the 

environmental   study  in  settinsJ  the  proposed  elevations?   and  has  selected 

reduced  elevations  for  the  purpose  of  maximizing  the  treatment  plant 

yield.   The  extent  to  which  they  have  done  was  confirmed  at  a  Sudbury 

CAC  meeting   in  February  at  which  an  MDC  engineer  stated  that  the  half 

foot    reduction  below    the?  MI^^IMUM   recominended   levels  was  made   in  order  to 

obtain   an  e:ctra  0.5  MGD  yield. 

Even   if   thie  eJevation  criteria  proi-osed  by   the  MDC  were  within  the 

i-'rr.:^v    r»'..>iji  rf.,i   to   ineeL   the   idc-ntiFied   wildlifr-e   needs?    there   is  a 
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■f  undoiTier,  t  .V  1        T  (' i  ci  ri  i;^-    Ln  >  i  L  i  1  i i  ni-i   onlv    the  u  If. 'Vf?  Lions  cr  ite'via  .  , 

As,   descr.i!>ed   m    tht.^    i-eforty    both    trie   flow    (omoMnl    of   water  r-er   uriit  J 

time)    unri   i  t-b   vejocity   are   imporlont    roou  i  reinen  ts .    Because  of  fne 

backwater   effect   at   Talbot   Millt^   dam   the   elevation   at   Siiennan  Bridse 

ir,  a   very   insensitive  me^asure  of   flow   and  velocit':<   in  the  Sudbury 

Riv-.-r,   This  study  specifies   that    "all   natural   f'ow"   will   also  be 

released  from  the  53  so »   miles  of  the  Upper  Sudbura  Ulatershed  and 

states   that   this   insures  that  the  downstream  needs  for  flow  and 

velocity  will   be  met.   However   there  are  no  Quantitative  criteria 

for   flow  and  velocity  similar  to   those  stated  for  elevation.  The 

MDC  has  5ubs3«uently  created  a  new  definition  of    "natural   flow'  | 

and    (with   reasoning  worthy  of   1984)    claims  that   there   is  'surplus' 

water  which   is  not  necessary  to  meet  downstream  needs  because  the 

elevation  criteria  at  Sherman  Bridsie  can  be  met  with  less  water. 

The  combination  of  inadeauate  elevation  criteria  and  nonexistant 

flow  and  velocity  criteria  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  proposed 

operatinsi  strategy  does  not  sufficiently  protect  the  downstream  needs, 

3.   HEC  II  Model 

The  effect  on  river  elevation  of  the  proposed  diversion  was  calcul- 

ated usin3   the  Army  Corps  of  EnsJineers  HEC-II   computer  model.   This  model 

and  the  assumptions  made   in   its  use   are  not  described   in   the   report.  In 

particular?    there  should  be  a  discussion  of   the  assumptions  re^ardin^ 

sources  and  sinks  of  water?    and  the  effects  of  evapot ransp i rat ion ,  It 

is  my  understc-'ndind    that   trie  model   has  no  provision   for   interacting  with 

sround   w.-ter.    Stud.iiV"    of  L-iround   water   wells   in   the   vicinity   of   the  river 

d'^inonst  rn  te   tli.?t    there   i<?.    a-   stron':^   interaction   bfetween    the   wells   and  the 

rivei-r    ther-efoT-e    t- h  i  s   model    mc.ty  not   i-rovide   an   accurate   description  of 

thr   beha V 1 1.> I-   of    tin?.-  rivei-. 
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At   th-    ]o-.'-.t.»    thprfc>   srioijld   L>e   c^n   AFPendi.;;  describinr^   the  niorJel^ 

th-?   conditions   of    it;;   use.    This   should    ir.clu'Je    Ic-iteral  elevation 

c  ro--- -.--sec  t  X  ons   st   critical    cMid   typic£.:l    local,  ionsiy    with   and  without  the 

r-vo'r^ossri  d  X  vt?  rs  J  on »    Calculated  velocities  and   flows  across  each 

cross-section   should  3lso  be  i^iven    (field  verification  of  the  velocity* 

particularly  under  Sprinsi  hisJh  flow  conditions  which  are  critical  for 

sediment  transport  and  bank  ve^atation  scouring*   should  be  provided). 

4.   Amount  of  Flow  Diverted 

The  maximum  diversion  of  flow  considered   in  this  study  was  eauivslent 

to  the  proposed  treatment  plant  capacity.   However  the  proposed  diversion 

strategy  involves  closing  the  sluice  Sates  at  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  Dam 

whenever  the  elevation  at  Sherman  Bridge  exceeds  the  proposed  criteria. 

If  this  occurs  duriri<2  Sprint  hiah  flow»   as  is  auite  likely?   the  amount 

diverted   is  actually  the  entire  flow  of  the  Reservoir  watershed.  This 

could  be  several   times  the  treatment  plant  capacity.   The   result  of  this 

larger  diversion  would  be  a  Greater  tharr  calculated  reduction  in  flow? 

elevation*    and  velocity. 

5.   Calculation  of  Sudbury  River  Elevation  at  Sherman  Bridge 

A  polynomial   eauation  relating  the  Sudbury  River  elevation  at  Sherman 

Bridge  to  the  flow  of  the  Concord  River  at  the  USGS  sia^e  at  Lowell  was 

developed  by  fitting  elevation  measurements  made  durind   1981  and  1982 

and  the  USGS  flow  measurements  for  the  same  times.   This  eauation  was 

then  used   in       computer   simulation   to  calculate  the  safe  yield  of  the 

MDC   system.    The  Conclusion  of    the  Safe  Yield  Report  states    "The  only 

Purpose   of   this    report    is   to   an3l<:;ze   the   system   safe   yield   *. 

r<ecc-ti.fse   th"   iiDC   wcs   divertini^   water   from   the   Sudbury    (and  Concord) 

rxivei-s   dill  ir.i.;   twos  I,   of    th'.?  porjud   of    record*    the   safe   yield  study 





S'L^rithes  J  .-ed   d.tc    fdi-    the?   flow   3t   Lowell    usin'!   drjha   from   the  Assabet 

River   siai-J.-      L    Mayorjrd.    Codipsrison   betweeri   tiie   c'versiSe  daily  flow 

usins?   this  d^ta  snd   the   actual   average  daily   flow  measured  at  Lowell 

--hows   that   the   former   is   less   than   the   latter   even   though  the  MDC 

was  divertins^  water   froiii   the   latter   until    1974,    For  the  purpose  of 

the  safe  yield  study  the  elevation  at  Sherman  Bridge  was  calculated 

usin^  averasit?  monthly  flow  of  the  Assabet*    It  should  not  be  claimed 

that   these  calculated  elevations  are  historic  elevations   (there  are 

no  historic  elevation  records  for  elevations  at  Sherman  Bridge  prior  | 

to   1980)    in   the  absence  of  diversion  as  appears  to  be  done   in  Fi^.  6.5. 

The    response   time  of   the   river   is  of  the  order  of  a   few  daysf  not 

months.    The  use  of  monthly  averages  for  flows  causes  peak  flows  and 

elevations  to  be  eliminated  and  not  be  shown  on  calculated  f reauency 

curves  such  as  shown  in  Figures  2  and  3»   Appendix  F.   It  is  these  same 

Peak   flows   and  elevations. which  are  occassional ly  necessary  to  clean  the 

river  and  wetlands  which  are  most  affected  by  the  proposed  diversion. 

Although -a  monthly  time  scale  may  be  adeauate  for  calculating  safe 

yield?   a  shorter  time  scale  would  provide  a  more  accurate  representation  ^ 

of  the   river  behavior* 

6.  Wetlands 

Although  the  effects  on  the  wetlands  associated  with  the  Great  Meadows 

were  studied  extensively f   there  are  other  wetlands  of  concern?  specificall 

those  su  r' round  i  ns?  the  fieadowview  well   which  contribute   to   its  recharge. 

This   area   is   at    the  ed^e  of   the  b^cl^water  effectr    it   is  several  feet 

nii*().vr   elevation    (115  ft)    and   is  more  dependent  upon   the   reservoir  flow 

thon   the   i-ps'ioii  of   th»e  RefuHle.    There  does  not   ar-'r-'&ar   to  be  any  discussion 





In   licM.cT-.^;.!  V    L(K.«   ...i  is>cu'-i':.  I  on   d  f   we^lc>n'Js    i      ir.    lefius   of  elevations 

T-e«uj  red    Tct    '.-pccifir;    wildlife   needs    in   the   FveTuiie.    The   stud>j  should 

coii-ii'iei-    the   w    t  I    n .  J  s   mufe   5-jene  r'o  1  1  y  .    Spec  i  f  i  c  a  1  1  y  »    trie   wetlands  location^ 

c->nd  areas   w  i.  Lh   and  wj  thout   diversion  should  be  presented.   Because  the  land'^ 

^.-d.'ocent   to   tht.'   river   is  veM-y  flatf    a  small   change   in  average  elevation 

inis^ht   make  a   lar^e  charide   in  the  averasie  ares  of  wetlands   (this  data  is 

reGuired  by  the  EOEA  Scope)*   Depth  of  flooding  of  wetlands  should  also 

be  stated  quantitatively »    ie»   a  depth  of  two  inches  vs  a  depth  of  six 

inches  mi^ht  be  significant  even  though  only  a  small   change   in  river 

elevation  is  involved.   River  bank  elevations  are  also  significant  -  if 

the   rivei-  elevation  does  not  exceed   the  bank  elevation  no  water  i^ets  to 

the  wetland. 

7,  Velocity 

Althoui^h  velocity  is   recognized  to  be  an  important  characteristic 

of  the   river  systemr   no  field  measurements  of  velocity  have  been 

reported   in  this  study.   Neither  has  the  analysis  of  environmental 

impacts  included  Quantitative  considerations  of  the  effects  of  chan^eo 

in  velocity.   Calculations  of  velocity  usin^  the  HEC  II  model  are  aiven 

in  Table  6-lOf   but  they  are  not  consistsnt  with  measurements  made  at 

my   reauest   in  Apri 1 r 1982f   under  flow  conditions  essentially  identical 

to  those  for  the  HEC  II   simulation,    I  have  measured  velocities  in  the 

central   channel   at  Sherman  Bridge  of  approximately:;  one  foot  per  second 

for   Sprint   flow  conditions    ( e 1 ev=l 1 6f t > , 

Calculation  of  velocity   is  particularly  difficult   for  overbank 

conditions   becfjuse  of   the  effect  of  venSatation  drasi.    It   appears  as 

thcu'.Tih    th?   velocity  wi?s  calculated   b^-j  dividing   the  calculated  flow 

b':;   the   C3lcul--ted   totcjl   cross-sectional    area»    Inclf.jdLnsi   the  overbank 

"-orr.  ion.    [r   trrL*:    were   trie   c^Jisef    it   would   lead   to   an   unde  res  t  i  m<3  te  of 
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velocil,«.;   5- J.  n.i.  ]    r-    to   the   value   liiven.    However   the   pa  r^iuKf  t  e  rs  and 

c  ross-sec  L  1  ori=    used    in    the   model    oi-e   not   siiveri'    so   thie    results  csnnot 

be  evaluot'^d. 

Because  the   river  elevation  over  most  of   its   lensith  is 

controlled  ba   the  t'ackwater  effect   ot   Talbot  Hills  D3iti»    the  maJor 

iiripsct  of  3  chansJe   in   flow   in  the  vicinity  of  Sherman  Bridge   is  on 

the  velocity;    ie?    for  constant  elevation  a   reduction  in  flow  will 

reduce  the  velocity.   Under  low  flow  conditions  the  river  essentially  / 

becomes  a   lake  -  the  elevation  is  maintained  but  the  velocity  approaches 

zero.   A  auec-;tion  which  has  been  asked  repeatedly  by  Concord  DEM  is 

whether   the  velocity  midht  actually   reverse  under  conditions  of  hidh 

flow   in   the  Assabet  River  while  the  Sudbury  River   is  bein^  diverted. 

This  auestion  does  not  appear  to  be  answered  in  this  report. 

Another  velocity   related  phenomenon  is  the  scouring  of  the  river 

channel.   A  maJor  problem  which  arose  during  the  time  when  the  MDC 

was  diverting  several   decades  a^o  was  the  invasion  of  the  channel 

by  water  chestnut.   Accounts  from  the  mid-thirties  indicate  that 

canoeinsJ  became  almost   impossible.    It  is  necessary  to  have  adeauate 

velocity  occasionally  to  clean  ve^atation  from  the  river  banks  and 

bottom.    It  appears  to  be  necessary  to  have  velocities  in  the  vicinity 

of  two  feet  per  second  to  perform  the  scouring  function.   This  river  | 
is  certainly  marginal   in  this   re^ardf   and   reduction  of  the  maximum 

velocities  by  maximum  diversion  at  these  times  may  be  significant. 

B.    Sediment   T r  c-jn';  po  r  t 

The  di?c'i:.-ion   of   sediivient  transport   in  the  DEIR  does  not  address 

trie   i'.>s>\>-}s  winch   rifjve  been   raised  with   respect   to  velocity  and 

:;e'iiment   \  \- arisr- lu- 1  ,    No   meesurements   of   river   velocity   are   siiven  and 

tti(-?   d  i  scu?.-j  i  oi  I    L-   brCied  un   calculete.'d   val'.nv-.T   which   apperu-   to   be  too 
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lou    i'-:('c   Vi' 1  CiC  i.        coiriinent-O  .    The   r,  t  ̂  ttMTiHnL   with    r-espeet   to   low  ■ 

:,'(•;  r  e  ii  d  €^  d  j.  1 1   the   wc-iler   ouslit'^'   d^jt^   j.      consisiorit   with  the 

fc-)ct    that   thi.;  water-  auality  samples  were   taken  on  May  4   &  7^1982 

when   the   flow  at   the   USG5  sia^e  at  Lowell   was  sppro;jimately  half  of 

thot-    wriicfi   occi.irs   iri   February  arid  Harch^   and  therefore  not 

representative  of  the  conditions  w^len  sediment  transport  occurs. 

The  iTisJor   issue  with   respect  to  sediment  transport  is  the 

mov(?ment  of  polluted  sediments  from  existin£{  upstream  sources 

through  the  river  system.   As  stated  in  Appendix  B-lf    "Any  proposal 

to  alter  the  present  hydrolo^ic   regime  of  the  Sudbury  River  System 

miji:  L  take  into  account  the  potential   impacts  on  the  movement  and 

avai  1  abi  1  i t'j  of  these  toxic  substances". 

The  particles  that  carry  these  substances  most  effectively 

are  the  small*   slow-to-settle  varieties.   Standard  methods  for 

the  analysis  of  water  containing  particles  of  this  sort  are 

specified  by  the  EPA  to  determine  the  concentration  of  pollutants 

in  suspended  materials*   but  these  procedures  were  not  followed 

in  this  study.   Therefore  no  data  was  obtained   (nor  is  available) 

pertaining  to  the  transport  of  small  sediment  particulates  under 

hiah  flow  conditions.  - 

In  my  opinion*   the  lack  of  velocity  data  and  hi^h  flow  water 

sampling*   with  analysis  of  dissolved  and  suspended  materials*  is 

a  substantive  deficiency  in  this  DEIR  and  that  this  work  should 

be  performed  for  incorporation  into  the  Final  EIR.   This  data 

should   then  bt?  used  to  specify  Quantitatively   the  transport  of 

the   Polluted  sediments. 

IJntei-   Quail,  t-j 

A^r*   di.  icijsi-ed    in   tfie  preceodin*;*   se^cLion    (Sediment  Transport)* 
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in 'J   w;.'l(-T-   Soiii)-- 1  c.>-..    for   the    "rii  i!r)   f  I  ciu '    c3'J0.'   w-'rr   is  I- en    in  ntiy  wriMii 

l-.iie   flow   wc.".^   onl'j   hdlf   of    t^I3t    typicol    for-   Febr-uary   nnd  March. 

These   Soinr- 1  e-:.   -.hou  I  d   be    retciken   under   aF-f  re;  -  r- )  a  ie   flow  conditions 

-i«nd   the   oni.lys.LS   performed  usmsi   EPA  Frocedures   for   dissolved  £jnd 

3  i-i  s  p  e  n  d  e  d  in  3 1  e  r  L  a  .1.  s  . 

10.  Elevations  of  Sudbury  Reservoir 

The  op(?r3tion  of  the  trestinent  plsnt   is  based  entirely  on  the 

surface  elevation  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  and  the  environmental 

impacts  are  stronsily  dependent  upon  the  depth  of  the  water.  Yet 

tiiere   is  no  calibration  or  verification  data  presented  for  these 

calculations.   Verification  data  should  be  provided. 

Examination  of  the  historic  elevation  data  shows  that  the 

elevation  was  below  256'    less  than   10%  of  the  summer  months 

during  the  past  50  years.   The  simulation  of  the  proposed 

t7*estment  plant  operation  indicates  that  the  elevation  will  be 

less   than  256'    approximately  50%  of   the  summer  months  -  see 

Table  A»-  Appendix  F.   A  substantial   fraction  of  the  reservoi r < 25%) 

is   less  than  10'   deep  and  the  optical  transparency  is  only  4'. 

This  reduction  in  depth  for  a  lar^e  fraction  of  the  time  could 

result  in  more   rapid  nutrient  cycling  in  the  shallow   regions  of 

the   reservoir  and  increased  odor  problems  due  to  alaae  Growth. 

An   additional   effect  would  be   increased   load  on  the  treatment 

Plant  waste  disposal. 

1 1 .  Safe  Yield 

Th<?  MDC  has   stated   thst    the  5=!fe  yield  of   the  e;:istind  system 

1-:   300  MGD   and   tn^<t    it    is   bemii  exceeded   3t   the  present   time.  An 

eliiboratf'   compijter   'i  i  mu  1 3 1  L  on   hi^'S   b'?->n  performed   to   calculate  the 

-r.rjfe   yit^ld   in   t.i.'rm-;   (if   system    "  Trj  j  T  <  i  res "    usinsi   fifty   years   of  data 
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far       1  re.-<m  r  1  ou      <;i        re-^orvaii'    e  1  (:  v..- ^  i  cn-r- .    However    thn    actual  i-esult 

of    cjll    this    I  ̂:    ii-id-t   the   drouiiht    c>  F    thie   sixties   dominotes   the  study. 

^}i-id   it    is    T-ec'll.'.;   sri   ̂ -nalysis   of   a   sinsile   critical   evf?nt  which  har, 

3  p  I'obab  i  1  i  t<.-<  of  orcur^Mice  of  not  inor-e  than  once   in   150  years. 

For    the  purpost-'   of   the  studsr    'failure"   was  defined  as   the  elevation 

of  Qu3bbin  Reservoir  dropping  below   " minimum  pool'»   which  was 

specified  at  490  feet.   A  companion  study  of  the  limnology  of 

Qusbbin  Reservoir   indicated  that  there  mifiht  be  temporary  adverse 

effects   in  some  parts  of  the  reservoir  st  elevations  below  490  ft.» 

but  that  the  water  Quality  at  the   intake  for  the  MDC  would  continue 

to  meet  water  wuslity  standards  at  elevations  down  to  470  ft. 

The  effect  of  exceedinsl  the  safe  yield  is  illustrated  Graphically 

in  Fi£3ure  2.   This  is  3  plot  of  the  sverasJe  elevation  of  Quabbin 

Reservoir  for  each  year  during  the  drought  of  the  sixties  for  various 

demands  on  the  MDC  system  with  and  without  the  Sudbury  Treatment 

Plant  in  operation.   The  elevations  for  a  demand  of  300  MGD  without 

the  Sudbury  end  a  demand  of  317  MGD  with  the  Sudbury  are  essentially 

identical?   confirming  the  effect  of  the  Sudbury  plant  on  the  'safe 

sield".   The  plot  for  317  HGD  without  the  Sudbury  shows  that  the 

elevation  would  drop  below  the  specified  minimum  pool  elevation? 

but  that  it  would  still  continue  to  provide  water  meeting  drinking 

water  standards   (elevation  above  470  ft»)»   certainly  the  system 

has  not  FAILED^   and  the  Quabbin  Reservoir  would  fill   and  recover 

even  with  the  317  MGD  demand.   The  average  yield  of  this  system 

without  Sudbury   is  close  to  340  MGD. 

miTTED  . 

IILLIAM  G.  ELLIOTT 

60   PAKER  BRIDGE  RD . 

LINCOLNW-IASS.  01773 
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Preliminary  Comments  on  Sudbury  Reservoir  Water  Treatment  Plant 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

In  1973  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  retained  C.E.Magui 

Inc.  to  study  the  feasibility  of  reactivating  the  75*2  square  mile 

Upper  Sudbury  River  watershed,  including  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  and 

Framingham  Reservoirs,  as  a  water  supplyT  Four  alternatives  were 

studied.     The  recommended  alternative  included  a  proposal  for  the 

construction  of  a  200  million  gallon  a  day  (mgd)  pumping  station  and 

two  60  inch  transmission  mains,  that  would  carry  water  from  south 

branch  of  the  watershed  via  Framingham  Reservoir  No. 3  up  to  Sudbury 

Reservoir,  where  a  100  mgd  water  treatment  plant  would  be  built  to 

treat  this  water  prior  to  discharge  into  Weston  Aqueduct. 

This  project  created  considerable  public  opposition  because- of 

possible  adverse  impacts  on  the  environment,  especially  on  Sudbury 

Reservoir  and  Sudbury-Concord  Rivers. 

Additional  studies  were  conducted  and  MDC  came  forward  with 

a  new  proposal,  "1979  Amendment  to  the  Study  of  Upper  Sudbury  River 

Watershed" ,  as  the  most  cost  effective  and  environmentally  accept- 
able plan. 

The  major  differences  between  the  1975  (initiated  in  1973) 

study  of  the  Upper  Sudbury  River  Watershed  and  the  1979  Amendment 

to  the  Study  are  as  follows. 

1.  In  the  1979  Amendment  only  22.3  square  mile  watershed  of  the 

Sudbury  Reservoir  is  included  in  the  Diversion  Plan.  The 

remaining  53  square  mile  watershed  tributary  to  Framingham 

Reservoir  No.   1  (MDC  Reservoir  No.l)  would  continue  to  flow 

to  the  Sudbury  River. 

2.  A  30mgd  (in  the  course  of  the  study  scaled  up  to  ̂ 0  mgd) 

treatment  plant  is  to  be  built  on  Sudbury  Reservoir  instead 

of  one  of  100  mgd  capacity. 

3.  The  drawdown  out  of  the  reservoir  is  to  be  5  feet  and  not 

10  feet  or  20  feet  as  previously  proposed. 

^.  All  naturally  occuring  flows  from  the  South  Branch  of  the 

Sudbury  River  tributary  to  Framingham  Reservoir  No.l  are  to 

be  released  to  the  Sudbury  River  and  not  pumped  into  Sudbury 

Reservoir  for  subsequent  treatment  and  diversion. 





It  should  be  clearly  understood  that  all  naturally  occurin^ 

flows  from  the  53  square  mile  watershed  tributary  to  Reservoir  r<'o .  1 

are  to  be  released,  regardless^f  what  the  Sudbury  River  elevation 

is  at  Sherman  Bridge.     The  Sherman  Bridge  elevation  is  pertinent  only 

on  additional  releases  from  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  and  the  operation 

of  the  water  treatment  plant  when  the  natural  flow  from  the  south 

branch  of  the  river  is  not  sufficient  for  downstream  needs. 

According  to  3-17  the  maintenance  ©i"  appropriate  releases  down- 

stream is  top  priority,  water  supply  operation  is  secondary  and  con- 

fined to  periods  when  water  in  excess  of  downstream  releases  is 

available.     If  this  is  the  true  intent  of  MDC ,  then  why  are  the  se- 

lected triggering 'river  elevations  at  Sherman  Bridge,  for  the  months 
of  November  through  April,  one  half  a  foot  lower  than  the  minimum 

acceptable  elevation  in  the  optimum  elevation  range. 

The  period  of  no  treatment  plant  operation  should  be  extended 

until  October  15.    During  the  early  part  of  October  the  water  quality 

has  not  yet  recovered  from  the  summer  low  flow  and  algae  blooms. 

Looking  at  nine  years  of  available  river  elevation  records  at  Bille- 

rica  Water  Treatment  Plant  (1969-I975f 1982 , 1983)  only  the  records 

of  two  years  indicate  elevations  of  110.5  feet  or  above  before  the 

end  of  October.     (At  110. 5  feet  elevation  the  difference  between 

the  elevations  at  Sherman  Bridge  and  at  Billerica  WTP  is  only  0.0?  ft. 

W.  Elliott).    This  extension  of  no  operation  period  would  cause  the 

Sudbury  Reservoir  Water  Treatment  Plant  to  be  shut  down  for  four 

months  from  June  15  to  October  15 • 

In  this  study  the  impacts  of  diversion  on  the  water  quality 

during  late  fall  and  winter  months  has  been  totally  neglected. 

What  effect  will  the  diversion  with  its  concomitant  lowering  of  water 

depth  and  flow  reduction  have  on  ice  formation,  freeze-over  of  the 

river  channel,  or  on  the  duration  of  total  ice  cover.     In  the  presence 

of  total  ice  cover  there  is  no  influx  of  oxygen  from  the  atmosphere 

little  or  no  photosynthetic  activity  and  oxygen  depletion  occurs. 

How  much  faith  can  be  put  in  computer  models  that  are  calibrated 

with  only  limited  actual  data?    The  outcome  of  the  simulation  depends 

also  on  the  bias  of  the  data.  For  both  the  oxygen  profile  simulations 

as  well  as  fecal  coliform  distribution  simulations  additional  field 

studies  and  intensive  monitoring  would  be  required  to  develop  an 

adequate  data  base. 
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Oxygen  concon Lration  is  one  of  the  most  important  parameters 

for  the  health  of  a  river.     The  effects  of  the  Sudbury  Diversion  on 

the  oxygen  profile  in  the  Sudbury  and  Concord  rivers  should  be  thoroughly 

understood  before  any  diversion  is  permitted  to  take  place  or  irre- 

pairable  damage  to  the  environment  could  occur. 

Has  there  been  any  study  done  on  the  effect  of  Sudbury  Diversion 

on  the  Assabet  River?  Would  the  combined  effects  of  reduced  flow 

from  the  Sudbury  River  and  the  backwater  effect  of  Talbot  Dam  cause 

some  of  the  water  from  Assabet  River  to  flow  up-river  into  Sudbury 

RiverC  The  water  from  Sudbury  contains  less  pollutants  and  nutrients 

than  Assabet.  Only  one  sewage  treatment  plant  discharges  into  a  tri- 

butary  of  Sudbury  River.     This  plant  is  one  of  the  most  advanced  in 

the  state  as  it  is  also  capable  of  removing  nutrients  from  the  waste 

water.     There  are  seven  sewage  treatment  plants,  several  landfills 

and  some  known  hazardous  waste  sites  bordering  Assabet,  some  of  them 

are  quite  close  to  the  confluence  of  the  two  rivers.    What  effect 

would  Sudbury  Diversion  have  on  groundwater  drainage  patterns  and 

flow  of  leachate  from  these  sites?    What  effect  would  the  reduced 

dilution  by  Sudbury  waters  have  on-  the  pollutant  concentration  in 
Concord  River. 

Some  of  the  questions  that  as  yet  need  to  be  answered  are: 

What  effect  would  the  increased  residence  time  caused  by  reduced 

flow  have  on  algal  blooms?    What  effect  would  the  increased  concen- 

tration of  organics  from  the  sewage  treatment  plants  have  on  the 

oxygen  profile  of  the  river?    Will  the  nutrient  enrichment  cause 

oxygen  depletion  in  sediment-water  interface  and  cycling  of  heavy 

metals  into  the  water  column?    Will  these  pollutants  find  their  way 

into  the  drinking  water  supply  of  the  Town  of  Billerica? 

For  more  than  a  decade  the  goal  of  government  and  of  concerried 

citizens  has  been  to  undo  the  damage  done  to  the  environment  through 

ill  advised  and  ignorant  past  practices.     The  Clean  Water  Act  and 

the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  were  passed  with  very  definite  goals  - 

to  stop  us  from  poisoning  our  environment  -  -  to  stop  us  from 

poisoning  ourselves.     The  Clean  Water  Act  states  ...  waters  shall  be 

maintained  at  their  existing  quality.     If  limited  degradation  is 

allowed  it  cannot  result  in  the  violation  of  water  quality  criteria 

that  describe  the  minimum  levels  necessary  to  sustain  the  national 

goal,  protection  and  propagation  of  fish,  shellfish,  aquatic  life 

and  wildlife  and  recreation  in  and  out  of  water. 
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Chapter  ll/of  the  General  Lav/s  forbidc  the  impairment  or  corrup- 

tion of  the  quality  of  the  water  of  any  pond  or  stream  used  as  a  v/ater 

supply.     Before  MDC  initiates  any  diversion  beyond  flood  skimming  in 

the  Sudbury  watershed  it  should  be  established  beyond  any  shadov/  of 

a  doubt  that  no  environmental  degradation  takes  place  ii;i  Lower  Sudbury 

and  Concord  Rivers  as  a  result  of  that  diversion.  So  far  MDC  has  not 

established  it. 

A  strong  case  against  diversion  is  presented  on  pp  ̂ -19<S:20. 

At  the  time  MDC  was  actively  using  Sudbupy  and  Framingham  Reservoirs 

the  Sudbury  and  Concord  Rivers  were  little  better  than  open  sewers. 

"Surveys  conducted  by  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Commission  in  I965 

indicated  that  only  very  pollution-tolerant  species,  i.e.  bloodworms 

and  sludgeworms  inhabited  the  river.     In  the  following  years  the 

rivers  are  slowly  recovering.     By  197^  the  river  system  supported  a 

relatively  good  diversity  and  abundance  of  bottom  dwellers  which  are 

tolerant  of  organic  contamination  and  low  dissolved  oxygen  levels. 

A  1982  survey  by  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  indicated  that  fishery 

was  coming  back  to  Sudbury  and  to  a  lesser  extent  to  Concord  Rivers. 

It  is  important  that  this  trend  toward  improvement  should  continue. 

From  1940  to  197^  Framingham  and  Sudbury  Reservoirs  were  used  only 

during  high  demand  periods  by  M.D.C.     Since  197^  Sudbury  Reservoir 

has  not  been  used  at  all  except  during  emergency  repair  periods. 

There  seems  to  be  a  definite  relationship  between  the  cessation  of 

diversion  and  the  recovery  of  the  rivers. 

Concord  River  is  the  only  drinking  water  source  for  the  Town 

of  Billerica.    The  quality  and  quantity  of  the  River  water  is  of 

crucial  importance  to  the  Town. 

Billerica  first  started  to  use  Concord  River  as  its  raw  water 

supply  in  1956.     The  initial  plant  capacity  was  3.5mgd.  By  I963  the 

water  demands  of  the  town  were  approaching  that  maximum  and  the  plant 

was  expanded  to  7-5  mgd.     In  1975  a  new  addition  was  added  that  in- 

creased the  plant  capacity  to  l4  mgd. 

In  1972  it  was  projected  (assuming  the  trend  in  population  growth 

continued  for  another  five  years)  that  the  average  daily  demand  in  H'^O 

would  be  6.k  m^d ,  with  maximum  daily  consumption  of  1^.8  mg.     The  rate 

of  increase  in  population  has  stabilized  since  1972.  At  present, 

however,  there  is  a  rapid  growth  of  industry  in  Billerica  due  to  the 

proximity  of  Routes  #3  an  #495  and  this  is  reflected  in  increased 

demand  for  water.     During  the  years  1979-1981  the  daily  consumption 





was  between  3-3  and  3-^  million  gallons  per  day.  By  1983  the  average 

daily  demand  rose  to  4.3  mgd .     During  the  months  of  July  and  August 

the  demand  averaged  6.1  mgd  with  a  peak  day  on  August  3.  v/hen  9 . 4mg 

of  Concord  River  water  was  processed.     Will  Billerica  be  able  to  meet 

these  demands  once  MDC  Sudbury  Diversion  becomes  a  reality,  or  shall 

I we  turn  to  MDC  to  exercise  our  right  to  the  water  supplied  by  MDC  as 

one  of  the  legally  eligible  communities? 

Billerica  has  instituted  conservation  through  a  vigorous  leak 

detection  and  repair  program,  and  througft  a  progressive  rate  structure 

whereby  a  high  rate  user  pays  more  than  a  low  rate  user. 

MDC  has  a  commitment  to  supply  its  customers  with  palatable, 

potable,  safe  water    -    so  does  the  Town  of  Billerica. * 
MDC  has  resources  to  look  for  and  find  different  alternatives 

for  its  water  supply  augmentation,  or  in  case  a  supply  becomes  too 

polluted  to  abandon  it  and  turn  to  another  source.     Town  of  Billerica 

(  lacks  these  resources.    To  combat  possible  pollution  by  organic 

chemicals  and  to  remove  taste  and  odor  caused  by  algal  blooms,  granular 

activated  carbon  filters  were  installed  in  Billerica  Water  Treatment 

Plant.     Carbon  filters,  however,  are  not  a  cure-all.  The  degree  of 

removal  of  any  organic  pollutant  by  carbon  filters  depends  on  the 

chemical  properties  of  the  polluting  substance  and  the  length  of 

contact  time  between  the  carbon  and  the  pollutant.    The  removal  is 

never  100  per  cent,  therefore, it  is  important  that  the  raw  water  be 

as  free  of  pollutants  as  possible.     Carbon  filters  do  not  remove 

heavy  metals  from  water. 

It  is  crucial  that  no  action  be  taken  by  MDC  that  would  in 

any  way  jeopardize  the  water  quality  of  Concord  River,  the  only  water 

source  for  the  39,000  inhabitants  of  the  Town  of  Billerica. 
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Member  of  Executive  Committee 

Thoreau  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club 

Subject:  Comments  ori  the  D.E.I.R.  on  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  Water 

T r e a t rr i e ti t  P 1  a \\ t 

In  the  lon9  Process  of  develop in9  this  E.I.R.  there  have  arise-n 

a  lar9e  riumber  of  vera  important  Questions.     The  first  and  foremost 

of  these  is  the  scope  of  this  report. 

This  report  has  been  removed  "for  emergency  reasons"  from  the 

U.S. E.I.R.  However/   it  uas  deliberately  altered  arid  on la  Partially 

removed.   If  this  need  for  <?uick  action  does  exist  ".'and  this  itself  is 

in  doubt).,  then  the  entire  Project  should  have  been  studied  in  this 

report. 

The  removal  of  a  very  small  Part  of  the  Project  distinctly 

chanQes  the  Problems  involved.  This  chanQe  can  be  shown  in  observing 

the  water  removal  needs  of  each  separated  Part  of  the  whole. 

In  this  D.E.I.R  the  removal  of  water  from  use  in  the 

downstream  communities  is  limited  by  the  Physical  Properties  of  the 

Plant.   There  can  be  a  maximum  of  40  MGD>  and  to  satisfy  the 

downstream  effects  there  is  set  up  an  elaborate  mechanism  for  the 

operation  of  this  Plant. 
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capacity  of  this  Project  to  remove  water  from  the  douristream  needs. 

With  the  complete  Project  in  operation  the  Pla-nt  could  remo'.ye  60 

MGD^  and  if  there  o.iere  capacity  in  the  reservoir  the  PumPs  and  Pipes 

could  refill  it  at  a  rate  of  IQQ  MGD>  for  a  total  removal  of  16©  MGD. 

This  is  at  least  4  times  the  rate  of  the  ori9inal  E.I.R. 

The  MDC  has  stated  ('...lithout  suPPort)  that  the  second  Portion  of 

this  Project  would  not  need  review.  0"n  its  face  this  is  at  least 

•Questionable.  For  this  reason  alone  the  current  D.E.I.R.   is  totally 

iriade'luate. 

Other  concerns  re9ardin9  this  rePort  are  the  dependence  on 

static  water  levels  to  determine  the  availability  of  excess  water  in 

the  lower  Sudbury.     These  levels  come  directly  out  of  a 

recommeridati on  on  mi'nimu.m  acceptable  levels  for  waterfowl  needs  at  a 

specific  Point  in  the  river.     The  statement  that  these  levels  will 

satisfy  the  environmental  concerns  is  not  only  a  distortion  of  the 

statements  made  by  the  Parties  involved^  but  an  inappropriate  use  of 

information  not  intended  for  this  Purpose.     The  most  awkward  Part  of 

this  is  that  after  these  dependencies  are  stated  the  levels  are  then 

de9raded  by  almost  half  a  foot. 

The  concerns  of  downstream  communities  re9ardin9  water  quality 

in  relation  to  the  removal  of  the  only  draina9e  area  ap P roach in9 

Potable  water  in  the  watersheds  are  only  9lossed  over  in  a 

F'  e  r  f ■  u  Ti  c  t  o  r  y  m  a  n  n  e  f  - . 

The  concerns  of  citizens  of  the  town  of  Bedford  in  re9ard  to  the 

"Quality  of  water  available  to  their  Proposed  new  well  site  are  not 





CCCISION  CRITERIA 

1.     INTRODUCTION  The  content  of  this  DEIR  lacks  certain  ingredients  without 
which    a    sound  decision  cannot  be  made  regarding  sound  reasonable  or  preferred 
strategies  for  addressing  water  supply  needs  in  eastern  Massachirsetts.    This  is 

not    necessarily    a  condemnation  of  the  work  performed  up  to  this  point'    it  is 
instead    a  request  that  these  gaps  be  filled  before  an  attempt  is  made  to  choose 
a  water  supply  strategy  for  the  Commonwealth. 

The    additional  work  desired  is  related  to  the  development  of  criteria  for 

choosing  among  the  alternative  strategies.      The  MDC's  schedule  of  work  adopted 
at    the  beginning  of  the  EIR  study  stipulated  that  a  decision  criteria  would  be 
developed  toward  the  end  of  the  EIR  analysis.      In  our  opinion,    such  a  criteria 
has  not  been  developed  which  embodies  the  precepts  of  classical  decision  theory. 

(For  e.-^ample,  as  contained  in  Blackwell  and  Girhick's  treatise,  "Theory  of  Games 
and  Statistical  Decisions"  John  Wiley  &  Sons,    N.Y.,    1954).         The  precepts  to 
which    we    refer  tend  to  be  plain  common  sense  requirements  for  sound  decision- 

making;    we   refer    to    the    literature  merely    as    a    reference    source  which 

rigorously  establishes  the  logical  self-consistency  of  the  theory. 

The  following  paragraphs  address:    (l)  the  decision  criteria;    and,  (2)  the 
alternative  strategies. 

2.  DECISION    CRITERIA:  The    decision    criteria  adopted  by  the  MDC    is  not 
explicitly  defined  anywhere.      In  some  contexts  they  appear  to  use  the  amount  of 
water    provided  by  the  alternatives,    in  other  cases,    they  use  the  cost  of  the 
alternatives;  et  cetera. 

The    e.TPlicit    definition  of  the  decision  criteria  is  obviously     of  over- 
riding importance  since  we  must  insure  that  it  represents  the  best  intersts,  not 

only  short  term,    but  also  long  term,    of  the  entire  Commonwealth,  not  merely  of 
the  MDC  or  of  all  the  MDC  communities.    To  do  this,  the  criteria  cannot  be  based 
upon  the  sometimes  used ,  cost/benefit  ratio  but  rather  upon  a  more  comprehensive 
decision  function,  or  utility  function,  or  value  function.  More  specifically  the 
decision    must    include     the  variety  of  values  important  to  the    citizenry  not 
merely  the  financial  cost  to  the  MDC.    These  values  must  include  the  values  lost 

as  well  as  those  gained.        The  important  point  to  be  made  is  that  these  values 
must  be  incorporated  into  a  decision  function  in  an  explicit  manner  so  that  all 
parties    can    understand    and    agree  that  the  criteria    are    reasonable    and  do 
represent  the  best  interests  of  the  Commonwealth.  The  criteria  must  place  values 
upon    the    amounts  by  which  and  the  frequencies  with  which  safe  yield    would  be 
exceeded. 

3.  ALTERNATIVE  STRATEGIES: 

The  alternative  strategies  addressed  by  the  DEIR  appear  to  be  four: 
(1).  No-build 
(2J.  Conservation 
(3)  .  Abandonment 
(4)  .   Diversion  of  16  5  MGD 

The     theory    of    decision-making    guarantees  that  if  applied  to    a    set  of 
alternatives,    it    will  identify  the  extent  to  which  each  satisfies    the  chosen 

decision  criteria.      However,     this  in  itself  does  not  guarantee  that  the  theory 
will    identify    the  preferred  strategies;      it  will  only  identify  which    of  the 
contemplated    strategies    are    preferred  to  the  other    contemplated  strategies. 
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Therefore,   it  is  cruciaJ  that  the  set  of  contempldted  str>iteaie5  eiicoap355  tho5s 
strdtegies    which  could  be  promising.     Limitation  of  considsration  to    the  four 
strategies    listed    above  certainly  cannot  be  regarded  as  encompassing  the  more 
promising  strategies. 

4.  POSSIBLE  OUTCOMES:    The  analysis  must  include  the  range  of  possible  outcomes 
o£  the  alternative  strategies.     The  decision  criteria  merely  stipulate  the  value 
of  each  outcome,  however,  if  we  have  failed  to  include  important  outcomes  in  the 
analysis,    then    the  values  of  these  outcomes  are  being  ignored  when  we  compare 
alternative    strategies.    For  example,    distinctions  should  be  made  between  the 
outcome    o£  exceeding  the  safe  yield  by  a  small  amount  once  every  20    years  and 
the    outcome    of    exceeding    it  by  a  significant  amount    every    5    years.  Also 
distinctions    should  be  made  between  outcomes  of  exceeding  the  safe  yield  which 

can    be    accomodated    by    stringent    management    of    demand    through    user  fee 
structures,  water  moratoriums,  stringent  conservation,  etc. 

5.  MATURE  AND  THE  COMMONWEALTH:  In  decision  theory  or  game  theory,  th 
situation    being  evaluated  is  often  considered  as  involving  two  or  more  parties. 
In  the  present  case,    one  of  the  parties  would  be  regarded  as  mother  nature.  The 

importance    of    this  concept  is  that  the  present  EIR    study    involves  decision- 
making   in  the  presence  of  uncertainty  -  uncertainties  which  play  dominant  roles 

in  the  choice  of  preferred  water  supply  strategies.    These  uncertainties  include 
such  things  as  frequencies,    intensities,    and  duration  of  drought;    changes  in 
population    amounts    and  geographical  distribution.      Also  uncertainties  in  the 
field    data    and  its  implications.    And    finally,    very    critical  uncertainties 
regarding    the    choice    of  a  mathematical    computer    simulation    model.  Modern 
decision  theory  requires  that  these  uncertainties  be  included  in  the  analysis  by 
means    of  probability  or  frequency  functions  (generally  in  the  form  of  what  are 
called    conditional    probability    distributions! .    This    is    done    so    that  the 
uncertainties    in    the    predicted    outcomes  resulting    from    each    water  supply 
strategy,     can  be  calculated.    These  probabilities  of  each  possible  outcome  from 
a    particular    water  supply  strategy  are  then  combined  with  the    value  function 
(decision  criteria)  giving  the  value  of  each  outcome,    to  calculate  the  expected 
value    associated    with    the  use  of  that  particular    strategy.     These  expected 
values    of  each  of  the  strategies  under  consideration,    then  allow  us  to  assess 
and  identify  the  preferred  water  supply  strategies. 

6.  CONCLUSION:    These  recommendations  are  no  more  than  the  application  of  common 

sense    to    the    decision-making  process.      Any  decision    on    this    project  must 
incorporate    these  ingredients  either  by  default  or    otherwise.      However,  they 
should    be    stated    explicitly  so  that  they  can  be  examined    by    all  interested 

parties.      They    should    not  be  made  implicitly  and  unconsiously    -  and  perhaps 

unintentionally    by    some    staff    member  within    the    proponent's  organization. 
The    DEIR    study    has    brought  us  only  to  the  stage    of    choosinq    the  decision 

criteria    which    was    promised  in  the  MDC's    task    schedule.      C.ily    after  this 
criteria  has  been  chosen  after  thorough  consideration,  can  a  credible  process  of 
decision  making  be  initiated. 

L.  M.  MeixseJl 
June  21 , 1984 





Sudbury  Reservoir  Fishery 

Reference     5ec  1  p    11,    5ec  6  pp.  J6-20 

The    report    states  that  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  supports  only  a    warm  water 
fishery,     because    in    the  summer  high  temperature  of  the  surface  water    &  poor 
o;<ygenation    of  the  deeper  cooler  water  rules  out  the  cold  water  salminoids  and 
5maJl  Mouth  Bass.      Actually,     the  most  plentiful  and  important  game  fish  in  the 
Sudbury  Reservoir  is  the  Small  Mouth  Bass  which  is  considerably  less  flexibJe  in 
its    spawning    requirements  than  the  various  warm  water  species  which    are  also 

present.      Any    drawdown  greater  than  2'-3'  during  any  3  to  4  week  period  during 
the    April-June    spawning    period    will  have  a  serious    adverse    effect    on  the 
spawning  success  of  these  fish. 

The    change    proposed  in  the  addendum  from  a  maximum  10'  to    a    maximum  5' 
drawdown  will  be  of  great  benefit  to  this  fishery.      However,  to  further  protect 
this    resource  and  to  ensure  reasonable  reservoir  water  levels  even  during  a  dry 
summer    it  is  reconfmended  that  diversions  be  limited  starting  April  15    so  that 
reservoir  levels  would  rise  gradually  and  when  diversions  stopped  on  June  15  the 

reservoir    would  be  at  a  minimum  257'  level.    This  under  normal  conditions  would 
protect    the    bass  spawning  beds  and  provide  for  evaporations  and    the    1.5  mgd 

release  during  the  summer  without  dropping  the  level  below  255'. 
Suggested  minimum  levels: 

April  15  255.0 
May  1  255.5 
June  1  256.5 
June  15  257. 0 

Fresh  Water  Clams, Snails  and  Crayfish 
Reference:  Sec  6,  p.  20,  Appendix  F 

The  fresh  water  clam  is  plentiful  throughout  the  Sudbury  River  system.    It  is  of 
considerable    importance    both    for    its  ability  to  filter  from    the    water  and 
consume  large  amounts  of  algae  and  other  plankton  and  becaue  it  is  an  important 
part    of  the  food  chain  and  as  scavengers  and  algae  eaters    respectively.  They 
are  only  mentioned  in  the  report  as  being  present. 

Although    no    data    is    available  it  is  reasonable  to    speculate    that  the 
current    MDC    practice    of    lowering  reservoir    levels    in    winter    has  reduced 
populations    of  these  organisms  and  has  had  something  to  do  with  the  severity  of 
the  algal  blooms  in  recent  years. 

The    change    from  a  maximum  10'  drawdown  to  a  maximum  5'  drawdown    and  the 
greater  stability  of  the  water  level  proposed  in  the    Addendum  will  mean  a  much 

less    severe  impact  on  these  populations.      However,    a  5'  drawdown  after  water 
temperatures    drop  to  near  freezing  is  bound  to  have  especially  severe  effects, 
because    all  of  these  species  are  inactive  at  these  temperatures  and  thus  unable 
to  move  with  the  dropping  water  level. 

Diversion  Constraints 
In    order    to  protect  downstream  interests  and  interests  related  to  water 

levels    of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  itself,    it  was  recognized  early  in    the  study 
process    that    a  number  of  constraints  on  the  diversion  program  were  necessary. 
Most    important    among  these  were:U)  A  maximum  reservoir  drawdown  level    and  a 
summer    shutdown  period        (2)  A  minimum  release  at  Dam  *1      (3J    Minumum  water 
levels    in    the  lower  river  (4)  Year  round  flow  in  the  lower  river  and  periodic 
high  water  to  provide  tor  channel  flushing. 
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With  respect  to  the  first  constraint,    the  change  proposed  in  the  Addendum 

from    a  maximum  10'  to  a  maximum  5'  drawdown  is  a  great  improvement  from  both  an 
ecoJogical    and  aesthetic  viewpoint.      Some  refinements  on  timing  and    rates  of 
drawdowns  would  further  improve  this  aspect  of  the  operation, 

a      Water    levels    should    not    be    lowered    drastically    from    their  late 
5eptemberearly    October    level    during    the  winter  in  order  to    protect    the  QR 
shallow  water  macro  invertebrates  which  are  more  or  less  immobile  at  this  time. 

b      Water  levels  should  be  allowed  to  rise  gradually  in  April,  May  and  June 
to  protect  the-  fish  spawning  beds,    especially  those  of  the  Small  Mouth  Bass  and 
to    assure  that  when  the  treatment  plant  is  shut  down  on  June  15  water  level  is 
high    enough    to    sustain    summer  evaporation    and    mandatory    releases  without 

dropping  below  the  255'  minimuraum  level. 
A    minimum    water  release  of  1 . 5  mgd  has  been  mandated  at  Dam**l    since  the 

system    was  constructed  in  1872.      This  is  not  nearly  enough  water  to    keep  the 
Framingham    section  of  the  river  in  a  healthy  condition  and  it  is  doubtful  that 
releases  have  ever  approached  this  low  level. 

The    Sudbury    River    below    Dam       is  a  shallow    slowflowing    stream  which 
unfortunately    receiVes  pollutants  from  numerous  sources.      It  is  essential  for 
public  health,  aesthetic  and  ecological  reasons  that  enough  water  be  released  to 
maintain  a  current  in  the  river.      Merely  maintaining  river  levels,    measured  in 
1/2  foot  increments  at  Sherman  Bridge,  is  not  sufficient.    Small  fractions  of  an 
inch    difference    of    elevation    in  these  flat  reaches  of    the    river    make  the 
difference  between  flow,  noflow,  or  even  backflow. 

According    to    the    U.    5.     Fish  and  Wildlife    Service,    New    England  Flow 
Regulatory  Policy,    the  flow  at  Dam  #1  should  be  about  25  mgd.     In  spite  of  5CAC 
recommendations  and  bills  filed  in  the  Legislature,    it  has  not  been  possible  to 
secure  an  MDC  commitment  for  a  satisfactory  minimum  release  at  Dam  t»l .  However, 
the  MDC  has  obligated  itself  (See  p. 2,    DEIR  Summary    last  paragraph  of  Project 

Description)  to  release  "a  minimum  of  1 . 5  mgd  required  by  State  Law,    as  well  as 
all    natural    flows    from  the  remainder  of  the  Upper  Sudbury    River  Watershed." 
This  should  provide  sufficient  flow  in  the  lower  river  for  the  present,     but  the 
importance  of  this  constraint  cannot  be  overemphasized. 

Any  consideration  of  diverting  flow  from  the  South  Branch  of  the  Sudbury 
River  will  require  an  entirely  new  study  which  would  have  to  address  amongst 
other  concerns: 

(1)    Future   demands    on  the  valley's  water  by  the  fast    growing    towns  of 
Ashland  and  Holliston. 

(.2)  Pollution  from  the  Nyanza  dumpsite  and  others. 
(3)  Downstream  ecological  and  aesthetic  concerns. 

David  Robertson 
Framingham 
2/22/84 
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COUNTWAY  LABORATORY,  CONCORD  FIELD  STATION 

Museum  of  Com-parative  Zoology,  Harx'ard  University 

OLD     CAUSEWAY     ROAD     •      BEDFORD,     MASSACHUSETTS     01730      •     TEL.     617  275-1725 

June  16,  1984 

Ms.   Barbara  i>!udd 
89  ̂ lUlson  Rd. 

Concord,  01742 

Jear  Barbara: 

I  have  examined  the  draft  env i ronnental  impact  rerort  for  the 

ju'lburv  Reservoir  '.vater  Treatment  Plant  and  have  the  following  comments: 

1)  Reference  is  made  on  -ages  4-18,  4-20,   and  4-22  tc  the  occurrence 
of  .-(hamnus  alnif c  1  ia  in  the  vicinitv  of  the  :3udburv  and  Concord 
Rivers.  This  is  hi^hlv  unlikelv  since  the  natural  range  for  this 

species  is  western  and  northern  Nev/  iin gland.  Frank  ^sevmour's 
f Icra  of   ̂ <ew  ungland  notes  that  in   -lassachusetts  there  are  only 
records  ot   this  sr^ecies  from  Franklin  and  Berkshire  Counties. 

I  believe  the  species  referred  to  is  probablv  Rhannus  f ran^ula  . 

2)  To  nv  knc-.vled<7e  there  is  n'^  known  current  station  for  :Sci rpus 
Icnei  i  along  the  C^^ncord  or  :5udburv  Rivers.  Therefore,   in  apoendix 
£-6  this  srecies  should  be  rencved  from  "Potential  Impact  (A)" 
to  the  list  of  s' ecies  fcr  which  there  is  a  historical  record  but 

no  present  stations  (p. 3).   :5ince  the  latest  record  is  1950  (at 
the  Great  Meadows ), ther e  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  it  yet 

persists. 

3)  Carex  mo  1 e s t a  is  no  longer  listed  as  a  rare  and  endangered  plant 
by  the  Massachusetts  Natural  rieritage  Program  in  their  latest 
report  (1983;.  This  snecies  is  cited  on  pages  4-22  and  page  2 
of  Appendix  i:-6  of  the  impact  report. 

4)  In  my  opinion  Oxalis  violacea  is  probably  best  listed  under 
Potential  Imact  (C)  rather   than  Potential  Impact  (A)  on  page  1 
of  /-vpt^endix  E-6. 

5)  A  species  that  is  on  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  Program 
list  of  rare  plants  (1983)  but  for  which  there  are  no  known 
current  stations  is  Ro t a 1 a  r amosior .  Henrv  Thoreau  mentions 

this  plant  as  being  along  the  Concord  '<iver  on  more  than  one 
cccasic'i   in  his  Journa  1 . 

o)  ..iv  name  is  mispelled  on  pa2es   1  and  3  of  Apreniix  h-6. 

AS  to  the   Livelihood  that  the  proposed  diversion  mav  or  mav  not  affect 
currerit  POPulatic-is  of   rirc-?  nlants   in  the  vicinitv  of  the  rivers  I  do 
not  feel  Qualified  to  comment.    The  report  does  not  consider  the  possibilit\ 
that^while  altered  conditions  brru^:ht  on  bv  the  diversion  mav  not  directlv 
eliminate  suitable  habitat,    the  spread  of  native  or  weed  species  might 
be  promoted  to  such  an  extent   that   the  rare  native  populations  cannot 

survive  the  competition.  :.incerelv.  ^/^^^/^av  Angelo 





TO:   To:n  Sisson,   Co-C  hai  r  pe  r  son ,    Sudbury  River  Advisory  Group 

FROM:    Kurt  Tramposch 

RE:  Comments  on  the  MDC  "SUDBURY  RESERVOIR  WATER  TREATMENT  PLAI^IT:  Draft 
Environmental   Impact  Report    (EOEA  No.  03621) 

Date:   February  16,  1984 

SUMMARY:  The  Draft  Report  seems  to  be  more  thorough  than  I  expected  in 
some  respects,   and  average  in  others.   I  am  still  in  favor  of  the 

"No-build"  and  "Conservation,   leakage  repair  and  use  of  local  supplies" 
options  of  the  alternatives  to  this  facility.  Basically  this  is  an 
engineering  fix  to  a  social  policy  problem,  and  in  that  respect  is  a 
finger  in  the  collapsing    dike  of  water  management  in  this  state.  A 
potential  benefit  of  the  project  may  be  that  the  MDC  will  be  forced  to 
more  closely  watch  and  protect  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  than  it  may  otherwise 
do.   A  real  disaster  scenario  may  be  that  if  anything  happens  to  the 
aqueducts  or   the  Quabbin  from  washouts  or  sabatage,   the  Sudbury  Reservoir 
and  Res.    *  3  in  Framingham  represent  most  of  the  stored  water  supply  for 

the  Boston   region.   On  5-2,   "It  provides  a  back  up  capability,  called 
system   redundancy,   in  the  event  of  a  loss  of  either  supply  resevoirs  or 

key  aqueducts."  Yet  I     don't  see  any  evaluation  of  the  effects  on  the 
system  if  this  should  result  in  draining  the  Sudbury  Reservoir. 

Basically,    I   think  that  the  thoroughness  of  this  report  is  a  testament  to 
the  persistence  of  the  advisory  committee. 

OBSERVATIONS  AND  COMMENTS 

The  following  are  comments  based  on  my  reactions  in  reading  the  impact 

study,  and  have  not  been  followed  up  by  any  in-depth  investigation.  They 
are  mostly  questions  left  in  my  mind  concerning  issues  addressed  in  the 
repor  t . 

3-14*    The  chemicals  used  in  the  treatment  process  are  listed  here,   and  do 
not  bother  me.    I  am  surprised  at  how  little  chlorine  they  intend  on  using. 
With  the     rather  high   (above  EPA  stds)   potential  for  THH  formation,  does 
this  mean  that  they  are  using  other  means  of  disinfecting  the  water,  e.g. 
ozonation? 

4-13     With  the  discussion  of  "Water  Quality  and  Sources  of  Pollution", 
major   discharges  are  listed  on  4-16,   but  there  is  no  discussion  of  how 
these  discharges  are  related  to  flow  requirements  of  the  river  under  the 

NPDES  program.   Why?  I  am  more   interested  in  whether  this  potential  tie-in 
has  been  explored.    I  doubt  that  the  impacts  are  great,   but   is  there  a  need 





to   leevaiuate   these   permits  during  a  worst-case   flow   reduction   in  the 
river?   For    example,    on  4-44,    there   is  a  discussion  how   three  industries 
alone   coul d  "contribute  over  600  pounds  per  year  of  chromium,   cadmium  and 
lead,    if   they  discharge  their  NPDES  effluent  limitations  of  these 

materials".   There  is  no  discussion  of  the  possibility  of  this  happening, 
nor    is  there  much  concern  shown  for  the  future  potential  effect  on  the 

river   from   retired  and  active  landfills   (16  mentioned  on  page  4-43   for  to 

towns  on  SuAsCo) .   "During  their  active  lifetimes,   monitoring  of  leachate 
from  these   landfills  may  not  be  done.   As  a  result,   no  one  knows  what  these 

sites  contain."  On  4-44,   the  problem  of  sediment  deposition  of 
contaminates  says  "Under  certain  conditions,   some  of  these  contaminants 
have  the  potential  to  be  released  again  to  the  water  column.  Thus, 
contaminated  sediments  present  a  continuous  hazard  which  is  only  beginning 

to  be  understood." 

In  sum,    I  don't  believe  that  the  overall  effect  of  pollutants  on  the  river 
can  simply  be  assessed  by  doing  a  series  of  tests  on  the  systems  and 

plugging  into   the  model.*  I  think  that  more  work  should  have  been  done  on 
what   the  tut ur e  impacts  may  be  as  a  result  of  permitted  dumping  potential, 
known  hazardous  waste  sites,   and  retired  and  active  landf il Is, and  what  all 
of   this  will  mean  to  future  contamination  of  the  system.   For  example,  on 

4-45   there  is  discussion  of  "An  extim.ated  15  ,  000  -  50  ,000  pounds  of 
mercury  could  presently  be  held  by  Sudbury  Res.   1  and  2  as  a  result  of 

run-off  and  spillage  from  the  Nyanza  site. 

We  know  that  this  is  being  terribly  unreasonable  and  all  of  that,   but  if 
the  MDC  can  be  so  certain,  after  much  expensive  study,   that  their 
projecced  future  demands  for  water  are  going  to  grow,   they  should  be 
required  to  at  least  spend  some  money  on  the  growth  potential  for 
contaminants  to  this  river  system! 

,6-9  Treatment  Plant  Sludge  Disposal  Alternatives:   Is  it  possible  that 
ttiere  are  no  hazardous  waste  qualitites  to  the  disposed  sludge,   or  are 
treatment  plants  exempted  in  some  way?  Can  this  sludge  be  disposed  of  by 

direct  discharge  into  the  Sanitary  Sewer  system  without  impacts?  In  6-11, 

there  is  the  suggestion  that  the  "...Sudbury  and  Wayland  landfills  should 
be  given  priority  in  the  determination  of  the  suitability  of  sludge 

disposal  at  these  sites."  I  sincerely  doubt  that  these  towns  are  going  to 
welcome  this  material,  and  ironically  they  both  ultimately  drain  into  the 
Sudbury  River  anyway. 

8-7  More  on  Sludge:   "If  sludge  produced  by  the  plant  is  to  be  thickened 
and  disposed  of  at  an  existing  landfill,   approval  must  be  obtained  through 
the  board  of  health  in  the  community   in  which  the  landfill   is  located. 

Sludge   is  considered  a  special  waste  because   it   requires  special  handling" 

Appendix  B-1:  Water  Quality       "The  physical,   chemical   and  biological 
interactions  of   these  chemicals  within  and  among  the  various  phases  of  the 
environment   are  varied  and  complex,    and  in  many  cases  not  completely 

underscood".    This   is  an  understatement.    In  page  2  of   B:"The  proposed 
diversion   is  not  expected  to   increase   the  amounts  of   contaminants  entering 
the  Sudbury  River  system,   or   introduce  new  contaminants.   However    ,  the 
spatial  distribution  and  storage  or    residence   time  of  existing 
contaminants  may  be  affected.   Of  primary  concern  are   factors  which  would 





encourage   Lhe   tormations  and  release  of  toxic  species  of  the  existing 

con tam 1 na ncs ,    and  factors  which  would  increase  bio-magnification  through 
c  n  c   food  chain." 

In  other   words,    this  entire  process  is  slightly  impe rf ect , and  who  knows 

v.'iiat   Lhe   fuLurc   impacts  will  be  if  the  system  is  ,   as  it  invariably  will 
be,    further   loaded  with  discharges,   leachates,   and  runoffs. 

Appenclix  B:  Water  Quality  Sampling  of  Sudbury  Reservoir:     One  of  my 
biggest   concerns   is  the  impact  of  adverse  land  uses  on  the  Sudbury 
Reservoir.   The  samples  done  by  Metcalf  and  Eddy,   Inc.   found  pesticides, 

PCB's,   ana  acryloni trile.  These  are  not  light  concerns,   and  one  good 
chemical   spill  along  route  85   in  Marlborough  could  do  quite  a  number  on 
the   reservoir.   How  are  they  set  up  for   handling  a  disaster  like  this  in 
the  treatment  plant,   and  is  there  going  to  be  controls  on  the  land  uses 
around  the   reservoir,   sqch  as  the  use  of  herbicides  along  the  railroad 
ballast   at   the  edge  of  the  rese rvoi r ?  (do  they  use  any  here?  Marcus  did  not 
know  v/hen  we  went  on  tour)  . 

Also,    "Results  of  Tr ihal omethane  Formation  Potential   showed  a  raw  water 
THMFP  of  153  ppb,   which  indicates  a  portntial   for  THM  levels  in  the 

distribution  system  to  exceed  the  100  ppb  limit  established  by  BPA.    "  This 
strikes  me  as  a  very  high  potential   indeed.   How  do  they  plan  on  mitigating 
this  -   lower   the  amount  of  chlorination  of  the  water? 

In  addition,   if  cadmium  is  showing  up  in  the  water  column  of  the  M  &  E 
study,    hov;  much  of  this  do  they  plan  on  removing  from  the  system,   and  does 
this  not  make  the  sludge  hazardous  if  concentrated  amounts  are  removed?? 

'Appendix  D:  p. 8,  Hazardous  Waste  Sites: 
Not  a  bad  review  of  the  sites  in  the  basin,   but  lacking  in  biologica:-_ 

effects,   especially  future  effects,  of  these  sites.  On  p.  5,  "Many 
pollutants,    including  heavy  metals,   PCB's,  and  pesticides  have  the  abilty 
to  be  sorbed  onto  particulates  and  settle  out  of  the  water  column.  Under 
certain  conditions,   some  of  these  contaminants  have  the  potential  to  be 
released  again  to  the  water  column.   Thus,   contaminated  sediments  present  a 

continuous   hazard  which  is  only  beginning  to  be  understood."  Again,  what 
about  an  emergency  situation  if  Boston  were  to  loose  access  to  the 

Quabbin,    I  don't  see  any  impacts  on  the  overall  system  discussed. 

I   ajr,  not   impressed  with  the  handling  of  NPDES  permits   in  this  section. 
Too  general   and  lacking  in  specifics  of  the  permits  and  their  potentials. 





Comments  on  Draft  K.I.R.   -  .'Judbury  Rivor  Diversion 

submitted  by  John  A.   Thoinpcon,  r.efnbor  of  Th'T-'-ou 

Group  of  the  Sierra  Club  r]x-com 

No  mention  of: 

1.  Impact  on  defoliant  usage  on  right  of  v/ay  of  railroad 
as  it  passes  through  the  reservoir. 

2.  Deicing  chemicals  on  interstate,  state,  and  local 
roadways. 

3.  Restrictions  on  growth  of  local  communities. 

No  mention  of  dilution  of  toxic  properties  of  dov/nstream  water 
in  the  Concord  River  by  the  clean  water  to  be  diverted  by 
treatment  plant  operation. 

No  discussion  of  impact  of  mitigation  measures  listed  in  report, 
such  as: 

1.  (section  7-3)  dredging  in  reservoir  of  100,000  cubic 
yards  of  material  at  a  cost  of  million 

2.  (page  5  of  summary)  impact  of  structural  controls  or 
the  resulting  change  in  the  capacity  of  the  reservoir 
and  the  effect  on  plant  operation 

The  summary  of  operation  is  significantly  different  from  the 
plans  that  v/ere  considered  in  the  report,  invalidating  some  of 
the  judgements  of  the  investigators. 

There  is  no  consideration  of  U.  S.  fish  and  vVild  Life's  recommen- 
dations for  the  necessity  of  periodic  (i.e.,  every  2  to  3  years) 

flushing  of  the  river  by  the  high  flood  level  of  118  feet  as 

measured  at  Sherman's  Bridge, to  remove  organics  -  a  must  to 
preserve  the  nature  of  the  wildlife  habitat. 





Sudbury  Valley  Trustees 

P.O.  Box  7     Wavland,  Massachusetts  01778  617-443-7325 
850  Boston  Post:  Road,  Sudbury,  MA  01776 

^  The  Proposed  Diversion  of  the  Sudbury /Concord  Rivers 

Testimony  of 

Allen  H.  Morgan,  Executive  Director,  Sudbury  Valley  Trustees,  Inc. 

at  the  hearing  before  the 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

Gardner  Auditorium,  State  House,  Boston,  Massachusetts 

June  10,  1986 

My  name  is  Allen  H.  Morgan.    I  am  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Sudbury  Valley 
Trustees,  Inc.  (SVT),  a  privately  supported  conservation  organization  formed 
in  1953  to  preserve  and  protect  the  Sudbury  Valley  region,  and  especially  its 
threatened  and  fragile  Sudbury  River.    The  Sudbury  River  rises  in  Westboro  and 
flows  east  and  north  to  Concord,  where  at  its  confluence  with  the  Assabet  it 
becomes  the  Concord  River  and  thence  caitinues  north  to  join  the  Merrimac  at 
Lowell. 

SVT  is  supported  by  the  voluntary  contributions  of  just  over  1,400  individuals 
and  a  dozen  or  more  local  corporatiOTis.    It  currently  owns  just  over  1 ,000 
acres  of  natural  land  open  to  the  public  for  quiet  enjoyment  and  appropriate 
forms  of  outdoor  recreation.    It  also  acts  as  partner  with  and  advocate  for 
public  efforts  to  preserve  open  space  and  outdoor  recreational  opportunities, 
and  to  control  pollution  and  other  threats  to  the  EUver. 

We  have  followed  the  proposed  diversion  of  the  Sudbury  and  Concord  Rivers 
closely  and  with  apprehensioi.  Our  ccxicem  is  not  any  selfish  desire  to  deny 

water  to  our  fellow  citizens,  but  rather  that  a  precious  local  resource  heav- 
ily used  by  our  neighbors  from  Boston  and  vicinity  not  be  carelessly  and 

needlessly  sacrificed  by  ill  conceived  schemes  which  will  not  make  any  impor- 

tant difference  to  Boston's  needs,  and  which  will  prove  fruitless  in  the  long 
run. 





River  Diversion -2- June  10,  19Q6 

The  studies  that  purport  to  support  diversion  of  the  Sudbury  as  needed,  via- 
ble, and  harmless  to  the  river  are  seriously  flawed.    They  do  not  support  the 

conclusion  that  diversion  of  this  river  is  the  best  solution  or  even  needed. 

They  provide  no  assurance  that  serious  harm  to  the  river  and  related  resources 
will  not  result. 

The  proposal  is  incongruous  on  its  face  for  a  variety  of  reasons: 

The  Sudbury  River  is  small,  and  cannot  contribute  water  in  a  volume  signifi- 

cant to  Boston's  current  and  projected  future  use.    It  already  suffers  ser- 
iously from  inadequate  flows  during  dry  seasons.    Diversion  of  peak  flows  will 

eliminate  the  scouring  and  cleaning  of  the  river  and  its  floodplain  so  impor- 
tant to  their  health,  and  badly  damage  its  scenic  and  recreational  values. 

The  river  is  seriously  polluted:    it  can  provide  water  of  only  mediocre  qual- 
ity and  questionable  safety  at  enormous  cost  to  consumers  accustomed  to  a 

water  supply  famous  for  its  purity. 

Diversion  will  damage  water  supplies  on  which  local  communities  depend,  and  if 
carried  far  enough  will  surely  force  some  local  systems  onto  the  MWRA  system 
in  the  future.    Indeed,  the  prediction  of  increased  need  for  Boston  is  based 
in  substantial  degree  on  the  predicted  loss  of  these  local  sources  due  to 
contamination  and  declining  groundwater  supplies  as  increased  development 
diverts  rainfall  into  storm  sewers  rather  than  into  groundwater  aquifers. 

The  diversion  studies  have  not  even  mapped  the  wetland  changes  which  will  take 
place,  or  the  impact  on  local  water  supplies. 

The  scheme  proposes  to  noeasure  stream  flows  at  Sherman's  Bridge  in  Wayland  to 
determine  when  to  shut  the  river  off  and  on,  despite  the  fact  that  the  river 
there  is  a  backwater  from  the  Talbot  Dam  downstream.    This  will  make  it 

impossible  to  measure  real  stream  flow  throughput  needed  to  protect  the  sys- 

tem's water  regimen.    It  also  proposes  to  reduce  present  water  level  averages 
there  another  six  inches  in  order  to  gain  500,000  gallons  per  day:    a  paltry 
7%  of  the  water  lost  through  leaks  in  the  Weston  Aqueduct  alone! 

The  plan  will  degrade  important  recreational  resources  heavily  used  by  metro- 
politan Boston  residents.    Similarly,  it  will  damage  a  prime  tourist  attrac- 

tion— the  Commonwealth's  second  largest  industry.    The  plan  threatens  to 
damage  local  water  resources  in  order  to  provide  less  than  a  third  of  the 
water  lost  through  the  leaks  in  the  Boston  distribution  system. 

The  studies  intended  to  measure  local  impact  were  designed  under  vastly  dif- 

ferent diversion  parameters,  and  their  results  "adjusted"  to  fit  a  new  pro- 
posal changed  in  many  of  its  details.    The  result  is  worse  than  inadequate,  it 

is  misleading!    The  conclusions  bear  credence  to  the  casual  observer  because 
they  are  so  voluminous  as  to  discourage  reading,  and  they  are  clothed  in  the 
respectability  of  years  of  preparation  at  huge  expense.    But  in  fact  they  are 
irrelevant  in  major  respects.    The  scope  of  the  study  required  by  the  Secre- 

tary of  Environmental  Affairs  has  simply  not  been  fulfilled  by  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report. 
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is  taken  from  the  300^1^3^  a         „TtM„  T  "^^"^^  l°"g  " 

not  intelligent  to  cut  offa  so^ce  of  ni"  o^p^oity.    But  it  is 
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present  today  in  person  to  p?^.Lc,,-;        ̂     Probably  not  be  able  to  be y  xfi  person  to  express  its  unanimous  opposition. 
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Allen  H.  Morgan,  Executive  Director Sudbury  Valley  Trustees,  Inc. 





Sudbury  Valley  Trustees 

P.O.  Box  7     Wayland,  Massachusetts  01778  617-443-7325 

June  27,  1986 

Mr.  Michael  Gritzuk,  Executive  Director 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
One  Center  Plaza 

Boston,  MA  02108 

Ms.  Patricia  B.  Corcoran,  Project  Manager 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
20  Somerset  Street,  8th  Floor 
Boston,     MA  02108 

Re:     Task  9:     Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Assessment  Report/ Summary  Report 
EIR  2020 

Dear  Mr.  Gritzuk  and  Ms.  Corcoran: 

Throughout  the  Task  9  Upper  Sudbury  Watershed  Assessment  Report,  the 
assumption  is  made  that  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  Water  Treatment  Plant  study 
conclusions  may  safely  be  used  as  a  factual  basis  for  assessing  the  Upper 
Sudbury  Watershed  Alternative  of  the  Water  Supply  Study,  EIR  2020.    The  study 

of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  Water  Treatment  Plant  (hereinafter  "Sudbury 
Reservoir"),   EOEA  #03621,  has  not  yet  been  completed.     Data  and  conclusions  in 
that  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  have  been  vigorously  questioned  not 
only  in  respect  to  the  impacts  of  reactivating  the  Reservoir  but  also  in 
respect  to  the  correctness  of  the  methods  and  findings  used  to  describe  those 
impacts.    We  refer  you  to  comments  of  SCAC  on  the  Draft  EIR,  delivered  to  MWRA 

June  5,  1986  by  Barbara  Mudd,  co-chairman,  SCAC. 

It  is  premature  to  conclude  that  reactivation  would  increase  the  safe  yield  of 
the  MWRA  water  supply  system  by  approximately  17  MGD  as  is  alleged  on  page  1 
of  the  Task  9  summary  section  and  yet  this  amount  obviously  represents  the 
major  part  of  the  20  MGD  increase  claimed  for  this  Task  9  Alternative.  The 
Summary  Report,  Impact  Assessment  and  Criteria  for  Evaluation  of  Alternatives, 

EIR  2020  (hereinafter  "Summary  Report")  incorporates  this  dangerously 
misleading  assumption.    In  both  the  Task  9  Assessment  Report  and  the  Summary 
Report,   it  is  essential  to  explicate  the  uncertainties  of  a  16.5  MGD  yield 
from  reactivation  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  alone.    To  the  extent  that  the 
Assessment  Report  serves  as  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR), 
Sudbury  Valley  Trustees,   Inc.  (SVT)  asserts  that  the  report  is  inadequate  in 
failing  to  present  the  history  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  proposal  and  in 
failing  to  discuss  the  objections  to  DEIR  03621.    Furthermore,  the  impacts 
from  the  Task  9  proposal  will  not  only  add  quantitatively  to  impacts  of  the 
Sudbury  Reservoir  proposal,   they  will  also  be  different.     The  Task  9  Report 
does  not  attempt  to  discuss  these  new  impacts.     The  result,  of  course,  is  that 
mitigation/enhancement  measures  are  minimal  or  considered  not  necessary. 
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In  addition  to  reliance  on  substantially  inadequate  data  from  the  Sudbury 

Reservoir  proposal,  SVT  faults  the  Assessment  Report  specifically  in  respect 
to  discussions  of  the  water  treatment  plant  and  flow  calculations/constraints. 
Comments  on  numbered  Sections  of  the  Assessment  Report  follow. 

Section  9/Summary 

In  this  section,,  a  clear  distinction  should  be  made  as  to  which  operational 

constraints  have  been  "incorporated"  (page  1)  into  the  Upper  Sudbury  proposal 
and  which  are  new.    Because  of  the  critical  nature  of  flow  constraints,  it  is 

essential  that  they  be  accurately  explained  in  the  summary.    For  example,  the 
Sudbury  Reservoir  constraints  included  release  of  all  naturally  occurring 
inflow  to  the  Sudbury  River  when  the  treatment  plant  was  operating. 
Obviously,    this  constraint  is  impossible  under  the  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative. 
And  yet  the  reader  of  the  Task  9  Assessment  report  is  told,  at  page  9,  that 
"flow  constraints  which  allow  water  withdrawals  with  minimal  environmental 
impacts  have  been  incorporated  in  the  operating  regime.     The  methodology  for 

development  of  these  flow  constraints  is  discussed  in  the  ̂ Sudbury  Reservoir 
Water  Treatment  Plan  DEIR'  ..."    Which  flow  constraints  have  been  incor- 

porated and  which  omitted?    And  surely  the  methodology  for  developing  flow 
constraints  as  set  forth  in  Section  9.11  does  not  appear  in  the  Sudbury 
Reservoir  DEIR. 

In  respect  to  the  numbered  constraints  appearing  on  page  5,  we  repeat  that  it 
is  misleading  to  imply  that  the  treatment  plant  could  safely  operate  from 
October  1  to  June  14  as  both  dates  have  been  questioned  already.     Changing  the 

mitigation  measures  on  which  that  time  period  was  based  (i.e.  omitting  assur- 
ance of  full  flow  release  from  the  watershed)  certainly  calls  into  question 

the  8-1/2  month  operating  period  assumed  here.    In  addition,  we  ask  for  a 
discussion  of  314  CMR  4  and  5.    Do  those  regulations  suggest  other  con- 
straints? 

The  summary  section  reflects  the  deficiencies  of  the  Assessment  Report  in 
failing  to  discuss  whether  or  not  the  treatment  described  in  the  Metcalf  and 

Eddy  "Final  Report  on  the  Pilot  Plant  Study  for  the  Proposed  Sudbury  Reservoir 
Water  Treatment  Plant,"  Volume  I,  September  1,  1983,  is  or  is  not  adequate  for 
treatment  of  cadmium,  lead,  silver,  mercury,  iron  and  manganese  and  for  antic- 

ipated increases  in  pollutants  entering  the  Framingham  Reservoirs.     We  do  not 
recall  any  mandate  in  the  pilot  plant  contract  to  study  methods  of  treating 
heavy  metals  in  the  water  column  (the  main  problems  in  Sudbury  Reservoir  water 
being  color,  turbidity  and  coliform  bacteria).    A  reader  of  the  summary  should 
be  apprised  of  the  limitations,  if  any,  of  pilot  plant  feasibility  results  in 
respect  to  Task  9.    That  further  studies  would  be  necessary  before  implementa- 

tion of  the  Task  9  Alternative,  as  noted  at  page  101,  should  surely  be  brought 
forth.     That  fact  has  a  direct  bearing  on  the  cost  of  the  Upper  Sudbury 
Alternative  in  addition  to  its  implications  for  the  quality  of  water  supplied 
to  metropolitan  consumers.    The  cost  as  well  as  the  propriety  of  mixing  dif- 

ferent quality  waters,  even  if  permissible  under  current  DEQE  regulations, 
deserves  discussion  and  a  place  in  the  summary.     We  should  add  that  the 
Assessment  Report  totally  omits  depiction  of  the  complex  interrelationships  of 
the  Reservoirs  and  the  River. 

The  summary  of  impacts  on  hydropower  production  points  out  that  the  effects  of 
the  decrease  in  river  flow  will  be  measurable,  creating  a  decrease  in  hydro- 
power  all  the  way  downstream  to  Lawrence,  on  the  Merrimack.     Is  it  then 





June  27,  1986 

Page  3 

reasonable  for  the  summary  to  dismiss  in  four  sentences  the  multiple  impacts 

of  the  (proportionately)  much  greater  flow  reduction  in  the  river  above 
Billerica?    There  is  essentially  no  summary  of  impacts  on  water  quantity  or 

qiiality  downstream,  nor  of  impacts  on  the  ecology  of  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge. 

Section  9. 1l/Hydrologic  Modeling 

The  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  has  made  it  clear  that  the 

Sudbury  Reservoir  study  and  the  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative  study  must  be 
treated  as  separate  environmental  impact  reports.     Section  9.11  fails  to 
explain  or  maintain  the  difference  between  the  two  in  the  critical  area  of 
hydrologic  modeling.    Because  of  the  complexities  of  the  Safe  Yield  model,  the 
lack  of  distinction  may  be  understandable,  but  the  relationship  between  the 
two  studies  must  be  clarified  for  the  lay  reader.     (As  a  related  matter,  SVT 
is  concerned  about  the  time  when  comments  should  be  made  on  computer  modeling 

for  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  EIR.)    The  statement  in  Section  9.11  that  water 
would  be  pumped  from  the  Framingham  Reservoir  system  to  the  Sudbury  Reservoir 

during  part  of  the  year  "subject  to  maintaining  certain  minimum  flows  in  the 
Sudbury  River  similar  to  the  constraints  used  for  the  Sudbury-alone  analysis" 
must  be  changed.    Similar  is  not  the  same  as  identical,   of  course,  and  the 
reader  needs  to  know  precisely  what  the  differences  consist  of.    The  feasi- 

bility of  the  Alternative,  not  to  mention  the  adequacy  of  mitigation  measures, 
will  have  to  be  determined  in  light  of  flow  constraints.    And  yet  there  is  no 
explanation  of  how  the  minimum  monthly  flow  requirements  (listed  on  page  16) 
have  been  derived.    These  are  described  as  flow  requirements  for  the  river 

"below"  Reservoir  No.  1,  but  the  reader  knows  nothing  about  the  criteria 
leading  to  their  selection  (nor  which  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  criteria  are 
included).     Because  of  language  of  this  section  is  so  cryptic,   one  is  given  an 
impression  that  the  tail  is  wagging  the  dog,  where  the  computer  model  is  the 
tail  and  the  flow  constraints  are  the  dog. 

At  page  14,  there  is  a  reference  to  "monthly  elevations  corresponding  to  the 
selected  environmental  conditions  ..."    As  noted  above,   it  seems  important 
for  this  section  to  contain  a  warning  that  the  adequacy  of  monthly  elevations 
is  in  doubt.    Also,  the  method  of  developing  the  Sherman  Bridge  elevation 
criteria  is  a  major  source  of  concern  for  communities  downstream  of  the  Sud- 
biiry  Reservoir,  including  Billerica  which  takes  its  drinking  water  directly 

from  the  Sudbury  River.    The  report  should  also  note  how  and  where  the  regres- 
sion equation  was  arrived  at  "(by  others)  based  on  actual  field  observations." 

We  are  entitled  to  have  this  information  in  this  Assessment  Report. 

In  respect  to  Time-of-Year  Criteria,  please  clarify  which  reservoirs  is/are 
referred  to  in  connection  with  the  constancy  of  summer  water  elevations.  We 

suggest  that  the  first  sentence  on  page  15  should  also  be  expanded  or  re- 
phrased. 

It  would  be  helpful  for  the  lay  reader  to  have  an  explanation  of  the  reason 
for  the  jump  in  storage  in  all  reservoirs  between  the  months  of  April  and  May. 
Is  there  any  ecological  significance  to  this  fluctuation?    How  were  the 
monthly  minimum  pool  levels  derived?    Again,  the  criteria  are  not  given.  What 
will  be  the  depth  of  water  in  the  Framingham  Reservoirs  at  maximum  drawdown? 

Apparently  the  Sherman  Bridge  telemetric  elevation  data  would  still  be  used 
under  the  Task  9  Alternative  as  indicated  in  subroutine  (11)  but  at  page  17 
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the  report  states  "decisions  on  whether  or  not  to  pump  from  Framingham  to 
Sudbury  would  be  based  on  data  telemetered  daily  from  the  USGS  gage  on  the 
Concord  River  at  Lowell." 

Finally,  we  would  like  to  suggest  that  the  reader  is  entitled  to  a  definition 
of  what  "Safe  Yield"  is  for  purposes  of  this  section.     Although  it  may  be  well 
known  to  the  consultants  who  have  worked  on  the  water  supply  study,  the 

citizens  who  are  particularly  concerned  with  diversion  of  the  Sudbury  River 
would  benefit  from  a  brief  discussion  of  Safe  Yield  as  used  in  the  water 

supply  study  and  computer  niodeling. 

Section  9.12/Facility  Design 

At  page  61,  reference  is  made  to  discharging  water  to  Stoney  Brook.    Would  a 
surface  water  discharge  permit  be  required  for  this  operation?    The  location 
and  outlet  of  Stoney  Brook  should  be  described.    As  the  discharge  which  might 
occur  at  the  beginning  of  each  operation  of  the  water  treatment  plant  is  to 

"allow  for  startup,  chemical  balancing  and  effluent  testing,"  we  wonder  if  a 
surface  water  discharge  permit  would  be  required.     There  is  no  indication  of 
quantities  or  types  of  chemicals  involved,  nor  of  water  recapture;  is  any 
discussion  of  environmental  impacts  warranted? 

As  noted  above,  the  costs  of  the  pilot  plant  testing  which  would  be  required 

to  demonstrate  "the  need  for  sind  adequacy  of"  treatment  for  heavy  metals  (page 
63)  are  all  inadequately  discussed  in  this  section. 

The  Summary  Report,  March  1986,  in  Section  IV,  NonCost  Considerations,  rates 
the  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative  Reliability  factor  as  LA  (Low  Adverse).  We 
suggest  reconsideration  of  this  rating  to  HA  (High  Adverse)  because  of  the 

difficulties  pointed  out  in  Section  9.12  of  the  Task  9  Report.     Storage  capac- 
ity of  the  reservoirs,  as  pointed  out  at  page  16,  is  small.     At  page  69,  the 

report  states:     "in  this  case,   flexibility  is  defined  as  the  capability  of 
responding  or  conforming  to  changing  or  new  conditions  .  .  .  The  Upper  Sudbury 
Watershed  Alternative  does  provide  storage  of  excess  flows.    However,  the 

amount  of  storage  is  limited  to  the   allowable  drawdown  of  the  reservoirs" 
[emphasis  added].    Because  the  limited  operational  time  of  the  water  treatment 
plant  is  not  specifically  mentioned  in  this  section  on  reliability,  we  do  not 
know  if  it  was  considered  along  with  low  net  storage  capacity  when  the  LA 
rating  was  assigned. 

It  is  not  clear  why  the  pumping  station  reliability  is  rated  as  very  high 
(page  69)  unless  emergency  generators  are  to  be  provided.     (If  so,   are  they 
reflected  in  the  cost  of  the  mechanical  equipment?)    Furthermore,  there  is  no 
discussion  of  the  dependence  of  this  intricate  pumping  system  on  telemetric 

devices  to  transmit  flow  and  elevation  data.    Is  the  cost  of  elevation-sensing 
machinery  at  the  Framingham  Reservoirs  included  in  capital  costs?  Certainly 

there  is  no  basis  for  stating  (page  69)  that  the  "treatment  works"  have  a  very 
high  reliability  where  the  Assessment  Report  admits  that  facility  design 
depends  on  studies  yet  to  be  made  and  paid  for. 

At  page  69,  in  discussing  susceptibility  of  groundwater  to  contamination, 
potential  sources  are  described  as  illegal  industrial  discharges,  uncontrolled 
leachate  from  landfills  and  pollutant-laden  infiltration  from  farm  or  park 
areas  treated  with  fertilizers  or  pesticides.     The  report  continues:     "To  some 
extent,  the  treatment  plant  may  be  capable  of  treating  further  contamination. 
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if  it  should  occur.     [emphasis  added]     The  Assessment  report  notes  (e.g.  pages 

82-83,  97)  that  development  of  the  Sudbury  watershed  will  in  all  probability- 
lead  to  increased  contamination.    SVT  concurs.    The  Framingham  reservoirs  are 
located  in  an  area  that  is  still  in  the  process  of  urbanization  (contrary  to 
the  implication  of  page  148,   Land  Use  section).     As  is  the  case  around  the 
Sudbury  Reservoir,  the  MDC  appears  to  have  made  no  attempt  to  acquire  open 
land  in  the  immediate  watershed  which  would  give  a  measure  of  protection 
against  further  degradation  of  Reservoir  #3.     Well  over  100  acres  of  open  land 
surrounding  Roaring  Brook,  a  tributary  to  that  Reservoir,  are  now  proposed  for 
heavy  development  with  roads,  parking  lots  and  high  rise  buildings.  Daily 
traffic  increase  because  of  the  project  is  estimated  at  19,000  vehicles. 
Before  passing  under  Route  9  and  into  Reservoir  #3,  Roaring  Brook  touches  the 
base  of  an  active  landfill,  the  leachate  from  which  is  now  being  discharged 
into  the  MWRA  system.    As  yet  there  is  no  proposal  to  protect  the  brook  from 
the  consequences  of  proposed  building  into  and  around  that  landfill.  (See 
Multi-Use  project,  EOEA  5723.)    Given  this  huge  development  and  others  in  the 
vicinity,  and  given  the  degradation  of  Roaring  Brook  which  already  occurs  from 
the  usual  improper  highway  drainage  controls,  it  seems  clear  that  Reservoir  i^3 

is  highly  susceptible  to  increased  contamination.     Any  rating  of  source  relia- 
bility, then,  should  take  into  account  the  possible  long  term  inadquacy  of  the 

proposed  water  treatment  plant  because  of  increased  concentrations  of  urban 

pollutants. 

Section  9. 21 /Water  Quality  of  Rivers 

It  would  be  helpful  to  have  a  reference  to  the  location  of  the  Myrtle  Street 
dam  abutment  where  surface  water  quality  sample  data  were  collected,  the 
technical  appendix  not  being  included. 

It  is  worthwhile  noting  the  conclusions  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  consultants 
regarding  existing  and  future  water  quality  downstream  of  the  Framingham 
Reservoirs  (page  81).     These  conclusions  demonstrate  the  significant  need  for 
the  downstream  river  system  to  continue  to  receive  flow  contributions  from 
relatively  high  quality  Sudbury  Reservoir  water  in  order  to  mitigate  the 
effects  of  non-point  source  pollution. 

SVT  would  like  to  register  strong  objections  to  subsection  2  of  9.21  ("Future 
Conditions  With  Alternative").    The  statement  is  made  that  projected  changes 
in  water  levels  of  2  to  18  inches,  depending  on  locations  and  season,  "are 
well  within  a  50-year  variation  in  levels  on  a  seasonal  basis  and  must  be 

considered  insignificant  with  respect  to  water  quality." 

There  is  a  question  whether  the  depth  and  size  of  the  river  was  sufficiently 
taken  into  account  in  estimating  the  effects  of  these  reductions  in  the  area 

of  Wayland's  wells.    Furthermore,  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  Draft  EIR,  which 
consists  of  the  referenced  studies,  makes  clear  the  undisputed  connection 

between  the  river  and  the  wells,  as  shown  by  field  testing  and  modeling.     We  ' 
would  like  to  call  your  attention,  by  the  way,  to  the  inaccurate  description 

in  the  Land  Use  section,  9.50  of  the  consultants'  work.     At  page  149  the 
report  states  that  "As  a  result  of  analysis  by  lEP,   Inc.  regarding  the  pos- 

sible hydraulic  relationship  between  the  river  and  groundwater  for  the  Towns 
of  Framingham,  Sudbury,  Wayland,  Concord,  Lincoln,  Bedford  and  Billerica,  a 
possible  relationship  was  identified  for  some  of  the  municipal  wells  in  Way- 

land  and  Concord."    Field  testing  was  undertaken,   in  fact,   only  at  Wayland  and 
Concord  and  the  well/river  relationship  was  established,  not  merely  a  possibility. 
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We  note  that  this  section  speaks  of  "changes  in  water  level  in  the  river  as  a 
result  of  diversion  into  Sudbury  Reservoir"  [emphasis  added]  "which  have  been 
determined  to  be  minimal  at  seasonal  pumping  rates  ranging  from  12  MGD 
(summer)  to  40  MGD  (spring)  [Parsons  Brinckerhof f ,   Quade  &  Douglas,   Inc.  and 

lEP,    Inc.,    1984]."    The  phrase,   "diversion  into  Sudbury  Reservoir"  appears 
twice  and  we  suppose  that  it  is  intentional.     In  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
Task  9  Alternative  really  does  consist  of  diversion  into  the  Sudbury 
Reservoir,  but  the  Parsons  Brinckerhoff  study  was  concerned  with  diversion 

out  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  into  the  MWRA  system,  this  section  must  be  con- 
sidered as  misleading  and  inaccurate.    Finally,  flow  reductions  do  not  neces- 

sarily have  the  same  impacts  as  elevation  reductions.    Once  again,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  study,   the  distinction  is  not  made.     This  sec- 

tion must  be  read  in  light  of  the  SCAC  comments,  referred  to  above. 

Likewise,   Section  9.21.3  illustrates  the  dangers  of  failing  to  refer  to  these 
comments  on  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  DEIR.    Moreover,  additional  impacts  caused 
by  operation  of  the  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative  are  not  discussed.     Changes  in 
flow  constraints,  and  effects  of  rapid  and  periodic  fluctuations  in  reservoir 
levels  are  not  alluded  to.    Sediment  chemistry/release  from  the  Framingham 
reservoirs  will  have  impacts  which  may  be  presumed  to  be  adverse  on  water 

quality.     At  page  99  it  is  stated  that  "on  the  basis  of  the  limited  data  base 
for  these  (Framingham)  reservoirs,  it  is  impossible  to  predict  the  effect  of 
sediment  transport,  which  contain  [sic]  heavy  metals  into  Sudbury  Reservoir 
(WFA,  1984).  .  .  .  It  is  .  .  .  assumed  that  a  portion  of  the  sediment  entering 
Sudbury  Reservoir  would  settle,  thus  removing  the  associated  heavy  metals  from 

the  raw  water  supply."    [emphasis  added]    Nevertheless,  the  report  goes  on  to 
conclude  that  potential  public  health  impacts  on  water  quality  due  to  heavy 

metals  will  "not  occur  downstream  from  Sudbury  due  to  the  oepration  of  the 
treatment  facility."    Even  if  the  treatment  were  to  be  found  adequate,  how- 

ever, the  fact  is  that  the  treated  water  is  destined  for  the  MWRA  system. 
When  the  treatment  plant  is  not  in  operation,  or  during  periods  of  high  flow, 
what  protection  does  that  facility  provide  to  water  released  downstream  out  of 
the  Sudbury  Reservoir?    The  treatment  plant  is  for  the  treatment  of  water 
diverted  out  of  the  Sudbury  River,  not  for  downstream  releases. 

For  many  reasons,  therefore,  the  conclusion  of  no  significant  impacts  on  water 

quality  of  the  Sudbury  and  Concord  Rivers — hence  no  mitigation  measures — is 
not  acceptable  to  SVT. 

Section  9.22/Water  Quality  of  Sudbury  Reservoirs 

The  material  in  this  section,  even  though  at  least  five  years  old,  clearly 
indicates  that  by  introducing  water  from  the  Framingham  Reservoirs  into  the 
Sudbury  Reservoir,  the  water  quality  of  the  latter  will  be  downgraded.  Even 
apart  from  the  practical  considerations  of  cost  and  final  design  of  a  treat- 

ment plant,  there  remains  a  question  as  to  the  legality  of  deliberate  intro- 
duction of  water  contaminated  with  heavy  metals  into  higher  quality  reservoir 

water. 

We  believe  the  Assessment  Report  must  be  amended  to  include  a  discussion  of 
permits  that  may  be  required,  in  accordance  with  314  CMR  4.01(4)  and  related 
regulations.    On  the  one  hand,  the  report  recommends  that  additional  studies 

be  undertaken  which  focus  "on  the  physical  and  chemical  dynamics  which  influ- 
ence the  relative  concentrations  of  heavy  metals  in  sediments  and  in  the  water 
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column.     The  results  of  these  studies  should  be  a  key  input  into  the  final 

design  of  the  treatment  facility  included  in  this  alternative."    (page  101) 
On  the  other  hand,  the  report  states  that  potential  public  health  impacts 

"will  not  occur"  downstream  due  "to  the  operation  of  the  treatment  facility 
designed  so  as  to  meet  all  the  requirements  of  the  Massachusetts  Drinking 

Water  Regulations."    Although  this  kind  of  circular  assertion  may  be  innocuous 
in  the  context  of  some  environmental  impact  studies,  it  should  not  be  so 
Judged  here  where  the  conclusions  form  the  basis  for  MWRA  comparison  of  supply 
augmentation  alternatives.    Furthermore,  as  noted  in  the  Assessment  Report, 
public  health  problems  already  exist  downstream  because  of  the  Nyanza  site  and 
other  pollutants.     Until  the  mitigation  measures  described  in  9.22.4  have  been 
implemented,  the  summary  conclusions  of  Task  9,  as  repeated  in  the  Summary 
Report,  cannot  be  regarded  as  acceptable. 

Section  9. 31 /Aquatic  Ecology  of  Rivers 

This  section  carries  over  the  erroneous  conclusion  that  "changes  in  water 
quality  and  quantity  are  expected  to  be  insignificant"  (page  106)  and  that 
habitat  alteration  will  only  occur  from  "slight  and  highly  localized  changes 
in  hydraulic  gradient  during  pumping  operations."    As  noted  by  numerous 
readers  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  study,  there  was  no  analysis  of  the  effect  on 
wetlands  laterally  of  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  diversion  alone.    With  the  in- 

creased flow  reduction  and  decreased  input  of  quality  water  that  will  be  the 

inevitable  consequences  of  the  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative,  it  is  clearly  ignor- 
smt  or  careless  to  state  that  changes  are  "expected  to  be  insignificant." 

Section  9. 32/ Aquatic  Ecology  of  Sudbury  Reservoirs 

This  section  points  out  the  long  term  impact  from  increases  in  heavy  metals  as 
well  as  from  fluctuations  in  all  the  Reservoirs.    By  way  of  mitigation, 

"extreme  fluctuations  in  water  levels  should  be  reduced  to  a  minimum  during 
spawning  seasons  (June,   July)."    This  statement  illustrates  one  of  the  diffi- 

culties of  relying  on  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  study  and  its  operational  plan  to 

reach  a  conclusion  of  no  significant  impact.    How  can  a  plant  which  is  opera- 
tional during  the  first  half  of  June — spawning  season — be  reconciled  with 

avoidance  of  fluctuations  in  water  levels  during  the  same  period?    (page  116) 

Section  9.33/Terre3trial  Ecology  of  Floodplains 

This  section  states  that  "...  because  of  the  decreasing  rates  of  urbaniza- 
tion and  the  protection  of  some  of  the  floodplains  within  the  Sudbury  River 

watershed,  major  changes  in  land  use  within  the  floodplains  over  the  period 
1990-2020  are  not  likely.     Thus  the  future  conditions  of  the  terrestrial 

ecology  within  the  floodplains  are  unlikely  to  change  significantly."  The 
report,  however,  projects  a  20%  increase  in  population  and  an  absence  of  land 
use  controls  within  the  watershed.    Therefore  it  seems  unlikely  that  there 
will  be  no  major  changes  in  land  use  in  floodplains.    Certainly  the  intensity 
of  development  pressure  will  increase,  particularly  if  the  incidence  of  flood- 

ing is  affected  by  the  Upper  Sudbury  Alternative  withdrawals. 

Once  again,  in  this  section,  the  report  states  that  this  alternative  "will 
result  in  only  minor  changes  in  river  elevations  (inches)  as  compared  with  the 
elevations  without  the  alternative.    Strict  minimal  flow  constraints  to  pro- 

tect downstream  wildlife  was  an  important  approach  in  the  planning  of  this 
alternative.    These  small  changes  will  not  have  major  effects  on  the  terres- 
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trial  ecology  associated  with  the  various  habitats  within  the  f loodplains." 
(page  122)     The  elevation  (not  flow)  constraints  that  were  arrived  at  in  the 

Sudbury  Reservoir  study  can  hardly  be  called  strict.    Slightly  sub-minimal 
would  be  better  adjectives.     Withdrawals  will  occur  at  periods  other  than 

"high  flow."    In  any  event,   we  reiterate  that  the  effects  of  this  project  are 
bound  to  be  different  from  those  for  the  Sudbury  Reservoir  alone. 

We  note  in  passing  that  "the  level  of  total  suspended  particulates  is  strongly 
influenced  by  local  sources"  according  to  this  section  (page  131)  and  that  the 
Framingham  Reservoirs  are  in  a  highly  urbanized  area. 

CONCLUSION 

SVT  appreciates  your  consideration  of  these  comments.    Over  a  thousand  of  our 
members  live  in  Sudbury  River  Valley  towns.     We  are  deeply  concerned  about  the 
impacts  of  reactivating  the  Sudbury  Reservoir.     Certainly  the  disruption  to 
the  river  system  ecology  which  would  be  caused  by  an  additional  diversion  from 
the  Framingham  Reservoirs  is  not  acceptable  to  our  membership. 

Section  9.4/Air  Quality 

Sincerely, 

Sarah  R.  Newbury  '^j 
for  Sudbury  Valley  Trustees,  Inc. 

cc:     WSCAC,  138  Russell  Street,  Hadley,  MA  01035 
SCAC,  c/o  Barbara  Mudd,  89  Wilson  Road,  Concord,  MA  01742 
MEPA,  c/o  Richard  Foster,  100  Cambridge  Street,  Boston,  MA  02108 





T 
I 













June  27  ,  198^^ 

Mr.  Michael  Gritzuk 
Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  First  Avenue 

Charlestown  Navy  Yard 
Boston,  MA  02129 

Dear  Mr.  Gritzuk: 

As  a  Beverly  citizen  and  a  member  of  the  Ipswich  River 
Watershed  Association  and  having  read  the  Summary  Report 

"Impact  Assessment  &  Criteria  for  Evaluation  of  Alternatives", 
I  wish  to  record  the  following  comments. 

1.  The  "Demand  Management"  alternative  as  outlined  in 
the  report  I  endorse  fully.     Historically  the  only 
effective  water  conservation  economies  have  been 

provoked  by  increased  rates  and/or  a  prolonged 
drought.     It  is  true  that  some  communities  have 
cut  water  losses  by  strengthening  or  revamping 
systems;  by  and  large,  however,  the  public  does  not 
support  the  long  term  cost  effectiveness  of  such 

measures  by  "up  front"  money  for  remedial  or 
augmental  construction  which,  as  you  know,  requires 
immediate  rate  increases. 

2.  In  my  and  the  Association's  efforts  to  make  those 
in  the  Ipswich  River  watershed  aware  of  the  critical 
need  for  water  conservation  (and  the  protection  of  the 
watershed  for  recreation)  we  are  committed  to  the 

effort  to  encourage  augmented  or  outside  supply  for 
the  folowwing  reasons. 

Developing  a  reasonable  scenario  of  consecutive 
drought  years  as  occured  in  1965  spells  diaster  for 
our  400,000  users  without  augmented  flow  or  source. 
The  flow  of  the  Ipswich  River  exceeded  1  cfs  on  only 
13  days  in  a  three  month  period.     At  no  time  did  it 
exceed  5.9  cfs  in  that  quarter  year  in  1965.  (Data 
from  the  USGS,  Annual  Report  on  River  Basins). 
Under  normal  conditions  the  Ipswich  watershed  will 
generate  37  mgd  which  is  about  equivalent  to  demand. 
C124  X  300,000  and  14,  000  mgpy  -r  365). 





Mr.  Michael  Gritzuk -2- June  27, 
1986 

As  in  developing  run  off  figures  for  a  highway  culvert,  if 
there  is  only  money  to  design  for  a  25  year  storm,  then  that 
is  the  best  you  can  do.     Conversely,  if  we  are  faced  with 
a  25  year  worst  case  drought  situation  (which  is  a  reasonable 
assximption  in  view  of  the  USGS  records)   there  is  absolutely 
no  question  that  those  depending  on  the  Ipswich  River  for 
their  water  supply  would  suffer  from  a  great  shortfall.  The 
same  would  obtain  for  other  small  rivers  in  the  eastern  part 
of  the  state. 

Accordingly,  my  recommendation  is  that  the  MRWA  continue  to 
investigate  as  well  as  promote  alternative  sources  to  augment 
those  now  in  place. 

I  believe  it  is  encumbent  on  us  to  show  the  foresight  our 
predecessors  did  in  189  5  when  the  planning  began  for  the 
Quabbin  Reservoir  system  for  which  Bostonians  should  be 
eternally  grateful. 

Sincerely, 

WAG: die 

cc: Patricia  B.  Corcoran 

William  A.  Cheney 
7  Pillow  Lace  Lane 

Beverly,  MA  01915 





5  June  1986 
North  Andover,  MA 

MVRA  WATER  SUPPLY  STTOY  &  ETR-2020 
Public  Meetings  on  Suimnary  Report 

Name :  Walter  Hanner 

Address:  Willowdale  Rd. ,  Topsfield,  Mass 

Telephone:  88? -86?! 

Affiliation:       Ipswich  River  Watershed  Assoc.  Pres. 

(If  Applicable) 

Coir.Trent9:        I  think  the  MWRA  probably  has  a  good  idea  as  to  which 
alternative  they  will  attempt  to  implement.    But  why  not  look  closer 

at  the  user  communities  for  water  saving  and  sacrifice?    The  out- 
lying cities  and  towns  have  put  up  with  water  shortages,  maintained 

their  own  supplies  (from  highly  stressed  watersheds)  and  now  are  being 
asked  to  give  MWRA  all  the  water  MWRA  wants.    The  law  makers  of 

Massachusetts  have  created  the  Interbasin  Transfer  Act,  requiring  "a 
conservation  program  be  undertaken  prior  to  seeking  sources  of  water 

from  another  watershed".    MWRA  must  first  implement  "demand  management" 
re-activiate  MDC  or  MWRA  owned  water  supplies,  watershed  management, 
and  seek  new  sources  in  member  comfflunlties.    MWRA  should  not  be  given 
diversion  rights  at  this  time. 

The  Ipswich  River  is  already  being  stressed  to  its  limit.  Any 
further  withdrawals  will  be  asking  for  a  major  water  shortage  in  a 
drought  year  for  many  of  the  22  cities  and  twwns  that  use  the  Ipswich 
River  watershed  for  drinking  water. 
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Mr.  Michael  Gritzuk,  Executive  Director 
Mass  Water  Resources  Authority 
100  First  Avenue 

Charlestown  Navy  Yard 
Boston,  Mass.  02129 

Dear  Mr.  Gritzuk: 

The  Ipswich  River  Watershed  Association's from  the  fact  that  communities  which  use 

may  also  use  or  be  entitled  to  MDC  water 
impact  the  use  of  the  Ipswich  River.  The 
to  protecting  the  Ipswich  River  which  is 
certainly  the  most  legislated  (re:  water 
cannot  withstand  greater  stress  and  diver 
already  impinges  upon  water  quality. 

ASsaaAxiorvj,  iisjc 

562  Maple  ST, 

Hathorne,   Mass.   01931 ';;XZlu',Uo,^ 
28  July  1986 
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concern  with  the  MDC  2020  study  derives 
or  are  entitled  to  Ipswich  River  Water 
and  therefore  MWRA  decisions  potentially 
Directors  of  the  IRWA  are  all  dedicated 

perhaps  the  most  heavily  stressed  and 
rights)  in  the  Commonwealth.  The  Ipswich 

sion  than  it  already  undergoes  as  lowflow 

IRWA  str..ongly  supports  implementing  the  Demand  Management  alternative  fully. 
Conservation  measures  and  tightening  existing  infrastructure  are  not  popular  or 

easily  accomplished,  especially  if  there  appears  to  be  an  "easier",  more  direct 
way  to  obtain  water... but  these  steps  must  be  accomplished  before  wasting  more 

of  our  precious  water.    Conservation  can  be  profitable  for  those  who  implement  it, 
but  as  long  as  it  is  abundantly    available,  water  will  not  be  conserved. 

Because  of  the  strong  water  supply  demands  upon  the  river,  the  detrimental 
aspects  of  inappropriate  development  and  pollution  are  more  easily  put  into 
proper  perspective.    Existing  demand  will  not  be  lessened  upon  the  river, 
but    given  prolonged  drought,  the  Ipswich  will  not  be  able  to  adequately  supply 
the  present  demands  upon  it  much  less  additional  ones.    Decisions  about  the  2020 
study  are  ultimately  political  ones  and  there  is  a  difference  of  opinion  as 
to  the  actual  impacts  and  effectiveness  of  the  alternatives.    MWRA  should 
continue  to  investigate  alternative  sources  to  augment  those  now  in  place. 

IRWA  is  working  to  protect  (opposing  pollution,  promoting  appropriate 
zoning  and  intercommunity  planning,  etc.)  the  existing  and  potential  water 
resources  within  the  Ipswich  Basin  as  the  best  way  of  stretching  our  existing 
water  resources.    We  hope  that  member  MWRA  communities  would  do  the  same. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Walter  Harmer,  President 

cc:  Patricia  B.  Cocoran,  Project  Manager 
MWRA  Waterworks  Division 
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^  ASSOOATON,  IMC. 
562  Map;e  Street Hathome,  Mass.  01937 

3  July  1986 

Re I  MWRA  Water  Study  and  EIR  2020 

The  Ipswich  River  Watershed  Association's  concern  with  the  MDG  2020 
study  derives  from  the  fact  that  commtinities  which  use  or  are  entitled 
to  Ipswich  River  water  may  also  use  or  be  entitled,  to  MDG  water  and, 
therefore  MWRA  decisions  potentially  impact  the  vise  of  the  Ipswich 
River.    The  Directors  of  the  IRWA  are  all  dedicated  to  protecting  the 
Ipswich  River  which  is  perhaps  the  most  heavily  stressed  and  certainly 
the  most  legislated  river  (re:  water  rights)  in  the  Commonwealth.  The 
Ipswich  cannot  withstand  greater  stress  and  diversion  than  it  already 
undergoes  as  low  flows  aliready  imping©  upon  water  quality,  and  we  work 
hard  to  protect  the  water  quality  and  improve  low  flow  problems. 
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The  decisions  re:  the  MDG  2020  attidy  are  ultimately  political  ones 
and  there  is  some  disagreement  based  upon  personal  interpretation, 
experience  and  belief  as  far  as  what  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives 
will  be,    IRWA  str*ngly  supports  implementing  the  Demand  Management 

alternative  fully.    Conservation  measvires  and  tightening  existing  infra- 
structure are  notpopiilar  or  easily  accomplished,  especially  if  there 

appears  to  be  an  "easier",  more  direct  way  to  obtain  water... but  these 
must  be  accomplished  before  wasting  more  of  our  preciotis  water.  Water 
rates  must  reflect  the  real  costs  of  protecting/maintaining  the  desired 
high  qulaity  and  availablity  of  this  resource  which  has  been  taken  for 
granted  for  so  long. 

Conservation  is  difficult  to  enforce,  but  it  can  become  profitable  to 
these  who  implement  it.  As  long  as  water  is  abundantly  available,  it 
will  not  be  conserved. 

Because  of  the  strong  water  supply  demands  upon  the  river,  the  detrimental 
aspects  of  inappropriate  dwelopment  and  pollution  are  more  easily  put 
into  proper  perspective.    Existing  demand  will  not  be  lessened  upon  the 
river,  but  given  prolonged  drought,  the  Ipswich  will  not  be  able  to  adequately 
supply  its  present  demands,  much  less  additional  ones. 

Apparemtly  there  is  dome  idsagreement  reg£a:ding  the  need  to  consider  a 
potential  diversion  at  this  time  if  all  other  measures  are  implemented. 
Whether  such  additional  sudy  woiild  eventually  prevent  further  desand  or 
even  lessen  the  existing  demands  upon  the  Ipswich  would  depend  upon  many 
conditions, 

IRWA  is  working  to  protect  (opposing  pollution,  promoting  appropriate 
zoning,  intercommunity  planning,  etc,)  the  existing  and  potential  water 
resources  within  the  Ipswich  Basin  as  the  best  way  of  stretching  our 
existing  water  resoxirces.    We  would  hope  that  member  MWRA  communitjtes 
would  do  the  same. 

Jacqueline  D,  Allaman,  Ex,  Dir. 
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City  of  Marlborough 

Marlborough,  Massachusetts  01752 

June  10,  1986 

Massacliusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
Waterworks  Division 

20  Somerset  Street  -  8th  Floor 
Boston,  m  02108 

Attention:    Ms.  Patricia  B.  Corcoran 

I  am  writing  to  formally  give  my  comments  relative  to  the  above-listed  report  as 
it  relates  to  the  Fort  Meadow  Reservoir  here  in  Marlborough. 

The  Summary  Report  has  listed  Fort  Meadow  Reservoir  as  one  of  twenty-eight 
sites  contained  in  the  "User  Sources  Alternative". 

Table  6^+,  of  said  report,  summarizes  both  the  "characteristics"  and  "impacts" 
of  each  site.    I  would  point  out  that  all  of  the  various  impacts  listed  are 

"adverse"    with    the  exception  of  only  employment,  and  that  is  "low  beneficial". 

As  to  "characteristics",  one  can  note  that  the  report  classifies  Fort  Meadow 
as  "High  Adverse"  when  compared  to  the  Massachusetts  Drinking  Water  Standards 
and  would  require  a  treatment  plant  for  organics. 

Fort  Meadow  is  the  city's  sole  water  recreation  area  and  is  surrounded  by  year- 
round  homes  with  private  beaches. 

In  light  of  the  impacts  and  characteristics  listed  above,  and  contained  in  the 
report,  I  respectfully  request  that  Fort  Meadow  Reservoir  be  dropped  from  further 
ccnsideration. 

Very  truly  yours. 

Project  Manager 

Dear  Ms.  Corcoran: Re:  Summary  Report 

Long  Range  Water  Supply 

and  E.I.R.  -  2020 

CEC/rp 












