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The Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114
Deval L. Patrick

GOVERNOR
. Tel: (617) 626-1000
IEUTENAT GONERVOR Fax: (617) 626-1181
http:/fwww.mass.gov/envir

Richard K. Sullivan Jr.
SECRETARY

December 7, 2012

CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
ON THE
ENVIRONMENTAL NOTIFICATION FORM

PROJECT NAME : New Water and Wastewater Solutions
PROJECT MUNICIPALITY . : North Reading

PROJECT WATERSHED : Ipswich

EEA NUMBER : 14975

PROJECT PROPONENT : Town of North Reading

DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR  : November 7, 2012

Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62I) and
Section 11.03 of the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I hereby determine that this project
requires the preparation of a mandatory Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

Project Description

As described in the Environmental Notification Form (ENF), the Town of North Reading
(the Town) has commenced an investigation of alternative drinking water supply sources outside
the Ipswich River basin to provide a reliable and safe long-term water supply. Concurrently, the
Town commenced an investigation of alternative wastewater disposal options including
alternatives outside the Town and the Ipswich River basin. The Town intends to pursue full-time
membership as a Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA) water system customer.
Membership as an MWRA wastewater customer is not a viable option given the capacity
constraints on the existing MWRA wastewater treatment system.
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According to the ENF, the Town currently withdraws approximately 0.50 million gallons
per day (mgd) from its own groundwater wells and purchases approximately 1.0 mgd from the
Town of Andover through an Interbasin Transfer Act (IBTA) approval.l The Town currently has
a 0.96.mgd Water Management Act (WMA) Registration for a withdrawal from the Ipswich
River basin. The Town intends to forfeit this WMA Registration to the Massachusetts :
Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) upon approval of MWRA membership and
proven ability to utilize MWRA water. Wastewater within the Town is presently treated through
the use of on-site septic systems. The Town is seeking alternative discharge and treatment
options for approximately 0.50 mgd of wastewater.

Jurisdiction and Permitting

This project is subject to MEPA review and requires the preparation of a mandatory EIR
because it requires a State Agency Action and exceeds several MEPA EIR review thresholds

including:

e New interbasin transfer of water of 1,000,000 or more gpd or any amount determined
to be significant by the Water Resources Commission (301 CMR 11.03(4)(a)(2));

e Provided that the Project is undertaken by an Agency, New water service to a
municipality or water district across a municipal boundary through New or existing
pipelines, unless a disruption of service emergency is declared in accordance with
applicable statutes and regulations (301 CMR 11.03(4)(@)4D));

e Construction of one or more New sewer mains ten or more miles in length (301 CMR
11.03(5)(2)(3)); and

e Provided that the project is undertaken by an Agency, New sewer service to a
municipality or sewer district across a municipal boundary through New or existing
pipelines, unless an emergency is declared.in accordance with applicable statutes and
regulations (301 CMR 11.03(5)(a)(4));

The project will require several permits from MassDEP including: a Sewer System
Extension, Connection, or Industrial Wastewater permit (BRP WP 55, 71, 74) and an
Abandonment of a Water Source permit (BRP WS 36). The project must undergo the Admission
of New Community to Waterworks System (OP-10) from the MWRA. The project will also
require approval in accordance with the Interbasin Transfer Act (ITA) M.G.L. c.21 ss. 8B-D;
313 CMR 4.00). The project is also subject to the MEPA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions
Policy and Protocol.

It is likely that the project will require Financial Assistance from the State Revolving
Fund (SRF) for subsequent planning and construction of all or portions of the project. Therefore,
MEPA jurisdiction for this project is broad and extends to all aspects of the project that are
likely, directly or indirectly, to cause Damage to the Environment as defined in the MEPA
regulations. In the case that the Town can provide proof of non-State funding sources for the

11 note that the comment letter from the Town of Andover indicates that the Towns of Andover and North Reading currently have a contract that
allows North Reading to purchase up to 1.5 mgd per the Interbasin Transfer Act permit held by North Reading for withdrawal of water from the
Merrimack River basin (the watershed from which Andover withdraws its water).
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project’s components in their entirety, the Town may file a Notice of Project Change (NPC) in
accordance with 301 CMR 11.10 with a request to modify the scope for the DEIR.

Review of the ENF

Given the nascent nature of the water supply and wastewater planning processes by the
Town, the content of the ENF was relatively limited with regard to quantification of potential
environmental impacts and proposed infrastructure improvements. At the MEPA scoping
session held on November 14, 2012, the Town expressed concerns regarding the timing and
implementation of the two distinct project components: connection to the MWRA water supply
and overall community wastewater management. Based upon discussions at this scoping session
and upon review of comments received and the MEPA regulations, I am requiring that the Town
file a DEIR that addresses the potential environmental impacts of both the water supply and
wastewater disposal projects. Data gathered as part of the existing conditions, Needs Area, and
environmental constraints analyses will inform the recommended action plans and alternatives
analyses for both the water supply and wastewater disposal projects. Upon completion of the
DEIR review, the Town may choose to separate the water supply review process from the
wastewater disposal review process due to the increased certainty and likelihood of joining the
MWRA system prior to determination of the best course of action with regard to wastewater
management. At the Town’s request, I will consider reviewing an FEIR that addresses the water
supply impacts only, with an expectation that an NPC will be filed by the Town when further
study is advanced regarding wastewater disposal treatment options.>

SCOPE

General

The DEIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content,
as modified by this scope. _

Project Description and Permitting

The DEIR should include a detailed description of the proposed project. This description
should include: a project history, a description of the overall project scope, a discussion of key
planning initiatives and reports completed to date regarding water supply planning and
wastewater management, and project objectives and goals.

The DEIR should include a description of the existing environment in accordance with
301 CMR 11.07(6)(g). The DEIR should describe proposed conditions for each project
alternative to allow for an accurate assessment of potential environmental impacts including, but
not limited to, the location of water and sewer mains, the proposed locations of pump stations or
other related equipment, and wastewater treatment facilities. These descriptions should
encompass all areas of potential project impact, including areas beyond the boundaries of North

? I reserve the right pursuant to 301 CMR 11.08(8)(b)(3) and 301 CMR 11.08(8)(c)(2) to require supplemental review in the form of a
Supplemental DEIR or Supplemental FEIR if find either the DEIR or FEIR to be inadequate.
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Reading.® According to MassDEP, the Town intends to update and expand a Draft
Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan (CWMP) (prepared in 2008) as part of the DEIR.
The Town also indicated that a water supply and demand management/master plan (Water
Master Plan) will be prepared to assess, among other items, water supply demand, conservation
measures, and infrastructure requirements. The existing and proposed conditions assessments
should be performed consistent with the results of these two planning documents.

The DEIR should provide a brief description and analysis of applicable statutory and
regulatory standards and requirements, and a description of how the project will meet those
standards. The DEIR should include a list of potentially required State permits, Financial
Assistance, or other State approvals associated with completion of any portion of the overall
projects components. While design may be conceptual in nature, the Town should use available
environmental data to identify areas of impact that may result in permitting requirements beyond
the water and wastewater-related permits identified in the ENF (i.e., Massachusetts Endangered
Species Act (MESA) permits, Wetlands Protection Act (WPA) permits (e.g., Orders of
Conditions, 401 Water Quality Certification), etc.). Additionally, the DEIR should identify any
additional MEPA review thresholds not disclosed in the ENF upon review of existing conditions
data and the proposed project scope.

Alternatives Analysis

The DEIR should include an alternatives analysis informed by the data gathered as part of
the updated and revised Draft CWMP, Water Master Plan, and Town Master Plan processes
conducted (or in progress) by the Town and in accordance with 301 CMR 11.07(6)(f). As part of
the alternatives analysis, the DEIR should consider combinations of various alternatives to meet
project goals. Recommended alternatives for analysis include:

Water Supply Alternatives:

1) No-Build Alternative (status quo) — the DEIR should evaluate a No-Build
Alternative that assesses impacts associated with maintaining current groundwater
withdrawals from Town wells and water purchased from the Town of Andover.
This alternative should address the ability of the Town to supply future growth
and demand (a period of approximately 20 years) without changes to permitted
withdrawal limits. The DEIR should also address reliability concerns expressed
in the ENF with regard to both the Town of Andover and the Town’s groundwater
wells as supply sources;

2) In-Town Alternative — the DEIR should evaluate an In-Town Alternative that
assesses the ability of the Town to meet current and future water supply demand
through groundwater or surface water withdrawals solely from sources within the
Town (i.e., no longer sourcing a portion of the water supply from the Town of
Andover); and’

3To connect to MWRA infrastructure, work may be required within the Town of Reading. It is unclear from the ENF if any of the wastewater

disposal alternatives may include use or modification to infrastructure in other communities.
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3) MWRA Alternative — the DEIR should evaluate a connection to the MWRA
water supply system that assesses the ability of the MWRA to meet current and
future water demand for the Town in a manner consistent with the ITA.

Wastewater Disposal Alternatives:

1) No-Build Alternative (status quo) — the DEIR should evaluate a No-Build
Alternative that assesses impacts associated with maintaining the current
wastewater disposal mechanisms (e.g., septic systems) to treat current and future
demand for a period of approximately 20 years;

2) In-Basin Alternatives — the DEIR should evaluate the use of the following
wastewater management technologies located within the Ipswich River basin to
meet current and future demand:

a. decentralized facilities (including, but not limited to, conventional on-site
systems, tight tanks (off-site treatment and disposal); Innovative/Alternative
(I/A) systems, and cluster (shared) systems);

b. satellite facilities (i.e., groundwater discharge facilities capable of treating an
average design flow of up to 150,000 gpd); and

c. centralized (groundwater or surface water discharge) capable of treating an
average design flow in excess of 150,000 gpd.

3) Out-of-Basin Alternatives — the DEIR should evaluate regional facilities located
outside the Ipswich River basin capable of treating wastewater generated by the
Town to meet current and future demand; and

4) Water Reuse Alternatives — the DEIR should evaluate opportunities for use of
reclaimed treated wastewater effluent as a means to offset Town water demand.

Interbasin Transfer Act

A connection to the MWRA’s water supply triggers the ITA, as the Town is located in
the Ipswich River basin and the MWRAs sources are located in the Chicopee and Nashua River
basins. As requested in the Water Resources Commission (WRC) comment letter, the DEIR
should clarify if the Town intends to undergo MassDEP’s formal source decommissioning
process for discontinuing use of its existing groundwater sources. If decommissioning will
occur, the DEIR should discuss how decommissioning of abandoned wells will be conducted in a
manner consistent with MassDEP’s Guidelines for Public Water Systems. The DEIR should also
clarify if the Town intends to discontinue its WRC-approved interbasin transfer from the Town
of Andover. The DEIR should provide a clear explanation of the volumes and sources of water
to be transferred, and those volumes and sources that will cease to be transferred as requested in
the WRC comment letter.

The DEIR should also provide additional details and documentation clan.fymg if any of
the proposed wastewater disposal alternatives will also be subject to ITA review. As noted by
the WRC, if the Town gives up its Water Management Act (WMA) registration and
decommissions its in-basin source, the WRC would consider this portion of the project to be a
secondary transfer not subject to the ITA. Otherwise, the transfer of wastewater originating in
the Ipswich River basin to another basin may be subject to ITA review.
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The DEIR will serve as the project’s ITA application to the WRC. The WRC comment
letter includes ITA application scopes for both a Request for Admission to the MWRA and for a
Wastewater Transfer (if required, see above). The MWRA will provide the donor basin analysis
required as part of the ITA/DEIR review. I hereby incorporate by reference these two ITA
scopes into the DEIR scope.

Water Supply

Comment letters received are generally supportive of the Town’s proposal to connect to
the MWRAs water supply and forfeit its WMA registration of 0.96 mgd. While the MWRA has
confirmed capacity to serve the Town’s request to purchase approximately 1.5 mgd of water on
an annualized basis, additional information is required in the DEIR to evaluate the potential
impacts of constructing and operating this new water supply for the Town. The comment letters
also note the positive environmental benefits of reducing water withdrawals from the stressed
Ipswich River basin. As noted by MassDEP, reducing water withdrawals from the subbasin
within which North Readings wells are located will benefit stream flow and habitat conditions.
Additionally, currently authorized water withdrawals within the Ipswich River basin are up to
32.8 mgd, 3.4 mgd more than the draft safe yield for the basin. MassDEP indicated that while
actual water withdrawal volumes have been significantly lower than allocated volumes, efforts to
reduce active allocations below safe yield are needed.

The MWRA’s Policy #OP-10 explains the criteria and process the MWRA will use to
evaluate a request for admission of a new community to the MWRA water system. The DEIR
should discuss, and provide supporting data or documentation as necessary, how the Preferred
Alternative will meet the approval criteria outlined in OP-10. I expect that much of this
information will overlap with data prepared as part of the Water Master Plan or Draft CWMP.
The Town should emphasize existing and expanded water conservation efforts to reduce demand
in a manner consistent with the WRC’s performance standards. Compliance with the WRC’s
Water Conservation Standards should be addressed as part of the ITA application and included
in the DEIR. The DEIR should also discuss plans regarding how the Town will maintain an
emergency water supply. Finally, the DEIR should discuss how the project will be consistent
with the goals of the State’s Sustainable Water Management Initiative (SWMI).

Wastewater

As noted previously, MassDEP reviewed a Draft CWMP prepared by the Town in 2008.
The Town is currently evaluating wastewater disposal options for up to 500,000 gpd. The Town
has already dismissed an option of connecting to the MWRA sanitary sewer system due to
capacity issues within the system. MassDEP directly addressed this issue in a March 10, 2009
letter that was provided as an attachment to the MassDEP comment letter on the ENF. MassDEP
acknowledged that an assessment of treatment alternatives that extend beyond the Ipswich River
basin is necessary due to the complexities and cost of long-term wastewater management.
However, some out-of-basin alternatives will present significant challenges to implementation
due to lack of capacity at other regional sewer authorities, impacts to multiple communities, and
potential impacts to donor and receiving basins. Integration of drinking water master plans will
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be an essential component of any plan to pursue out-of-basin wastewater management and the
DEIR analyses should reflect this important relationship.

The Town should develop a detailed scope of work, in consultation with MassDEP, to
update and revise the 2008 Draft CWMP. As recommended by MassDEP, the wastewater
elements should build upon information developed for the Draft CWMP, and should include, at a
minimum the following elements:

* Anupdated Needs Analysis, including reassessment of the existing and future
wastewater flows and loads; _

e An Expanded Alternatives Assessment, to include an update and review of the costs
and impacts of the in-basin alternatives, and detailed development of out-of-basin
alternatives; and

e Development of a recommended plan and schedule for long-term wastewater
management facilities, including costs, impacts, permitting requirements, and in the
case of any out-of-basin alternative, a discussion of any legal agreements needed to
support the such alternatives.

I note the concerns raised by the Ipswich River Watershed Association IRWA) regarding
the potential for increased exportation of wastewater out of the Ipswich River basin. The IRWA
strongly supports an in-basin wastewater treatment option. The Town should perform a robust
and thorough alternatives analysis to support a recommended wastewater disposal alternative
with consideration of long-term costs and benefits to the Town’s fiscal and environmental health.
I also encourage the Town to consider opportunities associated with hybrid wastewater treatment
approaches in its analysis with potential combinations of in-basin and out-of-basin wastewater
disposal options. As recommended by the IRWA, the Town should review the efforts and results
of water and wastewater planning undertaken by the Town of Wilmington to inform its decision
making and planning processes moving forward.

Land Impacts

The DEIR should discuss the potential impacts of the project on Article 97 lands, open
space, or other recreational space. As part of the CWMP and/or Water Master Plan processes,
the Town will be required to evaluate existing land uses, perform a build-out analysis, and
discuss growth management strategies. These data should be presented in the DEIR. The
MassDEP comment letter provides guidance and permitting requirements associated with the
sale or transfer of any water supply land following well abandonment. The DEIR should address
the potential sale or transfer of these properties or present a plan of how water supply protection
properties will be managed if certain alternatives are selected.

Wetlands

The DEIR should describe and quantify potential wetland resource areas impacts along
the alternative water and wastewater routes in order to provide a comparative understanding of
environmental impacts. The DEIR should include plans at a readable scale that depict areas of
wetland resource impacts as they relate to all project elements. The DEIR should explain how
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the project will be designed to comply with applicable performance standards in the wetlands
regulations (310 CMR 10.00) and demonstrate that alteration of wetland resource areas can be
either avoided or minimized. If wetlands replication areas will be required, these areas should be
identified in the DEIR, areas of impact estimated, and proposed mitigation measures or
replication areas provided in accordance with MassDEP Massachusetts Inland Wetland
Replication Guidelines, March 7002. The DEIR should identify stream crossings along each
alternative project route and the nature of the crossing (i.e., bridge span, culvert, etc.). The DEIR
should note if culvert upgrades or other modifications to existing stream crossings will be
required (or if new crossings are proposed) and confirm that new construction or modifications
will meet MassDEP stream crossing requirements. Finally, I strongly encourage the Town to
consider placing critical infrastructure outside of flood-prone areas to the maximum extent
practicable.

Stormwater

It is not anticipated that the construction of new water or sewer mains will result in large
new areas of impervious surfaces. However, the DEIR should describe Best Management
Practices (BMPs) that the Town will implement to reduce erosion and manage stormwater runoff
during the construction period for each project phase. The DEIR should also discuss stormwater
management BMP’s proposed for potential pump stations or wastewater management facilities.

Historic and Archaeological Resources

The DEIR should assess whether the project will impact historic resources that are
included in the Massachusetts Historical Commission’s (MHC) Inventory of Historic and
Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth or listed in the State Register of Historic Places. It
is likely that various components of the project may be located within and/or adjacent to
recorded archeological sites and archaeologically sensitive areas. The Town should continue to
consult the Inventory of Historic and Archeological Assets of the Commonwealth during the
planning and design process. The Town should coordinate with MHC to ensure appropriate
review of any potential historic impacts from the project and the DEIR should provide an update
on the status of these discussions. If MHC determines that the project will have an “adverse
effect” on historic or archaeological resources, the DEIR should include a discussion of proposed
mitigation measures the Town will undertake to address the adverse effect.

Rare Species .

The Town should consult the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program
(NHESP) current Natural Heritage Atlas to identify rare species and Priority and/or Estimated
Habitat areas within the community. The DEIR should characterize known rare species,
describe the potential impacts of proposed water supply and wastewater alternatives on rare
species and their habitats, and evaluate avoidance and mitigation strategies (both permanent
impact and temporary construction impacts). The Town should work directly with the NHESP
during design advancement and the preparation of the DEIR to identify necessary project
construction and post-construction conditions, commitments to avoid an adverse impact to

resource area habitats of State-listed rare species located within and adjacent to the project, or
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mitigation requirements associated with potential permitting in accordance with the MESA
regulations. The DEIR should report on the results of the Town’s consultations with NHESP.

Hazardous Materials

The DEIR should assess the potential for contaminated soil and groundwater along the
potential water and sewer main routes. The Town is advised that excavating, removing, and/or
disposing of contaminated soil, pumping of contaminated groundwater, or working in
contaminated media must be done under the provisions of M.G.L. c.21e (and potentially, c.21c)
and OSHA. The DEIR should identify disposal sites within the project impact area, disclose the
current status of review under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP), clarify the
responsible party under the MCP, and discuss the anticipated schedule and scope of remediation,
if necessary to implement the proposed projects. Construction activities conducted at a disposal
site should not prevent or impede the implementation of likely assessment or remedial response
actions at the site.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The project is subject to the MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and Protocol (“the
Policy”). The Policy requires projects to quantify carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions and identify
measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate such emissions. The Town will be required to quantify
the direct and/or indirect CO, emissions associated with the project's stationary source energy
usage (e.g., building energy use, process-related energy use, pump stations, etc.) and
transportation-related emissions (mobile sources), if applicable. To facilitate this evaluation, the
GHG analysis should include a comparison of CO, emissions associated with an established
project baseline to estimated CO, emissions associated with a final build condition that
incorporates feasible mitigation measures to reduce CO, emissions.

Unlike many projects reviewed under the Policy, water and wastewater treatment process
energy loads.and subsequent CO; emissions play a large role in the overall project’s GHG
emissions rather than the buildings that contain the facilities themselves. Therefore, the
embedded energy in the treatment and distribution systems for pumping, treating, distributing,
and possibly pressurizing water and wastewater should be accounted for in the analysis. The
Policy directs proponents to use applicable building codes to establish a project emissions
baseline that is “code-compliant.” However, there is no building energy code equivalent that
applies specifically to wastewater treatment facilities (WWTF) or water treatment plants (WTP).
Furthermore, there is no readily available energy use model (such as eQUEST) to estimate the
projected energy use of these processing energy loads.

Given the estimated volumes of water withdrawal, distribution and treatment, it is
appropriate to evaluate and assess potential GHG emissions to identify mitigation measures to
reduce overall GHG emissions. It is anticipated that mitigation measures may be limited to
equipment selection or operations modifications associated with proposed groundwater wells or
MWRA facilities and transmission infrastructure, but the Town may also contemplate upgrades
to existing equipment of its water treatment and transmission infrastructure to achieve GHG
emissions reductions.
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To evaluate potential groundwater water withdrawals, the DEIR should include a GHG
analysis that calculates and compares GHG emissions associated with: 1) a Baseline, or Business
As Usual case (direct and indirect emissions from energy consumption based upon a typical
pumping and treatment design and operations) and 2) the proposed Preferred Alternative (direct
and indirect emissions from energy consumption based upon the implementation of equipment
and operations that achieve reduced GHG emissions compared to the Baseline). The GHG
analysis should specifically evaluate proposed pumping and treatment equipment and/or
operations protocols to determine if indirect GHG emissions can be reduced beyond the Baseline
case. To evaluate potential GHG emissions associated with connections to the MWRA system,
the Town should review average energy use data for the MWRA freatment and conveyance
facilities (i.e., pump stations) to quantify GHG emissions associated with the Town’s allotment
of water. To evaluate pump station design for the purposes of this analysis, the Town may select
a “model” pump station to represent an average pump station that will be included within the
proposed distribution system. The DEIR should discuss MWRA’s energy and GHG emissions
reduction efforts and how the proposed infrastructure and operations will be designed in a
manner consistent with MWRA’s sustainability goals.

The GHG analysis should clearly demonstrate consistency with the objectives of MEPA
review, one of which is to document the means by which the Town plans to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate damage to the environment to the maximum extent feasible. The Town should identify
the model or methodology used to analyze GHG emissions, clearly state modeling assumptions,
and explicitly note which GHG reduction measures have been modeled and will be implemented
within the system. If applicable, the DEIR should include the modeling printout for each
alternative and emission tables that compare Baseline case emissions in tons with the Preferred
Alternative showing the anticipated reduction in tons and percentage by emissions source (direct
and indirect). Other tables and graphs may also be included to convey the GHG emissions and
potential reductions associated with various mitigation measures as necessary. The Town should
set up a pre-filing meeting to discuss assumptions and modeling protocols with Department of-
Energy Resources (DOER), the MWRA and the MEPA Office in advance of preparing the DEIR
to assist in these modeling efforts.

Based upon the limited data regarding future wastewater treatment systems included in
the ENF, it is premature at this time to outline a specific scope and methodology to assess GHG
emissions associated with proposed wastewater treatment and conveyance infrastructure. As
suggested previously, subsequent to advancing the scope of work for the CWMP and performing
preliminary evaluations of feasible wastewater treatment options, the Town should meet with the
MEPA Office, DOER, and MassDEP to discuss how GHG emissions can be effectively assessed
in accordance with the Policy. The MEPA Office is continuing to work with representatives from
DOER and MassDEP to determine modeling protocols for various components of the wastewater
treatment process and associated pump stations.

In some cases, energy usage associated with treatment technologies can influence overall
project costs and result in positive or negative environmental consequences. I strongly encourage
the Town to consider power consumption demand for each treatment technology evaluated as
part of the Draft CWMP process. I note that MEPA review of recent wastewater management
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projects (e.g., Sturbridge CWMP —~ EEA No. 14407 and Barnstable CWMP — EEA No. 14896),
has included the use of the EPA’s Energy Star Portfolio Manager (ESPM) computer modeling
program to quantify the energy usage associated with wastewater treatment technologies. EPA’s
ESPM allows proponents to rank the estimated energy use of the proposed facilities and compare
this ranking with the energy usage of other wastewater management facilities that have similar
fundamental operating parameters and are located in similar climate zones. Often, Towns
consider a commitment to minimum equipment performance standards as a method to meet
GHG reduction goals given the conceptual nature of project design during the MEPA review
process. The Town may also wish to review or conduct energy audits for existing regional
facilities considered as part of the out-of-basin alternatives to assist in the identification of
potential energy reduction measures that could be implemented into the existing portions of the
wastewater treatment system. '

The Town should use the energy use models indentified in the Policy (such as eQUEST)
to perform stationary source modeling for WWTF-related or WTP buildings included in the
Preferred Alternatives within the DEIR. In accordance with the Policy, the DEIR should include
a GHG emissions analysis that calculates and compares GHG emissions associated with two
alternatives as required by the Policy including 1) a Base Case corresponding to the current
edition of the Massachusetts State Building Code with all associated amendments and 2) a
Preferred Alternative which includes energy efficiency design measures. The DEIR should
clearly state the types of modeling software used, the Building Code in effect at the time of the
modeling, and emissions factors applied to GHG calculations. The DEIR should state modeling
assumptions and explicitly note which GHG reduction measures have been modeled and those
that cannot be modeled due to the constraints of the modeling software. The DEIR should
include a clear and complete listing of modeling inputs (e.g., R-values, U-values, efficiencies,
lighting power density, etc.) for items such as equipment, walls, ceilings, windows, lighting,
HVAC units, etc. for both the Base Case and Preferred Alternative. The DEIR should explain, in
reasonable detail, any measure not selected- either because it is not applicable to the project or is
considered techmcally or financially infeasible- that would result in a significant reduction of
GHG emissions. Further guidance on performing this analysis can be provided by the MEPA
Office and DOER and provided at the meeting recommended previously in this Certificate.

The DEIR should include a preliminary feasibility study evaluating opportunities for
installation of renewable energy on-site (e.g., solar (photovoltaic (PV)), wind, geothermal) in the
case of water or wastewater alternatives that include Town properties. Installation of PV
systems on municipal buildings or on municipal properties may achieve cost-savings beneficial
to the community and offset ongoing operational costs. The DEIR should include a separate
analysis to determine if PV systems (either ground-mounted or building-mounted) are feasible in
association with this project. This feasibility analysis should use online DOER resources to
calculate potential project cost, payback periods and returns on investment. The Town should
consider both first-party and third-party ownership/lease scenarios. The DEIR should state
assumptions with regard to available area for PV equipment, efficiencies, etc. If feasible, I
encourage the Town to commit to the use of PV systems at its facilities. At a minimum, if
proposed, buildings should be “solar ready™ to facilitate future installation of PV systems.
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The DEIR should also clarify if the project will include measurable transportation-related
CO, emissions in the form of delivery of septic sludge/waste from septic haulers for treatment at
any proposed wastewater facility. The Town should consult with the MEPA Office prior to
preparation of the GHG analysis to discuss a potential methodology to calculate these GHG
emissions, if applicable.

Public Participation

I note that the State’s Revolving Fund (SRF) regulations require the Town to conduct a
minimum of one public meeting and one public hearing for this project. The DEIR should
include a discussion of the Town’s public participation program activities completed and
proposed to date.

Construction Period

The DEIR should discuss potential construction period impacts associated with each
project alternative and analyze and outline feasible measures that can be implemented to
climinate or minimize these impacts. Specifically, the DEIR should focus on project
construction phasing and sequencing, the availability of project staging areas, potential time-of-
year constraints (either weather-related or due to potential habitat impacts), coordination with
other communities within which work may be conducted, and mitigation of construction-period
impacts related to noise, air quality, and traffic management. The project must comply with
MassDEP’s Solid Waste and Air Quality Control regulations, pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 40,
Section 54, during construction. The DEIR should discuss how water and/or wastewater services
will be maintained during the construction period to all customers. Given the potential
construction-related impacts near sensitive resources such as wetlands, endangered species
habitat, or Article 97 lands, the DEIR should discuss post-construction mitigation measures for
these areas with regard to re-seeding, revegetation, or other restoration efforts within the project
corridor. :

I encourage the Town to mitigate the construction period impacts of diesel emissions to
the maximum extent feasible. This mitigation may be achieved through the installation of after-
engine emission controls such as diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) or diesel particulate filters
(DPFs). Construction equipment should use ultra low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel in off-road
engines.

Mitigation

The DEIR should include a separate chapter summarizing proposed mitigation measures.
This chapter should also include draft Section 61 Findings for each State Agency that will issue
permits for the project (i.e., MassDEP, etc.). The DEIR should contain clear commitments to
implement mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each proposed measure, identify
the parties responsible for implementation, and contain a schedule for implementation. A
schedule for implementation is particularly critical given the phased nature of typical
infrastructure projects and the fact that this project may have impacts to multiple communities.
The DEIR should clearly indicate the implementation of mitigation measures based upon project
phasing, either tying mitigation commitments to connections to specific Needs Areas, or water
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supply or wastewater demand/generation threshold, etc., to ensure that measures are in place to
mitigate the anticipated impact associated with each project phase.

In order to ensure that all GHG emissions reduction measures adopted by the Town in the
preferred alternative are actually constructed or performed by the Town, the Secretary requires
proponents to provide a self-certification to the MEPA Office indicating that all of the required
mitigation measures, or their equivalent, have been completed. Specifically, the Secretary will
require, as a condition of a Certificate approving an FEIR (or Supplemental FEIR if necessary),
the Town to provide a certification to the MEPA Office signed by an appropriate professional
(e.g., engineer, architect, transportation planner, general contractor) indicating that the all of the
mitigation measures adopted by the Town as the preferred alternative have been incorporated
into the project. Alternatively, the Town may certify that equivalent emissions reduction
measures that collectively are designed to reduce GHG emissions by the same percentage as the
measures outlined in the FEIR, based on the same modeling assumptions, have been adopted.
The certification should be supported by plans that clearly illustrate where GHG mitigation
measures have been incorporated. For those measures that are operational in nature the Town
should provide an updated plan identifying the measures, the schedule for implementation and
how progress towards achieving the measures will be obtained. The commitment to provide this
self-certification in the manner outlined above should be incorporated into the draft Section 61
Findings included in the DEIR.

Responses to Comments/Circulation

The DEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter
received. In order to ensure that the issues raised by commenters are addressed, the DEIR should
include direct responses to comments to the extent that they are within MEPA jurisdiction. This
directive is not intended to, and shall not be construed to, enlarge the scope of the Single EIR
beyond what has been expressly identified in this certificate.

The Town should circulate the DEIR to those parties who commented on the ENF, to any
State Agencies from which the Town will seek permits or approvals, and to parties specified in
section 11.16(2) of the MEPA regulations to ensure adequate review opportunities for all State
Agencies. A copy of the DEIR should be made available for review at the North Reading Public
Library and the public library of any community within which work may be required to complete

December 7, 2012
Date

Comments received:

11/21/2012  Water Resources Commission

11/26/2012  Ipswich River Watershed Association

11/27/2012  Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection — NERO
11/27/2012  Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
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11/27/2012 Massachusetts Water Resources Authority Advisory Board
11/27/2012  Water Supply Citizens Advisory Committee (W SCAC)
11/27/2012  Keith Saxon

11/27/2012°  Town of Andover — Department of Public Works

RKS/HSJ/hsj
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4 PSWICH RIVER
WATERSHED
ASSOCIATION

' The Voice of the River

P.O.Box 576
Ipswich, MA 01938

November 26, 2012

Holly Johnson

MEPA Office

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114-2119

Re: EEA File No. 14975
Dear Ms. Johnson:

On behalf of the Ipswich River Watershed Association, I am writing to comment on the Town of North
Reading’s recently submitted ENF #14975 entitled “New Water and Wastewater Solutions.” I
commend the Town of North Reading for undertaking a comprehensive water and wastewater planning
effort and view this as a once in a generation opportunity to address long standing environmental issues
in the Ipswich River basin. Of particular interest is the recognition of the impact of groundwater
withdrawals and the opportunity for the town to utilize an alternative source known to have less impact
on the environment.

.As you are aware, the Ipswich River has been classified as highly stressed by the Massachusetts Water
Resources Commission and DEP and is perhaps the most flow impacted of the major river basins in the
Commonwealth. The factors responsible for the current situation have been studied as much as any
comparable river system in the country and have been conclusively determined to be mostly the result of
the anthropogenic impacts of municipal water withdrawals and the transfer of wastewater out of basin
by sewers. These impacts are particularly acute in the upper basin communities of Wilmington,
Reading and North Reading. Unfortunately, despite a multitude of environmental laws and regulations
promulgated to protect the environment and prevent these impacts, they have been largely ineffective
and both water quantity and quality in many areas of the upper basin have yet to show improvement.
For example, Martins Brook, one of the largest tributaries of the Ipswich River was pumped dry for
several months this year due to the cumulative impacts of the North Reading and Wilmington wells.

Since the neighboring community of Wilmington recently completed virtually the identical project in
terms of scope and scale being proposed by North Reading, I would strongly recommend that MEPA,
the other state agencies and the Town carefully review the process and final outcome in Wilmington to
inform the proposed planning project. After several years of study, dozens of public hearings and
meetings, reviews by a multitude of state agencies, engagement by concerned local citizens and
environmental organizations, administrative appeals and the significant investment made by the
community on consulting and legal representation, the process did not result in an improvement to the



conditions of the Ipswich River. More water is leaving the basin today in the form of wastewater than is
being returned through water imports from WMWRA and groundwater withdrawals from Lubbers and
Martins Brooks have since increased causing both brooks to run dry for months this year. I make this
observation in the hopes of being constructive. If the Town and MEPA consider these issues at the
outset of the planning effort and clearly identify them in the certificate, a better outcome for both the
community and the River is possible.

Although I commend the town for proactively proposing to entirely replace their municipal groundwater
withdrawals from the Ipswich basin with imported MWRA water, I am particularly concerned about the
possibility of water leaving the basin in the form of wastewater. While the towns MEPA filing proposes
to evaluate both in-basin and out of basin wastewater disposal alternatives, experience indicates that out
of basin options are often recommended following traditional alternatives analyses. Therefore, I
respectfully request that MEPA strongly indicate to the Town at the outset of the planning process that
an in basin disposal alternative is the desired outcome as called for in the State’s water and wastewater
regulations and that out of basin alternatives will only be considered if it can be clearly demonstrated
that no in-basin alternative is viable.

I am aware that the Town has done some preliminary analysis of in-basin alternatives and out of basin
options currently appear more desirable, especially from a cost standpoint due to the proximity of
existing sewers in neighboring communities and the lack of suitable local disposal options. As you are
aware, alternative and decentralized wastewater technology has progressed significantly in recent years
and viable options exist for virtually any situation. Although these options may initially appear more
expensive than traditional sewers, a full accounting for all the hidden costs of sewering coupled with
other local benefits can tip the scales in favor of keeping the water local. As such, I recommend that the
Town and its consultants further investigate recent case studies to inform the process, including the
recently completed “smart sewer’ feasibility study in nearby Littleton Massachusetts which
demonstrated that disposing the wastewater locally was a more desirable alternative from both an
economic and environmental perspective. The Ipswich River Watershed Association is available to
assist the Town and its consultants with this analysis in any way.

An ideal outcome for the environment would be for the Town to reduce its groundwater withdrawals
located within the highly stressed Ipswich basin and continue to discharge its wastewater locally as
called for in the Commonwealth’s regulatory framework. If the proposed comprehensive planning effort
were undertaken with this desired goal clearly identified from the beginning, the best possible outcome
for both the Town and the river can result. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Wayne Castonguay
Executive Director

Cc:  Town of North Reading
Reading & N. Reading Stream Team
Wright-Pierce Consultants



TOWN OF ANDOVER, MASSACHUSETTS

TELEPHONE
(978) 623-8350

FAX
(978) 623-8359

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

WATER TREATMENT. PLANT
397 LOWELL STREET 01810-4416
To: Holly Johnson, Environmental Analyst, MEPA Office, EOEEA
From: Morris B. Gray, Jr., Superintendent Water/Sewer Division
Karen Martin, Environmental Compliance Coordinator
Subject: North Reading New Water and Wastewater Solutions ENF, EEA#14975
Date: November 27, 2012

We attended the MEPA consultation session on November 19, 2012 regarding the subject ENF
submittal. We have the following comments.

A statement made by North Reading’s consultant Wright-Pierce that the Town of Andover is
able to only supply 1 million gallons per day (MGD) of water to the Town of North Reading was
incorrect. Andover and North Reading currently have a contract for the supply and purchase of
water. The contract allows North Reading to purchase up to 1.5 million gallons per day (MGD).
This is the volume allowed per the Inter-Basin Transfer Act permit North Reading holds for the
withdrawal of water from the Merrimack River Watershed (the watershed from which Andover
draws its water).

The average daily volume of water that North Reading purchased from Andover, between
January 2012 and October 2012, was 0.892 MGD; howeyver, this value ranged between 1.031 and
1.355 MGD during the summer months of July, August and September. Attached are a table and
a chart (See Attachments A and B) which provide a 10-year history (CY 2002-2011) of the
average daily volume and the summer peak daily average volume of water purchased by North
Reading. During the ten year period, the daily average volume of water purchased by North
Reading ranged from 0.723 MGD to 0.987 MGD. The peak daily average of water purchased
during the summer months of June, July and August ranged from 1.167 MGD to 1.652 MGD.

Andover maintains a Water Management Act Registration and Permit that presently allows
adequate water withdrawals to service their customers, including the Town of North Reading.
The registration and permit are not scheduled for renewal until late 2017 and late 2018,
respectively.

If you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Karen Martin at (978)
623-8350 x523, or kmartin@andoverma.gov.



ATTACHMENT A
Ten Year History of Water Purchased by North Reading

Annual Daily
Average Peak Daily Peak
Year Total MG (Gallons) Average (Gals) Month
" 2002 302.58 828,995 1,368,097 Aug
2003 263.90 723,01 1,280,710 Jul
2004 293.60 802,186 1,167,000]  Jun
2005 360.17 986,779] 1,652,287 Jul
" 2006 321.62 881,151 1,411,290  Jul
2007 356.98 978,027] 1,534,190f Aug
2008 332.85 909,434 1,408,159 Jun
2009 315.81 865,233] 1,290,323 Aug
2010 322.97 884,855 1,436,414 Jun
2011 342.33 937,891 1,596,926] Jul ||



suojjleo m

FT-EY
110 0T0Z 600¢C 800¢ £00Z 900¢ S00¢ 00¢ £€00¢ €002

(suojjen) Buipeay yuionN Aq paseyaind Jazep Ajleq asesany

000°sZT

000°0SZ

000°SLE

000°00S

000529

000'0SL

000°s/8

000000°T

000°SZT‘T

000°052°‘T

000°SLE'T

0000051

o £ w

9 O = -

9 INJWHOVLLY







THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION

100 CAMBRIDGE STREET, BOSTON MA 02114

November 21, 2012

Richard Sullivan, Secretary

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attention: Holly Johnson, MEPA Office

EOEA #14975

100 Cambridge Street

Boston, MA 02114

~ Dear Secretary Sullivan:

The Water Resources Commission (WRC) staff has reviewed the ENF for Town of North
Reading’s New Water & Wastewater Solutions Project. The ENF discusses a proposal to
obtain water supply from the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA), an
action that triggers the Interbasin Transfer Act (ITA). It also discusses sending a portion
of the town’s wastewater to an area, to be determined, out of town and out of basin. This
latter proposal also has the potential to trigger the ITA.

Staff members of the WRC, MA Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP),
and the MWRA met with the town and its consultant on November 16, 2012, to discuss
the project’s components, schedule, and regulatory requirements. This provided the
agencies with a clearer understanding of the proposed project; we hope that the meeting
also has given the proponent a better understanding of applicable regulatory
considerations. With a project involving the ITA, close communication between the
WRC staff and a project proponent helps to ensure preparation of a complete response
that satisfies the requirements of the ITA and avoids unnecessary prolonging of the
process.

Below are additional comments on the ENF:

The ENF states that the transfer from the MWRA system will be a traﬁsfer from the
Connecticut River basin. This is incorrect. The MWRA'’s sources are located in the
Chicopee and Nashua River basins.

The ENF states that North Reading will discontinue use of its existing groundwater
sources and surrender its Water Management Act registration. In its Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR), North Reading should clarify that it will be going through DEP’s
formal source decommissioning process for these wells. The DEIR should clarify if the
Town will discontinue its WRC-approved transfer from Andover. The DEIR should also
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better define and document the proposed transfer amount. The ENF lists it as “up to” 1.5
mgd. Is this an average day amount or a maximum day amount? Is this amount over and
above the existing transfer from Andover? Will this amount be documented in the
Town’s contract with the MWRA?

The wastewater portion of the project needs to be better described in the DEIR. It is not
clear if a Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan (CWMP) is needed for this
project. The DEIR should document communication with MassDEP regarding the
necessity for a CWMP, and if one is required, discuss the timeline for completion of the
CWMP process.

If North Reading gives up its WMA registration and decommissions its in-basin sources,
so that all the wastewater to potentially be transferred out of basin originates in a basin
other than the Ipswich River basin, the WRC would consider this portion of the project to
be a secondary transfer, not subject to the ITA. Otherwise, the transfer of wastewater
originating in the Ipswich River basin and transferring to another basin may be subject to
ITA review. Until we know exactly what the full project will involve, the WRC will not
be able to make this decision.

We are concerned about the timing of each portion of the project. Under the MGL
Chapter 21 §§ 8B- 8D, the Interbasin Transfer Act, the WRC cannot hold the required
public hearings nor make a decision on a project until the MEPA process is complete.
There is no flexibility on this under the Act. If one portion of the project holds up the
completion of the MEPA process, the WRC cannot make a decision on either portion of
the project — even if we have received all the required information - until the Secretary’s
Fina] Certificate has been issued. We suggest that the proponent consult with the MEPA
office, if it appears that this scenario may occur, to determine if the project could be
divided into two different filings or separate segments or phases.

The WRC uses the EIR as its ITA application. I have attached scopes to be used in the
development of the ITA application section of the DEIR for both a request for admission
to the MWRA under the ITA and for a wastewater transfer (if required). The proponent
should pay particular attention to the water supply management criteria in the scope for
admission to the MWRA. North Reading’s average residential water use from 2007 to
2011 is 66 gallons per capita per day (gpcd), and its average unaccounted-for water
amount is 15%. The ITA’s performance standards require that unaccounted-for water
should be 10% or less. North Reading should immediately implement a long-term water
conservation program, which complies with the current Water Conservation Standards
and includes a plan to reduce its unaccounted-for water. This plan should reflect the goal
of maintaining unaccounted-for water at 10% or less of all water used, and of reducing
future water use through a comprehensive residential water conservation program, if
residential water use is greater than 65 gpcd.

We strongly urge the proponent to contact Michele Drury of WRC staff at 617-626-1366
to arrange a meeting to discuss the scopes and the pathway through the ITA prior to
developing the DEIR. This will minimize requests by the WRC for additional



information during and after the MEPA process and, we hope, lead to an expeditious
review under the ITA.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

cc:

€CC:

Water Resources Commission
Richard Carnevale, North Reading
Jon Beekman, Wright Pierce

Paul Brinkman, Wright Pierce
Michele Drury, DCR

Frank Hartig, DCR

Linda Hutchins, DCR

Nathaniel Tipton, DCR

Nancy Baker, MassDEP, NERO
Kevin Brander, MassDEP, NERO
Duane LeVangie, MassDEP
James Persky, MassDEP, NERO
Eric Worrell, MassDEP, NERO
Pamela Heidell, MWRA

Sincerely,

KAt s a7 ABstafsr

Kathleen Baskin, P.E.
Executive Director



THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION

EIR Scope for Communities
Seeking Approval Under the Interbasin Transfer Act

TO JOIN THE MWRA WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM

This scope replaces the WRC application form (1986/1992) “Application for Approval of
an Action to Increase Over the Present Rate of Interbasin Transfer” and is required for
transfers considered “significant” under the Act. The information requested here should be
incorporated into the EIR required by the MEPA regulations, 301 CMR 11.03. 'Wherever
possible, the applicant should provide this information in an electronic format.

This scope is only for that portion of the EIR that pertains to the INTERBASIN
TRANSFER ACT. There may be other issues which need to be,addressed in the EIR for a
particular project. The MEPA program should be contacted to determine a comprehensive
scope.

The Interbasin Transfer Act governs the transfer of water and wastewater between river
basins within the Commonwealth. Any water transferred out of a river basin, either for
water supply or wastewater treatment purposes, is no longer available to replenish the
“donor” basin’s rivers, aquifers, lakes or wetlands. The purpose of the Act is to assure
that if an interbasin transfer does occur, the resources of the donor basin are not adversely
impacted.

Admission to the MWRA, requires approval under the Interbasin Transfer Act. The
following scope outlines the Interbasin Transfer Act issues to be addressed in the EIR for
admission to the MWRA. Consultation with DCR’s Office of Water Resources (617-626-
1366) is strongly recommended to tailor this scope to a specific proposal.

SUMMARY OF PROJECT

e Project Name

e Location

e Proponent Name, Address, Phone Number

e Primary Contact’s Name, Address, Phone Number, Fax Number, Email Address



DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED INTERBASIN TRANSFER

o Describe and explain the reasons for the proposed interbasin transfer.

¢ Provide the approximate timetable for the proposed transfer, including the estimated
commencement date and the estimated completion date.

e Where applicable, describe the existing transfer system, including out-of-basin
conveyance capacity, storage capaclty, withdrawal constraints or other limiting
factors.

o Describe, in detail, the proposed interbasin transfer, including the maximum capacity,
in millions of gallons per day (mgd) of the transfer facilities and the expected average
daily transfer. Provide supporting information showing how the capacity of the
conveyance was determined. Describe any proposed changes in existing structures
and/or changes in operating rules of the water supplier or changes in transfer
constraints.

e Describe the operating schedule of the proposed interbasin transfer, including the time
periods, amounts to be transferred and the duration of the transfer.

e Provide the name, exact location and river basin of the source(s) of the proposed
transfer of water, including the subbasin(s).

e List the communities, sections of communities, water districts or other areas that will
use the water proposed to be transferred.

¢ Provide a precise description of the location, including river basin, of the wastewater
discharge point.

e List the known users of this and associated resources, including agricultural operations
and nurseries, whose use could be affected by the proposed transfer.

¢ Include a map of appropriate scale that clearly and accurately illustrates the information
requested in this section. Wherever possible, MASSGIS data layers should be used.

OTHER PERMITS REQUIRED
o List the local, State or Federal agencies/commissions from which permits have been
obtained or will be sought

INFORMATION NEEDED TO EVALUATE THIS PROJECT AGAINST THE
SEVEN APPLICABLE CRITERIA OF THE INTERBASIN TRANSFER
REGULATIONS, 313 CMR 4.05

Below, in bold the criteria for approval of an interbasin transfer are listed, as they appear in
the regulations (313 CMR 4.05). In some cases, the WRC’s interpretation of certain
terminology appears in italics. Unless otherw1se noted, the applicant must respond to all
points listed under each criterion.

1. That an environmental review pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, §§61 and 62H, inclusive,

has been complied with for the proposed increase.

e Information needed for Interbasin Transfer review should be provided w1thm the
context of the EIR.
Provide a copy of the ENF, including copies of comments received.

e When issued, provide a copy of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs certificate
stating that the EIR properly complies with MEPA and its regulations.
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2. That all reasonable efforts have been made to identify and develop all viable
water supply sources in the receiving area of the proposed water supply interbasin
transfer

Viable source means a source which can provide drinking water and meet the current
water quality standards set by DEP, at a reasonable production cost compared to recently
incurred costs for similar projects within the Commonwealth. Further, a viable source is
one which can be used while maintaining a reasonable instream flow. Reasonable
instream flow is evaluated by the same criteria as impacts on the donor basin. Receiving
area is defined as the area which makes use of the water supply that has been transferred
between basins.

Describe in detail the efforts made to identify and develop all viable sources in the
receiving area. Discuss water supply alternatives considered, but rejected. State reasons
for rejection. The discussion should include:

e Assessment of the development of abandoned (temporary or permanent), existing and
potential in-basin water supply sources. Clearly and accurately locate these sources on
a map of appropriate scale.

e Discuss and list studies and reports evaluating in-basin sources in the receiving area.
Copies of studies should be made available upon request.

e Describe the costs of developing existing and proposed in-basin sources in the
receiving area.

e If cost is a reason given for rejection of an inbasin source, compare these costs with the
production costs recently incurred elsewhere in the Commonwealth for similar water
supply sources. Refer to the Performance Standards from DCR’s website:
http://www.mass.gov/dcr/waterSupply/intbasin/download.htm

e Describe the impact on in-basin streamflow that would result from the development of
any viable in-basin sources in the receiving area. Refer to 313 CMR 4.05 (5)(a)
through (j).

e Discuss the feasibility of obtaining additional water supply from water supply agencies
in cities, towns or districts within the same basin as the receiving area. Are
interconnections in place? If not, are such interconnections feasible?

3. That all practical measures to conserve water have been taken in the receiving

area _ :

e Provide an updated Water Conservation Questionnaire (available from DEP’s Division
of Watershed Permitting or at DEP’s website:
http://www.state.ma.us/dep/brp/wtrm/files/con-wrc.doc, or DCR's Office of Water
Resources or at DCR’s website:
http://www.mass.gov/dcr/waterSupply/intbasin/docs/consplan.doc). If a Conservation
Plan or Questionnaire is on file with DEP, provide a copy, updated to the present.
Refer to Water Conservation Standards for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
(WRC, 2006) and the Interbasin Transfer Performance Standards (1999), both available
from DCR’s website http://www.mass.gov/dcr/intbasin/download.htm.

e Describe the current leak detection and system repair program. Discuss the
methodology used (refer to the Interbasin Transfer Act Performance Standards,
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available from DCR’s website: http://www.mass.gov/dcr/intbasin/download.htm).
What was the date of the most recent leak detection survey? What is the date of the
next scheduled leak detection survey?

Describe the on-going meter installation, maintenance, and replacement program.
State the percentage of the system that is metered. ‘Provide documentation of the
annual master meter calibration program and a description of that program. Provide
data to show that all permanent water supply services (including public buildings) in
the receiving area are metered.

Describe the amount of unaccounted-for water (in gallons and percent) in the
receiving area for the past five (5) years. Refer to the Interbasin Transfer Act _
Performance Standards for the definition of “Unaccounted-for Water”. Describe on-
going programs to reduce or keep the amount of unaccounted-for water at reasonable
levels (less than 10%).

Describe the current rate structure: (1) Does the rate structure reflect the cost of
operation, proper maintenance, proposed capital improvements and water conservation.
Does it encourage water conservation? If so, how? (2) Is the rate flat, increasing or
decreasing? Is it charged according to water use, or some other method? (3) Are the
funds dedicated in an enterprise account or is some other accounting procedure used?
Describe. Refer to Appendix D of the Performance Standards.

How often are customers billed? Is billing based on actual meter readings? Provide an
example of the bill sent to customers.

Provide the existing contingency plan(s) for adequately handling water supply
emergencies, such as contamination of water supply sources or seasonal or drought
related shortages of water supply. (See 313 CMR 4.02(4) for a definition of
‘contingency plan’.) Explain, if not stated in the plan, how and when water use will be
curtailed, when trigger points require action, which water users will be reduced by what
measures, and over what period of time, what emergency sources will be utilized, such
as interconnections with nearby communities, reactivated sources or new emergency
sources.

Do all public buildings under the control of the proponent have low flow plumbing
fixtures? Describe the types of fixtures in these buildings.

When was the last audit of public facilities? Provide a copy of the report. Has a
system-wide water audit ever been conducted? When? Provide a copy of the report.
Describe any past or current programs to supply low flow plumbing fixtures to
residential customers. What is the residential gallons per capita per day (gpcd) figure
for the water supply system? What is the overall gpcd for the system? Provide the
Annual Statistical Reports, required by DEP, for the past five years.

If residential gpcd is greater than 65, describe the comprehensive residential water
conservation program that is or will be implemented to reduce this use. If this
program is not in place, describe the timetable for implementation. Refer to the
Performance Standards.

Describe the current and proposed public information programs to promote water
conservation, the use of water conserving devices, and industrial and commercial
recycling and reuse. These programs should include a program which identifies, ranks
and works with all commercial, industrial and institutional customers according to
amount used in order to determine areas where the greatest potential for water savings
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exists, should be in place. Are public education programs on-going or intermittent?
Explain.

e Describe the measures in place to protect the water supply sources currently serving the
receiving area that meet the requirements of the Department of Environmental
Protection published in 310 CMR 22.20 and Wellhead Protection regulations 310 CMR
22.21. Include in this description all watershed or aquifer lands, even if not under the
direct control of the water supply agencies.

e Is the plumbing code strictly enforced? By whom? Describe.

4. That a. comprehensive forestry management program which balances water
yields, wildlife habitat and natural beauty on watershed lands of surface water
supply sources, presently serving the receiving area and under control of the
proponent has been implemented.

e If the community does not have surface water sources, this criterion is not apphcable
If the community does, describe existing and proposed watershed forestry management
programs on watershed lands currently serving the receiving area and under the control
of the proponent. Submit a copy of any applicable forestry watershed plans. Refer to
the Interbasin Transfer Performance Standards for the information to be included in a
Forestry Management Plan.

5. That reasonable instream flow in the river from which the water is transferred is

maintained.

This part should describe the hydrologic characteristics of the river basins from which the

water is to be diverted and any interdependent ground water regimens. The MWRA

employs modeling tools to evaluate the impact of any withdrawals on the MWRA/MDC
system and the impact on service to existing customer communities. Proponents are
directed to work with MWRA, so that MWRA can provide appropriate documentation to
respond to the requested information.

e Describe the proposed operating schedule for the interbasin transfer. This descrlptlon
should include variations throughout the seasons, the months, and the hours during a 24
hour period.

e Document that the safe yield of the MWRA watershed system is sufficient to meet the
community’s demands. This should evaluate the monthly performance of the Quabbin
Reservoir over an extended period of years using observed hydrological data that
includes the worst drought of record. It should also include an analysis of the impact of
the community’s demands together with the long-term demand of existing member
communities during drought scenarios. The analysis must include the possibility of
increased usage of MWRA supplies by partially supplied communities due to drought

_ conditions. Impacts to service to other MWRA community connections under drought
conditions and to MWRA supplies (including the Wachusett Reservoir) and the
downstream environments must be evaluated. Provide the frequency or number of
months that each MWRA reservoir level referenced in MWRA''s Drought
Management Plan is reached, beginning with the “Below Normal” stage under existing
demands and with the addition of the proposed transfer.

e Provide graphs and tables that show the following:

(a) The historic monthly Quabbin Reservoir levels from 1990 to the present.
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(b) On the graph, superimpose the resulting reservoir levels after the proposed
withdrawal, had the community been an MWRA customer since 1990.
(c) On the table, show the Quabbin Reservoir levels which would have been realized
had the proponent been an MWRA customer since 1990.
Provide a table of the modelled uncontrolled releases (spills) from the Quabbin
Reservoir from 1990 to the present including what the releases would have been with
the theoretical demand of the community, had the community been an MWRA
customer. Show any changes in the frequency and duration of uncontrolled releases
that will occur with the addition of the community’s proposed withdrawal.
Provide information and data to demonstrate that the MWRA will be able to meet all
of its mandated controlled flow releases with the addition of the proposed demand.
If new member communities have been added to the MWRA Water Works system
since 1990 or if there are other communities in the process of applying for membership,
include the demands for these communities in the analyses required in this section.
Provide a discussion of the operation of the Wachusett Reservoir. Will this additional
withdrawal have an impact on the resources of the Nashua River basin? Describe.
Analyze and evaluate, in detail, the impact of the proposed interbasin transfer on water-
dependent uses including:
(1)  Effect onthe hydraulic characteristics in the stream below the point of
withdrawal, including but not limited to flood flows, the aquatic base flow, the
7Q10 flow if used in a pollution abatement program, stage, velocity, sediment
regimen, any flow values set for the donor basin by the WRC in DEM River Basin
reports, etc.
) Effect on anadromous fisheries.
(3)  Effect on resident fisheries.
(4)  Effect on wetlands and dependent flora and fauna.
) Effects on water quality, recreational uses and aesthetic values, areas of
critical environmental concern, areas protected under Article 97 of the Amendments
to the Massachusetts Constitution, and designated scenic rivers.
6) Effect on existing and planned future uses dependent on reservoir levels.
(7)  Effect on hydropower production.
(8)  Effect on present and foreseeable water-dependent uses within the donor
basin.
® Effect on water use by agricultural operations, including nurseries.

6. In the case of groundwater withdrawals, the results of pumping tests will be used
to indicate the impact of the proposed withdrawal on static water levels, the cone of
depression, the potential impacts on adjacent wells and lake and pond levels, and
the potential to affect instream values affect instream values as listed in 313 CMR
4.05(5)(a) through (j).

This criterion is not applicable to MWRA’s sources.

7. That the communities and districts in the receiving area have adopted or are
actively engaged in developing a local water resources management plan.

Provide the Local Water Resources Management Plan, or the draft plan under
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development and timeline for completion. Refer to the Interbasin Transfer
Performance Standards for the information to be included in a Local Water Resources
Management Plan.

8. The Commission shall consider the impacts of all past, authorized or proposed

transfers on streamflows in the donor basin.

e List and describe the impact of all past, authorized and other proposed transfers on the
streamflow in the donor basins.

e In addition, the WRC considers that the addition of a community to the MWRA Water
Works System could have potential cumulative impacts on the system’s operations.
Provide information to demonstrate that there will be no negative impacts to the
operations of the MWRA Water Works System. The proponent should work with the
MWRA to provide this documentation.

MITIGATION
e Describe any proposed flow augmentation provisions, flow protection thresholds, or
other measures proposed to protect instream flow.

EO 385

Provide information to demonstrate that this proposal seeks to minimize unnecessary loss
or depletion of environmental quality and resources.
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Electronic copies (unless otherwise specified) of all Interbasin Transfer EIRs should be sent
to the following people. This is only a listing of those people who will be reviewing the
EIR specifically under the Interbasin Transfer Act and is not meant to be all inclusive.

Kathleen Baskin

Executive Director

Water Resources Commission
EOEEA

Michele H. Drury (3 bound copies in
addition to the electronic copy)

DCR Office of Water Resources

251 Causeway Street

100 Cambridge Street Boston, MA 02114
Boston, MA 02114 michele.drury(@state.ma.us
kathleen.baskin(@state.ma.us

Duane LeVangie Richard Hartley

DEP | DEW

1 Winter Street 1 Rabbitt Hill Rd

Boston, 02108 Westboro, MA 01581
duane.levangie(@state.ma.us

Pam Heidell Laila Parker

MWRA DFG

100 First Ave Division of Ecological Restoration
Charlestown, MA 02129 251 Causeway Street

Pamela.heidell@mwra.state.ma.us

Boston, MA 02114
laila.parker(@state.ma.us

Clapp Memorial Library Bigelow Free Public Library
P.O. Box 627 54 Walnut Street
Belchertown, MA 01007-0627 Clinton, MA 01510-2926
One bound copy One bound copy

WSCAC

485 Ware Rd.

Belchertown, MA 01007

info@wscac.org
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THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION

EIR Scope for Communities Seeking
APPROVAL FOR A WASTEWATER TRANSFER
Under the Interbasin Transfer Act

This scope replaces the WRC application form (1986/1992) “dpplication for Approval of
an Action to Increase Over the Present Rate of Interbasin Transfer” and is required for
transfers considered “significant” under the Act. The information requested here should be
incorporated into the EIR required by the MEPA regulations, 301 CMR 11.03. Wherever
possible, the applicant should provide this information in an electronic format.

This scope is only for that portion of the EIR that pertains to the INTERBASIN
TRANSFER ACT. There may be other issues which need to be addressed in the EIR for a
particular project. The MEPA program should be contacted to determine a comprehensive
scope.

The Interbasin Transfer Act governs the transfer of water and wastewater between river
basins within the Commonwealth-Any water transferred out of a river basin, either for
water supply or wastewater treatment purposes, is no longer available to replenish the
“donor” basin’s rivers, aquifers, lakes or wetlands. The purpose of the Act is to assure
that if an interbasin transfer does occur, the resources of the donor basin are not adversely
impacted.

A wastewater transfer is a transfer of wastewater outside of a river basin for disposal.
This includes only that wastewater which is generated from a water supply source within
the river basin from which the wastewater will be transferred and any inflow and
infiltration generated within that basin. Wastewater transfers can include the out-of-basin
sewering of areas previously served by on-site and/or inbasin wastewater systems,
enlargement of the capacity which facilitates an interbasin transfer of existing wastewater
systems, the sewering of previously undeveloped areas which involves a new interbasin
transfer, etc. The following scope outlines issues to be addressed in the EIR for these types
of transfers. Consultation with DCR’s Office of Water Resources (617-626-1366) is
strongly recommended to tailor this scope to a specific proposal.
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT

e Project Name

e Location

e Proponent Name, Address, Phone Number

e Primary Contact’s Name, Address, Phone Number, Fax Number, Email Address

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED INTERBASIN TRANSFER

e Describe and explain the reasons for the proposed interbasin transfer.

o Provide the approximate timetable for the construction of the proposed transfer,
including the estimated commencement date and the estimated completion date.

e Where applicable, describe the existing wastewater transfer system, including any
factors limiting the ability to transfer wastewater out of basin, and the existing water
supply sources from which the wastewater is generated. This should include the river
basin location of these sources.

e Describe, in detail, the proposed interbasin transfer, including the maximum capacity,
in millions of gallons per day (mgd) of the transfer facilities and the expected average
daily transfer. Provide supporting information showmg how the mcreased capacity was
determined.

e Describe any proposed changes in existing structures and/or changes in operating
rules of the wastewater system or changes in transfer constraints.

¢ Describe the operating schedule of the proposed interbasin transfer, including the time
periods, amounts to be transferred and the duration of the transfer.

e Provide the name, exact location and river basin of the source(s) of the proposed
transfer, including the subbasin(s).

o List the communities, sections of communities, sewer districts or other areas that will
benefit from the proposed wastewater transfer.

e Provide a precise description of the location, including river basin location, of the
wastewater discharge point.

e List the known users of associated resources, including agricultural operations and
nurseries, whose use could be affected by the proposed transfer.

e Include a map of appropriate scale that clearly and accurately illustrates the information
requested in this section. Wherever possible, MASSGIS data layers should be used.

OTHER PERMITS REQUIRED
e List the local, State or Federal agen01es/comm1s51ons from which permits have been
obtained or will be sought

INFORMATION NEEDED TO EVALUATE THIS PROJECT AGAINST THE SIX
APPLICABLE CRITERIA OF THE INTERBASIN TRANSFER REGULATIONS,
313 CMR 4.05

Below, in bold the criteria for approval of an interbasin transfer are listed, as they appear in
the regulations (313 CMR 4.05). Where appropriate, interpretations of some of the
terminology in the regulations approved by the WRC to apply to wastewater transfers, in
order to evaluate specific criteria within the “spirit” of the Act, appear in italics.
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1. That an environmental review pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, §§61 and 62H, inclusive,

has been complied with for the proposed increase.

e Information needed for Interbasin Transfer review should be provided within the
context of the EIR.

e Provide a copy of the ENF, including copies of comments received.

e When issued, provide a copy of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs certificate
stating that the EIR properly complies with MEPA and its regulations.

2. That all reasonable efforts have been made to identify and develop all viable
water supply sources in the receiving area of the proposed water supply interbasin
transfer _

For the purposes of evaluating wastewater transfers against this criterion, the WRC
has defined a viable local wastewater discharge source as a cost-effective,
technologically feasible, environmentally sound wastewater treatment system which
treats and discharges wastewater within the basin of origin, and has been approved for
general use by DEP. Such systems can include, but are not limited to, conventional
Title 5 systems, groundwater discharge systems, NPDES-regulated surface water
discharge systems, alternative/innovative on-site systems or package treatment plants. .

For the purposes of evaluating wastewater transfers against this criterion, the WRC
has defined receiving area as the community(ies) or portion of community(ies) whose
wastewater is collected for discharge out of basin via an interbasin transfer.

Describe in detail the efforts made to identify and develop all viable sources in the
receiving area. Discuss wastewater alternatives considered, but rejected. State
reasons for rejection. The discussion should include:

e Discussion of the DEP-approved facilities plan’, if completed. A copy should also be
submitted to WRC staff. If this plan is not completed, the EIR should evaluate
potential in-basin sources of disposal, including Title 5, groundwater and surface
water discharges, as described in DEP’s Comprehensive Wastewater Management
Planning” Guidance. Submit copies of any other relevant studies and reports which
evaluated in-basin wastewater disposal to WRC staff. The proponent should also
discuss the feasibility of implementing DEP’s wastewater reuse policy.

e Ifthe preferred alternative for wastewater disposal is a connection to an all ready
existing out of basin sewer system, the proponent must provide documentation from the
host system that there is sufficient capacity to accept the proposed wastewater flows.

e Describe the costs of developing in-basin wastewater disposal facﬂmes within the area
of the proposed transfer, as defined above for this criterion.

! Facilities Plans are also known as Comprehensive Water Management Plans, Comprehensive Water
Resources Management Plans, and Integrated Water Resources Management Plans.
? See Footnote #1
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e Ifcost is a reason given for rejection of an inbasin source, compare these costs with the
production costs recently incurred elsewhere in the Commonwealth for similar
wastewater disposal facilities. Refer to the Performance Standards, available from
DCR’s website: http://www.mass.gov/dcr/waterSupply/intbasin/docs.

o Describe the impact on in-basin streamflow that would result from the development of
any viable in-basin wastewater disposal facilities in the area of the proposed transfer.
Refer to 313 CMR 4.05 (5)(a) through (j).

e Discuss the feasibility of joining a regional or neighboring in-basin wastewater disposal
facility in cities, towns or districts within the same basin location as the area of the
proposed transfer. Are interconnections in place? If not, are such interconnections
feasible?

e Provide documentation of the program to eliminate sources of inflow and 1nﬁ1trat10n
(I/D). This program must meet the standards described under the Performance
Standards for wastewater, available from DCR’s website:
http://www.mass.gov/dcr/waterSupply/intbasin/docs. Discuss the potential for
eliminating enough I/I to eliminate the need for an interbasin transfer.

3. That all practical measures to conserve water have been taken in the receiving

area

For the purposes of evaluating wastewater transfers against this criterion, the WRC has

defined receiving area is the community(ies) or portion of community(ies) whose

wastewater is collected for discharge out of basin via an interbasin transfer. To evaluate

a wastewater transfer against this criterion, the WRC requires that the applicant:

e Indicate whether there are flow meters sufficient to document wastewater flows out of
the basin of origin. Provide a map of appropriate scale clearly showing the meter
location(s). (Use of regional sewer meters which document wastewater flows out of
basin is acceptable where these meters are in place.) Provide documentation on
calibration of these meters.

e Provide at least two years of data on the components of existing wastewater ﬂow
(sanitary, inflow, infiltration).

e Provide a copy of the DEP-approved Operation and Maintenance plan for the
wastewater system.

e Where the applicant has control over the water supply system, describe the program
for implementing a water conservatlon program based on the state water conservation
standards.

4. That a comprehensive forestry management program which balances water
yields, wildlife habitat and natural beauty on watershed lands of surface water
supply sources, presently serving the receiving area and under control of the
proponent has been implemented.

o This criterion does not apply to a wastewater transfer.

5. That reasonable instream flow in the river from which the water is transferred is

maintained.
This part should describe the hydrologic characteristics of the river basin from which the
wastewater is to be transferred from and any interdependent ground water regimen.
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e Describe the proposed operating schedule for the interbasin transfer. This description
should include variations throughout the seasons, the months, and the hours during a 24
hour period.

e Provide:

M

@

€)

“4)

Delineation of the areas proposed to be sewered, if applicable, or areas
where the capacity of an existing sewer is proposed to be enlarged and the
area served by this facility.

Estimate of the amount of wastewater to be transferred, on both an
average annual and peak flow basis. This should be based on the capacity
of the proposed wastewater system, including but not limited to pumps,
pipelines, tunnels, when properly operating to the maximum extent
physically possible (i.e.without backups, overflows or other threats to
public health and safety).

As required under Criterion #2, a DEP-approved facilities plan’ which
evaluates potential in-basin sources of disposal, including Title 5,
groundwater and surface water discharges.

A map of the (sub)basin planning unit(s) to be used in the hydrologic
analysis. These units should be determined in consultation with DCR’s
Office of Water Resources.

e Analyze and evaluate, in detail, the impact of the proposed interbasin transfer on water-
dependent uses including:

1)

@)

)
)
©)

(6)
basin.
7
(®)

The existing and proposed water use budget for each (sub)basin(s). The
existing and proposed change in ground water level for each (sub)basin(s).
The existing and proposed change in the unregulated 7Q10, August median,
and 95% and 99% flow duration statistics for the stream or river draining
the (sub)basin(s).

Effect on anadromous fisheries, specifically alewives, searun brook and
brown trout, smelt and American shad.

Effect on resident fisheries.

Effect on wetlands and dependent flora and fauna.

Effects on water quality, recreational uses and aesthetic values, areas of
critical environmental concern, areas protected under Article 97 of the
Amendments to the Massachusetts Constitution, and designated scenic
rivers.

Effect on existing and planned future water-dependent uses in the donor

Effect on rare and endangered species of plants and animals
Effect on water use by agricultural operations, including nurseries.

6. In the case of groundwater withdrawals, the results of pumping tests will be used
to indicate the impact of the proposed withdrawal on static water levels, the cone of
depression, the potential impacts on adjacent wells and lake and pond levels, and
the potential to affect instream values as listed in 313 CMR 4.05(5)(a) through (j).

e This criterion does not apply to a wastewater transfer.

3 See Footnote #1
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7. That the communities and districts in the receiving area have adopted or are

actively engaged in developing a local water resources management plan.

For the purposes of evaluating wastewater transfers against this criterion, the WRC has

defined receiving area is the community(ies) or portion of community(ies) whose

wastewater is collected for discharge out of basin via an interbasin transfer.

e Provide the Local Water Resources Management Plan, or draft of the plan under
development and the timeline for completion. Refer to the Interbasin Transfer
Performance Standards, available from DCR’s website:
http://www.mass.gov/dcr/waterSupply/intbasin/docs, for the information to be included
in a Local Water Resources Management Plan.

8. The Commission shall consider the impacts of all past, authorized or proposed

transfers on streamflows in the donor basin.

e List and describe the impact of all past, authorized and other proposed transfers on the
streamflow in the donor basin. This would include analysis of any water supply
sources or sewer systems that have been recently developed or approved,
consideration of any water supply sources in the new source approval or Water
Management Act permitting processes, sewering plans under development, etc.

MITIGATION

e To the extent the EIR/IBT process identifies impacts that may need to be mitigated,
the proponent should propose measures to mitigate these impacts. Proponents should
consider such measures as additional I/I reduction, impervious surface remediation,
groundwater recharge, or stormwater management programs consistent with DEP
stormwater guidance that keep water in the donor basin.

EO 385

Provide information to demonstrate that this proposal seeks to minimize unnecessary loss
or depletion of environmental quality and resources.
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Electronic copies (unless otherwise specified) of all Interbasin Transfer EIRs should be sent
to the following people. This is only a listing of those people who will be reviewing the
EIR specifically under the Interbasin Transfer Act and is not meant to be all inclusive.

Kathleen Baskin

Michele H. Drury (3 bound copies in
Executive Director addition to the electronic copy)
Water Resources Commission DCR Office of Water Resources
EOEEA 251 Causeway Street
100 Cambridge Street Boston, MA 02114
Boston, MA 02114 michele.drury@state.ma.us
kathleen.baskin@state.ma.us
Richard Hartley Amy Coman-Hoenig/Lauren Glorioso
DFW | NHESP
1 Rabbitt Hill Rd DFG
Westboro, MA 01581 1 Rabbitt Hill Rd
Westboro, MA 01581
amy.coman(@state.ma.us
lauren.glorioso@state.ma.us
Laila Parker Paul Diodati
DFG Division of Marine Fisheries
Division of Ecological Restoration 251 Causeway Street
251 Causeway- Street Boston, MA.02114
Boston, MA 02114 paul.diodati@state.ma.us
laila.parker@state.ma.us
Jack Schwartz The Public Libraries
DMF of the affected communities
Annisquam River Marine Fisheries Field in both the donor and
Station receiving basin
30 Emerson Ave. One bound copy each

Gloucester, MA 01930
jack.schwartz(@state.ma.us
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‘Commonweslth of Massachusetts
. Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs

K Department of Environmental Protection

Northeast Regional Office » 205B Lowell Street, Wilmington MA 01887 « 978-684-3200

DEVAL L PATRICK - . " RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR.

Governor | Secretary

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL

Lisytenant Governar ) : % Commissioner
November-27, 2012

- Richard K. Sullivan Jr., Secretary

Executive Office of ' RE: North Reading
Energy & Environmental Affairs New Water and Sewer Solutions
100 Cambridge Street il Entire Town
Boston MA, 02114 EEA # 14975
Attn; MEPA Unit '
Dear Secretary Sullivan:

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has reviewed the
Environmental Notification Form (ENF) submitted by the Town of North Reading for an
investigation of an alternative water supply source and a treatment and disposal alternative for 0.5
gpd of wastewater (EEA #14975). Although at a preliminary stage, MassDEP  recognizes the
Town for undertaking - this project and supports the plan to eliminate the Town’s groundwater
withdrawals from the Ipswich River Basin. The project is categorically included for the preparation
of an environmental impact report (EIR). As explained in the comment that follows, the EIR has the
opportunity to demonstrate that this project will contribute significantly toward achieving a more
sustainable water balance in this highly stressed basin,

Alternatives

The preferred water and wastewater alternatives should, at a minimum, be compared to the
existing conditions, and the environmental impacts associated with these alternatives should be
evaluated thoughtfully. According to the ENF, the Town of North Reading has had discussions with
the Town of Reading and the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA) about admission
to the MWRA in order to purchase drinking water. Issues relating to admission to the MWRA and
an Interbasin Transfer Act approval will need to be considered in the EIR. Wastewater disposal
alternatives are less defined in the ENF, which indicates that there are several treatment and disposal
options. A preferred plan for wastewater treatment and disposal has not been identified yet.

Given that planning for the water and wastewater alternatives may not be able to proceed
concurrently, MEPA may want to design a flexible review process to allow separation of the

This Informatlon Is avallable in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-868-539-7622 or 1-817-674.6868
MassDEP Website: www.mass.govidep

Printed on Recycled Paper




* North Reading EEA # 14975

environmental ‘impact analysis for water from wastewater, if the environmental impacts are
addressed adequately to satisfy the scope, and it is practicable to commence permitting more
quickly for either water or wastewater. The anticipated project sequencing should be explained in
the DEIR to understand the planning schedule for bringing the new water and wastewater
alternatives on line. It also should be clear how the Interbasin Transfer Act process will be

evolving.

Drinking Water
In 2011, the Town of North Readmg had an annual average daily water demand of 1.44

million gallons per.day (MGD). The Town’s municipal wells produced an average of 0.50 MGD
of treated water. The remainder of the Town’s water supply was purchased from the Town of
Andover. North Reading’s maximum daily water demand in 2011 was 2.38 MGD. The Town
seeks to purchase its municipal water supply from the MWRA water system. The Town’s
interconnection with the Andover water system will be maintained for potential emergency use.

The Town’s wells will be abandoned and the Water Management Act Registration for the wells
retired.

The ENF states that the volume of water to be purchased from the MWRA will be 1.5
MGD. This is a reasonable figure to use. From 2001 to 2011, North Reading’s annual average
* water use only exceeded 1.5 MGD in 2005, when the Town averaged 1.57 MGD. The average
use during this period was 1.40 MGD. The annual maximum daily demand in the 2001-2011
periods ranged from 2.07 to 2.56 MGD.

Well Abandonment

The Town of North Reading has six ‘active municipal groundwater sources: Lakeside
Wells Nos. 2, 3, and 4, the Railroad Bed Wells, the Central Street Wellfield, and the Route 125
Well. The Town also has an inactive source, the Stickney Well, which has not been used since
1978 due to trichloroethylene contamination but has not been formally abandoned.

The ENF states that North Reading will submit a BRPWS36. permit application for
abandonment of its wells as water sources. MassDEP uses: the term “abandonment” to refer to
an agreement between MassDEP and a public water supplier that the source will no longer be
considered by either party to be a source of public water supply. Abandoned wells must be
physically disconnected from the public water system. MassDEP strongly recommends that
abandoned wells be properly decommissioned, as described in the MassDEP document
Guidelines for Public Water Systems.

Wells that are formally -abandoned in this manner no longer have any status as public-
water supply sources and will not be protected as public water supply sources under MassDEP
programs, such as the Massachusetts Contingency Plan and Title 5. The wells will have no
grandfathered status should the Town seek to reactivate them at some future date. MassDEP will
rescind its approval of the Zone II wellhead protection area for the wells. The wells and their
Zone 11 (and the Interim Wellhead Protection Area for the Stickney Well) will not appear on
future maps produced by MassDEP’s Geographic Information System staff. Mote than half of
the area within North Reading’s Zone II is also part of a Zone II for the Town of Wilmington’s
municipal wells — the Wilmington Zone II will continue to receive MassDEP protection.
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MassDEP approval is required prior to any sale or transfer of land that is no longer
needed for water supply purposes, in accordance with Massachusetts General Laws ¢.40, § 15B.
If North Reading intends to sell or transfer any water supply land following the well
abandonment, an application for Permit Category BRPWS26 must be submitted to MassDEP,
including a map of the property, a description of the property, (i.e., the metes and bounds), and a
MassDEP transmittal form. Under MEPA, an ENF is required for release of water supply land.
In addition, Article 97 of the Massachusetts Declaration of Rights (the Massachusetts
Constitution) requires the approval by two-thirds vote of both branches of the State legislature
before lands and easements in public use can be converted to another purpose or otherwise be
disposed. :

Construction Permits

The specific means for gettmg the purchased water from the MWRA into the North
Reading municipal water distribution system has not yet been determined. Construction of pump
‘stations, or new . physical interconnections between public water systems, will require
Distribution System Modification permitting by MassDEP (Permit Category BRPWS32). The
facilities may not be constructed until MassDEP has approved their construction design through
this permitting. If multiple facilities of this sort are needed, the Town may combine some or all
of the facilities into a single permit application rather than subm1ttmg a separate permit
application for each faclhty

Water Management Act

' The Town of North Reading has a Water Management Act (WMA) registration that
authorizes the Town to withdraw an annual average daily volume of 0.96 MGD from its wells in
the Ipswich River Basin. North Reading also had a Water Management Act permit that
authorized additional withdrawals of up to 0.25 MGD, but the permit was surrendered by the.
Town in 2008 and is no longer in effect. The North Reading registration was renewed on
December 31, 2007 for the 10-year period 2008-2017. In 2011, the Town withdrew an annual
average daily volume of 0.54 MGD of raw (untreated) water from its wells.

The ENF states that “Upon approval of MWRA membership and pro{'en ability to utilize
MWRA water, North Readmg s intent would be to voluntarily forfeit this registration to the MA-
DEP (sic).”

North Reading’s drinking water withdrawal is from the highly stressed Ipswich River
Basin. The draft EEA Massachusetts Sustainable Water Management Initiative Framework
Summary, February 3, 2012, established draft streamflow alteration levels for 1,395
Massachusetts” subbasins on a scale of 1-5 and sets a draft safe yield for each of the state’s 27
major river basins. The streamflow impairment for the subbasin where North Reading’s wells
are located is level 5, severely impacted. North Reading is not the only withdrawer in the
subbasin, but reducing withdrawals will benefit streamflow and habitat conditions in the
subbasin. In addition, the draft safe yield for the Ipswich basin is 29.4 MGD. Currently
authorized withdrawals are up to 32.8 MGD, 3.4 MGD more than the draft safe yield for the
basin. While actual withdrawal volumes have been significantly lower than allocated volumes,
efforts to reduce active allocations below safe yield are necessary. North Reading’s move to the
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MWRA and forfeit of its WMA registration will remove 0.96 MGD in authorized withdrawals,
- and would reduce the projected shortfall between the draft safe yield and authorized withdrawals
in the basm by 28 percent.

Therefore, MassDEP supports North Reading’s proposal and recommends that the
Town’s request to forfeit its WMA registration be submitted concurrently with the application to
abandon the municipal wells. The well abandonment will eliminate all of the Town’s authorized
withdrawal points that are on the Registration' Statement, which will eﬁ"ectlvely terminate the
WMA registration.

Performance Standards

Water Management Act permittees are required to meet the performance standards of 65
residential gallons per capita day (RGPCD) and 10 percent unaccounted-for-water (UAW), as set
out in the Massachusetts Water Resources Commission’s Water Conservation Standards, July
2006." MassDEP notes that in 2011, North Reading had an RGPCD of 74 and UAW of 16
percent, and does not meet the recommended performance standards. In order to purchase water
from MWRA, North Reading will need to obtain an Interbasin Transfer Approval from the-
Water Resources Commission. This approval will require North Reading to implement demand
management strategies to bring the Town into compliance with the Water Conservation
standards, including the RGPCD and UAW performance standards. The “Water Conservation
Standards” and WMA permits also require restrictions on non-essential outdoor summer water
use from May through September. MassDEP recommends that North Reading develop an
outdoor watering restriction plan consistent with the “Water Conservatlon Standards” and the
standard WMA requirements.

Wastewater

MassDEP has worked with the Town of North Readmg on a number of wastewater issues
in the past, including review of the September 2008 Draft Comprehensive Wastewater
Management Plan (DCWMP), which MassDEP understands will be updated and expanded in the
~ DEIR. More recently, MassDEP has advised the Town on the design and permitting of the
wastewater treatment facility which is an element of the New North Reading High School
Project.

The ENF provided very limited details on the scope of the work to develop a final
CWMP. However, it is clear from the ENF and discussions with the Town that the intention is to
fully explore a range of wastewater alternatives, including alternatives which extend outside of
the Ipswich River basin. While MassDEP has continually emphasized the importance of
sustaining and protecting water resources in the Ipswich River basin, MassDEP is aware of the
complexities and costs of long-term wastewater management in North Reading, and supports
assessment of alternatives which extend beyond the Ipswich River Basin. However, MassDEP
notes that some out-of-basin alternatives will present serious challenges, since some of the
regional sewer authorities proximate to the Town have little capacity which they could provide to
the Town. MassDEP directly addressed the matter of a potential ‘wastewater connection to
MWRA in the attached March 10, 2009 letter. Further, MassDEP also notes that the integration
of drinking water master plans will be an essential component of any plan to pursue out-of-basin
alternatives for long-term wastewater management planning.
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The Town should develop a detailed scope of work for the CWMP that updates the
former integrated water resource planning effort. In the DEIR, the wastewater elements should
build upon information developed for the DCWMP, and should include, at a minimum, the
following elements:

e Update and review of the Needs Analysis, including reassessment of the existing and

future wastewater flows and loads;

e Expanded Alternatives Assessment, to include an update and review of the costs and
impacts of the 'in-basin alternatives, and detailed development of out-of-basin
alternatives; :

e Development of a recommended plan and schedule for long-term wastewater
management facilities, including costs, impacts, permitting requirements, and in the case
of any out-of-basin alternative, a dlscussmn of any legal agreements needed to support
the alternative.

The Town also should include a public participation program as part of the scope, which’ isa
required element of the planning work for any project for which funding will be sought under the
State Revolving Fund (SRF) program.

Wetlands
The ‘potential wetlands impacts along the alternative water and sewer routes should be

described and quantified in order to provide a comparative understanding of the environmental
impacts. Plans at a readable scale should show the resource area impacts. The proponent also
should explain how the project would comply with the performance standards in.the wetlands
regulations and demonstrate that alteration of resource areas has been avoided and minimized.
Where opportunities exist, consideration should be given to project alternatives and site design
changes to demonstrate fully that the project conforms to the wetlands regulations and wetlands
impacts have been avoided and minimized to the extent feasible. The Department also requests
plans depicting and quantifying wetlands replication areas and information on how altered
wetland functions will be restored. The wetlands replication/mitigation design should be based
upon the MassDEP Massachusetts Inland Wetland Replication Guidelines, March 2002,

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

‘The proposed project is categoncal]y included for the preparation of an environmental
impact report and therefore, the project is subject to the MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Policy and Protocol. Since the ENF did not consider GHG issues, MassDEP will review the
GHG analysis in the EIR for consistency with the policy, and in particular will be looking for an
understanding of the approach and objectives to reducing greenhouse gas emissions for this
project. Sufficient information and modeling outputs should be presented to demonstrate that the
project has avoided, minimized, and mitigated CO, emissions in conformance with the MEPA
regulatory and policy standards,

Water-related energy consumption and corresponding CO- emissions should be evaluated
and compared in the GHG analysis for the existing conditions and project alternatives. The
embedded energy in the treatment and distribution systems for pumping, treating, distributing,
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and possibly pressurizing water and wastewater should be taken into account in the analysis. The
opportunities to reduce energy and CO, emissions with water conservation, energy efficiencies,
infiltration/inflow removal, and new technologies should be considered as mitigation. The
energy intensity of water in the United States (US) has been quantified recently with a more
robust methodology, according to an article entitled, Evaluating the energy consumed for water
_use in the United States, by Kelly T. Sanders and Michael E Webber, Department of Mechanical

~ Engineering, The University of Texas at Austin, (dated March 12, 2012 and published September
20, 2012). The article reports that embedded energy in the 2010 water system accounted for
about 12.6 percent of the US energy consumption. With respect to energy use, “High-energy
scenarios usually include water systems that require extensive water pumping (e.g., the State
Water Project and the Central Valley Project) and/or advanced water treatment.” The need to
address the energy for water and wastewater comes into perspective, when it is recognized that
the energy intensity of water is about 25 percent greater than energy for residential and
commercial lighting, an industry where energy consumption and efficiency for lighting is given
significant attention. In Massachusetts, the cost of electricity is about $150 million per year to
treat 662 billion gallons of wastewater and drinking water, where energy costs are about 35-40
percent of the facilities’ operating budgets.

Massachusetts Contingency Plan/M.G.L. c.21E

Contaminated Soil and Groundwater: The EIR should assess the potential for
contaminated soil and groundwater along the potential water and sewer main routes. The project
proponent is advised that excavating, removing and/or disposing of contaminated soil, pumping
of contaminated groundwater, or working in contaminated media must be done under the
provisions of MGL c¢.21E (and, potentially, ¢.21C) and OSHA. If permits and approvals under
these provisions are not obtained beforehand, considerable delays in the project can occur. The
project proponent cannot manage contaminated media without prior submittal of appropriate
plans to MassDEP, which describe the proposed contaminated soil and groundwater handling
and disposal approach, and health and safety precautions. If contamination at the site is known or
suspected, the appropriate tests should be conducted well in advance of the start of construction
and professional environmental consulting services should be readily available to provide
technical guidance to facilitate any necessary permits. If dewatering activities are to-occur at a
site with contaminated groundwater, or in proximity to contaminated groundwater where
dewatering can draw in the contamination, a plan must be in place to properly manage the
groundwater and ensure site conditions are not exacerbated by these activities. Dust and/or vapor
monitoring and. controls are often necessary for large-scale projects in contaminated areas. The
need to conduct real-time air monitoring for contaminated dust and to implement dust
suppression must be determined prior to excavation of soils, especially those contaminated with
compounds such as metals and PCBs. An evaluation of contaminant concentrations in soil should
be completed to determine the concentration. of contaminated dust that could pose a risk to health
of on-site workers and nearby human receptors. If this dust concentration, or action level, is
reached during excavation, dust suppression should be implemented as needed, or earthwork

should be halted.

Potential Indoor Air Impacts: Parties constructing' and/or renovating buildings in
contaminated areas should consider whether chemical or petroleum vapors in subsurface soils
and/or groundwater could impact the indoor air quality of the buildings. All relevant site data,
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such as contaminant concentrations in soil and groundwater, depth to groundwater, and soil gas
concentrations should be evaluated to determine the potential for indoor air impacts to existing or
proposed building structures. Particular attention should be paid to the vapor intrusion pathway
for sites with elevated levels of chlorinated volatile organic compounds such as
tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and trichloroethylene (TCE). MassDEP has additional information
about the vapor - intrusion pathway  on its website at

“http://www.mass.gov/dep/cleanup/laws/vifs.htm.

New Structures and Utilities: Construction activities conducted at a disposal site shall
not prevent or impede the implementation of likely assessment or remedial response actions at
the site. Construction of structures at a contaminated site may be conducted as a Release
_ Abatement Measure if assessment and remedial activities prescribed at 310 CMR 40.0442(3) are

completed within and adjacent to the footprint of the proposed structure prior to or concurrent
with the construction activities. Excavation of contaminated soils to construct clean utility
corridors should be conducted for all new utility installations.

The MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposed project. Please
contact Duane.LeVangie@state.ma.us, at (617)-292- 5706 for guidance on Water Management Act
issues, James.Persky(@state.ma.us , at (978-694-3227 for information on drinking water issues, and
Kevin.Brander@state.ma.us , at (978) 694-3236 for further information on the wastewater issues. If
you have any general questions regarding these comments, - please contact
Nancy.Baker(@state.ma.us , MEPA Review Coordinator at (978) 694-3338. '

/2
‘ )-’ D. Viola

Deputy Regional Director

Attachment

cc: Brona Simon, Massachusetts Historical Commission
Pam Heidill, MWRA
Michele Drury, DCR
Kathleen Baskin, EEA

Duane LeVangie, MassDEP-Boston
Eric Worrall, Kevin Brander, Tom Mahin, Jim Persky, Jill Provencal, MassDEP-NERO







COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

ExXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
NORTHEAST REGIONAL OFFICE .

205B Lowell Street, Wilmington, MA 01887 o (978) 694-3200

DEVAL L. PATRICK IAN A. BOWLES
Governor Becretary

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY LAURIE BURT
Lieuntepant Governor A : : Conimissioner

March 10, _2009

Kent Nichols, Jr;,, P.E. ~ Rer  North Reading

Vice President ‘Comprehensive Wastewater
Weston & Sampson Engineers Management Plan

5 Centennial Drive

Peabody, MA 01960-7985

Dear Mr. Nighols:

The Department of Environmental Protection (“MassDEP”) Noitheast Regional office is
in receipt of your recent letter in which you request input from MassDEP on two specific
- altemnatives being considered as elements of the draft Comprehensive Wastewater Management
Plan (CWMP) for the Town of North Reading. MassDEP has reviewed your request and
provides the following response. :

The Town of Noxth-Reading lies-entirely within the Ipswich River watershed, which has
been'identified as one of the most stressed watersheds in five:state. There are fouiteen
communities that rely on water resources in the Ipswich basin in whole or in part for supply of
drinking water. Given these'and other stresgere in the basin, flows in the mainstem of the
Ipswich River are often:very low, and the River has had completely dry segments during some
years, Accoxdingly, the MA Water Resources Commissien:has designated the Ipswich River as
ahighly stressed watershied, These factors must be important considerations in development of
the: Town’s Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan (CWMP), 2l

~ There s presently-no sewer system in the Town, and wastewater has been managed by a
collection of on-site disposal systems, in some cases regulated pursuant to Title 5 of the State
Environmental Code administered by the Board of Health, and in some cases (where flows
exceed 10,000 gatlons per day) where individual groundwater discharge permits are issued by
MassDEP. While these:systems have operated effeetively in many areas, as the Draft CWMP
points out, there are some areds where there are high failure rates, and some receiving waters
showing water quality impairments. These issues, along with the Town’s future plans for
growth, and the protection of water resources strongly indicate that the Town should develop a
long-term CWMP to meet their needs. MassDEP concurs in this regard.

Tliis information is available ii:alfernate formst: €all Donald M. Gomes, ADA Coordinator at 617-556-1057. TDD# 866-539-7622 or 617-574-6863,
. hitp://wswwv.mass.gov/dep « Fax (978) 684-3489
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The Town has recently asked MassDEP for input on two specific alternatives which are
being considered, though not at this time recommended, in the draft CWMP: conveyance of
wastewater to the MWRA system, and construction of a wastewater treatment facility with a
surface water discharge to the Ipswich River. MassDEP input on these alternatives follows.

MWRA connection

Pursuing a wastewater connection to the MWRA system would involve many hurdles.
First, based on the aforementioned conditions in the Ipswich River watershed, connection to the
MWRA system would involve an export of water from the watershed, since water resources
would be- transferred from the Ipswich basin and discharged to Massachusetts Bay after
treatment at the Deer Island Treatment Plant. This would necessitate a permit under the
Interbasin Transfer Act, administered by the Water Resources Commission at the Department of
Conservation and Recreation (DCR). Given the depletion of resources in the Ipswich Basin, it is
unlikely that such a permit would be granted. Second, MWRA, prior to allowing a connection to
their system from a non-member community, has a rigotous review process, which involves both
technical and institutional constraints. These are detailed in MWRA Policy No, OP-11, and
include (in part);

* Legislative action: MWRA’s enabling legislation does riot allow them to connect
services to a non-member community without amendment to the act, and therefore
approval by the Governor and General Court. MWRA would also require MassDEP
approval and compliance with other environmental requitements, such as the
Interbasin Transfer Act, s T

o Technical review: The MWRA sewer-system has limited capacity to accept any new
flows. During wet weather events, sewer system overflows are not uncommon, both

.in the MWRA system and in member community systems.. These overflows cause
violations of state water quality standards, and significant public health risks. MWRA
carefully reviews any proposed new connections to ensure that there will be ito
negative impacts from new connections. This would be a formidable constraint.

» Flow Mitigation: where MWRA determines that capacity exists, mitigation in the
forim of identification and removal of infiltration and inflow (I/1), based on removal of
four gallons of I/I for every gallon of new flow is a requirement, at a minimum.

* Fees: MWRA imposes a fee upon acceptance of any non-member community as
“fait compensation™ for investments made in the sewage collection and treatment
facilities by member communities. '

These requirements suggest that pursuing a connection to the MWRA for wastewater flows
would be a difficult and challenging task. MWRA’s policy indicates that communities interested
in such a connection write a letter of interest to the Executive Director. MWRA thereafter can
respond as to their ability to accommodate the additional flows.




Surface Water Discharge

New and exisling surface water discharges are subject to 314 CMR 3.00, the Surface
Water Discharge Permit Program, and 314 CMR 4.00, the State Surface Water Quality
Standards. The segment of the Ipswich River flowing through and downstream of North
Reading is designated as Class B. These waters are designated as a habitat for fish, other
aquatic life, and wildlife, including for their reproduction, migration, growth and other critical
functions, and for primary and secondary contact recreation. The B classification for the Ipswich
River also includes use as a source of public water supply with appropriate treatment. The
Surface' Water Standards also classify this segment of