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T H E  C O M M O N W E A L T H  O F  M A S S A C H U S E T T S

W A T E R  R E S O U R C E S  C O M M I S S I O N

1 O O  C a N B R I D G E  S r R e r T ,  B o s r o r v  M A  O  2 I T 4

J u l y  3 1 . 2 0 0 9

Ian Bowles, Secretary
Executir,'e Office of Environmental Affairs
Attention: Anne Canaday
EEA# t4 t91
100 Cambridge Street
Boston,  MA 021 14

Deur Secretary Bowles:
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Staff fbr the Water Resources Comntisston (WRC) has reviewcd the Drafi Environrtrental lrnpact
Report (DEIR) fbr the Frarningharn Birch Road Wellf icld redevelopmenr. The proposal is to
reactivatc Franiin-eharn's defunct well f ield by replacing the cxist ing wells with newcr. morc
eff icient wells. The wcll  site is located in the SLrdbury River subbasin of the Concorcl River
basin. Frarninghan-r discharges its rvaste\L'atcr to the Massachusetts Coastal basin via the
Massachusetts Water Resourccs ALrthority' 's (MWRA; wastewater system. Thc Town is
rnaintaining that i t  has a "grandfathercd" lnterbasin Transf-er Act ( lTA) capacity ot '6.16 rni l l ion
gtt l lons pe r day (mgd). To support this case. the DEIR presents a legal analysis of thc rvater
resoltrccs in Framingham. This case is conrplex and required carefl l  consicleration. However,
the WRC respcctful ly disagrees with the conclusion of this analysis. The interbasin transfer of
up to 3.17 mgd is exernpt from WRC rcview but w'c believc that any transf 'erabove that is
.f urisdict ional under the Act.

The Town and its consultants met rvith the Dcpartment of Environmental Protection (MassDEp)
ancl WRC stit f f  on May 12.2009. ,, \ t  this nieeting, the original capacity of the Birch Roacl Wclls
was discttssed. [Jsing historical reports and records, Framin_sham, MassDEp, ancl WRC statf
agreed that the original capacity of the Birch Road Wells is 3.17 rngd. (See alache6 email from
Kathleen Baskin, dated June 10, 2009.) This town-ownecl w,ater supply represents an interbasin
transf-er of water from the Concord River basin to the Nlassachusetts Coastal basin. as clescribecl
above. In accordance with 3 I 3 CMR -1.00. Section "1.02, replacement of exist ing wells ro rheir
original capacity is e.xempt frorn ITA revie\.\,. as long as the original sources are then abancloned
(or decommissioned) so that there is no "increase o\,'er the present rate of interbasin transf'ers of
the sttrtace or groundwater" (MGL Ch 2 I Section 8C.lr. lSee attached email between DEp ancl

, - .

' i l ,  , , ,  . , , , ; ?

-  
,  I  . , j ; 1  1 r , , . . i

i  , ,  l . - , i , , 1 1 1 t i :

' i  \ - t : 1 ! t \ t  i !

! ' ,  i ; r , r l i , i



WRC staff.  dated December 7,2005.) As the owner of the rvel ls, Framingham is able to
formally abandon and decommission the ori,sinal Birch Road Wells.

While the Birch Road wellfield interbarin trlnrt.. system transt-ers water out of the Concorcl
River basin. thc Winter Street Pumping Station is a connection. not ir separate water supply
source, to the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority's (N,{WRA) historic, and now
emergency-only, Sudbury Aqueduct. This pumping station is connected to an interbasin transter
system that mostly brin-es water into the Concord River basin from other r iver basins in the
Contmonrvealth although a srnall  percentage of the water in the system originates in the Sudbury
River (Concord River) watershed. We disagree that Frarningharn's Winter Street Pumping
station is ' 'grandfathered" under the ITA.

The Winter Strect Pumping Station took water f iom the Sr,rdbury Aquedr-tct located downgradient
of the former Metropoli tan Distr ict Clornmission's (NIDC) Foss Reservoir (also known as
Reservoir#3). The reservoirs in the MDC systerrl .  including Foss Rescrvoir, remain underthe
orvnership and control of the Conrrnonw'ealth of lvlassachusctts and are adntinistcrcd by the
Dcpartnrcnt of Conservation and Recreation (DCR). thc successoragency to the MDC. The
Mitssuchusetts Wirtcr Resources ALrthority (N{WRA)has rights to use the water from thc
rcscrvoir s) 'stcnt and considers i t ,  and thc Suclbury', ' \quedr-rct. as pirrt of i ts entcrgency watcr
sLtpply svstcrn. The Sudbury Aqr"reduct system, including any' rclated pipelincs, is or.r 'ned by the
MWRA. The pumping station is not a water supplv s()Llrce.

Franringham claints in Appendix B of the DEIR that Chapter 206 of the Acts of 188 1. along with
Chapter  167 o l ' the Acts  of  l8-16 and Chapter  l l l  o I  the Acts  of  1872,  g ivcs i t  an addi t ional2.gg
nrgcl of "grantlfathcrcd" intcrbasin transf-er r ights frorn the pr-rrnping station. Flowever. thc Acts
of  1872 s i rnp ly  s tate,  "Noth ing in  th is  act  shal l  be so constrLred as . . . to  prevent  thc inhabi tanrs of
. . .  Fnt t t t inghatn . . .  f }om tak ing f rom the SudbLrry  anc l  Assahet  Rivcrs . . .  so rnuch of  the water . . .
i ts shit l l  bc ncccssary f irr extinguishing f ires. ancl t irr al l  orcl inary domestic and household
pl l rposes . . . "  Addi t ional ly ,  the Acts  of  l88 l  mere ly  s tate that  Framingharn can " take and hold"
th()se u, 'atcrs in order to clevelop its o',vn watcr supply. AlthoLreh it  appears that the legislat ion
tl lav have grantecl Frarninghall) the r ight to develop its ou'n water supply frorn waters of the
SLrdbtrry River watcrshed. i t  rr, 'as the MDC that developed the Sudbury/Frarningharn reservoir
syste nr. Thc tor. l 'n of Frarningham was a clrstomer of the MDC's water sLrpplv bLrt did not own,
control. or cxcrcise aLrthority over this system.

'[ 'hc 
Foss Reservoir. physical lv located within the SudbLrry River watershed, was used as a

tl istr ibution reservoir, receivin-e water largely originating frorn the Wachusett Reservoir in the
Nashua River basin and the Quabbin Reservc'r ir and Ware Rir,er in the Chicopee River basin.
Onlv a smail portion of the water pr-rrnped from that soLlrce ori-ginated in the Concord River basin
(Sudbtrrl' watershecl) and none of this came direcily' irom the SLrdbLrry or Assabet Rivers. Even
thottgh a port ion of this water originates in the Sudbury, River watershed, this water rvas obtained
throLtgh prtn'huse tl'om the MDC. AlthoLr-eh Framingham rnisht clecommission the Winter Street
pr-rrnping stittion (which punrped water fiom the Sudbr.rry Aqueduct2.), it cannot decommission or
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abandon the water supply source or transmission aqueduct pumped by that station. That rvater
supply source and aqueduct will remain on emergency stand-by status to serve MWRA water
supply customers. (See: http://www.mwra.com/0,lwater/html/sr-rdres.htm). When MDC
discontinued periodic usage of the SLrdbury Aqueduct in 197.1, Framingham lost the abil i ty to
obtain water through the Winter Street Pump Station. Framingharn's rvater supply agreements
r.vith MWRA have since only referred to taking water from their connections to the Hultman
Aqueduct and recently the MetroWest Water Supply Tunnel.

The ITA regulations (313 cMR .1.02) define the "Prg-lenr Rare of Inrerba
SLrppl-v System" as "the hydraulic capacity of an interbasin transfer system which was
artthorized, ronstructctl urul useuble Jrtr w:uter suppll' purpo.tes without additional installation of
facilities or chunge.s irt urtr uuthoritv or operating rule prior to tlrc e.Lfer.tive dute r{ tlrc (u:t...."
(emphasis added). Framingham never developed its own sources fronr either the SLrdbury or
Assabet Rivers. The refbre i t  does not have any addit ional sources that pump water originating
within the Concord River basin which were "constrLlcted and useable for water sripply purposes
. ..  prior to the effective date of the act".

The Wintcr Strcet Pumping Station w'as not useable tbr water supply without a change in
authority or operating rule . The Tou'n does not hal 'e the authority to abanclon or decommission
the water supply source to which the Winter Street Purnping Station was connectccl. The abil i ty,
to transfer 1007r, of the water through the Sudbury Aclueduct remains with thc DCR/MWRA
system. Bccatuse of this, there lvi l l  be no decrease in the abil i ty to transt-er water t i-orn the
Concord River hasin by sirnpll 'decornrnissioning the Winter Street pLrmping station.

Franringhatn does not havc addit ional sources rvithin the Concord Rivcr basin that i t  could
ithitnt lon ttr clecomntission to provide the offset for the I .  13 rn-ed over the exempt interbasin
transf 'er capacity of the original Birch Road Wellf ielcl.  Therefore the Town's preferred
alternative to redevelop the llirch Road lVellfield to a capacity of 4.3 mgd represents an
increase over the present rate of interbasin transfer of l.13 mgd and will require a full
review under the ITA.

As yott kno'nv, the WRC uses the MEPA process as i ts ITA application process. Attached tr this
lcttcr is the scope tbr thc inf lormation required to be incluclecl in an application. Framingharn
shotrld use the FEIR to addrcss this infbrmation, i f  i t  chooses to develop the Birch Road wellf ield
over the -erandfathered capacity of 3.17 mgd. Once al l  of the inforntation neecled to review the
project under the ITA has been provided. and the VIEPA process has been completecl, the WRC
wil l  have sixty (60) days to hold two public hearings on the application, after which a staff
recomtnendation to approvc or denv the request wil l  be presented at the next possible regularly
scheduled WRC meeting. l 'he WRC generally holcls an aclcl i t ional public hearing on the staff
recommendation within two (2) weeks of i ts presentation. After the close of the f inal public
hearing, a decision to approve or den1, the application must be made within 60 clays.

The DEIR su-qgests that outstanding issues can be acldressecl through MassDEp's Water
Management Act (wMA) permitting process. Hou,'er,'er, we feel thar the multi-disciplinary ancl



public processes under MEPA and the ITA are the proper places to address these issues ancl to
develop a more detai led, well  mana-eement plan to mit igate impacts on water resources.
Conditions of approval developed by the ITA process, are senerally incorporatecl into a WMA
permit. Although MassDEP generallv does not issue its WivlA permit unti l  the ITA process has
been complete, WRC staff and DEP can work together to address concerns relate<i to the leneth
of t ime involved in environmental revierv.

We have the fbl lowing addit ional comments on the DEIR. These shoulcl be addressed in the
F E I R :

The DEIR contains several inaccuracies about the use of " in-basin solrrces" as Frarningham's
sole sottrce of water. As stated in the WRC's lettcr of May 4. 2009 (artached), Frarningharn has
purchased water from the DCR(MDC)/IvIWRA s)'stem for ovcr 100 years. Most of this
purchascd watcr originated from out-of-basin sol lrces.

Thc proponcnt states throughout the DEIR that pLrmping from the proposecl Birch Roacl Well
Ficlcl lvi l l  have no intpact on the SudbLrry River $'atcrshcd. It  is a basic tenet of hyclrology that
thc proposed pumping wil l  reduce thc t- low in the rivcr by an amolrnt alnrost equivalent to the
itr l)oLl l l t  ol 'water to he ptrmpecl from the w'el ls. Thc purnping rvi l l  divcrt watcr from the S'db'ry
Rivcr by capturing grouncl wate r that would have beconre strcam tlow ancl by inducing water to
f low into thc acluif 'er from L,ake Cochituate and possihly from the Sudbury River. This w'i l l
affcct the surface water f 'eatures in the arca by dccreasing the le vel of the lake, clecreasing
c)Lltt lotv f 'rottt  the lake , and reducins f lol l 's in the nrain stem of the Sudbury Rivcr adjacent to the
w'el l  f icld. These decrcases in lake lcvel and strearnt ' lon'r ' i i l l  be nrost noticcahle, and have thc
sreatest i t l tpitct, during periods of lorv raintal l .  high e vapotnrnsporation. and low natural
strcunrl ' low, r.vhich typical ly occur from July throLrgh Octobcr. The upper SudbLrry Rivcr is
al l 'eit t ly in a clcplctccl state as a result of upstream w,ithdraw,als that are not returncd tg the basin.
! l trch of the Concrtrd Rivcr basin was dcsignated as a Nlecl iunr Stress basin by thc Water
Resources Contrnission in 2001. Recent research by the US Geological Survcy (USGS) in
coopcration 

"vith 
DCR, indicatcs that the upper SLrdburl River is highly clepletccl dr-rr ing summer

rrlonths. A f inal report, ' ' lndicators of Strearnflo'ur r\ i tcration. l iabitat Fragrnentart ion, Intpervig1rs
Cover, ancl Water Quality for Massachusetts Strcam Basins" cxpected to be publishecl by USGS
by thc end of 2009 wil l  show the upper reaches of the Sudbury River to e xhibit srreamflow
cleplct ion durin-e the sunrmer months under erist ing condit ions. These concli t ions rvor-r lcl be
cxitcerbated by addit ional grouncl water withdrarvals by the Birch Road we l ls. A surf ice water
t. lolv r lodel fbr the Llpper Sudbury River is beins cornpleted by TJSGS (pLrbl ication expectecl
during 2009) which wil l  f i rrther our unclerstandin-e of hy'clroloeic concii t ions in this area.

Section l. l  Project Descript ion
Page l-2 ref 'erenccs thc DEP New Source Approval process ancl pumping test report. The New
Sottrce Approval report and the well yield have not yet been approved by DEp. Complete
docutncntation tbr the ground water model has not yet been provided by Framingham ancl shoulcl
bc. Wc also qttestion i f  the ground water model is st i l l  val id, since Framingham appears to have
it l tcrccl i ts conception of ground water recharge rates at the site. An explanation of i 'y changes
tttade to the ground water model to reflect Framin-eham's alteration of grouncl waterrecharge
rates shoulcl be provided.



S e c ti on 2.2. 4 Existi n g E n v i ron me n ta I C on d i ti on s
Page 2- 1,1 contains a description of a bedrock outcrop to the north of the wells and between the
rvells and the Sudbury River. A figure illr.rstrating the bedrock outcrop should be submitted w,ith
the FEIR.

Section 6. lVater Budget
In order to evaluate the eff-ect of pumpin-e the Birch Road Wells, the proponent has developed a
Water Budget model for the Lake Cochituate watershed. Most of the assumptions used in the
model are reasonable, with the notable exception of the inf luence of the proposed wells. The
influence of the new wells was assumed to be equivalent to that from another well  f icld located
adjacent to the lake. The geohydrology of the new well site is complex, characterized by rapidly
changing hydraulic conductivity and saturated thickness, confining condit ions, and wetlands that
interact with the ground water system. These condit ions were not taken into consideration in the
evaluitt ion of Birch Road Wells inf lucnce on the lake. Rather, the analysis assumed that the
Birch Road Wells woulcl induce recharge trom Lake Cochituate proport ionally to the Natick
wells, based on a site-specif ic study of the Natick wells. A ground water f low rnodel that
incolporates al l  elements of the conceptual geohydrology in thc area of the well f ield should be
used for this analysis. Any rnodel developed or used for this purpose should be well-docurnented
so that i ts uti l i ty fbr this purpose can be evaluatecl. Thc model should bc provided ro thc
IVlassachr-rsetts Departmcnt of Environrncntal Protection (MassDEP) and WRC staff at DCR's
Of f ice of Water Resources.

In cotnnrents re lat ive to thc Expanded Environnrcntal Notif ication Forrn (EENF) fbr the Birch
Road Wclls. DCR requcstcd that the Torvn use a ground water model to clctermine thc eff 'ect on
Lakc Clochituate of punrping the Birch Road Wells. During the Birch Road pumping test in May
2006, Frarningham pr"rmped the wells through a pipeline that discharged to Lake Cochituatc,
essential ly rccirculating the water back "Lrpstream" from the Birch Road wells. During proposed
r.vel l  use. al l  the water punrped lrom the Birch Road r,vel ls wil l  leave the Sudbury River basin ancl
be dischar-gecl to the MWRA wastcwater svstcm. lmpacts to water resources with the Birch
Road wclls purnpine without recharge to Lake Cochituate shor.r ld be evaluated with a ground
watcr tnodel, sincc the pLrmping test obsen'ations 'ur, 'ere affected by the recircLrlat ion. [n acldit ion,
thc pLrrnping test was conductcd in the spring, not in the driest of summer condit ions. A revisecl
sround water mode I should be cleveloped and uti l ized to assess impacts on Lakc Cochituate and
the SLrdbury River. In the EENF, Frarningham uti l ized a ground water model to delineate
wellhead protection Zonell  around the Birch Road well f ield. This model shor-r ld be revised and
useclto analyze potential impacts to surface water resources. The model shoLrld also be nsed to
evalttate the t ime delay of pumping alterations on water resource impacts. Complete
documentation fbr the ground water nrodel should be provicled to WRC staff. WRC staff notes
that the Proponent appears to have altered its conception of ground water recharge rates at the
site. The FEIR should include an explanation of any chanees made to the gror.rnd water model to
retlect the Proponent's alteration of -ground water recharge rates.

Page 6- I lists processes through rvhich water is lost from Lake Cochituate. It shoLrld note that
water is also lost fiom the lake at several locations by natr-rral ground water discharge awav from
the lake, most notably at the north end of North Pond. (See USGS Water Investigations Report
84-4315 and USGS Hydroloeic-Data Reoort No. 23)



Section 6.1 Recharge Analysis: the FEIR should clarify the size of the ZoneII.

Section 6.4, page 6-6 states that DCR manages Lake Cochituate levels for recreation. WRC
notes that the darn on the lake is zrlso mana-9ed to maintain streamflou, in Cochituate Brook.
rvas not taken into accollnt in the Water Budeet model and should have been.

Section 6.4, page 6-8 describes $'ater budget model valiclation. The analysis really clescribes the
goodness of fit of the model results br-rt does not validate water bud-eet. Assumptions usecl in the
water budget give reasonable results. Other alternative assumptions may also give reasonable
resu lts.

Section 7. Ground Water and Surface lVater Impacts
While the numerical hydrologic models that were rel iecl on to estimate the impacts of long-terni
meteorolo-qical condit ions and gror"rnd water withdrawals on streamflow and lake levels
presented fair ly reasonable results, tho-se results are incomplete. Like the water buclget analysis
described in Section 6, the methodology r-rsecl in the models to calculate the impact of pumpin-q
from the Birch Road Wells on lake levels ancl streamflow is not adequate to realist ical iy de.scribe
that irt tpact. There is no consideration of the complcx hydrologic condit ions, docume ntei l  in the
LiSGS re ports and citecl in the DEIR, that are know'n to be present at the north encl of Lake
('ochituate. These contplcx hydrologic concli t ions. coupled with the cl istance of the proposed
rl 'el l  f ield frorn both the lake and the Sudbury River u' i l l  result in sienif icant t ime clclays between
changing of purripine rates and result in-u cf l-ects c'rn distant environmental reccptors such as Lake
Cochituate, the Sr-rdbury River, and wetlands. In order to avoid inaccuracics ancl present the
most robllst data so the WRC can effbctivcly' assess the impacts of thc Project, we request tha.r
the FEIR present f indings Lrsing a ground watcr ntoclel.

Scction 7.1.2 Modcl Outf lows l ists the outt lows usecl in Frarningham's rnoclel. I t  does not seem
that Frarningham considered the gror.rnd $'ater outf low t i 'onr the north en6 gf Lake Cgchituate in
this nlodel. In adcli t ion, the model could be better rel ' inecl usins monthly NOAA clata tbr pan
evaporation. The evaporation rate should go to zero when there is ice cover on the lakc.

Section 7 .1.2.2 irnpl ies that 64c/c of the water pumpecl t l 'orn the Natick wells is intcrceptecl
ground w'ater that worrld havc discharged to the lake and 367c is indLrced inflltration frorn the
lake' Ult imately, al l  of this water is removed fronr the Lake Cochitr-rate hvclrologic system. [n
Scction 7.4, paragraph 2, i t  is estimatecl that 307c of rhe rvatcr supplied to the Birch Road wells
'"vottlcl be derived frorn Lake Cochitr,rate rechargc. This is a simplistic estimation based on
stlrdies at the Natick wclls, where the hyclrolog)' may be quite cl i f ferent. In the FEIR, the Town
shoLrld use a more robust, site-specif ic proceclure to cietermine the amount of water that wil l  be
induced to flow from the lake to the Birch Roacl u,,ells.

Section 7'4.1 Model Valiclat ion: As statecl earl ier, the rerni "Model Validation" is a misnomer.
The model uses data from 1977-1919 to cal ibrate the Hyclrologic Brook Model. There have been
mzuor changes in the overall watershed of the lake, srream and the irnmediate surrounding lands
(der''elopment abtrtting the lake) which could this af'fect the model assumptions and results.
Evaporation may be underestimated, given a surface area over 650 acres ior all three lakes and
an orientation that is almost exactly in-line with prevailing lvind cupents. Lake Cochituate has a
large fetch area.

staff
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Section 7.6 Cochituate Brook Impacts: On pages 7-27 through 7-30, Framingham concludes that
there rvill be increases of up to four days per year in no-flow conditions over thc Lake Cochituate
dam to Cochituate Brook. Further, decreases in the medierns of August and September mean
flows at this location are modeled to be on the orderof 15 to 20 percent. These impacts are
si-snificant and should be monitored and mitigated. Pumpin-e reductions would probably be slow
to mitigate these late-slrmmer season impacts, as there wiil likely be a long delay between
pumping reductions and improvements in the lake level and flow over the dam. Framingham
has not assessed the delayed response of pumping on the lake level. This must be done in the
FEIR because it  wil l  be diff icult to evaluate appropriate mit igation measures withor-rt such an
assessment.

Units shouldbe provided fbrparameters displayed in Tables 7-5,7-6, and 7-9. Table 7-8 is
inaccurate. Framingham did not adequately characterize Lake Cochituate levels and the
management of the dam. This should be corrected in the FEIR.

Exposing land r-rnder water in South Pond is prohibited as a resnlt of sediment contaminarion
associated with the U.S. Army Soldier Systems Center in Natick. The FEIR shor-r ld inclr-rcle an
cvaluation of the potential irnpact of Lake Cochituate level reduction with respect to this
hazardous witstc site rcgr"r lated by the US Environntental Prcltectic-rn Agency and MassDEP. The
DEIR did not address the potcntial impacts of pLrmping the Birch Road wells on the r.vcl l  yields
the Wayland and Natick Well f ields or remedial actions at thc Army site, as the lowering of lake
levels rnay aft-ect recharge ratcs to the public water supply wells and rnay possibly alter ground
water flow paths in the area.

Bccausc of the important recreational resources at Lake Cochituate, a thorough evaluation ol ' the
irnpacts of drawdown on these resolrrces must bc presented in the FEIR. We refer the proponent
to DCR's comments on these resources.

The rnethodology used to col lect streamflow' f ield measurements, 2008 to prcsent, describcd in
Section 7.6.1 (page 7-30) cloes not rneet stundarcls fbr this type of data. In part icular, averaging
velocit l 'data within cross-sections is not adequate. If  the applicant intends to use this typc of
clata for regulatory monitoring purposes, the clata should be collected in accordancc with ASTM
standarcl methods. In addit ion, a location rnap tbr the measurcment points shor.r ld be provided.

Section 7.7 Sudburv River Impacts: The analysis shows that interception of 4.3 mgd of groLrnd
water by well withdrawals would constitute up to l2 percent of median monthly mean f lows at
the Sudbury River Oxbow near the Birch Road site. Impacts to some daily f lows woulcl be more
signif icant . For example, dLrring the summer and fal l  of 2007, the Sudbury River at Saxonvil le
fel l  below the proposed Birch Road wells water withdrawal rate during three weeks between
August and October. The wells would have had the capacity to completely dry up the river
during these periods. The Sudburlr River flows u'ould have been reduced by at least 50Vc for
most of the period between August 19, 20Ol and October 18, 2007 if  the Birch Road lvithdrawals
were depleting streamtlow. Impacts to the monthly flow statistic are significant during the dry
slrlnmer months of July through October. These irnpacts should be monitorecl and mitigated.
Again, the time delav of pumpine alterations on streamflow must be assessed in order to ciesign
an appropriate mitigation plan.



Section 7.9 Wayland Wells: Framingham describes deposits of si l t  and clay that act as an
aquifer boundary to the east of the site. Examination of geologic lo-es of wells near the north end
of Lake Cochituate and near Dudley Pond indicate that there is a great deal of coarse grained,
high conductivity. aquifer material present at these locations. As a result, it is probable that
high-volume, long-term pr-rmping at the Birch Road site rnay affect both Lzrke Cochituate and
Dudley Pond. There is no evidence that these deposits would cause there to be a negati l ,e
bor-rndary at this location. Ground water monitoring near Lake Cochituate and Dudley Pond to
document the eff 'ects of long-term pumping at the Birch Road wells wil l  l ikely be required i i
these wells are approved.

Section 10 Nlitigation
Section 10.7.5 Surface Water Level Monitoring proposes a USGS clata loggin_s gage at the
spil lway and development of a stage-discharge curve and a lettcr report of recommendations to
increase instream flows in Cochituate Brook afier a ful l  year of baseline rnonitoring. We asree
this base l ine monitorin-9 wor"rld be useful to a future mit igation plan. In addit ion, monitoring
ground water levels at one of the pumping test observation wells coincident with the strearnflow
ntonitoring woulcl probably also be useful to a later rnanagentent plan. Operational monitoring at
these locations would also probably be useful.

The proponent is strongly encouraged to meet with the WRC staff tor assistance with the
intormation reqr-r ired fbr I ' fA review. To faci l i tate a t iniely rer, iew, the Town should contact
WRC staff at 611-626-1366 to set Lrp a rneeting to discuss ITA issues as early as possible befbre
the preparation of the FEIR. 

' fhank 
you for the opportunity to comment.

Water Resources Commission
Michele Drury, DCR
Laura Dietz. DCR
Erin Graham, DCR
Bmce Hansen, DCR
Frank Harti-s, DCR
Linda Hutchins. DCR
Nathaniel Tipton, DCR

Sinccrc ly .

.t .' . i r*-7|lt 
''Ai.lri ii t ;, r-.-/tfi-, l\- L t

Kath leen M.  Bask in ,  P .E.
Erccr r t i r  c  D i rcc to r

Jonathan Yeo,  DCR
Pamela Heidel l ,  MWRA
Duane Levangie, DEP Boston
James Persky. DEP NERO
Eric Worrel l ,  DEP NERO
Margaret Callanan, EEA
David Cash, EEA
Ken Kimmel.  EEA



From: Baskin, Kathleen (EEA)
Sent :  Wednesday,  June 10 ,2009 '1 :32  PM
To: Robert  Gol ledge; peter.  newton @ seacon.com; evj@ f raminghamma.gov;
paul.br inkman@seacon.com; Cal lanan, Margaret (EEA); LeVangie, Duane (DEP); Drury,
Michele (DCR); Hutchins, Linda (DCR); Yeo, Jonathan (DCR); Monnel ly,  Anne (DCR); Persky,
James (DEP); Hart ig,  Frank (DCR)
Cc:  Canaday,  Anne (EEA) ;Worra l l ,  Er ic  (DEP)
Subject:  Histor ical  Capacity at Framingham's Birch Road wel ls
Attachments: Framingham Histor ic Pump Capacity Info.pdf
Page 1 of 1
712812009

Thank you for attending the meeting on May 12,2009 at EEA to discuss the historical capacity of the
water supply wells at Birch Road in Framingham. DEP's Drinking Water Program has determined
that the historical capacity of the wells is 3.17 MGD (rounded up from 3.168 MGD), based on 600
gpm for Wells #1 and #3 and '1,000 gpm for Well #2. (This gives a total of 2,2O0 gpm, which
mult ipl ied by 1 ,44O minutes per day equals 3.168 MGD.) DEP arrived at this f igure using the
fol lowing references, the f irst two of which are in the attached PDF.
1) 1981 Water Supply Notes provided by the Town
2) The 1992 SEA pumping test report on the Birch Road Wells
3) The mid-80s Water Management Act registration application form
WRC staff agrees with DEP that the documentation supports a conclusion that the historical capacity
is 3.17 MGD. Historical capacity is relevant under the Interbasin Transfer Act.

Sincerely,
Kathy Baskin
Kath leen Baskin,  P.E.
Director of Water Policy
Executive Off ice of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, 9th f loor
Boston,  MA 021 14
phone: 617-626-1012
fax :  617 -626-1  181
emai l .  kath leen.bask in @ state.ma.  us



From: Drury, Michele (DCR)
Sent:  Wednesday, December 07, 2005 ' l  0:39 AM
To: Persky, James (DEP)
Subject:  FW: Framingham Wells
i 've hir ,J sr. ; l ' ; te l i rne to ioi low-up on Ihis al ' ic l  l , ;e saveC rry : . t r , : j i i : ; , . l  : rnai is : ;n t i r is.  , {s :1aieC t leic i i / .  ine
1:r lgir i3, l  Sir l i :  Streei wel is wrl l  need io t- .e forrnaj i r i  abandci ie,J , . , , )(r jet  ror i te !TA nc, l  io iake jur isurct icn.
I t : t  |  !h t i rk  t i ie  l rccess f t - . r  t . ie ' ;e loF: , ' r ;gr r t , - . r i  ihe n: r , '  , ,v?r is  : . ( i  t ' ' . j  pr ' ic :ss far  lor r ra, l  i f ;?r - r r ic l in tnt  la i ' ,
i , ; ; 5 ;3 ; ; ' i l l l l i aneous i y  i r r c l j se  t he  re i c1 .  i { eep  rne  pos iec l  -  j r - r s i : r  case  i . e  WFC nas  i r i r i r e i "q r_ ies l i ons' rnan 

ks.

-----Original Message-----
From: Drury. Michele (DCR)
Sent :  Thursday .  September  15 ,2005 2 :31  PM
To:  Yeo,  Jonathan (DCR) ' ;  ' c i ldesgame,  Mike  (DCR) ' ;  Hutch ins ,  L inda (DCR)
Cc: Hart ig, Frank (DCR); Baskin, Kathleen (ENV)
Subject: Framingham Wells
I  spoke with Peter Newton at SEA concerning the react ivat ion of the Birch Road wel ls in Framingham.
This is the si tuat ion:
These wel ls were in use up unt i l  the early 'BO's when use was discont inued due the water qual i ty.
The wel ls were never formal ly abandoned under the DEP process.
The town is now invest igat ing redeveloping the wel ls,  through the use of replacement wel ls.  The older
wel ls are old and obsolete. The new wel ls wi l l  be more eff ic ient,  but the capacity wi l l  not exceed that of  the
original  wel ls.  The or iginal  wel ls wi l l  be sealed, therefore i t  wi l l  be impossible to use them in tandem with
the  new we l ls .

Because of these circumstances, the ITA is NOT trrggered by this project.  Framingham never rel inguished
this "abi l i ty" to transfer water.
The regulat ions state that

"( i )  renovat ing exist ing wel ls. . ,"  is exempt f  rom the Act (313 CMR 4.02).  We also have clear precedent for
not taking jur isdict ion over replacement/react ivat ion of wel ls that were not formal ly abandoned. Because of
this precedent,  I  don' t  think we need to pursue this f  ur lher,  unless I  hear f  rom vou that we'd l ike more
information.
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T H E  C O M M O N W E A L T H  O F  M A S S A C H U S E T T S
W A T E R  R E S O U R C E S  C O M M I S S I O N

EIR Scope for Communities Seeking

APPROVAL FOR A IVASTEIVATER TRANSFER
TRIGGERED BY DEVELOPNIENT OF A IVATER SUPPLY

Under the Interbasin Transfer Act

This scope replaccs the WRC application form ( l9g6/ I 992) ,,Apptir:ution 
for Apltrovrtl o.l'tm

Actiott trt lttcreuse Over tlrc Present Rute rl' hilerbu.sirt T'rutns.fer" ancl is requirccl fbr transf'ers
consiclcred "significant" ltncler the Act. Thc infbrmation requestecl hcre shollcl be incorpor.tecl
into the EIR rcquired by the MEPA rcgulations. 301 CMR I I .03. Whcrever possible. t l ie applicant
should provicle this infbrnration in an clectronic fbrmat.

This scope is only lbr that port ion of the EIR rhat pertains to rhe INTERBASIN'I 'RANSFER ACT.
There nlay be other issues which nced to be acldressccl in the EIR tbr a particular-pro1ect. The
MEPA program should be contactcd to dctermine a comprchensive scope.

The Interbasin ' fransl-er 
Act governs the transter of w'ater ancl wastewater between river basins

rvithin the Comntonwcalth. Any ' ,vater transferreci or.rt of a r iver basin, e i thcr tbr water supply or
wastcwatcr trcatment plrrposes. is no Ionger al 'ai lable to replenish the "clonor" basin's r iveis.
aqurif-ers. lakes orwetlands. The purpose of the Act is to assure that i f  an interbasin transf 'erdoes
occur, the resources of the clonor basin are not adr,,ersely impacted.

Thc Interbasin Transfer Act can bc tr iegered by developme nt of a water supply. to be usecl in the
"donor" basin, bLlt transported out of basin for treatment and disposal , ,  waitew,ater. The
tbllolving scope outlines issues to be aclclressed in the EIR fbrtheie types of transf'ers.
ConsLrltat ion with DCR's Of f ice of water Resources (617 -626-1366i is strongly recommenclecl rcr
tailor this scope to a specific proposal.

SU]VINIARY OF PROJECT
o Project Name
o Location
. Proponent's Name. Address, phone Number
r Primar!'Contact's Name, Address. Phone Number, Fax Number, Email Address

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED INTERBASIN TRANSFER
o Describe and explain the reasons fbr the proposed interbasin transfer.



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

o Describe the existing transf-er system including eristing water supply sources, storage
capacity, rvithdrawal constraints or other limiting factors and the wastewater conveyance
system.

o Describe, in detail, the proposed interbasin transf'er, inciuding the maximum capacity, in
millions of gallons per day (m-ed) of the transt-er f acilities and the expectecl average claily
transter. Provide sr"rppor-ting infbrmation showin-g how the capacity was determinecl. Describe
any proposed changes in exist ing structures and/or changes in operating rules of the water
supplier or changes in transfer constraints.

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

o Providc the name, exact location and rir,'er basin of the source(s) of the proposccl transfe r of
rvater. including the subbasin(s ).

o List the communit ies, sections of communit ies. 'uvater distr icts or other areas that wil l  Lrse thc
w'ater proposcd to bc transl'crred.

o Provide a precisc descript ion of the location. including river basin location, of the wastcwate r
dischar_ge point.

t  List thc known use rs of this and associated re sourccs. inclLrcl ing agricultural operations ancl
nurse ries. whose use could be affected by the proposed transl'er.

o Include a ntap of appropriate scale that clearly, and accurately i l lustrates thc intbrrnlt ion
recluestcd in this section. Whercver possible, N4ASSGIS data lavers shoulcl be usecl.

OTHF]R PERNIITS REQTJIREI)
'  List the local, Statc or Fcderal agencies/comnrissions frorn which pcrrnits havc been obtained

or wil l  bc soLrght

INFORNIATION NEEDED TO EVALUATE THIS PROJECT AGAINST THE EIGHT
CRITERIA OF THE INTERBASIN TruNSFER REGULATIONS,3I3 CNIR 4.05
Below', in bold the criteria fbr approval of an interbasin transfer are listecl, as they appear in the
regu la t i ons (3 l3CMR-1 .05 ) .  Whereapprop r ia te , i n te rp re tu t i onso fsomeo f the te r rn ino logv in the
re-gulations approved by the WRC to apply to wastcwater transtcrs, in ordcr to cvaluate specific
criteria within thc "spir i t" of the Act, appear in i tul ics. Unless otherwise noted, thc applicant must
rcsponcl to all points listed Lrnder each criterion.

l. That an environmental revierv pursuant to NI.G.L. c. 30, $$61 and 62H, inclusive, has
been complied with for the proposed increase.
o Information needed fbr Interbasin Transf'er rer,'ie*, shoulcl be provicled within the context of

the EiR.
r Provide a copy of the ENF, inciLrding copies of comments received.
o When issued, provide a coprv of the Secretarv of Environmental Affairs certificate statins that

the EIR properly complies lvith MEpA and its regularions.

2. That all reasonable efforts have been made to identify and develop all viable water
supply sources in the receiving area of the proposed rvater supply interbasin transfer
Because this transfer is considered a wastew'ater transf-er. a viable local source is deflned as a



cost-effective, technologically t-easible, environmentally sound wastervater treatment system
rvhich treats and discharges wastewater rvithin the basin of origin, and has been approved for
-eeneral use by DEP. Such systems can include, but are not l imited io, conventional Tit le 5
systems, groundwater discharge systems. NPDES-re_eulated surface water discharge systems,
alternative/innovative on-site systems or package treatment plants. Receiving area is the
community(ies) or portion of community(ies) whose rvastewater 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.
Discttss water supply altematives considered, but rejected. State reasons for rejection. The
discr"rssion should inclucle :
o Discussion of the DEP-approvecl facit i t ies plant. A copy should be sr-rbmitted to WRC Staff.

This plan should evaluate potential in-basin sources of disposal, inchrcl ing Titte 5,
groundwater and surface water discharges. as described in DEP's Comprehensir,e
Wastewater Mana-eement Planningu Gr.r idance. Subrnit copies of any other relevant studies
and reports which evaluated in-basin wastewater disposal. The proponent shoulcl also discr,rss
the t 'easibi l i ty of inrplementing DEP's \L'astewater reuse policir.

o Describe the costs of dcvelopin-t in-basin w'aste$ater disposal faci l i t ies in the rcceiving area.
o If  cost is a re ason gi l 'en lbr rc-jection of an inbasin source. compare these costs with the

production costs rccently irtcLrrred elsewhere in the Cornrnonwealth frlr sinrilar wastewater
cl isposal taci l i t ies. Rct'cr to the Pcdbrmance Standards, available f ionr DCR's website:
http://ww*. mass. gc,v/clcr/*aterSr,pply'/i ntbasin/dc,* nload.htm.

o Dcscribc the impact on in-basin streamflo\\' that r','ould result from the clevclopmcnt of any
viable in-basin wastewater disposal facilities in the rcceir,'ing area. as definccl abovc fbr this
critcrion. Ret-er to 313 CN{R -1.0-5 (-5Xa) through f ).

o Discuss the f 'casibi l i tv ol ' . joining a rcgional or neishboring in-basin wastewater disposal f  lci l i t-v-
in cit ies. towns or cl istr icts rvithin thc sanre basin as the receiving area. Are interconnections in
placc'. '  [ f  not, are such interconnections f 'easible']

o Discuss the wastewater clisposal options conside red but re jectccl. State the re asons tbr
rejection.

r Provide documentation of the prograrn to el irninare sources of inf low ancl inf i l trat ion (VI).
This program must tneet the standards describccl undcr the Pertbrmance Stanclarcls tbr
w'astewatcr, available ftom DCR's website:
http://www.mass.gov/dcr/waterSupply/intbasin/dow nloacl.htm. Discr,rss the potential fbr
el iminating enough VI to nti t igate the interbasin transt 'er.

3. That all practical measures to conserve water have been taken in the receiving area
7-li's trunsJ'er involves both vr,uter supplt' tuulv'ustew'tfier. Becuuse both w(iler t,ptusel,(ttigl urul
Itlfiltrution/lnflow'(l/l)renun'ul ntinimize the trunsf'er ott of busin, the appliL.snt ntr$t 6ddress ltctth
of'tltese is.sues.
o Provide an updated Water Conserr,'ation Questionnaire (available from DEp's Division of

Watershed Permitting or at DEP's website: http://.,vww.srare.ma.Lrs/dep/brp/wtrm/files/con-
wrc,doc, or DCR's Office of Water Resources or at DCR's website:

l .
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http://rvww.mass.gov/dcr/u'aterSupply/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 Commonr.vealth of Massachusetts (WRC, 2006), available from
DCR's website: http://w'u'w.mass.gov/dcr/'uvaterSupply/intbasin/docs/constcls.cloc, and the
Interbasin Transfer Pedbrmance Standards ( 1999).
Describe the current leak detection and system rc-parr program. Discuss the methoclology used.
(ref-er to the Interbasin Transfer Act Performance Standards, available from DCR's website:
http://rvwrv.mass.gov/dcr/r'vaterSupply/intbasin/clocs). What was the clate of the mosr recenr
leak detection survey'? What is the date of the next schecluled leak cletection survey?
Describe the on-going meter instal lat ion, maintenance, ancl replacement program. State the
percentage of the system that is metered. Provicle docume ntation of the annual masrer merer
calibration program and a description of that program. Provide data to show that all permanent
water supply services in the receiving area are rnetered (inclLrdin_q public builcl ings).
Dcscribe the amortnt of unacconnted-for water ( in gallons ancl percent) in the receiving arca
for thc past five (5) years. Ref'er to the Interbasin Transt-er Act Pcrfbrnrancc Standards for the
clefinit ion of "Unaccounted-for Water". Describe on-goin-q prograrns to reducc or kccp the
arnount of unacconntecl-for water at reasonablc levels ( less than l\c/o).
Describe the current rate structlrre. Ref-er to Appendix D of the Perfbnnance Stanclards,
available from DCR's rvebsite:
http://ww'uv.mass.gov/dcr/watcrSupply/intbasin/docs/finalps.doc: ( l) Does thc rate strllcture
reflect the cost of operation, proper maintenance. proposed capital intprovemcnts and witter
conservation' l  Docs it  cncouruse v"'atelconservutictn' l  I f  so, how'l (2) [s the rate f lat.
incrcasing or decreasing'/ Is it charged accordin_g to w'ater Llse, or some other mcthocl,l (3) Are
thc funds dedicatcd in un cnterprise account or is sonte other accounting proceclure usecl ' l
Dcscribe.
FIou' otien i-Ire cllstomers hillcd'l Is billing bascd on actual meter reailings'l Provide an
cxarnple of the bi l l  sent to cl lstomers.
Provide thc exist ing contingcncy plans for aclcquately hanctl ing watcr sLrpply cmergencies, snch
as contamination of water sLrppll, source s or seasonal or drought relatccl shortages of watcr
sL tpp l y .  (Sce3 l3CMR-1 .02 ( - l )  t o rac le l ' i n i t i ono f  ' con t i n -eency 'p lan ' . )  Exp la in , i f no ts ta rcc l i n
the plan, how and when water use wil l  be curtai lecl. rvhen tr igger points require action, which
water users will be reduced by rvhat measllres. and over what periocl of time, what emergency
sollrces wil l  be uti l ized, such as interconnections with nearby communit ies, reactivate4 sgurces
()r new emergency sollrces.
Do al l  public buildings under the control of the proponent have low f low plumbing f ixtLrres' l
Describe the types of f ixtures in these builcl ings.
When was the last audit of public f acilities'l Provide a copy of the report. Has a system-wide
water audit ever been conducted I when? Provicle a copy of the report.
Describe the program to supplv low flow plumbing fixtures to residential customers. What is
the residential gallons per capita per day' (_epccl) fi_elrre fbr the water supply system? What is
the overall gpcd for the system'l Provide the Annr-ral Statistical Reports, required by DEp, for
the past five years.
If residential gpcd is greater than 65, clescribe the comprehensive residential water
conservation program that is or wil l  be implernented to reduce this use. If  the program is not
in place, describe the timetable fbr implementation. Refer to the Performance Standards.



o Describe the curent and proposed public infbrmation proeqrams 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 accordin-e to amount of use in order to determine areas
rvhere the greatest potential for water savings exists. should be in place. Are pLrbl ic education
programs on-goine or intermittent? Explain.

o Describe the measures in place to protect the water supply solrrces clrrrently serving the
receiving area that meet the requirements of the Department of Environmental Protection
published in 3 10 CMR 22.20 and Wellhead Protection re-eulations 3 l0 CMR 22.21. Inclucle in
this description all rvatershed or aquifer lands, even if not under the direct control of the water
supply agencies.

o Is the plumbin_9 code strictly enforcecl'l Bv whom'l Describe.
'  Are there f low meters at location(s) suff icient to document wastewater f- lows out of basin?

Provide a map of appropriate scale clearlv show,ing the meter location(s). (Use of regional
sewer metcrs which document wastewater f low's out of basin is acceptable where these
meters are in place.) Provide documentation on calibration of these nteters.

o Providc at least two years of data on the components of exist ing \t 'astcwater f low (sanitary,
inf low, inf i l trat ion).

o Are there any nteasLlres proposcd to mit igatc impacts from this transl 'er ' l  (SLrch rneasurcs
could be addit ional I / l  reduction. irnpen'ior-rs surface rcmediation. groLrndwater rechargc, or
stormwater management progratns consistcnt ivith DEP stormwatcr guidance that keep water
in  the donor  has in.  )

o Providc a copy of the DEP-appror,ccl Operation and lvlaintenance plan lor the wastewatcr
systcln.

4. That a comprehensive forestry management program which balances water yields,
wildlife habitat and natural beauty on u'atershed lands nf surface water supply sources,
presently serving the receiving area and under control of the proponent has been
implemented.
'  I f  thc comtnttnity does not havc surf irce $ater sources, this cri terion is not applicable. I f  the

community does. describe existing and proposed watershed forestry managernent programs on
watershed lands currently servin-u the receiving area iind uncler the control of the proponent.
Submit a copy of any applicable torestry wate rshed plans. Refer to the Interbasin Transfer
Performance Standards tbr the infbrrnation to be inclucled in a Forestry Management plan.

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

part should describe the hvdrolo-eic characteristics of the river basin trom which ttre r.vater is
to be divened and any interdependent ground water regimen.
' Describe the proposed operating schedr-rle fbr the interbasin transfer. This description sho'lcl

inclucle variations throughout the seasons, the months, and the hours during a 24 hour periocl.
t Analyze and evaluate, in detail. the irnpact of the proposed interbasin transferon water-

dependent uses including:
(l) The drainage area above the',vithdrawal and the clistance of the ivithdrawal point

from the nea'est surtace *'ater body (river, lake, wetland, etc.).



(2) Effect on the hydraulic characteristics in the stream below the point of withdrarviil,
includin-e br-rt not limited to flood tlorvs, the aquatic base flow, the 7Ql0 flow if
used in a polh-rtion abatement program, stage, velocity. sediment regimen, any flou'
values set for the donor basin by the WRC in DEM River Basin repofis, etc.

(3) Change in the duration and frequency of the hyclraulic characterist ics.
(4) Effects on water levels of nearby resen,oirs, lakes, and poncls and the impacts to

the magnitude and duration of flow' to associated outlet streams.
(5) Effect on anadromous fisheries. specifically alewives, searun brook ancl brown

trout, smelt and American shad.
Effect on resident fisheries.
Effect on wetlands and dependent flora and fauna.
Effects on water qtrality, recreational uses and aesthetic values, areas of critical
environmental concern, areas protected under Article 97 of the Amenclments to the
Massachusetts Constitut ion, and dcsisnated scenic r ivers.

(9) Eff'ect on existing and planned future water-dependent uses in thc clonor basin.
( l0) Ef fect on hydropower producrion.
( I  l)  Effect on rare and endangcred species of plants and animals
( l2t Effect on water usc by agricultural operations. inclucl ing nurscries.

Provide:
l) A daily hydrograph f or an appropriate pcriod of record showing the potential

changes induced by the transf 'er for representative drought. normal and wet years.
Thesc years arc to bc determined in consultation with DCR's Off ice of Water
Rcsources.

2)  Avai lab le in lorntat ion concern in-9 resol r rces named in  the rcgulat ions (313 CMR
-1.04(-5Xh)7.c.i i i  to r, i i )  that could bc aff 'ectcd by the proposecl transf 'er. This dara
shoLrld also include any site specif ic infbrmation that may bc requcsted by the
EOEA agencies.

3) A table showing daily strearntlou'fbr the represcntativc years l istccl above, the
strearnflow result ing frorn this transf 'er and the percent reduction in streamflow
result ing from this transf 'cr.

6. In the case of groundlvater withdrarvals, the results of pumping tests will tre used to
indicate the impact of the proposed withdrawal on static water levels, the cone of
depression, the potential impacts on adjacent rvells and lake and pond levels, and the
potential to affect instream values as listed in 313 CNIR 4.05(5Xa) through fi).
' If the proposed soltrce is a ground water sollrce, the pumping test shoulcl be used to collect site-

specific data to evalltate the effects of the project on instream-tlow rclated resolrrces. provide
the DEP-approved pumping resr repoft ro WRC Staff.

r If not included in the purnping test report, the tbllor'"'ing infbrmation should also be provided:
- A map of appropriate scale of the site clearly the site showing test wells, observation

wells, and the location of geological cross-sections
/ Pre-purnping test groundwater elevation contour map
r  End o l 'purnping test  grouncl t \a tcr  e ler  a t ion contour  lnap
/ Geologic cross-sections including pre- and end of pumping test grounclwater levels
.7 Documentation of the ,groundwater model. if used, describing input ancl output data,

model calibration, water balance clata, characterization of water sources to the pllmplng
lvel ls.

I l-l
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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.
o Provide the Local Water Resources Management Plan, or drafi of the plan r-rnder de'elopment

and the timeline fbr completion. Refer to the lnterbasin Transfer Performance Stanclards fbr
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.
r List and describe the impact of all past, authorized ancl other proposed transfers on the

streamflow in the donor basin. This would inclucle analysis of any water supply sources or
sewer svstems that have been recently der,'eloped or approved and therefore not captLlred by
the historic hydro-eraphs, consideration of any water supply sources in the new source
approval or Water Management Act pcrrnitt ing processes, sewering plans under
development, etc.

N,TITIGATION
o Describc any proposecl f-low augrnentation provisions, flow protection thresholds, or other

measures proposed to protect instreant flow'. This shor-rld incluclc incorporation of any known
stream flow thrcshold(s) (fbr exarnple, ticm a DEM basin plan, t'edcral or state law, previoLrs
IBT decision, or DEP rcquirerncnt) into the proposed operating regimen.

r To the extent the EIR/lBT process idcntif ies impacts that rnay neecl to be rnit i-eatcd, the
proponent should propose measLrres to nrit igate these impacts. Proponents should consicler
such nleasures as addit ional V[ redLrction. irnpcrr, ious surface rcmecliat ion, grounclwater
recharge, or stornlwater management programs consistent with DEP stormwater suiclance
that kcep 'uvatcr in thc donor basin.

EO 385
Provide intbrrnation to dcntonstrate that this proposal seeks to rninimize unnecesserv loss or
depletion of environmental quali ty ancl resources.

All Interbasin Transf'er EIRs shoLrld be scnt to the tbllowing people. This is only a listing of those
people who wil l  be reviewing the EIR specit ical ly under the Interbasin TransfeiAct ancl is not
meant  to  bc a l l  inc lus i re .

Margaret Kearns
DFG
Riverways Program
251 Causeway Street
Boston,  MA 021 l . l

Paul Diodati
Division of Marine Fisheries
251 Causeway Street
Boston,  N, IA 02114

Kathleen Baskin
Executive Director
Water Resources Commission
EOEA
100 Cantbridge Street
Boston. MA 021 l. t
Michele H. DrLrry (3 bound copies and one
electronic copy)
DCR Otflce of Water Resources
251 Causeway Street, Suite 600-700
Boston,  MA 02114



Linda Hutchins
DCR Office of Water Resources
251 Cause"vay Street, Suite 600-700
Bosron. MA 021 14

Jack Schwartz
DIVIF
Annisquam River Marine Fisheries Field
Station
30 Emerson Ave.
Gloucester ,  MA 01930

Bruce Hansen
DCR Office of Water Resources
251 Causeway Street, Suite 600-700
Bos ton .  MA 02114

NHESP
DFG
I Rabbitt Hil l  Rd
Westboro.  MA 0158 |

Duane LeVangie
DEP
I Winter Street
Boston,  02108

The Public Libraries
of the affected communities
in both the donor and
receiving basin

Richard Flart ley
DFW
I Rabbi t t  Hi l l  Rd
Westboro.  MA 0 l -581

: x



T H E  C O M M O N W E A L T H  O F  M A S S A C H U S E T T S

W A T E R  R E S O U R C E S  C O M M I S S I O N

1 0 0  C n M B R T D G E  S T R E E T ,  B o s r o r u  M A  0 Z I t 4

May 4, 2009

Mr. Peter Sel lers
Departnrent of Public Works
l -50 Concord Street
Framingham, MA 01702

Dear Mr. Sel lers:

Staff  fbr the Water Rcsources Comtnission (WRC) rel iewed Framingharn's December 30, 200g let ter and
determined that sorne statements requirecl fbllou'-up. In particular, we wanted to verify Framingham,s
character izat ions of the capacity ol ' thc or is inal  Birch Road u'el ls.  Frarningham's let tcr indicatccl  that the
peak rvatcr dernand experienced in I 9-50 w'as providetl solel,v- by the Birch Road w,ells. How,e'cr, WRC
staff discoverecl that Frarningham had heen using rvater frorn the lvletlrpolitan District Cornmissiorr
(MDC)since the 1920's.  Review of histor ic records incl icated that a signi f icant port ion of Framipgham,s
l9 -50dcn landwi tsmctbyMDC.  Th iscont rad ic ts the  s ta te rnent inFr i r rn ingharn ' .s l )ccember30, l ' l ! ' t te r
(second pagc,3' ' ipararraph),  "Frorn l9-10 unt i l  lc)- i l .  thesc (Birch Road) wlel ls rv,ere the. l .own's only
sourcc of'public water supply." The alnollnt supplietl by the IvIDC during the tirne frarne ref'errcd to in
this stater.ent r .nged frorn 3,700 gpd in r9-12 to 1.29 N4Gt) in l9-50.

,- \ddi t ional rescarch was conducted to cstabl ish appropriate values tbr the or iginalcapacity of ' the Birch
Road w'cl ls.  Nlanv docttrncnts ancl records uere arai lable in the VIDC (now bepartnrent of Conserrat ion
and f lccreat ion -  DCR) archir 'es fbr revierv and we f ind that the rnaxirnum original  capacity of thc Birch
Road w'cl ls that could be credited fbr the purposcs of thc Interbasin Transfcr i t  is 3.00 rni l l i 'n gal lons
per dar '  (N{GD).

In therev ie rvprocess . rve foundarepor tcomple ted fbrFrarn inehar rnbyNle tca l f& l rdc ly in  l96g(N las ter
Pl"n fo.  l t rprnu.t"ntt  to th" W"t. ,  Supply und D,rt . ibut inn Fi . i l i t i " r) .  What wc learned f iorn that
report:

o Thc Saxonvi l le wcl ls (aka Birch Road wel ls) rvere insral led 1g39.
o The 1968 combined dependable f , ie ld was 2.-5 MGD.
r In 1966. an a\erage of t .9 NIGD rr, .as pumped.
o Each well had a 7-5-hp pump rvhich coulcl be controlled off of Inclian Head Hill Reservoir.

al thoueh, at the t i rne, i t  was control led manual ly for cont inuous operat ion (p. 6).
' Each well rvas originally capable of delivering rvater at the rate of 1.00 NIGD but yield had

t. l len ofr  f iom clogging (p.30t and rorv ground*,arer le 'ers.
o N'letcalf & Eddy concluded that if lVell No. I w'as cleaned and groundwater levels returnecl to

pre-drou-qht conditions, rhe w,ells rnight produce up ro 3.00 MGb (p.49).

I n a d d i t i o n , t h e , \ r m y C o r p s o f E n - q i n e e r s ( A C o E ) . l 9 8 0 R e p o r 1 :
Metropol i tan Distr ict  Commission Area states:

t t l i '  j ,
t'i--,' I't iii,l .. '



Lake Cochituate Wells (aka Birch Road Wells). Last Reported or Estimated Yield: 3.00 NIGD:
removed from service because of poor water quality; after 1966, used only during the summer
months.

We have attached relevant portions of these documents for vour revierv.

The '1't' paragraph on page 2 of the December 30'l ' letter stated; "lt rvas noted in the W(hitrnan) &
H(orvard) report  (1978) that the dependable yield of these (Birch Road) wel ls was 2.-5 MGD and that the
Tovvn's peak day demand in l9-50 was sreater than two times the a\erage day, which fur-ther supports a
capacity -qreater than the 4.3 MGD withdrau,'al currentll ' planned." According to calculations usins
'" olumes contalined in letters found in DCR's archir,es, Framineham took a net average of 1 .29 MGD fiom
the IvIDC during l9-50. Since the averase dav dernand was 2.7 N,IGD (W&H, 1978),  this means that the
town suppl ied on arerage 1.4 |  IvIGD (2.7 NIGD - |  .29 NIGD = I  .41 NIGD). The rar io of maximum day
use to i iverage day use in 1950, accordins the 1978 W&H repoft  was 2.00, which would rnean (fol lowing
the reasoning in the Frarningharn let ter on page 2 paragraph - l ) .  the wel ls suppl ied a maxirnurn of 2.82
IvIGD (2 x 1..11 N{GD).

W R C S t a f f a l s o f b u n d a l e t t e r d a t e d i v { a r c h 2 2 .  l 9 4 8 s t a t i n g t h a t d u r i n g t h e p a s t y e a r ( 1 9 4 7 ) ,
Framingharn's total  consumption wus approxirnately 907 mil l ion gal lons (MG); 212 MG of rvhich was
pumped f iom the MDC Aqueducr ar Winrcr Srreer.  o01-212= 69,5 MG suppl ied by wel ls,  or 1.9 MGD).

' fhere 
are documents on DCR microf i l rn that also l ist  Frarninsham's use of MDC water through the

1930's and 1940's,  which leads us to the conclusion that al though Framingham's maximum day demand
tnav have histor ical ly becn up to -5.-5 rngd by 1950, not al l  of  this clemand was sat isf ied by thc Birch Road
Wel ls .

Based on this review and analysis.  WRC Staff  has concluded that the or iginalcapacitv of the Birch R'.d
W e l l s f o r l n t e r b a s i n T r a n s f e r . \ c t ( l T A ) p u r p o s e s i s . a t t h e m o s t . 3 . 0 0 M G D .  I f F r a r n i n g h a m c l e s i r e s t o
lncreasc the capacity of these rvel ls bel 'ctnd this arnoul. l t  whcn thc Tow'n rehabi l i tates thcnr for nLrbl ic
r.r 'ater supply use, i t  wi l l  need sorne level of  ITA rc," ien,and approral .

I f  y 'ou have any quest ions, pleasc f 'eel  f iec to cal l  mc ar 6 17-626-1012.

Sincerely,

Kathleen M. Baskin, P.E
Executive Director

Water Resources Commission
Jonathan Yeo, DCR
Eric Worrell, DEP NERO
Erin Graham, DCR
Michele Drury, DCR
Linda Hutchins. DCR
Jarnes Persky, DEP NERO
Jon Beekman, SEA


