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Dear Ms. Canaday,

The Water Supply Citizens Advisory Comrlrittee (WSCAC) off-ers the follorving commellts on the
proposal by Framingham to reactivate the Birch Road rvells groundwater supply.

The Sudbury River and its basin are already quite heavilv impacted by rvater rvithdrawals, and the
Sudbury River is sometimes ciervatered in the surnrner. This is recognizecl by the Secretary's Certificate
on the project LNF, rvhich states ' ' 'fhe proposed rvells should not be allorved to have a significant
impact on florvs in the Sudbury River, rvhich is alrcady depleted by other upstream rvithdrarvals." -l-hus.

nerv wit l ldrarvals should be scrut inized closeh'and mit igated to the maximum extent possible. i f  t6ey
are allorved to proceed at all.

We note thc fbl lorving issues in the DEIR that rnay require addit ional c lar i f lcat ion.

Impacls to Lcrke Coc'hituttte. C'ochituate Brook, ond thc Stdhury, River
I t  seerns thatthere are var ious places in the DEIR rvherc i rnpacts could be more clear ly explained. For
instance. the DEIR reports that rcact ivat ion of the Birch Roaci w'el ls rv i l l  increasc the number of days
rvhen there is no florv over the Cochituatc Brook spill ivay to 4 or 5 per year. relying on thc rnedian of
thc tnean florv in August to urake this assessrnent. Horvever. rvhile the DEIR states that impacts in
Septcrnber are even greater, the actual incrcasc in thc nurnbcr of days with no spillway llorv is not
reported fbr that month. Includins such infbrrnat ion r .ould bc helpful .

F-ur1hcr. rvhilc it may be standard practice forcomparison to USGS tlow clata, the DEIR's reliance on
statistics like the tnediatt of mean rnonthly florvs on the Sudbun River makes deterrnining true impacts
more difficult. Page 7-33 of the DIrIR states "'lhe measured florvs at the Sa.rolville gage compare rvcll
rvith. and ilt sonre cases arc higher than, the recornrnended instream llorvs. -I'his 

indicatcs that this
portion of the Sudbury River has florvs sulficient to sLrpport native aquatic life. At a claily punrping rate
o f 4 . 3 n r g d . t h e U i r c h R o a d w i t h d r a r v a l s r e p r e s e n t a b e t u ' e c n l a n d  l 2 p e r c e n t o f t h c f l o r v i n t h e
StrclbLrr;-' at the Oxborv. This is anticipated to have minirnal irnpact on florv in the Sudbury River.'" This
is fbl lorved b1'1'able 7- l  l .  rvhich presents the rnedian of the rnean nronthly t ' lows at the Saxonvi l le
gage,-just tlpstream of the Oxborv scction of the rivcr adjacent to the rvells, rvhere the lorvest value
presented is that for Septernber. at 58 rngd, Horvever, u'hile use of the median of the mean monthly
tlo\'s mal' be standard practice. it does not ref-lect the lo*est florvs rvhich may occur on particular davs.
Dailv data from USGS Saxonville gage shorvs that there rvere actually 463 clays between 1980 ancl
2007 rvhen daily florvs rvere 8.6 mgd or lor.r'er. a figure arbitrarih, pickecl at rvhich the withclrarval of 4.j
rngd rvoLrld represent 50o/o or more of the river's flou'. The conditions in the river are rarely "average''.
and the rnedian of the mean monthlv tlorv is less represeritative of the conclitions experienced on a daily
basis.  rvhich surely detennine the viabi l i ty of  aquat ic l i fe in the r iver.

Estimating the percent of the river's f-lorv attenuateil by rvater pumped at the rvells assumes that
pumping dirc-ctly deprives the river of srounduater f' low it n'oulci othenvise have received. and also
assulnes that there is no induccd flou' in the other direction. from the river to the wells (as is statecl in
the DEIR). Horvever- because groundnater purnping is also pro-jected to reduce the amount of outflorv
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frorl Lake Cochituate irrto Clochitttate Brook. purnping at the rr'ells r.r,ould additionally cause a direct
reduction of sttrfaccu'ittcr flows into the Sudbr"rrv River above the Saxonville gage and above the point
on the river rvhere proicct impacts are evaluated. Accepting the DEIR's modelecl estimate that florv in
the brook rvottld be rccltrced by' up to 1.3 mgd by' purnpin-g at the Birch Road rvells, florv at the
Saxonville gagc rvottlcl have been reduced b)' up to 50 percent t' lorv on many days in August,
September, ancl october of past years. had the *'ells been operational.

-fhe 
figure of 30% of the supply of the rvells being derived from Lake Cochituate seems lorv,

particularly if both Dudley Pond and the Sudburl River are considered to be negligible sources to the
rvel ls '  I f  indeed the remainingT0% of 4.3 mgd (3.01 rngd) is der ived f iom sources otherthan Dudley
Pond and the Sudbury River, it must be at Ieast in part derived from nearby rvetlancls (rvhich the DEIR
does state rvere drarvn dorvn by purnping tests) rvhich themselves serve as rvater sources to the Sudbury
River, dorvnstream of the point r.vhere purnping impacts were evaluatecl. Given that the rvells are
surrounded on many sides by either the river or sources to the river. it is hard to see horv rvithdrarvals
rvill not aff-ect river flows directlv.

Is mitigation possihle?
The possibility of rnitigating purnping impacts throu-qh the Water Management A.ct permitting process
is repeatcdly noted in the DEIR. Art  obvious mit igat ion rvould be to require that groundrvater purnpi lg
be rcduced or el i rninated at least dur ing the dr iest nronths of the summer and lal l .  Given that
groundrvatcr lnoves slorvl l ' .  horvever.  i t  would probabh'require reclucing or ceasing pumping i1 the
months rvell befbrc rvhen the greatest irnpacts are projected to occur to cnsure that groundrvatcr moving
torvard the rivcr rvas not interccpted by the rvells.

T'he Secretary's Certificatc on the project clearly'prioritizes maintaining florvs in the river. stating that"the DEIR shoLrld examine alternatives that rvould have less drarvdorvn impacts on water resourccs".
Horvever, the DEIR irnplies in the alternatives anall'sis that such questions are best dealt rvith during
the  pernr  i t t ing  proccss .  s ta t ing :

"Reduced Withdrarval Al tentat ive -  In l ight of  the minor environmental  impacts ant ic ipated under the
prefcrred altcrnative and the rcdressability of these irnpacts in the Water Management Act permifting
process, i t  rvould not be prodtrct ive to modela reduced rvi thdrawalfrom the Bi ich Road Well f ie ld.  I t
catr be stated that, fbr example. a 50%o reduction in the proposed rvithdrarval would have less impact on
Lake Cochituate, Cochituate Brook and the Sudbury River than the prefened alternative- But as
discussed in detail in this docuntent. the minor environmental impacts at issue .- thc impact to f-ake
Cochituate and the Sudbury River on a smal l  number of days in the summer months -  is precisely fhe
sorl of intpact that the Deparlment of Environnrental Protection is best suited to address i' the Water
Management Act perrni t t ing process. 

' fhrough 
this process. the Torvn ant ic ipates that the minimal

environnrental impacts presented in this document rvill be significantlv rech.rcecl."

On p .  161.  the  DL, IR s ta tes :
"Florvever, it is not the position of the Torvn that these potential impacts are rvithout nreaning. Rather.

rvhat is clearly denlonstrated fiom these anall'ses is that a thoughtfui rvithdrarval management plan
developed rvithin the context of the water Nlanagement Act peirnit process w.ill enable the torvn torvithdrarv the desired I .5 70 rnill ion gailons per ,v ear. u hile at the sarne time m inim izing rvhat impacts
there may, be."

Since I  '5 70 rni l l ion gal lons a ) 'ear equals -{ .3 ingcl  t inres 3 65 davs, and since no rnodel ing is presentecl
to demonstrate the effects of pumping more than.1.3 nrgd. it hai to be assunred that4.3 mgd is the
ma-ritnunl daily volume to be purttped. thus meaning that there is no wal, to compensate fbr pumping



less on certain da1"s. l t  scct l rs l ikely ' that i f  th is project does qet to the permit t ing stage, more model ing
could be required to better understand ho',v a lirnited rvithdrirval scheme couta-mitilute inrpacrs. A
ntore flexible modeling approach could also be extended to the analysis of economic benef-its included
in the DEIR, rvhich appears to assume that the full -r-ear11' amount r.vould be perrnitted, thus saving thetor'r'n the ma.rintutn amount that rvould otheru ise be spent on purchasing MWRA water. Is there a
minimum amount of rvater (and thLrs mininrum irnpact) that can be pumped and still make this project
economically viable? Are there other contbinations of rvavs that the torvn could save money./ According
to the DEIR. increased conservation and efficiency' measures are not a feasible option for reducing
demand- since according to the DEIR. Framingham's resident ial  use in 2007 rvas 56.9 rgcd. There st i l lmight be other measures that could be taken to reduce municipal water use. horvever, inituding greater
restrictions on outdoor water use.

One approach lbr mitigating some of the rvithclrarval impacts of the rvells is through repairing
infiltration and inflorv, which the DEIR commits to do. The DEIR contains some information on water
savinqs already achieved, and a list ofproposed projects that rvill further reduce I/1. but there does notappear to be mr-rch information linking the cost savings from the proposed rvell re-activation to
proposed lil mitigation. More identification that linked horv specific projects could be enabled, and theeffect tlrese projects rvould have on water resources irnpacted by the proposed rvell rvithdrarvals, rvould
be helpful' Are there specific plans and commitments fbr the funds to begeneratecl by the project?
Identilying horv such funds r'vould be handled and allocated (eg to thc USGS gaging p.ogranr, reduction
of I/1, improved treatment of stornrvater. etc) rvould bc useful.

Lon g-t e rm s ttst ainabi lity iss trc s
The react ivat ion of local sources also raiscs inrportant quest ions about cl i rnate change irnpacts, andlong-tenn planning. This proJcct rvas not subjected to Mnpn', nerv requirements fcx conducting agreenhouse gas analysis, so this consicleration is not part of the fbrmal analy,sis of the project.
Nonetlleless' this consideration could play into the to\\'ns own feeling about the project over time,
particularly if energy prices rise agaitt. Currently. Frarningharn has to purnp MWRA water, so there issonle energy expenditure associated rvitlt current use, but it secms as though groundwater purnping andtreatl.nellt of local water to remove a heavier contaminant load than fbund ln H,{wnn water will require
signit-icant energy expenditure and chemical use. It rvould be helpful to sce horv nruch energy would berequired to pump each gallon out of the ground compared to horv much energy is currently required topump each gal lon from MWRA. and then translate that into a cost di f lerent iaigiven today,s eiectr ic i ty
rate' Further, it is of concern that the DEIR relies so rnuch on past rvater level and flow data and talks solinle (if at all) about future watcr availability under clirnate change. though this problern is certainly notunique to this particular DtrlR. Sorne of the problems rvith this approach might be rnitigated if
rvithdrarval irnpacts \vere colllpared to "rvorst-case scenarios". fbr instance fre low-f1ow days on recordlor the Sudbury River.

Is the prclect erempt.f rttnt c'onsitlcrrniun untler tlrc Interbasirt Trcrns,/br Agt.)
An observation by WSCAC off-ered in earlier comments was repeated in the Secretary's Certiflcate onthe pro.iect's ENF: thal the criteria for projects escaping oversigit under the IT; h;;g". on the''hvdrauiic capacity of an interbasin transf-er s)stem rvhich rvas authorized, constructecl and useable forrvater supply purposes rvithout additional installation of facilities or changes in any authorify oroperating role prior to the effective date of the act-..

with regard to this def ini t ion. a couple of quest ions regarding this project ar ise. rvhich may st i l lnot beaddressed cornpletelv in the DEIR.



First. the DEIR makes the case that it is the capacit1' that rvas transferrable in the basin, and not fiom a
particular sotlrce, rvith r.vhich the ITA is concemed. The proponent rhus relies on summing the previous
capacity of the Winter Street pump station in addition to the Birch Road ivells to generate acombined
grandfathered capacity of 6.16 rngd to cover the nerv. higher arnount of 4.3 mgd planned to be pumped
frorn the r.vells. Ilorvever, it is possible to see the pLunping of additional,uvater from the rvells (4.-l mgd
minus the previous 3.17 mgd of rated capacity) as a change in operat ing rule.

Further, sornc qucstion remains rvhether this capacitr rnight not otherrvise be useable and transferable
rvithout construction of the nerv treatment faciliqv planned to be built; does this constitute.,additional
instal lat ion of faci l i t ies"? Does replacement of rvel ls n ' i th a higher purnping capacity tha. prel , iouslv
const i tutc new faci l i t ies?

Another question arises rvith regard to the capacitl ' of 2.99 mgd claimed as grandfathered for the Winter
Street pump station. To the extent that rvater pumped frorn the Sudbury system had been originally
derived from Wachrlsett Reservoir in the Nashua rvatershed. this rvould not be considerecl rvater that
originated in the Concord River rvatershed and rvould not be ''granclfatherable" under the ITA. Historic
records suggest that such transfers from the Wachusett to the Sudbury system could be substantial. For
instance, records from l9l0 and l9l I shor.v that water drarvn fionr Wachusett Rescrvoir into the
Sudbury Reservoir was between 65 percent and 100 percent of the combinecl amount of water sent to
users from the Sudbury Reservoir  and Frarningham Reservoirs No. 2 and No. j . l  Resolut ion of these
finer points rvill ensure that no ambiguity' inadvertentlv sets precedents colcernilg use ancl orvnership
of MWRA water. Since Sudbury Reservoir atrd Reservoir No. i arc now classcd as rcserve supply ftx
the MWRA, it is especially important that there be no qr.restion about which entity can claim capacity
derivcd frorn that system.

Whatever the conclusion concerning the applicabilitl ' of the Interbasin Transfer Act to the proposed
rvithdrarval, the situation on the ground is that pumping -1.3 rngd from the Birch Road rvells constitutes
a larger rvithdrarval than rvas ever taken fiom thosc $,clls in the pasi. Additionalll ', it has been three
decades since thc lvells rvere last used. The u'ithdrawal does in fact constitute a largc transfer of
groundrvater to rvastervater, rvith no prospect of local recharqe at this tirne.

In sum, it seems that significant questions stil l rernain concernine Frarningharn's proposal to reactivate
the Birch Road wells. While appreciating the torvn's eagerness to move forrvard rvith the project, and
greatlv supporting the to'rvn's initiative to use firnds saved by the proposal to adclress key rvater
infrastructure and rvater quality issues. the severitv of florv impairments on the Sudbury River nrakes it
\"italthat the project not add to existing problerns. If there is a rvay to ensure that the rvithdrawals can
occur onlv during those tirnes of vear rvhen no firrther impacts to the river rvould occur, and if such a
rvi thdrarvalscheme is economical ly supportable. WSCAC rvould supporl the project.  In absence of a
better articulated alternatives analy'sis that explores sr.rch scenarios. horvever, rve feel it is irnpossible to
e"'alttate rvhether or not the project should move foruard. For this reason. we Ieconrr,end that the
project bc required to complete a Final Environmental lrnpact report.

fhank l  oLr f t rr  the opportunify Lo comment.

Vlary S. Booth. Executive Director. WSCAC

'  Page 97 of Public documents of Massachusetts: Being the Annual reports of l.arious public otficers and
institrtt ions for the year I 91 I . Published bv the Secretan, of the Conrmonivealth. Vol IV Boston: Wright and
Pot ter  Pr inr ing CO. State Pr inters.


