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Final Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Project Change

INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY

The Birch Road Project (the Project) consists of the reactivation of an existing public water

supply well site and construction of a new water treatment facility to treat the groundwater for use

by the Town of Framingham. The Project will consist of approximately 36,000 square feet of new

construction, primarily for the water treatment facility. The Project Proponent is the Town of

Framingham, Massachusetts, acting through its Department of Public Works.

In response to concerns expressed by state and federal agency staff and interested organizations

and individuals, the Town has taken two significant steps to reduce the potential impacts of the

Project and to develop a conservative operations plan that will be protective of nearby water

resources such as the Sudbury River and Lake Cochituate.

First, the proposed withdrawal from the well site has been reduced from the 1,570 million gallons

per year (Mgal per year), or an average daily withdrawal of 4.3 million gallons, upon which the

Draft EIR analyses were premised.  The proposed withdrawal is now 1,157 Mgal per year, which

represents an equivalent daily withdrawal of 3.17 million gallons. This is greater than a 26%

pumping rate reduction.

Second, the town has developed a conservative operations plan that combines a calendar-based

approach to reduce pumping during the dry season as well as a streamflow threshold approach

that is responsive to the reality of variable flows in our rivers.   The particulars of this operations

plan are set forth in Section 2.

The Town is very mindful of the Secretary’s statement in the Certificate on the Draft EIR that the

Town perform a groundwater model to demonstrate the impact of the proposed restored wellfield

on the Sudbury River and Lake Cochituate, as well as a number of comments, including those of

the Department of Conservation and Recreation, requesting that such a model be prepared.  The

Secretary stated that the FEIR should assess the “time delay” of pumping alterations on

streamflow in this model.  It is the Town’s considered opinion, however, that for a number of

reasons it is appropriate to allow this project to proceed without performing a groundwater model.

The reasons are as follows:
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The United States Geological Survey (USGS) has been doing extensive modeling of the

Sudbury River and has been meeting with the Town as well as with state and federal

agency officials to discuss its findings.  While the USGS findings are still preliminary, it

is apparent that the impact of the proposed project on the Sudbury River, particularly

when scaled-down to an equivalent daily withdrawal of 3.17 MGD, would not be

significant.  During informal conversations with USGS personnel, their preliminary

analysis suggests that there is adequate flow in the Sudbury River during most of the year

to support withdrawals far in excess of those proposed by the Town.

The pumping tests that were conducted to establish the revised Zone 2 for this project

demonstrate that the aquifer was restored to 90% of its original condition in as little as 16

days following termination of pumping.  Further, most of that recovery occurred within

the first week.  These percentages would hold true for any pumping rate at this site, since

they are driven by the hydrogeologic function known as aquifer transmissivity.

The scaled-down pumping rate to an equivalent daily withdrawal of 3.17 MGD,

representing over a 26% reduction, in combination with the conservative operations

plan that relies on both a calendar-based step down approach along with a streamflow

threshold approach, makes for a significantly less impactful project and one with

safeguards that will ensure that, irrespective of the precise time delay or lag time, the

pumping will be reduced at an early enough juncture to ensure that the wells do not

have an adverse impact on the adjacent water resources.

A groundwater model would be expensive and time consuming and would not

necessarily provide truly useful information that does not already exist, as the

outcome of any groundwater model heavily depends on input assumptions.  This

opinion has been offered by the USGS in meetings with state and federal officials.

The Town is committed to implementing a monitoring plan to develop data on actual

operating impacts, and then making any appropriate adjustments to the pumping

regimen.  With regards to Lake Cochituate, the recreational function of the lake is

determined by the elevation of the spillway of the Lake Cochituate dam.  Data

recently provided to the Town suggests that the dam is comprised of two spillways; a

large broad spillway and a narrow spillway set approximately 2-3 inches lower in
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elevation.  It seems reasonable to use this difference in elevation between the

spillways for the purpose of identifying a lake-based trigger point for pumping during

the three-year data gathering period.

The Town of Framingham Final Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Project Change

(FEIR/NPC) for the Birch Road Wells Redevelopment Project provides supplemental

information and a modified Mitigation Plan to augment that presented in the Draft EIR

(DEIR), and presents the conclusions and recommendations of the final analyses. The FEIR

process was initiated under an Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) for which

an April 18, 2008 Certificate from the Secretary of Environmental Affairs was issued (EEA

No. 14197). The DEIR was submitted for review on June 15, 2009. The DEIR addressed

issues detailed in the Secretary’s Certificate and provided analyses relative to the Lake

Cochituate water budget, impacts to the Sudbury River and Cochituate Brook, and potential

impacts, or lack thereof, on proximate potable water wells.

A Certificate on the DEIR was issued on August 7, 2009. During the extended review period,

the Secretary received 23 letters from regulatory agencies and interested stakeholders. This

FEIR/NPC is intended to augment, rather than replace, the previous report. It responds to

comments on the Draft, provides additional information, refines the analysis of impacts and

mitigation alternatives, and presents a modified recommended plan based on proposed

mitigation measures.

NOTICE OF PROJECT CHANGE

The reduced proposed withdrawal to an equivalent daily withdrawal of 3.17 MGD is the Project

Change that is being noticed.  This Project Change has no increased environmental consequences.

See Appendix B, Notice of Project Change Form.

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT

Portions of the Sudbury, Assabet and Concord Rivers have been designated as Wild and

Scenic Rivers under the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, including the designation of the

14.9 mile segment from the Danforth Street Bridge in Framingham to the Route 2 Bridge in

Concord as a scenic river.  The National Park Service (NPS) is the lead federal agency with

regard to this designation.  NPS has informed the Town that it is conducting a review of this
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Project to determine whether it would adversely impact the Sudbury River under the Wild

and Scenic Rivers Act.  NPS does not have permitting authority under the Act.  NPS is

coordinating its review of the Project with the United States Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA) because EPA contributes federal funds to the Drinking Water State Revolving

Fund to which the Town has applied for funding for this project. NPS has the authority to

withhold such federal funds only upon a finding of direct and adverse impact.  The Town has

met with officials from NPS and EPA to discuss the Project and these agencies will be

provided copies of this FEIR.  The Town looks forward to additional input from these

agencies, and it anticipates that the reduced pumping regimen and the operational plan set

forth in this document, as potentially refined during the WMA permitting process, will meet

the requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

The FEIR/NPC begins with a categorized comment and response summary. The section

reproduces substantive comments received on the Draft, and presents brief responses to each.

The comments followed themes; therefore, the comments and responses are presented in

thematic order. The final chapter follows with a more detailed description of the proposed

mitigation measures, including conservative operating regimens to protect water resources

during low flow periods.
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1. CATEGORIZED COMMENT & RESPONSE SUMMARY

The DEIR elicited remarks from twenty-three (23) different parties during the MEPA review

process. Of these 23 letters, four (4) of the letters were letters of support and/or advocacy of

the project as proposed.  Those letters were received from three (3) legislators representing

the interests of residents of the Town of Framingham, and the Town of Framingham Board of

Selectmen.  Letters of support did not contain comments for which further clarification was

required and consequently comment responses are not provided in this section.  The full text

of those letters is provided in Appendix A.  The remaining nineteen (19) letters included one

or more comments for which responses are provided in this section. In several instances,

comment letters raised questions or matters that were addressed in one or more previously

synopsized letters.  In those instances, the comments were not re-iterated in this summary,

however  the  full  text  of  all  letters  is  provided  in  Appendix  A.   Most  of  the  comments

included herein followed certain themes which fell into four broad categories.  The first of

these relates to regulatory matters including Interbasin Transfer Act (ITA) applicability and

Water Management Act permitting as an appropriate mechanism for mitigating impacts of

well operation.  The second broad category relates to the technical analyses addressing

impacts of withdrawals on existing surface and ground waters.  The third category included

comments addressing impacts to specific attributes of water resources, including proximate

potable water and riparian or wetland habitats.  The final category is comprised of “other

environmental concerns.” This chapter sorts the various comments into categories for

response. As noted above, the full, unaltered text of the comment letters is provided in

Appendix A. Both in this chapter and in the letters in the Appendix, each of the substantive

comments has been tagged with a comment code to facilitate cross-referencing.

Table 1.1 presents a list of individuals or agencies that provided comments, the document
number (in terms of order of presentation in Appendix A), and the abbreviation associated

with their comments in Section 1 of the FEIR.
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Table 1.1
List of Commenting Stakeholders

Commenter Document No.
(Appendix A) Abbreviation

Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs/
Environmental Policy Act Unit

1 MEPA

Congressman Edward Markey, 7th

District, Massachusetts 2 Markey

Representative Pam Richardson,
6th Middlesex District 3 Richardson

Senator Karen Spilka, 2nd

Middlesex & Norfolk 4 Spilka

Town of Framingham 17 Fram

Water Supply Citizen’s Advisory
Committee 16 WSCAC

Tom Sciacca 5 Sciacca

MA Division of Ecological
Restoration 14 MADER

U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service 15 DOI/FWS

MA Department of
Environmental Protection 18 MassDEP

Town of Wayland Department of
Public Works Wellhead
Protection Committee

6 WDPW/WPC

Town of Wayland Department of
Public Works Water Division 20 WDPW/WD

Town of Wayland Conservation
Commission 7 WCC

The Sudbury, Assabet and
Concord Wild & Scenic River

8 WSRSC
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Table 1.1
List of Commenting Stakeholders

Commenter Document No.
(Appendix A) Abbreviation

Stewardship Council

Massachusetts Rivers Alliance 9 MRA

Dick and Jill Miller 10 Miller

Friends of Cochituate State Park,
Inc. 21 FCSPI

Massachusetts Water Resources
Authority 19 MWRA

Charles River Watershed Ass. 11 CRWA

Kurt Tramposch 12 Tramposch

Water Resources Commission 24 WRC

Sudbury River Watershed
Organization 22 SRWO

MA Department of Conservation
and Recreation 13 DCR

Organization for the Assabet
River 23 OAR
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Table 1.2 provides a reference guide to comments for which individual responses are provided in
the FEIR.  All letters, including those for which specific responses are not provided in Section 1
of the FEIR, are provided in their entirety in Appendix A.

Table 1.2
Reference Guide to Comment Responses

Document No./
Comment No. Author/Agency Appendix A

Page No.
Document Page

No./ Paragraph No.
1/MEPA.01 Executive Office of

Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 5 p. 5/para. 2

1/MEPA.02 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 5 p. 5/para. 5

1/MEPA.03 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 6 p. 6/para. 1

1/MEPA.04 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 6 p. 6/para. 2

1/MEPA.05 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 6 p. 6/para. 3

1/MEPA.06 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 7 p. 7/para. 1

1/MEPA.07 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 7 p. 7/para.2

1/MEPA.08 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 7 p. 7/para. 3

1/MEPA.09 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 8 p. 8/para. 2

1/MEPA.10 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 8 p. 8/para.4-5

1/MEPA.11 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 8 p. 8/para. 6

1/MEPA.12 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 8 p. 8/para 7

1/MEPA.13 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 9 p. 9/para. 1
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Table 1.2
Reference Guide to Comment Responses

1/MEPA.14 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 9 p. 9/para. 2

1/MEPA.15 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 9 p. 9/para. 3

1/MEPA.16 Executive Office of
Energy and
Environmental Affairs

p. 9 p. 9/para.4

5/Sciacca.01 Thomas Sciacca p. 38 p. 2/para. 1-2
5/Sciacca.02 Thomas Sciacca p. 38 p. 2/para. 4
5/Sciacca.03 Thomas Sciacca p. 39 p. 3/para. 1
5/Sciacca.04 Thomas Sciacca p. 39 p. 3/para. 5
5/Sciacca.05 Thomas Sciacca p. 40 p. 4/para. 1
5/Sciacca.06 Thomas Sciacca p. 40 p. 4/para. 3
6/WDPW/WPC.01 Wayland DPW –

Wellhead Protection
Committee

p. 43 p. 2/para. 3

6/WDPW/WPC.02 Wayland DPW –
Wellhead Protection
Committee

p. 43 p. 2/para. 4

6/WDPW/WPC.03 Wayland DPW –
Wellhead Protection
Committee

p. 43 p. 2/para. 5

6/WDPW/WPC.04 Wayland DPW –
Wellhead Protection
Committee

p. 44 p. 3/para. 2

6/WDPW/WPC.05 Wayland DPW –
Wellhead Protection
Committee

p. 44 p. 3/para. 3

6/WDPW/WPC.06 Wayland DPW –
Wellhead Protection
Committee

p. 44 p. 3/para. 5

8/WSRSC.01 Wild & Scenic River
Stewardship Council

p. 59 p. 2/para. 1

8/WSRSC.02 Wild & Scenic River
Stewardship Council

p. 59 – 60 p. 2-3/para. 6, 1

8/WSRSC.03 Wild & Scenic River
Stewardship Council

p. 60 p. 3/para. 2

9/MRA.01 Massachusetts Rivers
Alliance

p. 63 p. 1/para. 3

9/MRA.02 Massachusetts Rivers
Alliance

p. 63 p. 1/para. 4

9/MRA.03 Massachusetts Rivers
Alliance

p. 64 p. 2/para. 3

11/CRWA.01 Charles River Watershed
Association

p. 69 p. 3/para. 3
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Table 1.2
Reference Guide to Comment Responses

11/CRWA.02 Charles River Watershed
Association

p. 69 p. 3/para. 5

13/DCR.01 Dept. of Conservation and
Recreation

p. 84 p. 4/para. 3

13/DCR.02 Dept. of Conservation and
Recreation

p. 86 p. 6/para. 1

13/DCR.03 Dept. of Conservation and
Recreation

p. 88 p. 8/para. 4

14/DER.01 Division of Ecological
Restoration

p. 94 p. 3/para. 2

14/DER.02 Division of Ecological
Restoration

p. 94 p. 3/para. 4

14/DER.03 Division of Ecological
Restoration

p. 95 p. 4/para. 1&3

14/DER.04 Division of Ecological
Restoration

p. 96 p. 5/para. 1

15/DOI-FWS.01 Fish and Wildlife Service p. 97 p. 1/para. 4
16/WSCAC.01 Water Supply Citizens

Advisory Committee
p. 99 p. 1/para. 5

16/WSCAC.02 Water Supply Citizens
Advisory Committee

p. 100 p. 2/para. 2

16/WSCAC.03 Water Supply Citizens
Advisory Committee

p. 101 p. 3/para. 1

16/WSCAC.04 Water Supply Citizens
Advisory Committee

p. 101 p. 3/para. 2

16/WSCAC.05 Water Supply Citizens
Advisory Committee

p. 102 p. 4/para. 1

18/DEP.01 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 108 p. 3/para. 2

18/DEP.02 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 108 p. 3/para. 3

18/DEP.03 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 108 p. 3/para. 5

18/DEP.04 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 109 p. 4/para. 2

18/DEP.05 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 109 p. 4/para. 3

18/DEP.06 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 110 p. 5/para. 2

18/DEP.07 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 110 p. 5/para. 3

18/DEP.08 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 110 – 111 p. 5-6/para. 4 &1

18/DEP.09 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 112 p. 7/para. 3

18/DEP.10 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 113 p. 7/para. 4
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Table 1.2
Reference Guide to Comment Responses

18/DEP.11 Department of
Environmental Protection

p. 113 p. 7/para. 5

20/WDPW/WD.01 Wayland Dept. of Public
Works Water Division

p. 117 p. 1/para. 2&3

21/FCSPI.01 Friends of Cochituate
State Park, Inc.

p. 119 p. 1/para. 5

21/FCSPI.02 Friends of Cochituate
State Park, Inc.

p. 120 p. 2/para. 4

21/FCSPI.03 Friends of Cochituate
State Park, Inc.

p. 120 p. 2/para. 8

21/FCSPI.04 Friends of Cochituate
State Park, Inc.

p. 121 p. 3/para. 4

22/SRWO.01 Sudbury River Watershed
Organization

p. 124 p. 2/para. 1

22/SRWO.02 Sudbury River Watershed
Organization

p. 124 p. 2/para. 5

23/OAR.01 Organization for the
Assabet River

p. 126 p. 2/para. 1

23/OAR.02 Organization for the
Assabet River

p. 126 p. 2/para. 2

23/OAR.03 Organization for the
Assabet River

p. 126 p. 2/para.4

24/WRC.01 Water Resources
Commission

p. 127 p. 1/para. 1

Rest of Page Intentionally Blank.
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1.1 Regulatory Processes

This category of responses covered a broad array of regulatory procedural and jurisdictional

issues.  Of primary interest was the status of the withdrawals under the Interbasin Transfer Act

(ITA) permitting process and the Town’s assertion that the proposed withdrawals are exempt

from ITA permitting on the basis of a grandfathered withdrawal capacity of 6.16 MGD.  As stated

in the Introduction to this document, the Town has modified their withdrawal request to an

equivalent daily withdrawal of 3.17 MGD, which the Water Resources Commission (WRC) has

recognized as grandfathered capacity exempt from further WRC review (see comment letter in

Appendix A).

1.1.1  Interbasin Transfer Act Comments

Issues associated with ITA jurisdiction were addressed in Chapter 3 of the DEIR.  The following

comments pertain primarily to that issue.

MEPA.01:
As a result of the finding by the WRC staff, the Town may also wish to consider limiting the
withdrawals at the Birch Road Wellfield to 3.17 MGD as an initial phase of the project to allow
that portion of the project to proceed in advance of the ITA review process.  If the Town elects to
pursue this option, I would accept a Notice of Project Change with an FEIR that is limited to the
remaining issues outlined below, which address environmental impacts from withdrawals at the
Birch Road Wellfield.

Response: The Town continues to assert that pre-existing grandfathered sources under
current ITA regulations should allow them to withdraw the proposed 4.3 MGD, however,
in order to expedite permitting, and respect concerns expressed relative to impacts on
local water resources, the Town is prepared to reduce the proposed withdrawals at this
time to the average 3.17 MGD referenced above.   Consequently the Town will prepare
the necessary Notice of Project Change with this FEIR as proposed by the Secretary.

Sciacca.06
Finally, with regard to the Interbasin Transfer Act, the plain language of the regulations, which
provides that the well capacity must be useable “without additional installation of facilities,”
seems clear.  The new treatment plant which is required to make the Birch Road water “useable”
is certainly a new “facility”, eliminating any grandfathering of withdrawals from these wells.

Response: See Appendix B of the DEIR for further information relative to grandfathered
rights under the ITA.  The Water Resources Commission concurred with the Town’s
assertion that a 3.17 MGD withdrawal is grandfathered and exempt from further ITA
review and permitting.  See WRC comment letter in Appendix A of the FEIR.
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WSCAC.05
The proponent thus relies on summing the previous capacity of the Winter Street pump station in
addition to the Birch Road wells to generate a combined grandfathered capacity of 6.16 mgd to
cover the new, higher amount of 4.3 mgd planned to be pumped from the wells.  However, it is
possible to see the pumping of additional water from the wells (4.3 mgd minus the previous 3.17
mgd of rated capacity) as a change in operating rule.

Response: The Town maintains that it has the legal rights to a volume of water in excess
of the 3.17 mgd recognized as being grandfathered from the Birch Road well site.  In the
interest of moving the permitting process along, however, the Town has agreed to a 26%
reduction in daily average withdrawal to the currently agreed upon grandfathered amount,
which meets all terms for exemption under the regulation.

WRC.01
This case is complex and required careful consideration.  However, the WRC respectfully
disagrees with the conclusion of this [applicability] analysis.  The interbasin transfer of up to
3.17 mgd is exempt from WRC review but we believe that any transfer above that is jurisdictional
under the Act.

Response: The Town continues to assert that up to 6.16 mgd of capacity is
grandfathered under the Act, however, as noted in the attached Notice of Project Change,
and the Mitigation Plan detailed in Section 2, the Town proposes to limit withdrawals to
the average 3.17 mgd, which the WRC has recognized as exempt.  Consequently, the
Town does not anticipate submittal of an Interbasin Transfer Act application as part of
this MEPA process.

1.1.2  Water Management Act Permitting/Conditions

The Water Management Act Permit has been proposed as the mechanism through which

mitigation measures would be appropriately outlined and enforced.  This approach elicited

several comments, primary related to concerns around “lag time” and the manner in which this

would be handled.

MEPA.02
The DEIR indicates that all impacts from pumping can be handled in permitting under the WMA
and that impacts can be mitigated by increasing the use of MWRA water during dry periods.
However, several commenters have raised concerns with the analysis provided in the DEIR and
with impacts on surrounding resources such as Lake Cochituate and the Sudbury Reservoir.
These issues must be addressed in the FEIR.

Response: As described in this FEIR, the Town has determined to proceed with the
project on the basis of a reduced withdrawal, equivalent to approximately 26% of the
original 4.3 MGD requested. This reduction alone will mitigate impacts to surrounding
water resources.  In addition, the Town has met with many of the agencies involved in
review and permitting of the project and as a result has developed a conservative
approach to well operations and a mitigation plan to address concerns expressed.  See
Mitigation Plan in Section 2 for further details.
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MEPA.06
The FEIR should discuss how these potential [Sudbury River] impacts will be monitored and
mitigated.  And in particular, the FEIR should assess the time delay of pumping alterations on
streamflow in order to design an appropriate mitigation plan to avoid impacts during the months
of July through October, which are typically the driest.

Response: The proposed calendar-based operating schedule and streamflow triggers for
a stepped down pumping rate are a direct response to concerns about seasonal low flows.
Proposed monitoring and data analysis for actual operating impacts will also allow the
Town to refine operations on the basis of observed conditions resulting from well
operations.  See Section 2 for detail associated with the proposed Mitigation Plan.

MEPA.07
The FEIR should present further discussion on this issue [of mitigating impacts of drawdowns
during dry periods] and I encourage the Town to work closely with MassDEP, who will be
establishing permitting conditions under the WMA, in developing this analysis.

Response:  MassDEP has participated in the multiple meetings the proponent has held
with agency staff since the Secretary’s Certificate was issued on the DEIR.  The agency’s
perspective on the issues involved has been considered while developing the proposed
Mitigation Plan.  Please see Section 2 for further detail regarding the Mitigation Plan.

Sciacca.02
The critical element not discussed in the FEIR is time, specifically the transit time of groundwater
movement over the significant distance from the wells to the river….in either case, the time from
any change in pumping rate at the wells to an effect at the river will be significant.

Response: The Mitigation Plan’s stepped down pumping rates over seasonal low flow
periods in combination with conservative streamflow thresholds are designed to protect
the river under various transit time scenarios.  See Section 2 for further details.  In
addition, the Mitigation Plan proposed for pumping operations will allow collection and
analysis of data over a three year period to better address this issue, and refine pumping
operations to minimize impacts of withdrawals.

Sciacca.03
The proponent suggests that under [low flow] conditions the Water Management Act pumping
could be reduced in such a situation.  But to make such an action effective it would have to have
been initiated in the previous winter, when conditions in late summer would have been pure
speculation.

Response: Threshold triggers proposed in the mitigation plan are extremely
conservative, a technical opinion supported by MassDEP in their comment letter on the
DEIR.  Nonetheless, the FEIR includes a proposed calendar-based framework which
provides additional buffer to seasonal impacts on streamflows.  The Mitigation Plan
proposed includes ongoing data collection to provide actual operating impacts and results
which will be applied to operating schedules in the future. See Section 2 for details
relative to mitigation measures.
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OAR.02
It is not clear how this [adjusting the ratio of MWRA vs. town water] could be done, or whether it
is even possible to do it given the time of travel of groundwater from the pumping site to the river.
This is such a central question affecting impacts on flows in the Sudbury River that it must be
examined through the MEPA process.

Response: See responses above and Section 2 for further detail regarding further
monitoring and data collection as well as other mitigation measures.

WDPW/WPC.02
The proponent should also detail the scenario, now only vaguely alluded to, as to how action can
be taken under the Water Management Act to shift usage to MWRA supplies in a timely manner
so as to eliminate the admitted negative effects on the river during dry years.

Response: See responses above and Section 2 for details on Mitigation Plan.

CRWA.01
Given that the Sudbury basin is already stressed, it is critical that Framingham commit to
measures that will mitigate withdrawal impacts.  These include optimization as discussed above,
streamflow and/or lake level-based triggers for ceasing withdrawals, a strong drought
management plan based on environmental factors and recreational needs for Lake Cochituate,
and effective seasonal demand plan to limit nonessential outdoor water use from May through
September, and offsets that will help to mitigate the impacts of withdrawals.

Response: Please see responses above and Section 2 for proposed mitigation measures
and triggers.

1.1.3  Other Regulatory/Administrative Issues

Comments provided below speak to other permitting or regulatory concerns.

MEPA.09/MassDEP.03
[Relative to zoning and non-zoning controls] the Town also must do the following:

Implement a prohibition on floor drains in existing facilities in the Zone II;
Revise its Groundwater Protection District overlay map as necessary to include the
entire final Zone II for the wells; and
Demonstrate that it has used its best effort to get the Town of Wayland to apply zoning
and non-zoning controls to the portion of the Zone II that lies in Wayland.

Response: The Town has determined that a Board of Health regulation relative to floor
drain prohibition is preferred to a Town by-law for reasons of efficiency and timely
implementation.  Proposed language for the by-law has been forwarded to MassDEP for
review and has been approved with minor changes which the Town will adopt.
Regarding Wayland regulations, as the revised delineated Zone II demonstrates
significantly reduced recharge area within the Town of Wayland, concerns relative to
impacts from Wayland activities are limited almost exclusively to septic system
management.  Wayland’s regulations meet or exceed requirements under the state’s Title
V wastewater management regulations and are the most stringent that can be reasonably
expected.
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WDPW/WPC.06
…Wayland is listed as one of the parties contacted…contact with Wayland’s Health Director is
described.  These phone conversations involved general information regarding existing controls
in Wayland but no specific steps were discussed or proposed for new legislation or effective
enforcement of the existing regulations.  It is noted that despite the Town’s concerted efforts to
regulate septic systems in the densely populated areas in the vicinity of the Birch Road wellfield,
failure of aging and substandard septic systems is an unfortunate reality.  While our local Board
of Health does have septic and hazardous materials regulations in place, this serious issue was
inadequately addressed by the proponent in conjunction with this proposed project.

Response: Based on the reduced area of delineated Zone II within Wayland and the
existing land use controls in place within that area as confirmed by the Wayland Health
Director, the protections in place by the Town of Wayland are reasonable and appropriate
to protect the interests of the Zone II.

MEPA.15
The FEIR should include a separate chapter updating and summarizing proposed mitigation
measures.  This Chapter should also include separate permit-specific updated draft Section 61
Findings for each State agency that will issue permits for the project.  The draft Section 61
findings 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.

Response: See responses provided above, and Section 2 for a detailed description of
proposed mitigation measures.

MEPA.16
The FEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter received.
The FEIR should respond fully to each substantive comment received to the extent that it is within
MEPA jurisdiction.

Response: The FEIR provides response to substantive comments and has been circulated
to those parties who commented on the DEIR and to state agencies from which permits
will be required for this project.

MassDEP.02
The plans for demolition and decommission of these [existing] wells should be included in either
the BRPWS20 or BRPWS24 application, when submitted.  MassDEP will declare the existing
wells to be abandoned when the new wells are placed into service.

Response:   The Town recognizes this permitting obligation and will comply with all
permitting requirements.

1.2 Water Quantity Impacts: Technical Analyses

The DEIR provided data developed using several industry standard methodologies.  The

comments in this section refer primarily to the surface water budget model for Lake Cochituate

and requests to see additional groundwater modeling, specifically referencing a model under

development by USGS.
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MEPA.03
The [water budget] model estimated that 30 percent of the water pumped by the Birch road wells
would be induced infiltration.  The methodology also assumes that the aquifer characteristics of
the Birch Road wells are the same as at the Springvale wells.  Since the proposed pumping rate is
4.3MGD, the effect of the Birch Road wells was projected to result in a 1.29 MGD daily outflow
from the lake.   However, the model is not based on any actual data from the Birch road wells
except the proposed pumping rate.  The FEIR should therefore contain the results of the water
budget model rerun with data from Birch Road wells and the pumping test data.

Response:  The Town, as does MassDEP (see comment letter in DEIR), feels that the
conservative nature of the model and location of the wells relative to the Lake provide a
reasonable basis for estimates of lake outflows based on the proposed pumping rates.  In
addition, the Town has agreed to reduce requested pumping limits to 3.17 MGD on
average, which will further reduce impacts to Lake Cochituate.  Please see Section 2 for
further detail on mitigation measures.

Further, the USGS has commented at numerous meetings held with various regulatory
agencies that they question the utility of a numerical groundwater model to address the
questions posed.

MEPA.04
…the FEIR should include revised ground water modeling, since the pumping test observations
were affected by the recirculation [of the discharge from pumped wells.]

Response: The groundwater modeling proposed would be highly complex, time
consuming, costly, and not necessarily productive, a position with which USGS has
informally concurred. The Town proposes to evaluate groundwater impacts based on
three years of data from well pumping, which will provide accurate results from which
further pumping and operating regime refinements will be made.  This data will be made
available to USGS, MassDEP and other interested agencies.  In the interim, the proposed
calendar-based pumping schedule, in combination with conservative streamflow
thresholds, is specifically intended to mitigate potential impacts during seasonal low flow
periods, including potential drawdowns to surface water elevations in Lake Cochituate
during high intensity use periods.

MEPA.05
The groundwater model should also assess impacts on Lake Cochituate and the Sudbury River.
In the EENF, the Town of Framingham utilized a groundwater model to delineate the wellhead
protection Zone II around the Birch Road well field.  This model should be revised and used to
analyze potential impacts to surface water resources.  The model should also be used to evaluate
the time delay of pumping alterations on water resource impacts. The FEIR should include an
explanation of any changes made to the groundwater model to reflect the Proponent’s alteration
of groundwater recharge rates.

Response: The Town has had extensive discussions with regulatory agencies, and has
additionally consulted with the USGS regarding the complexity of such a model, and the
likelihood of achieving useful results.  The Town is prepared to undertake monitoring and
data collection, as described in the Mitigation Plan detailed in Section 2, to obtain actual
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operating impacts data for analysis.  See comment response above and Section 2 for
additional information.

WDPW/WPC.04
We further note that the proponent has applied to MassDEP for a change to the Zone II which
extends into Wayland, thereby reducing its size and overlap of the Town’s boundary.  We request
that the proponent provide any information submitted to MassDEP relative to this request as well
as a detailed explanation of the reasons such a change is warranted since the information cited in
the DEIR is inconclusive.

Response: A fully detailed technical analysis was provided in the January 2008 Source
Final Report and can be reviewed at MassDEP offices.

WDPW/WPC.05
It was reported in the local media that Nestle Waters North America has withdrawn millions of
gallons of water annually from the town’s municipal source, the MWRA, at its facility in
Framingham.  We request that the proponent describe what effect, if any, this arrangement may
have on the proposed project.

Response: Existing conditions associated with current water use have been considered
within the proposed Mitigation Plan.  See Section 2 for further details.

WSCAC.02
If indeed the remaining 70% of 4.3 mgd (3.01 mgd) is derived from sources other than Dudley
Pond and the Sudbury River, it must be at least in part derived from nearby wetlands (which the
DEIR does state were drawn down by pumping tests) which themselves serve as water sources to
the Sudbury River, downstream of the point where pumping impacts were evaluated.  Given that
the wells are surrounded on many sides by either the river or sources to the river, it is hard to see
how the withdrawals will not affect river flows directly.

Response: See Section 2 for details regarding further monitoring and data collection
relative to local hydrogeology, including the conservation area and surrounding wetlands.

WSCAC.03
It seems likely that if this project does get to the permitting stage, more modeling could be
required to better understand how a limited withdrawal scheme could mitigate impacts.  A more
flexible modeling approach could also be extended to the analysis of economic benefits included
in the DEIR, which appears to assume that the full yearly amount would be permitted, thus saving
the town the maximum amount that would otherwise be spent on purchasing MWRA water.  Is
there a minimum amount of water (and thus minimum impact) that can be pumped and still make
this project economically viable?

Response: The Town is proposing a mitigation program that reduces annual withdrawals
and will still ensure the project is economically viable.  See Section 2 for further details.

MRA.01
The DEIR underestimates the impact of the proposed 4.3 MGD withdrawal on flows in the
Sudbury River, Cochituate Brook, and water levels in Lake Cochituate, and adjacent wetlands
because it does not evaluate the withdrawal under low flow conditions.
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Response: In addition to the reduction of requested withdrawals, the Town has worked
with regulators to establish conservative thresholds upon which operating regimes would
be based.  Threshold triggers take into consideration conditions such as 7Q10 flow
where, as the comment author states, aquatic life are most vulnerable.  See Section 2 for
further detail regarding mitigation measures and rationale.

MRA.02
The DEIR assessment also does not take into account existing registered and water withdrawals
in the Sudbury watershed that already affect river and stream flows.  The USGS, in cooperation
with the state, has been developing a detailed hydrologic model of the Sudbury River for the past
several years.  If possible, the state should use this model to evaluate the impacts of the proposed
4.3 MGD withdrawal.

Response:   The Town has been in contact with USGS regarding this model (not yet
publicly available) and welcomes any information USGS can provide relative to impacts
from the proposed project.  Discussion of informal consultation with USGS regarding
this matter is provided in the DEIR.

The proposed mitigation plan described in Section 2 does, in fact, take into account all
upstream withdrawals.

WSRSC.02
USGS is currently working on a model of flows in the upper Sudbury River that takes into
account cumulative water withdrawals and returns.  This model is probably the best available to
begin to answer the questions of impacts of the proposed withdrawal on the river system.  The
proponents should be required to work with USGS on expanding their model to include this
withdrawal.

Response: As the model has not yet been published, it does not constitute the “best
available” at this point in time.  Nevertheless, the Town has sought input from USGS on
this issue and welcomes the information they continue to provide regarding potential
impacts.  Based on their initial informal analyses, the proposed withdrawals will have
minimal impacts on the basin.  As discussed in Section 2.2, the Town has committed to
working with the USGS and other stakeholders following the collection of three (3)
years’ worth of post-operational data.

MADER.02
The USGS is currently finalizing a hydrologic model for the Sudbury River watershed that
incorporates cumulative water withdrawals, wastewater returns and exports, and stormwater
recharge that could help to assess management options.  If possible, this model should be used to
test the anticipated impact of any proposed reduction in water withdrawals or management
scenarios.

Response:  See MRA.03, above, and Section 2 for further details.

MRA.03
The DEIR does not assess the impact of a reduced withdrawal alternative on the economic
viability of the project.
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Response:  The Town has determined that a reduced withdrawal alternative would be
economically viable.  This is the basis for the Mitigation Plan proposed in Section 2,
where additional detail is provided.

MADER.03
The model should be updated to run over a time period including the drought of record so that
the results are comparable to other statistics presented and enable an evaluation of impacts
during drought periods….The numerical model should include an assessment of the impact of the
withdrawal on boating access at the boat ramp for recreational fishing.

Response: The model presented in the Draft EIR incorporated the timeframe of the
drought of record, and demonstrated that the withdrawal would have minimal impact on
the lake.
However, the proposed operating schedule will allow the Town to develop operating
protocols to maintain efficient operations based on planned activities and reductions
based on average year streamflows.  In addition, it accounts for atypical dry and wet
years through a flexible strategy for accelerated or postponed reductions in pumping rates
based on existing conditions.  The 26% reduction in overall withdrawals (3.17 MGD vs.
4.3 MGD) will further mitigate impacts to the lake.

FCSPI.02
Depending upon the slope of the shoreline, a drawdown of 3 inches attributable to the Birch
Road Wells could move the shoreline by as much as several feet.  The effect of moving the
shoreline upon these beach areas should be addressed in the environmental impact statement.

Response: The maximum drawdown potential based on analyses provided in the DEIR
was demonstrated to be 3.3 inches.  The reduced permitted withdrawals will mitigate that
impact and the proposed calendar-based operating schedule augmented by streamflow
triggers will further protect recreational interests at the Lake.

FCSPI.03
In most summers a drop of an additional three inches during summer months due to drawdown
attributable to the Birch Road Wells could effectively block navigation and isolate South Pond
from the other two ponds, having an adverse effect upon these recreational uses of Lake
Cochituate.

Response: See response above and Section 2 for further detail regarding proposed
mitigation.

OAR.01
Although the applicant notes that “impacts would be confined to period of low flow in the River,”
the data on flow impacts provided in the DEIR are not for the 7Q10 low-flow period, which is
when the impacts would be most severe.

Response: See Section 2 for further detail regarding mitigation measures during low
flow periods.

MassDEP.06
The main shortcomings in the water budget analyses are that the aquifer characteristics of the
Birch Road wells and/or the pumping test data were not used in the modeling….The methodology
also assumes that the aquifer characteristics of the Birch Road wells are the same as at the
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Springvale wells.  Given the thickness and areal extent of the aquifer at the Birch Road wells, and
the distance between the wells and the lake, a 30-percent estimate for induced infiltration from
Lake Cochituate seems reasonable.  Since the proposed pumping rate is 4.3 MGD, the effect of
the Birch Road wells was projected to result in a 1.29 MGD daily outflow from the lake.
However, the model is not based on any actual data from the Birch Road wells except the
proposed pumping rate.

Response:  The Town believes that the methodology allowed for a conservative analysis
of potential impacts and agrees with MassDEP that the outflow rate appears reasonable.
In addition, since the Town has now proposed to reduce pumping to an average 3.17
MGD, impacts will be further reduced.  Section 2 details additional measures to monitor
pumping impacts.

MassDEP.08
The Town should clarify the following issues:

In Table 7-6, the units for “Minimum Lake Water Surface Elevation” are not given;
based on the text, it appears that the data are in inches.
It is not clear what a value of zero for the “minimum lake water surface elevation”
represents.
Although Page 7-34 states that the locations of the piezometers and staff gauges used
during the pumping test area shown on Figure 7-18, only PZ-5/SG-5 is shown.
On Page 7-37, silt and clay deltaic deposits along the Wayland-Framingham border are
said to act as a recharge boundary.  MassDEP believes that this statement is in error; silt
and clay deposits have a low permeability and would not function as a recharge
boundary.  It is unclear whether this statement is intended to show that the pond, just to
the east of the wells, is a recharge boundary, or that the silt and clay deposits act as an
impermeable boundary.

Response: The Town appreciates MassDEP’s thorough review of the DEIR.
The units in Table 7-6 are in inches, as correctly noted in the MassDEP
comment.
The elevation (NGVD 29) of the spillway into Cochituate Brook was taken to be
the zero value in the model.  Given our basic assumption that provided there is
flow over the spillway (positive model value), the lake is functioning as intended.
The location of PZ-5/SG-5 is shown for purposes of clarity.  Figure 1-1 in the
DEIR shows the unlabelled location of all the monitoring points.  Also, Figure 3-
1 of the Source Final Report (included as the Expanded ENF) depicts all pump
test monitoring points.
MassDEP correctly points out that the low permeability layer described on page
7-37 of the DEIR is incorrectly referred to as a “recharge boundary”.  The correct
terminology should have read “recharge barrier”, or as MassDEP suggests,
“impermeable boundary”.

SRWO.01
A thorough analysis of the withdrawals is needed in an FEIR to adequately analyze impacts of
the wells on the Sudbury River during 7Q10.  The DEIR only estimates impacts using median of
monthly average flows, a condition that is not relevant to assessing impacts to the river when it is
most vulnerable – during low flows.



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
BIRCH ROAD WELLS REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

18

Response: Please see comments above and Section 2 for further detail regarding
proposed mitigation measures.

SRWO.02
Complete economic analysis is needed in the FEIR to account for costs of operation, maintenance
and delivery of the water, including anticipated increases in energy costs to supply these services.
These costs seem not to have been included in the DEIR when they projected a $50 million dollar
savings over 20 years.

Response: Issues relative to economic viability of the project have been considered by
the Town and the project as proposed has been determined to be a net benefit to the
community.

CRWA.02
CRWA request that you require the Town in the FEIR to analyze all aspects of a reduced
withdrawal scenario.

Response: The Town has agreed to a reduced withdrawal, which is the basis upon which
proposed mitigation measures are predicated.  See Section 2 for further details.

WSRSC.03
Modeling should be used to determine impacts on the River during times of low flow [ie 7Q10].
The extent of impact downstream should also be determined.

Response: Please see comment responses above and refer to Section 2 for further
discussion regarding low flow analyses.

DCR.01
…DCR has strong reason to believe that impacts to some daily flows would be more significant
than reflected in the DEIR.  DCR accordingly requests that these impacts be monitored and
mitigated.  DCR also requests that the time delay of pumping alterations on streamflow be
assessed in the FEIR, in order to design an appropriate mitigation plan.

Response: The Town has met with DCR and other regulatory agencies to discuss
appropriate mitigation measures and threshold triggers to execute those measures.  The
proposed mitigation plan considers the issues raised and addresses them.  Refer to
Section 2 for further details.

1.3 Water Quantity/Quality Impacts

This section includes comments particularly concerned with withdrawal impacts associated with

potable water supplies, wildlife habitat and recreational resources.

WDPW/WD.01
Although the studies provided recognized the close proximity of the two wellfields, we found that
the discussion(s)were inconclusive as to the impact the Birch Road Well’s operation would have
on the Happy Hollow wells…..We are also concerned with regard to the impact to our Baldwin
Pond Wellfield.  The study stated that the pumping from the Birch Road Wellfield will have an
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effect on the river during dry years, but that can be handled by the Water Management Act.  If
this is true, will Wayland now be subject to water restrictions under the Water Management Act?

Response: The Town has provided substantial data relative to potential impacts to the
Town of Wayland water supplies, however, proposed mitigation strategies have been
developed in cooperation with regulatory agencies (see Section 2 of FEIR) to minimize
impacts to surrounding water resources.  References to WMA permit conditions within
the DEIR and FEIR were in reference to Town of Framingham practices only, and the
Town cannot comment on issues related to permitting conditions for other regulated
entities.

Sciacca.01
Only about 300 yards downstream is the beginning of the Wild and Scenic segment of the river,
federally recognized for its “outstandingly remarkable” beauty, recreational value, and wildlife
habitat. Removal of flow from the river in the proposed location will have a radical effect on river
flow in dry periods at least to the point where the next tributaries (Pine Brook and Hop Brook)
enter the river near Wayland Center several miles downstream.  This also encompasses the
beginning of the Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge, nationally significant wildlife
habitat….It is the effect during dry years that is of concern, not average years.

Response: The Town has undertaken significant technical analysis and submitted data to
demonstrate that the proposed withdrawals will not have a “radical” effect on river flow
in dry periods.  The Town has, however, recognized that dry flow periods are clearly
times of greatest potential impact.  Consequently, the Mitigation Plan in Section 2 has
provided means to minimize such impacts.

The Town and its consultants have met with representatives from the USEPA and
National Parks Service (NPS) on two occasions to discuss the Project and potential
impacts to the scenic and recreational value of the river, vis a vis the Wild and Scenic
River designation.  The concerns of NPS have been considered and the Mitigation Plan
has been designed with these concerns in mind.

Sciacca.04
The river may now be significantly more sensitive than when the Birch Road wells were last
active, suggesting the need for reduced pumping relative to historical practices.  This is the
opposite of the proponent’s desire to withdraw at a rate nearly 40% higher than historical rates.

Response: The mitigation plan is informed by historical data, but it is designed to
address variable present day conditions .  The proposed approach can accommodate the
uncertainty associated with climate impacts. See Section 2 for details associated with the
revised pumping withdrawals and Mitigation Plan.

Sciacca.05
Unless both of these surface features [the pond at Pod Meadow and river oxbow] are perched
and isolated from the groundwater beneath them (no evidence for this is presented in the
document) the supposition that the Framingham withdrawal will have no effect on the Wayland
wells is questionable.

Response: The regional geology is the basis for the statement within both the Source
Final Report and the DEIR that operation of the Birch Road wells will not have an effect
on  the  Wayland  wells.   Please  refer  to  Sections  2.2.4,  6.2  and  7.8  of  the  DEIR,  and
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Chapters 2, 4 and 5 of the Source Final Report for a thorough discussion of the surficial
and bedrock geology of the project area.

WDPW/WPC.01
Once the flow of the Sudbury is significantly compromised by these additional withdrawals, it is
conceivable that Wayland’s withdrawals will be reduced by the state through the permitting
process to compensate for the negative impact of the Birch Road wells…..The effect of the
proposed withdrawal of 4.3 MGD may negatively affect existing permitted withdrawals by the
Town of Wayland from its wells.

Response:
In addition to the reduced withdrawal alternative now proposed, the Town has prepared a
mitigation program sufficient to protect surrounding resources. See Section 2 relative to
proposed Mitigation Plan.  The Town cannot anticipate future permitting conditions that
MassDEP may impose on its water withdrawals or the withdrawals of other users in the
watershed.

WDPW/WPC.03
The proponent contends that Wayland’s wells would not be negatively affected by the proposed
new withdrawals due to a purported hydrological barrier between the recharge areas of the
Wayland and Framingham wells …the proponent has not provided any documentation that such
a barrier extends along the town line through Pod Meadow Conservation Area…

Response: In addition to the reduced withdrawal alternative now proposed, the Town has
prepared a mitigation program that will protect surrounding resources. See Section 2
relative to proposed Mitigation Plan.

The proposed mitigation program provides for data collection regarding actual impacts of
pumping which will provide additional data relative to existing hydrogeology of the area.
See Section 2 for additional details on proposed monitoring.

WCC.01
There is scant evidence that the Town of Framingham has considered the impact of the re-use of
the wells on the [Pod Meadow] conservation area and the resulting alteration of a special
wetlands now functioning as both a wonderful area for passive recreation as well as a robust
habitat for a multitude of wildlife.

Response: See Section 2 for details associated with mitigation and monitoring strategies.

WSCAC.01
…while the use of the median of the mean monthly flows may be standard practice, it does not
reflect the lowest flows which may occur on particular days.  Daily data from USGS Saxonville
gage shows that there were actually 463 days between 1980 and 2007 when daily flows were 8.6
MGD or lower, a figure arbitrarily picked at which the withdrawal of 4.3 MGD would represent
50%  or  more  of  the  river’s  flow.   The  conditions  in  the  river  are  rarely  “average”  and  the
median of the mean monthly flow is less representative of the conditions experienced on a daily
basis which surely determine the viability of aquatic life in the river.

Response: The Median of the Mean is a statistic that is often used by USGS to evaluate
potential impacts to river systems. Another statistic that is often cited is the Aquatic Base
Flow (ABF).  While intended to be established for each river, the default value is 0.5
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cubic feet per square mile of watershed (cfsm).  The watershed above the Saxonville gage
is 106 square miles, providing an ABF of approximately 53 cfsm.
The proposed mitigation plan is intended to address seasonal low flow concerns. Refer to
Section 2 for modified mitigation plan.

DOI/FWS.01
Both the Great Meadows NWR and the Sudbury portion of the National Wild and Scenic River
have the potential to be significantly impacted by the re-activation of the Birch Road wells.
Analysis of these impacts in the Draft EIR is insufficient, particularly on wildlife during low flow
periods.

Response: In addition to the scaled-down project to 3.17 average MGD, see Section 2
for further details regarding proposed operating controls to address low flow conditions.

MADER.01
Because of the broad impact of any management plan developed, we request that additional
information be required and that it describe options for alleviating the impact of this withdrawal
on each of the indicators listed above.  In particular, this information should quantify the time
period, amount of reduction in withdrawal and any management needs at the outflow of Lake
Cochituate necessary to maintain current or improved conditions during low flow periods.

Response:  The proposed Mitigation Plan has been developed in order to address
concerns regarding periods of low flow likely to exacerbate poor conditions for the
indicators described.  See Section 2 for details regarding the Mitigation Plan.

FCSPI.01
Accordingly any filtration system for the Birch Road Wells should include at the inception of the
project, at a minimum, the ability to effectively filter the herbicide treatments which were applied
successfully in June 2009…..the filtration system should be effective enough to filter a broad
spectrum of herbicide treatments which may be used for the invasive weeds in the future.

Response: The Town Department of Public Works has been working with the local
Conservation Commission and DCR for several years to address the issue of milfoil and
milfoil mitigation options.  The herbicide used in 2009 to control milfoil has been
extensively studied for its potential impact to groundwater supplies and is deemed to
have a low likelihood of being detected in the Birch Road well water.

However, the Town takes its responsibility as a Public Water Supplier very seriously and
as such has selected one of the most advanced treatment technologies available for this
facility.  In addition, there will be near-continuous analysis of the water to make certain
that it meets all state and federal standards.

OAR.03
We are concerned that since the water pumped from the well field would be discharged to the
MWRA sewer system, there would be a transfer of 4.3 MGD of water out of the Concord
watershed.  The impact of this interbasin transfer must be addressed.

Response: ITA issues were addressed in detail in the DEIR.  Proposed withdrawals have
been reduced by approximately 26%.  Additional details are provided in Section 2 of the
FEIR Mitigation Plan.
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MassDEP.07
The Birch Road wells are about 0.8 miles from any of the Town of Wayland’s municipal wells.
Given this distance and the minimal overlap of the aquifers contributing to the two water
supplies, MassDEP does not expect the Birch Road wells to have any direct effect upon the
Wayland municipal wells.  It is possible that during prolonged dry periods, the Birch Road wells’
effect upon the Sudbury River streamflow might limit the amount of infiltration that
Wayland’s Meadowview Well could induce from the river, however.

Response: Proposed mitigation measures for periods of low flow in the Sudbury River
are provided in further detail in Section 2.

WSRSC.01
The DEIR does not even mention the Wild and Scenic River in its discussion of the Sudbury
River…..the integrity of the Oxbow must be maintained…An evaluation of the impacts of water
withdrawals on these [Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge] resources, especially the
wetland habitats downstream, should be examined.

Response:  The commenter is correct, and is acknowledged as an oversight.  However,
the Early Notice in the Environmental Monitor was submitted in 2006; the Expanded
ENF was submitted in early 2008, and the DEIR was submitted in June 2009, and in no
circumstance was this oversight noted.

The proposed mitigation strategies to reduce impacts during low flow periods are
purposely intended to protect habitat resources and features of the surface water bodies
proximate to the wells.  Please see Section 2 for further detail regarding these issues.

1.4 Other Environmental Concerns

This section includes comments that referenced issues of environmental impact in broader terms,

such as stormwater, wastewater or hazardous waste.

MEPA.08/DCR.02
…the FEIR should contain details as to the numbers and locations of the targeted catch basins,
DCR further recommends that this work be completed during the WMA process, that an
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) plan be developed and implemented for all improvements,
that the Proponent commit to ongoing O&M, and that a schedule for these recommended
improvements be provided in the FEIR.

Response:  The Town committed significant resources to develop their NPDES Phase II
MS4 program, of which these recommendations are a major part.  It is appropriate that
the Town continue to implement this program within that regulatory framework, through
which there are deadlines and obligations commensurate with the recommendations
provided by DCR.  The responsibilities acknowledged by the Town to continue this
investment in improved stormwater infrastructure and management as it relates to water
quality, combined with the permitting obligations inherent in the NPDES Phase II
program are adequate to address the DCR concerns.

MEPA.10/MassDEP.04/MassDEP.05
The Town should consider optimizing pump equipment and operations to achieve greater energy
efficiency and also reduce greenhouse gas emissions…the proponent should be aware that if



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
BIRCH ROAD WELLS REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

23

geothermal wells are installed, they may not be discharged within the Zone I of the Birch Road
wells.  In addition, geothermal wells must be registered with MassDEP.

Response: The Town is seeking energy efficient alternatives and acknowledges potential
additional permitting and/or operating obligations which may result.  The Town will
proceed in accordance with MassDEP regulations.

MEPA.11
The FEIR should indicate where runoff from the access road, parking area, and roof runoff from
the facility will be directed.

Response: All site stormwater will be managed on-site, consistent with the pre-existing
conditions.

MEPA.12/MassDEP.10
The FEIR should explain how the facility will be heated.  If heating oil is used, secondary
containment should be installed around the storage tanks.  Cleanup materials such as absorbent
pads and booms should be maintained at the facility in case a release occurs during delivery.

Response:  The facility is proposed to be heated by means of a combination of natural
gas and a water source heat pump.  The Town is extremely proud of its proposal to use
the latent heat contained in 3.17 MGD of groundwater for the purpose of heating and
cooling.  However, should there be heating or fuel oil on-site, it will be stored in
compliance with applicable regulations and MassDEP guidance documents.  The Town
will ensure that all spill containment procedures are in place in accordance with
applicable regulations.

MEPA.13/MassDEP.01
MassDEP has indicated in it comments that these [waste volume generation rates from filtration
systems] seem low, considering that a nearby town reported recently that its new membrane
filtration plant is designed to limit wastewater losses to two percent.  The wastewater generated
by the project should be confirmed in the FEIR.

Response: The Town will ensure that applicable permitting conditions for wastewater
discharge are met.

MEPA.14
This [hydraulic analysis] is required to ensure adequate [sewer system] capacities are available.
Framingham must also have the capacity to hold its discharge from its water treatment facility
for at least three days.

Response: The Town will ensure that applicable permitting conditions for wastewater
discharge are met.

WSCAC.04
Are there specific plans and commitments for the funds to be generated by the project?
Identifying how such funds would be handled and allocated (eg to the USGS gaging program,
reduction of I/I, improved treatment of stormwater, etc.) would be useful.
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Response: In the past few years, the Town has invested considerable resources in the
development of comprehensive management plans for wastewater and stormwater
management.  These plans include detailed capital improvement plans as well as
recommendations for improved administrative controls and/or operating protocols.
Estimated costs for prioritized tasks are provided in the documents.  Documents may be
reviewed at the Department of Public Works’ offices.

Please refer to Section 2 of the FEIR for the proposed mitigation plan that addresses
much of this comment.

MADER.04
The proponent proposes stormwater recharge and inflow/infiltration elimination projects as
mitigation for the impact of the proposed withdrawal.  It was unclear which measures are being
proposed and will be completed as mitigation for the new well and which measures are part of
ongoing operations and legal requirements.  We request that the proponent clearly identify which
specific projects will be completed as mitigation, provide an anticipated timeline for these and
quantify the amounts of stormwater recharge gained and inflow/infiltration eliminated.  A long-
term streamflow gaging station on Cochituate Brook at the outflow of Lake Cochituate is also
proposed as mitigation.  We request that the long-term funding source for this gage be identified.

Response: The capital improvement programs developed by the Town have gone well
beyond the statutory minimum requirements of such programs.  In recognition of the
hydrologic interconnectedness of its water, wastewater and stormwater capital
improvement programs, the Town has sought to leverage each program to optimize
benefits to all water resources.  Accordingly, while the Town has a prioritized list of
projects, the Town has found that it is advantageous  in terms of environmental protection
and optimized resource management to maintain flexibility as to the scope and schedule
of its high priority projects. .

FCSPI.04
No environmental impact statement for the Birch Road Wells is complete without an analysis of
the effect of a Lake drawdown upon the proposed Natick Army Labs treatment of contamination
in its superfund cleanup…

Response: The estimated drawdown presented in the DEIR will be reduced by virtue of
the reduced withdrawals.  The sediments of concern for this clean-up will not be exposed
under either the conditions proposed in the DEIR, or those provided herein under a
reduced withdrawal regimen.

DCR.03
DCR notes that exposing land under water in South Pond is prohibited as a result of sediment
contamination associated with the US Army Soldier Systems Center in Natick.  The FEIR should
include an evaluation of the potential impact of Lake Cochituate level reduction with respect to
this hazardous waste site regulated by the USEPA and MassDEP.

Response: See above.

MassDEP.09
The water treatment plant, access road, and parking area are directly uphill from Well TW-1 and
the groundwater pump control station.  Much of the facility and roadway are within the Zone I of
Well TW-1.  The DEIR does not indicate where runoff from the access road, parking area, and
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roof runoff from the facility will be directed.  Infiltration basins for road runoff must not be sited
within Zone I of the wells.  In addition, sodium chloride should not be used for de-icing purposes
on the access road and parking area.

Response: Stormwater will be managed on-site through a series of bio-retention swales
and on-site recharge.  No recharge will occur within the Zone I of any of the production
wells.  The Town will not use sodium chloride for de-icing purposes in the vicinity of the
water treatment plant and well Zone I’s.

MassDEP.11
High tension electrical lines pass through the wellfield, and will be in close proximity to the
treatment plant and pump control station.  Do these lines pose any hazards to operations at either
facility?....Given how long the existing Birch Road Wells have been inactive, the Town should
contact the electrical company that owns the lines to ensure that the water supply protection
areas are properly identified on the company’s Vegetation Management Plan/Yearly Operating
Plan.

Response: The Town has been in contact with the relevant utility and will confirm
appropriate protections will be instituted and maintained.
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2.  MITIGATION PLAN

The mitigation plan described herein is the result of detailed analyses and multiple meetings with

state and federal agency staff.  It represents a conservative approach to the re-activation and

operation of the Birch Road wells that protects the interests identified by the Secretary.

2.1  Mitigation Plan Rationale

The Town has prepared a mitigation strategy that is intended to provide a highly

conservative  level  of  protection  to  water  resources  in  the  area.   A  significant  feature  of

the Mitigation Plan is a proposed Well Operating Program.  The program employs a

framework that combines a calendar-based reduced pumping schedule with streamflow

volume triggering thresholds into a nuanced operational plan that on the one hand

provides for the Town to withdraw water during periods of average and above-average

flow; while at the same time acknowledging the many concerns about reducing or

terminating withdrawals during periods of critical low-flow in the river.  This approach

allows the Town to employ historical data relative to typical low flow periods with the

flexibility to adapt to atypical conditions associated with either wet or dry periods.  As

described in Section 2.2, this approach integrates measures that will:

Recognize and accommodate high intensity use of the Lake Cochituate
recreational resources during summer periods when low flows are most likely to
occur;
Mitigate impacts to aquatic habitat resources through streamflow thresholds that
will trigger even greater reductions at accelerated schedules when observed
conditions dictate;
Allow the Town to efficiently use the wells to increase withdrawals during wet
periods and reduce flows during dry periods in a manner that recognizes the
operating constraints of the treatment technologies employed, as well as achieve
cost efficiencies for labor and maintenance of the pumps and plant;
Minimize potential impacts to proximate groundwater-based public water
supplies.

The Town feels that the objectives identified above can be met through the

implementation of the mitigation plan presented in Section 2.2, and therefore seeks to

move forward with this program without the extensive groundwater modeling referenced

in the Secretary’s Certificate.   The Town’s rationale is as follows:
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In response to input from state and federal officials as well as other commenters,
the Town has scaled-down the project to reduce the daily average pumping to
3.17 MGD and has introduced a conservative operating plan that limits pumping
during the low flow months and that imposes streamflow triggers that will require
that pumping be further reduced or halted during particular low flow periods. The
proposed operating plan has been designed to effectively protect the adjacent
water resources irrespective of the precise lag time.  Furthermore, this restrained
pumping regime, in combination with real monitoring data that will be developed
during the first three years of the restored wellfield’s operation, will enable the
Town and the regulatory agencies to develop a long-term operating plan for the
wellfield based on actual operations results.

The Town, through its consulting firm SEA, and the United States Geological
Survey (USGS) have conducted analyses of the potential impacts of the proposed
wells.    While  the  USGS  results  are  preliminary,  the  USGS  has  utilized  their
Concord River basin model to simulate a number of different scenarios using the
4.3 MGD pumping rate set forth in the DEIR and arrived at minimal impact levels
in keeping with what the Town described in the DEIR, namely that the project is
expected to have minimal impact to the Sudbury River.  USGS has also expressed
concerns about the utility of the groundwater model to reveal more than is already
known, given the high degree to which such models are dependent upon input
assumptions.  Furthermore, they added that empirical data collection, such as that
proposed in the mitigation plan discussed in Section 2.2, is an appropriate means
of evaluating the withdrawal.

The pumping test conducted by the Town for purposes of establishing the Zone 2
is  revealing  with  regard  to  the  rate  of  recovery  or  “lag  time”  issue.   Although  a
storm event may have affected the results somewhat, the pumping test showed
that  groundwater  levels  recovered  50%  in  as  little  as  two  (2)  days  following
cessation of pumping, 75% in 6 days and 90% in as little as 16 days (Figure 1).
These recovery rates strongly suggest that anticipated lag times would be quite
short and that the mitigation plan proposed provides a very conservative buffer
against delayed effects.

It should be noted that many groundwater public water supply wells in the
Commonwealth have been approved on the basis of management plans such as
described herein, and that the use of groundwater models as the basis for
operational parameters is not typical in the New Source Approval process.  The
Town believes that with the safeguards proposed through the reduced pumping
regime, the conservative operating plan, and the monitoring plan that will develop
real data upon which to refine the Town’s pumping this Project as proposed will
be protective of adjacent water resources.

The Town proposes to establish a monitoring network and will work with agency
officials to identify additional monitoring locations.  The Town intends to proceed
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with the proposed monitoring program to observe actual impacts of pumping over
a three year operational period.  Data from these sources will be provided to
USGS and other interested agencies for their use, and will be evaluated and used
by the Town as the basis for refinements to future operating schedules ;

The following sections detail the technical evaluation performed in support of this

rationale, including the extent of protection provided through an analysis of average

flows, and defined low flows.

2.2  Mitigation Plan/Draft Section 61 Findings

The following Mitigation Plan and Draft Section 61 Findings for the proposed project have been

prepared to comply with the requirements of the Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 30,

Section 61. Under M.G.L. c.30, s.61, state agencies and authorities are required to review,

evaluate, and determine the impacts on the natural environment of all work, projects, or activities

conducted by them and to undertake all feasible means and measures to minimize and prevent

damage to the environment. As part of any determination made, this law requires that state

agencies and authorities issue a “finding” describing any impacts of the project and certifying that

all feasible measures have been undertaken to either avoid or minimize these impacts.

These findings address the Town of Framingham’s Birch Road Well site Reactivation and Water

Resource Center project and the comments provided relative to the DEIR. The Project proposes

the reactivation of the Town’s existing Birch Road public water supply well site from emergency

status and the construction of a new water resource center to treat 1,157 Mgal per year, equivalent

to a withdrawal of 3.17 mgd. These findings serve to describe impacts of the project and certify

that all feasible measures have been undertaken to either avoid or minimize these impacts.

2.2.1  Project Schedule

The project schedule remains as proposed in the DEIR.

The Town is submitting this FEIR/NPC for notice in the Environmental Monitor on September

15, 2009 and anticipates a Certificate for the project on October 30, 2009.  Preliminary design

work for the Project will proceed concurrently with regulatory permitting, and is expected to be

completed in 2009. Following incorporation of MassDEP comments, plans and specifications for

the Project are expected to be available for bidding by the end of 2009 or beginning of 2010.
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2.2.2  History of MEPA Review

An Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) was filed on the project on February 29,

2008. During the review period, the Secretary of Environmental Affairs received comments on

the EENF and issued a Certificate on April 18, 2008 requiring a Draft Environmental Impact

Report and outlining scope items. The Draft EIR was submitted on June 15, 2009.  The Town

agreed to extend the 4-week comment period by an additional week.  This Final EIR has been

prepared in response to the Secretary’s Certificate and comments received by MEPA during the

extended DEIR comment period.

2.2.3  Intent of These Draft Section 61 Findings

These Section 61 Findings have been prepared to comply with the Town of Framingham’s

responsibilities under Massachusetts General Law Chapter 30, Section 61, and have been revised

in accordance with requirements of the Secretary’s Certificate on the Draft EIR. This Section

requires that an overview of the mitigation program for the project be completed and be made

available to the public. These Draft Section 61 Findings describe measures to avoid, minimize

and/or mitigate identified impacts to the maximum extent practicable, and discusses an

implementation schedule to ensure that mitigation measures will be implemented at the

appropriate times. By this Finding, the Town of Framingham specifically commits to the

implementation of such mitigation measures.  The Secretary’s Certificate specifically required

Draft Section 61 Findings for operations.  Findings for pre-construction and construction phase

mitigation, as well as mitigation associated with I/I removal and land controls remain essentially

unchanged from the DEIR and are not reiterated here.  Mitigation measures associated with water

resources are described below. The information refers to long-term mitigation efforts, specifically

focused on minimizing impacts on water resources during periods of low flow, which were the

conditions of greatest concern to those commenting on the project.

2.2.4  Lake, Brook and River Mitigation

The potential long-term impacts to Lake Cochituate, Cochituate Brook and the Sudbury River

were analyzed in Chapters 6 and 7 of the DEIR document.  The analyses were premised on a

daily rate of 4.3 mgd, and demonstrated that the pumping would have minimal potential impacts

to important water resources at that withdrawal rate.  The Mitigation Plan described herein is

predicated on a 26% reduction of withdrawal to an equivalent of 3.17 MGD.
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Further, while it was not overtly stated in the DEIR, it has been the expectation of the Town that a

resource-based operational plan would be developed within the framework of the Water

Management Act permit process.  However, in response to concerns expressed by state and

federal agency officials and in a number of comments letters the Town has developed the

framework for such an operational plan within the Final EIR.  It remains the Town’s position that

the WMA process is the appropriate venue for finalizing the operational plan set forth herein.

Operating Schedule Framework

The detailed analyses presented in Chapter 7 of the DEIR indicate that pumping at the Birch Road

Well site is expected to have minimal impacts on Lake Cochituate, Cochituate Brook, the

Sudbury River, or on the Wayland Wells.  In addition, extensive information and data were

presented by the USGS at a meeting on Friday August 14, 2009.  At that meeting the Town

proposed to review the USGS stream flow data and to propose mitigation to protect surface

waters during low flow conditions.

Review of USGS Streamflow Data from Saxonville Gage (11/1979 – present)

The period of record for the Saxonville Gage is November 1, 1979 through the present.

Over the course of the nearly 30 year period of record, the river flow has ranged from a low of 4

cfs (September 12 and 13, 2001) to a high of 2,250 cfs (June 7, 1982).  The median of the daily

flows (50% higher, 50% lower) ranges from a high of 395 cfs April 4th to a low of 31 cfs on

October 1st.

To put these values in context, the proposed withdrawal of 3.17 MGD is equivalent to 4.9 cfs.  In

other words, in an average year the operation of the Birch Road wells would never exceed more

than 16% of the flow in the Sudbury River, if 100% of the pumping were directly linked to the

river.

It is essential to note that the data quoted here represents existing conditions with all existing

upstream and downstream withdrawals in place.
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Daily statistics for the Saxonville Gage for the period of November 1, 1979 through November 3,

2008 are available for download from the USGS web site. Daily statistics for the following

percentiles are presented in Figure 2: 10th, 25th, 50th (median) and 75th percentiles. For

comparison purposes the median values for the 75th percentile (i.e., Q25) for September (83 cfs)

and April (512 cfs) are also presented. As indicated in this figure, there is an apparent seasonal

variation in streamflows, with a low flow period correlating to the summer months (July through

September).  Generally the Q25 values drop below 83 cfs on July 12th and fluctuate between 65

and 165 cfs through the end of September. Conversely, seasonal peak flows correlate to the

spring months (April through June). Q25 values exceed 512 cfs around March 20th and generally

continue to exceed with a peak value of about 700 cfs through April 20th.  Streamflows for the

remainder of the year fluctuate between these two extremes.

As described in the DEIR, the Town anticipated, and MassDEP concurred (see comment letter in

Appendix A) that potential impacts can be considerably minimized through the refinement of the

operational plan within the context of MassDEP’s WMA permitting process.  The Town proposes

a baseline operational scenario where the town withdraws water from the wells on calendar-based

schedule to reflect basin stresses during low flow months of summer and early autumn, and that

this calendar-based approach be augmented by streamflow threshold triggers.

The proposed operational plan is proposed to be in effect so that three (3) years worth of data can

be collected from the monitoring network.  This data will be used to develop a long-term, data-

based operations plan, as described in more detail below.

The proposed mitigation plan is based around a series of calendar triggers that, as described

above, reflect the fact that river flows and lake levels are typically lowest in the late summer, and

that peak flows in the river typically occur in mid-Spring.  Additionally, this operational plan

accounts for the variation in precipitation amounts from year to year by allowing a range of

percent reductions and increases depending on actual conditions.  It is anticipated that the

specifics of the operational plan, including the calendar trigger dates, the streamflow thresholds

and the pumping changes, will be considered and finalized during the Water Management Act

permitting process. The baseline operational scenario is as follows:
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Table 2.1
Baseline Operational Plan

Trigger Date Percent of Approved
Withdrawal

January 1 100%
July 1 80%

July 27 55%
August 12 30%
August 24 Operational Minimum Flows

(0.7 cfs equivalent)

October 13 30%

October 18 55%
October 24 80%

November 1 100%

However, because no year is “typical”, the operational plan augments the calendar-based

approach baseline plan with certain stream-flow triggers.  These triggers are based on statistical

analysis of flows at the Saxonville gage over the period of record (November 1979 – present).

They are the Q25, Q75 and Q90

Table 2.2
Summary of Statistical Triggers

Statistical
Measure Explanation

Q25 The upper quartile (25%) of flow.  The value which is exceeded
25% of the time.

Q75 The bottom quartile (25%) of flow.  The value that is exceeded
75% of the time.

Q90
The bottom decile (10%) of flow.  This value is exceeded 90% of
the time.  It represents a low flow in the river, but still exceeds the
7Q10 flow.

When the river is flowing above the daily Q25 flow on a date that would require a pumping

reduction in accordance with the baseline plan, withdrawal would continue at the existing rate

until the date of the next trigger date or the flow drops below Q25.  The following table presents

the pumping scenarios with the above triggers reflected.
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Trigger Date
Percent of Approved Withdrawal

Baseline >Q25 <Q75 <Q90

January 1 100% 100% 100% 80%

July 1 80% 100% 55% 30%

July 27 55% 80% 30% Op Min

August 12 30% 55% Op Min Op Min

August 24 Op Min 30% Op Min 0%

October 13 30% 55% Op Min Op Min

October 18 55% 80% 30% Op Min

October 24 80% 100% 55% 30%

November 1 100% 100% 80% 55%

Note: Op Min - Operational Minimum Flows (0.7 cfs equivalent)

In the above scenario, if a target flow is achieved within a particular period, the withdrawals will

be adjusted to reflect the percentage withdrawal required by that flow.  Thus, if on July 14, for

example, the flow in the River dropped below Q75, the withdrawals would reduce to 55%.  This

is made feasible by the ability of the facility to be able to ramp water processing up and down,

provided it is not in complete shut-down mode.  In the case of flows less than Q90 in mid summer

where withdrawals are suspended, operational constraints make it unlikely that withdrawals will

recommence until flows in the river have rebounded significantly.

Additional mitigation measures that the Town is proposing include the following.

During construction of the Project, the Town will fund the installation and monitoring of

a real-time stream gaging station at the outflow of Lake Cochituate, at Cochituate Brook.

The recreational function of Lake Cochituate is determined by the elevation of the

spillway of the Lake Cochituate dam.  Data recently provided to the Town suggests

that the dam is comprised of two spillways; a large broad spillway and a narrow

spillway set approximately 2-3 inches lower in elevation.  It seems reasonable to use

this  difference  in  elevation  between  the  spillways  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  a

lake-based trigger point for pumping during the three-year data gathering period. As

requested by DCR during recent meetings, the Town will evaluate the historic lake-level
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data recently received from DCR and work to identify a lake-level trigger during the

WMA process. Establishing a trigger may involve installing and/or surveying a gage in

Lake Cochituate during construction of the Project.

The number and location of additional groundwater monitoring wells will be identified

during the WMA process and installed in the spring and summer of 2010.

Daily flow data from both the Lake Cochituate gage and the Saxonville gage will be

collected.  Weekly groundwater data from the identified groundwater monitoring

locations will be collected.  Data collection from the new monitoring locations will

commence immediately upon their installation.

Following three years’ post-startup data collection, the Town will engage various

stakeholders, including the USGS to examine flow, precipitation and pumping data to

determine the extent of interconnectedness between the wells and the Sudbury River and

Lake Cochituate.  This data will be used to develop a numerical model simulating the

affect various operational scenarios might have on the river and lake.

This independent model will be used to develop a long-term operational plan that

optimizes the water resources as well as maintains water levels and flows in these

important environmental resources.

Implementation Schedule
The schedule for implementation of the aforementioned mitigation measures will coordinate as

necessary with approving authorities during the project design and implement the proposed

measures prior to construction commencement.

Table 3 summarizes the anticipated agency actions and permits required for the construction of

the Birch Road Well site Reactivation and Water Treatment Plant project based on Chapter 3.

The Town and the contractor will be responsible for implementing the proposed mitigation

measures.  The contractor will coordinate with the Town of Framingham and other authorities

such as MassDEP and MWRA as necessary for implementation of the measures.  It will be the

responsibility of the Town to ensure that the contractor is carrying out the proposed mitigation

measures.  Construction will include the services of an engineering consultant and a resident

engineer at the project sites, who will act on behalf of the Town to make sure that the contractor
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adheres to the project design and specifications.  The resident engineer will monitor the

mitigation measures implemented by the contractor and advise the Town if they are not adequate.

Table 2.3
Anticipated Permitting and Approvals Schedule

Permit / Approval Review Agency Applicable Threshold Approximate
Review Schedule

NPDES Construction
General Permit

US EPA and
MassDEP

1-acre of disturbed land and point
source discharge to MS4 Prior to construction

Draft/Final EIR MEPA New water treatment plant with
capacity in excess of 1 mgd

6 weeks after
submittal

BRP WS19- Pumping Test
Source Final Report MassDEP Reactivation of wells Submitted 2/08.

Review in progress.
BRP WM03 - Water

Management Act Permit MassDEP Reactivation of wells Submitted 2/08.
Review in progress.

BRP WS20 - MassDEP
Approval to Construct a

Source of 70 gpm or
Greater

MassDEP Construction of permanent
pumping facilities

Submitted with 100%
P&S

BRP WS24 - Approval to
Construct a Facility to Treat

1 mgd or Greater
MassDEP New water treatment plant with

capacity in excess of 1 mgd

After MEPA Cert. and
with

BRP WS 20
BRP WP55/71 - Sewer

Extension Permit MassDEP Sewer extension greater than
1,000 feet Prior to construction

Wellhead Protection
Regulations MassDEP

Wells withdrawing 100,000
gallons per day or more In progress

Sewer Use Discharge
Permit for Publicly Owned
Drinking Water Treatment

Plants

MWRA Construction of a Publicly Owned
Drinking Water Treatment Plant

90 days prior to
commencement of

operations

Order of Conditions under
the MA Wetlands Protection

Act

Framingham
Conservation
Commission

Construction in buffer zone to
resource area Prior to construction

Adoption of Floor Drain
Regulations

Framingham Board
of Health

Maintain accordance with the
Groundwater Protection

Regulations
Fall  2009

Sprinkler System Approval Framingham Fire
Marshal

Building larger than 2,500 square
feet

Prior to final stamped
drawings

Modification of the existing
zoning overlay

Framingham
Zoning Board and

MassDEP

Adoption of revised Zone II
delineation

Prior to treatment
plant start-up

Building plan review
Framingham

Building and Wire
Department

Construction of a new building Prior to completion of
final design
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Summary of Impacts and Findings of Limitations of Impacts

The table below summarizes the anticipated impacts of the completed Project, which are limited

to minor impacts on nearby water resources. Importantly, these listed Construction impacts are

expected to be ancillary and the proposed mitigation measures summarized in this Chapter are

expected to prevent damage to the environment from those impacts.

Table - 2.4
Project Impacts and Mitigation

Subject Impact Mitigation & Responsible Party
Lake Cochituate Minor drawdown (<3 inches)

that may affect recreational
boat passage into North Pond
during times of drought.

The Town commits to work with DCR to
dredge accumulated sediment at the
highway culverts at the south end of
North Pond to restore passage.  The
Town will continue to work on
Stormwater Management Improvement
and I/I removal, such work to be funded
in part by savings realized from this
Project.

Cochituate
Brook

Slight increase in the number
of days with no flow over the
spillway from Lake
Cochituate. Flow in the
Brook is maintained by
groundwater baseflow.
Likely to be completely
mitigated by proposed
operational plan.

The Town commits to work with DCR
and USGS to install a long term gaging
station at the dam.
The Town will collect continuous
streamflow readings for a minimum of
one year prior to well activation. The
Town will continue to work on
Stormwater Management Improvement
and I/I removal, such work to be funded
in part by savings realized from this
Project.

Sudbury River Potential impacts during low-
flow periods.

Potential impacts will be significantly
mitigated by the operational plan set
forth in this FEIR.  This operational plan
can be refined during the WMA process.

Project Site Construction Phase Impacts Appropriate BMPs as described in
Section 10.6 of the DEIR

The proposed Birch Road Well site Reactivation and Water Treatment Plant project is expected to

provide the following environmental benefits, described in more detail in Section 1.4 of the

DEIR:

The Project will provide a local water supply source, establishing an additional safety

factor essential for maintaining public health needs for water customers in the event of an

MWRA supply disruption.
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Reducing the Town’s water consumption from the MWRA will have a positive impact on

the MWRA’s ability to manage water demands and allocate water supply.

Construction of a new water treatment facility for the re-activated well site will address a

wide array of concerns including compliance with primary and secondary drinking water

quality standards.

The treatment plant will be designed to address concerns that have been expressed

regarding volatile organic compounds (VOC) present down gradient from the Project site

resulting from U.S. Department of Defense Air Force’s historic use of a portion of the

New England Sand & Gravel (NES&G) property, potential mineral contamination from

the MWRA tunnel tailings stockpiled in the vicinity of the wells, and residual impacts

from the long term use of the adjacent NES&G property as an active gravel pit.

Reactivation of the Birch Road well site will result in approximately 33 acres of land,

including forest and wetlands, being preserved.

Protection of the Birch Road Well site and its watershed will preserve wetlands and

wildlife habitat, safeguard the underlying aquifer, and support the state’s water policy of

first utilizing local water sources.
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NOTICE OF PROJECT CHANGE FORMS
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DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS






































































































































































































































































































