
Charles River Pollution Control District
Franklin · 1973 · Medway

66 Village Street · Medway · Massachusetts · 02053 

September 4, 2025 

George Papadopoulos  Jennifer Wood 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  MA Department of Environmental Protection 
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100 (06-4)  100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02109-3912 Boston, MA 02114 
Email: papadopoulos.george@epa.gov Email:  jennifer.wood@mass.gov

Massdep.publiccommentnpdes@mass.gov

RE:   Supplemental Comment on NPDES Draft Permit MA0102598 
Charles River Pollution Control District (Water Pollution Abatement Facility - MA0102598) and 
Co-Permittees (Town of Franklin - MAC012598; Town of Medway - MAC022598; Town of 
Millis - MAC032598; Town of Bellingham - MAC042598), Medway, MA 

Dear Mr. Papadopoulos and Ms. Wood: 

The Charles River Pollution Control District (the “District”) respectfully submits the below comments to 
supplement the District’s January 30, 2025 comment letter on the draft National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (“NPDES”) permits issued by EPA on December 16, 2024 and MassDEP on 
December 20, 2024 (collectively, the “Draft Permit”) for the District’s Treatment Facility (the “Facility”). 
Although the District recognizes that the comment period for the Draft Permit has closed, it is within EPA 
and MassDEP’s discretion to consider and include these supplemental comments in the administrative 
record. Inclusion of this supplemental letter is appropriate because the comments relate directly to the 
subject matter of the District’s timely submitted comments  and memorialize and clarify recent 
discussions between MassDEP and the District.  

The comments below and documents attached provide historical context regarding the prior permitting 
and design of the Facility, and supplement the District’s comment (Comment #1 in the January 30, 2025 
Comment Letter) regarding removal of the 4.5 million gallon der day (“mgd”) summer flow limit 
proposed in the Draft Permit. Specifically, this additional information confirms that the increase in the 
design capacity of the Facility from 4.56 mgd to 5.7 mgd in 2000 did not require an antidegradation study 
(and did not increase waste load from the Facility) because the loading limits for the upgraded Facility 
remained compliant with existing permit limits and waste load allocations as a result of existing treatment 
efficiencies or upgrades included in the design of the upgraded Facility for the increased flow.  Further, 
communications between MassDEP and the District prior to 2000 show that the parties understood that 
the increased capacity would be (and was) designed to maintain previously permitted waste load 
allocation and permit limitations. It was because of these assurances and requirements that the District 
went forward with the needed upgrade to 5.7 mgd.  

Based on this information, as well as what was provided in the January 30, 2025 comment letter, the 
District again requests that the summer 4.5 mgd limit be removed and all reasonable potential and other 
calculations be recalculated using the Facility’s design capacity of 5.7 mgd as required by 40 C.F.R. § 
122.45(b)(1). The effluent and load limitations presented in Exhibit B of the January 30, 2025 comment 
letter for the 5.7 mgd design capacity should then be incorporated into the final permit. 
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Supplemental Comment 

The District owns and operates the Facility and an interceptor system, serving approximately 7,600 
residents in the Town of Franklin, 2,800 residents in the Town of Medway, 1,250 residents in the Town of 
Bellingham and 1,400 residents in the Town of Millis. Prior to 2000, the Facility’s permitted flow was 4.56 
mgd, which reflected the Facility’s then current design capacity. However, as early as 1995, MassDEP and 
the District understood that anticipated growth required additional capacity in the Facility. This is 
acknowledged by MassDEP in a 1995 Administrative Consent Order, requiring the District to evaluate 
future flow projections for the Facility and submit such evaluation and schedule for upgrading the Facility 
to MassDEP (See Administrative Consent Order No. ACO-CE-95-1001, Paragraph 10, attached as Exhibit 
A).  

In response to the 1995 Administrative Consent Order, the District’s consultant (Camp Dresser & McKee) 
prepared a report entitled “Charles River Pollution Control District Phase IA Facilities Plan” to address the 
future flow evaluation requested by MassDEP. MassDEP’s comments (Exhibit B) on this report included 
that: 

The permitted mass loading from the facility can not be increased. Therefore increasing 
the permitted flow from 4.54 to 6 mgd will cause the NPDES permit effluent concentration 
limits to decrease proportionally. Thus the current BOD limit of 7 mg/l will decrease to 5.5 
mg/l. The plan must address the need to improve treatment efficiency as part of any 
expansion. 

Thus, as early as 1995, MassDEP had already indicated that the current waste load allocations could not be 
increased by the additional flow and that the Facility’s upgrade would need to include treatment efficiencies 
to reduce waste loads to comply with preexisting permit limits. MassDEP reiterated this prerequisite to the 
Facility’s expansion in its April 26, 1996 response to the District (Exhibit C) by acknowledging that: 

[MassDEP] had previously reviewed a report prepared on the District's behalf by Camp 
Dresser & McKee (CDM) titled "Charles River Pollution Control District Phase IA 
Facilities Plan September 1995". [MassDEP’s] comments on the report were forwarded in 
a letter dated November 8, 1995. CDM responded to [MassDEP’s] comments in a letter to 
the District dated December 29, 1995. The Department concurs with CDM's comments and 
the proposed upgrade of the facility to 5.7 MGD with the design criteria based on the 
current NPDES permit waste load limits. 

In the April 26, 1996 letter, MassDEP stated in no uncertain terms that the waste load capacity of the 
receiving stream (the Charles River) was fully allocated, with no reserve capacity withheld. Thus, for 
MassDEP and EPA to allow an increase in an existing discharge, the permittee must show “no increase in 
the permittee's current waste load allocation.” (See Exhibit C, at page2). 

As a result of the above communications, the District moved forward with the design of the Facility upgrade 
with the intent to improve treatment to maintain compliance with preexisting permit requirements. The 
substantial cost of the upgrade was needed to allow for continued growth in the member communities, but 
was justified by the above understanding that the Facility could increase flow in tandem with increased 
treatment and efficiency to maintain permit waste load limits. In moving forward with the Facility upgrade, 
the District relied upon: 
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 The conclusion that the existing Facility was operating more efficiently than the original design 
anticipated: “After reviewing the records of how the treatment plant has been operated over the last 
sixteen or seventeen years, it was determined that the efficiency of treatment was better than what 
the original design predicted. Therefore, DEP would be able to increase the flow from 4.54 mgd to 
5.7 mgd without increasing any load into the Charles River.” (See January 9, 1997 District Meeting 
Minutes at page 2, attached as Exhibit D)); 

 CDM’ s design for the upgraded Facility was based on the expectation “that the proposed 
modifications will improve the treatment process so that the increase in capacity will not result in 
the discharge of contaminants in the effluent above the currently permitted National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) limits.” (See CRPCD Water Pollution Abatement Plan, 
amended October 1997, at page 2, attached as Exhibit E); and

 The Secretary of Environmental Affairs (April 9, 1997) and MassDEP (February 3, 1998) approved 
the plant modification with the restriction that the increase in capacity will not result in the 
discharge of pollutants above the currently permitted NPDES limits (See November 13, 1998 CDM 
Letter regarding Capacity Allocations, at page 2, attached as Exhibit F). 

As stated in the January 30, 2025 comment letter, following coordination and discussions with EPA and 
MassDEP, including the above, the permitted design capacity was increased to 5.7 mgd in 2000. The 
District requested during the public comment period on the 2000 draft NPDES permit that the design 
capacity of 5.7 mgd not be used in calculating the dilution factor during the term of that permit and instead 
use an average summertime flow of 4.5 mgd. The continued use of the 4.5 mgd flow limit in summer 
months that was implemented in the 2000 NPDES permit was not to limit waste load, but  because the 
District could not use the full design capacity of 5.7 mgd until at least 2015 (the discussion of the 2000 
NPDES permit terms regarding flow can be found in Attachment A in the Response to Public Comment 
from the District’s Draft 2000 NPDES permit starting on page 2 (attached as Exhibit A to the January 30, 
2025 Comment Letter).   

Without restating all of the arguments presented in the January 30, 2025 comment letter, the District 
reiterates that matching the flow limit for the Facility’s designed and approved 5.7 mgd capacity does not 
create an antidegradation concern. The Draft Permit uses the 5.7 mgd design capacity in calculating 
reasonable potential (See Comment 2 to the January 30, 2025 comment letter). Because the dilution factor 
would decrease with the application of the 5.7 mgd design capacity, the applicable effluent limits for total 
residual chlorine (TRC) and C-NOEC would then be adjusted in a final permit to reflect the removal of the 
summer flow limit. No other changes to the limits in the Draft Permit would be required because the load 
limits for total suspended solids, cBOD and ammonia would continue to be calculated on the historic 
capacity (4.56 mgd) as contemplated in the communications and approvals discussed above and which the 
District is not seeking to increase. Finally, the copper, ammonia, and phosphorus WQBELs would not 
change because the reasonable potential analysis prepared by EPA in Appendix B of the Fact Sheet uses 
the 5.7 mgd design flow. The proposed TKN limits would also not change because EPA based the limit on 
the 1976 WQMP, which the District does not agree with (See Comment 4 to the January 30, 2025 comment 
letter). As shown in Exhibit B to the January 30, 2025 comment letter, which analyzes the proposed effluent 
limitations using both a 4.5 mgd and 5.7 mgd flow limitation, there is no antidegradation issue because the 
effluent and load limits either do not change or can be adjusted, in the case of TRC and C-NOEC.  

Based on the above and the January 30, 2025 comment letter, the District requests that the summer 4.5 

mgd limit should be removed and all reasonable potential and other calculations should be recalculated 
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using the Facility’s design capacity of 5.7 mgd as required by 40 C.F.R. § 122.45(b)(1). The effluent and 

load limitations presented in Exhibit B for the 5.7 mgd design capacity should then be incorporated into 

the final permit. 

The District appreciates EPA and MassDEP’s consideration of these supplemental comments. The 

District looks forward to working with EPA and MassDEP on the above issues to develop a final permit 

that is protective of the Charles River while being sustainable for the District, its member towns and 

ratepayers. Should you have any questions on the above, please call my office at 508-533-6762. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Taglieri, P.E. 

Executive Director  

Ecc:   Ken Moraff, EPA Region 1  (moraff.ken@epa.gov) 
Michael Cobb, EPA Region 1 (cobb.michael@epa.gov) 
Lealdon Langley, MassDEP (lealdon.langley@state.ma.us) 
Robert Cantoreggi, Franklin Director of Public Works 
Peter Pelletier, Medway Director of Public Works  
Jesse Riedle, Bellingham Director of Public Works 
James F. McKay, Millis Director of Public Works 
Matthew Snell, Nutter McClennen & Fish 
Jane Madden, CDM Smith 
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EXHIBIT A - 
Administrative Consent Order No. ACO-CE-95-1001 

[Attached] 









MEDWAY-Administrative Consent Order 
ACO-CE-95-1001 
Sewer Moratorium 
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document all permits issued with allotted flows and the 
amount of extraneous flows reported removed as of the 
reporting date. 

9) Within two hundred seventy (270) days of execution of the 
Consent Order , the District shall submit to the Division an 
inventory of industrial users served by its Facility. The 
inventory will include a listing o f the name and address of 
all industrial users, a description of the type(s) of 
manufacturing performed with standard industrial code (S I C), 
and an analysis of each industrial wastewater to include (at 
a minimum) flow, pH, BOD , TSS and any other pollutants 
associated with that type of activity. 

10) Within sixty (60) days of execution of the Consent Order , 
the District shall submit an evaluation of future flow 
projections to the facility and a schedule for expanding and 
upgrading the wastewater treatment facility to treat 
projected future flows (including future sept age treatment) 

11) Within sixty (60) days of execution of the Consent Order , 
the District shall submit to the Division for its approval 
an evaluation of the current sept age management at the 
Facility. Current practice is to introduce all septage into 
the process train within an eight hour period rather than 
distributing the loading over a longer period . The 
evaluation shall, at a minimum, evaluate the current sept age 
storage capacity and the amounts of sept age presently 
treated and what portion of the Facility's tota l treatment 
capacity the septage loading represents both in terms of 
gallons and pounds per day of BOD and TSS. The evaluation 
shall also evaluate methods to reduce the effect septage has 
on the facility ' s treatment capacity, to include increased 
storage and/or longer introduction time and pretreatment of 
septage . 

12) Within sixty (60) days of Division approval of the septage 
evaluation submited on behalf of item 11 above, if the 
evaluation shows there is a problem with the current septage 
handling procedures, the District will develop and submit an 
interim septage management plan. 

13) The above actions are intended to return the District to 
compliance with the terms of its permit by September 30 , 
1997 when the District's current permit expires . A review 
will be conducted in September 1995 and again in September 
1996 to determine if the District and the communities are 
progressing toward compliance. Should the Department 
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EXHIBIT B  
MassDEP Letter dated November 8, 1995 

[Attached]



Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

~~~ Department of 
Environmental Protection 
Central Regional Office 

---~ 
D E,P 

William F. Weld 
Governor 

Argeo Paul Cellucci 
Lt. Governor 

November 8, 1995 

Robert D. McRae, Executive Director 
Charles River Pollution Control District 
66 Village Street 
Medway, MA 02053 

Trudy Coxe 
Secretary 

David B. Struhs 
Commissioner 

RE: MEDWAY-DWPC-MA0102598 
ACO-CE-95-1001 item #10 
Future Flow Evaluation 

Dear Mr. McRae: 

The Department is in receipt of your September 19, 1995 letter 
regarding the District facility plan with the future flow 
evaluation and recommended actions as required by the 
Administrative Consent Order ACO-CE-95-1001. Item #10 of the ACO 
required the submittal of an evaluation of the future flow 
projections to the facility and a schedule for expanding and 
upgrading the wastewater treatment facility to treat the future 
flows. 

A report prepared by Camp Dresser & McKee (CDM) titled Charles 
River Pollution Control District Phase IA Facilities Plan, 
September 1995" was submitted as the flow evaluation for item #10 
of the ACO. The Facility Plan first identified the existing flows 
and pollutant loads to the facility, and then projected what the 
flows and loads would be for the up90ming 20 years. Next, an 
evaluation of the treatment facility and all unit processes was 
done. The final step was to evaluate the options and make a 
recommendation. 

The preferred recommendation was to reduce the existing loading 
to the facility from Garelick Farms and limiting the amount of 
septage received to only the sewered communities served. The 
required modifications to the facility for this plan would be to 
add an extra 1.25 mg of aeration capacity, and increase the 
number of sand filters. 

The Department is in general agreement with the majority of the 
report but offers the following comments: 

1. Although the daily amount of sept age received over the 
course of the year averages 30,000 gpd, the actual amounts 
received during summer months approach 40,000 gpd, and often 
exceed 60,000 gpd on specific days. 

75 Grove Street • Worcester, Massachusetts 01605 • FAX (508) 792-7621 • Telephone (508) 792-7650 
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2. The report assumes a BOD removal in the primary clarifier of 
25%. Our review of monthly operator reports reveal the 
actual average BOD removal in 1995 has been 14% Half the 
daily records show more BOD leaving the primary clarifiers 
than entering. Current operations must be improved if the 
assumed 25% removal rate is to be achieved. 

3. The permitted mass loading from the facility can not be 
increased. Therefore increasing the permitted flow from 4.54 
to 6 mgd will cause the NPDES permit effluent concentration 
limits to decrease proportionally. Thus the current BOD 
limit of 7 mg/l will decrease to 5.5 mg/l. The plan must 
address the need to improve treatment efficiency as part of 
any expansion. 

4. The plan should also address septage holding capacity. 
Sept age should introduced more slowly over an extended 
period, not by 20,000 gallon increments in ten minutes pump 
cycles. The drainage lines from the septage tanks should be 
changed if these are causing a problem. 

5. The plan must also address the amount of sludge holding 
capacity. If the facility's permitted flow is increased, the 
amount of sludge holding capacity should be increased 
correspondingly. The current practice is to keep the sludge 
tanks near full to facilitate sludge removal. As a result 
there is little or no available storage capacity should 
inclement weather, holidays or some other event prevent 
routine removal of the sludge. 

The above comments should be incorportaed into the final plan. If 
you have any questions feel free to contact Margo Webber of my 
staff at (508) 792-7650 ext. 3738. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert Kimball, P.E. 
Regional Section Chief 
Division of Water Pollution Control 

mw/flowinc.177 
cc: (next page) 
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cc: Donald DiMartino, Supt, DPW, 40 Blackstone St, Bellingham 
Wolfgang Bauer, Town Administrator, 150 Emmons st., Franklin 
Mark Flaherty, Supt Water & Sewer, 155 Village St, Medway 
Charles Aspinwall, Town Admin., 64 Exchange St, Millis 
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EXHIBIT C 
MassDEP Letter dated April 26, 1996 

[Attached]



WILLIAM F. WELD 
Governor 

ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCI 
Lt. Governor 

April 26 r 1996 

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

CENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE 

Albert R. Brunelli r Chairman 
Charles River Pollution Control District 
66 Village Street 
MedwaYr MA 02053 

Dear Mr. Brunelli: 

RE: MEDWAY-DWPC-MA0102598 
ACO-CE-95-1001 Item #10 
Future Flow Evaluation 

TRUDY COXE 
Secretary 

DAVID B. STRUHS 
Commissioner 

This is in response to your January 4 r 1996 and March 21r 1996 
letters regarding item 10 of the Administrative Consent Order 
(ACO-CE-95-1001) requiring that the District submit an evaluation 
of future flow projections for the facility with a schedule for 
recommended actions to meet future treatment needs. 

We had previously reviewed a report prepared on the District's 
behalf by Camp Dresser & McKee (CDM) titled "Charles River 
Pollution Control District Phase IA Facilities Planr September 
1995". Our comments on the report were forwarded in a letter 
dated November 8 r 1995. CDM responded to our comments in a letter 
to the District dated December 29 r 1995. 

The Department concurs with CDM's comments and the proposed 
upgrade of the facility to 5.7 MGD r with the design criteria 
based on the current NPDES permit wasteload limits. The CDM 
recommended improvements include r at a minimum: (1) increasing 
aeration basin capacity by 1.25 MG r (2) adding two additional 
sand filters r (3) reducing the industrial wasteload from Garelick 
Farms to 1 r OOO Ibs./daYr and (4) limiting future septage to the 
communities owning reserved capacity in the treatment plant and 
Wrentham. 

In a letter dated January 4, 1996 the District also addressed our 
November 1995 comments. In the District's response (item 3) was 
the possibility of increasing effluent wasteload limits for the 
upgraded WWTF. The regulatory agencies jointly administering the 
NPDES program in Massachusetts (EPA and DEP) typically allocate 
the known assimilative capacity in each reach of a receiving 
stream to applicants based on concentrations that ensure water 
quality standards will be met. No capacity is reserved or 

75 Grove Street - Worcester, Massachusetts 01605 - Telephone (508) 792-7650 
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withheld. As a result, the assimilative capacity for sections of 
many streams have been fully allocated. In these fully allocated 
sections, the regulatory agencies have approved further increases 
to existing discharges contingent on no increase in the 
permittee's current wasteload allocation. This means that a 
permittee must upgrade the degree of removal proportionally to 
the requested flow increase in order to insure no net increase in 
pollutant load to the receiving water. 

In order for the regulatory agencies to consider formal requests 
for additional pollutant loading to the Charles River it must be 
demonstrated to the agencies satisfaction that there is 
additional assimilative capacity available which has not been 
previously allocated. To demonstrate this, a detailed water 
quality evaluation must be performed using a calibrated and 
verified stream model acceptable to the agencies. Any request for 
additional loading should be sent to both Paul Hogan of DEP and 
Jane Downing of U.S. EPA 

We regret any inconvenience the delay in our response may have 
created. If you have any questions feel free to contact Margo 
Webber of my staff at (508) 792-7650 ext. 3738. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert A. Kimball, P.E. 
Regional Section Chief 
Division of Water Pollution Control 

mw/flowinc2.177 

cc: Robert D. McRae, Executive Director, CRPCD, 66 Village St 
Donald DiMartino, Supt, DPW, 40 Blackstone St, Bellingham 
Wolfgang Bauer, Town Administrator, 150 Emmons St., Franklin 
Mark Flaherty, Supt Water & Sewer, 155 Village St, Medway 
Charles Aspinwall, Town Admin., 64 Exchange St , Millis 
Ronald Lyberger, DEP-BMF 
Paul Hogan, DEP-OWM 
William Mackey, CDM, 10 Cambridge Center, Cambridge, 02142 
Senator David Magnani 
Representative Barbara Gardner 
Representative James Vallee 
Jane Downing, EPA 
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EXHIBIT D 
January 9, 1997 Meeting Minutes 

[Attached] 
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EXHIBIT E 
October 1997 Water Pollution Abatement Plan 

[Attached] 
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EXHIBIT F 
November 13, 1998 CDM Letter regarding Capacity Allocations 

[Attached] 






























