


UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION I
JOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 022073

FACT SHEET

DRAFT NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES)
PERMIT TO DISCHARGE TQ WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES .

NPDES PERMIT NO.: MAC0398513

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT:

Wayland Business Center LLC
¢/o Condgress Group Ventures

One Memorial Drive

Cambridge, MA 02142

NAME AND ADDRESS OF FACILITY WHERE DISCHARGE OCCURS :

Wayland Buainess Center LLC
430 Boston Post Read
Wayland, MA 01778

RECEIVING WATERS: Wetland to Sudbury River

CLASSIFICATION: B

I. i T f Facili L Locatian.

The above named applicant has, K applied to the U.S. Environmental
Frotection Agency (“EPA") for the issuance of an NPDES permit to
discharge inte the Sudbury River. The facility is a newly
renovated office building which collects and treats sanitary
wastewater. . The discharge from this secondary treatment facilitcy
through oOQutfall 001 flows though a wetland area and into the
Sudbury River,.




I1. Descxiption of Discharge.

Although'the plant has been vacant and inoperable for over two
years, the previous owner, the Raytheon Company, was operating the
plant within compliance of its NPDES permit.

IIT. i i tion

The effluent limitations and the monitoring requirements may be
found in the draft NPDES permit.

IVv. i is and lanation of EF imi 3 ivati

The Wayland Business Center wastewater treatment facility is a
secondary wastewater treatment facilicy located in Wayland,
Massachusetts and is designed to treat up -to a daily maximum of
65,000 gallons per day of sanitary wastewater. This facility uses
8 comminutor, extended aeration and sand filtration. Disinfection
is accomplished with an ultraviolet system which is oversized so
that it also could function as a back-up system.

Under Section 301 (b) (1) (C) of the Clean Water Act (CWA), discharges
are subject to effluent limitations based on Water Quality
Standards. The Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards
include the requirements for the regulation and control of toxic
conatituents and alsoc require that EPA criteria established
pursuant to Section 304(a) of the CWA shall be used unless site
specific criteria are establighed. The state will 1limit or
prohibit discharges of pollutants to surface waters to assure that
surface water guality standards of the receiving waters . are
protected and maintained or attained.

Waterbody Classification and Usage
' The wetland to the Sudbury River at the point of discharge is
classified as a Class B waterbody by the Massachusetts Department

of Environmental Protection {MA DEP). Class B waters are
designated as a habitat for fish, other aquatic life and wildlife
and for oprimary and secondary contact recreation. Where

designated, they shall be suitable as a source of public water
supply with appropriate treatment. They shall be suitable for
irrigation - and - other agricultural uses and for compatible
industrial cooling and process uses. These waters shall have
consistently good aesthetic value.




Sonventional Pollutants

Although EPA has not promulgated effluent guidelines for these
privately owned treatment plants, the gsecondary treatment
requirements set forth at 40 CFR Part 133 for Publicly Owned
Treatment Works (POTWs) will serve as a guide for establishing
permit limits for this permit. This rationale is consistent with
Begt Professicnal Judgement, as described at Section 401 (a} {1} of
the Clean Water Act.

Following the rationale above, daily maximum effluent limitations
for BOD;, TSS, Fecal coliform bacteria as well as the pH range are
based upon State Certification requirements for POTWs under Section
401(d) of the CWA, 40 CFR 124.53 and 124.55, and water quality
considerations,

The wastewater treatment plant will be deasigned to treat up to
45,000 GPD from the Wayland Business Center. During the life of
the permit, consistent with the trading mechanism described later,
the facility may treat other sanitary flows from residences and/or
businesses which could result in a flow of up to 65,000 GPD which
the facility would be able to handle with some upgrades.

The BOD and TSS draft limits were established to be similax

- to typical secondary treatment requirements. Both parameters have
limits of 30 mg/l for wmonthly average and 50 mg/l for daily
maximum, These will be monitored weekly.

Nu' . I ' . '

There has been a total phosphorus limit established due to the
Sudbury River not currently meeting its instream water quality
standard for nutrients. This is a wonthly average limit of

0.5 wg/l which is technology-based and consistent with Best
Professional Judgement (BPJ) in accordance with section 402 (a) {1}

of the Clean Water Act and 40 CFR 125.3(c¢) (2). In addition, the
permittee is required to remove from the Sudbury Watershed
phosphorus leading from nonpoint sources. Such gquantity removed

will be three times the quantity discharged from the treatment
plant. The 1limit of 0.5 mg/l, combined with nonpoint source
phosphorus reductions in the Watershed, is also consistent with
water quality standards. See the watershed trading discussion
below which outlines the regquirement of phosphorus reductions from
other watershed sources.




Aluminum

There has been a monthly monitoring requirement established for
total aluminum. The permittee proposes to use some form of alum
for solids precipitation and monitoring is intended to evaluate if
there are any excess levels of aluminum in the discharge which may
cause or contribute to a water quality standards violation.

imi long

The permit includes bacteria limits Lo ensure that water quality
standards are met instream, The Fecal Coliform limits of 200/100
ml and 400/100 ml are consistent with Clasg B water body
requirements of the MA DEP and shall continue to be measured once
rer week.

Wild & Scenic Rivers Act

This stretch of the Sudbury River is considered an active study
Segment for consideration to be nominated as a Wild & Scenic River.
As such, the EPA is obligated to consult with the National Park
Service, the “Service”, regarding this permit under Section 7B of
the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act. In its review, the Service will
conclude whether or not thig discharge has a direct and adverse

‘impact on the river'a free flowing status or the values that are

Ssignificant along this stretch of the river, If the Service
determines an impact, it may recommend changes to the permit in
order to alleviate or eliminate the impact.

Haterghed m;ggigg

The Sudbury River Watershed has been identified as not meeting its
instream standard for eutrophication. The Watershed is delineated
in Attachment A of this Fact Sheet and is comprised of the Sudbury
River and its tributaries. Accoxding to the Massachusetts Watex
Quality standards at 314 CMR 4.00, “surface waters shall not exceed
the site-specific limits necessary to control accelerated or
cultural eutrophication.” According to the Fin W esouxc

Stu a8 8 nd ivers, (4/21/94, Goldman
Environmental Consultants) “total phosphorus and ortho-phosphorus
. appear to be by far the most gignificant problems with regard
to water quality. Tallying all the values for total phosphorus
reveals that 95% of them exceed the upper limit for a eutrophic
clasgification. .. Algal blooms and abundant levels of aquatic
weeds are manifestations of this phenomenon in the study area.”




The permittee has completed an evaluation of alternatives to
discharging to the Sudbury River and has conceluded that there is no
other feasible alternative. The main alternative considered was
an on-site groundwater discharge. This was deemed infeasible due
to a high water table in the area.

EPA and the MADEP have determined that phosphorus loading from the
discharge of sanitary wastewater will be authorized, but that the
permittee must also implement a watershed based point/nonpoint
source phosphorus trade. Although trading between 2 or more point
gources can be treated 3g a 1:1 exchange, trading between a point
gource and one or more nonpoint sources is not that direct, because
there is some uncertainty associated with nonpoint source pollutant
reductions. For this reason, there is noxmally an exchange rate
between these two types of sources. The rate chosen for this
permit is 3:1.

The permittee shall design and implement nonpoint gource phosphorus
reduction which abates three times the phospheorus loading directly
discharged though Cutfall 001. In other words, for every pound of
phosphorus which the permittea discharges, it must eliminate at
least three (3) pounds of phesphorus from other sources in the
vicinity that would have otherwise been discharged to the Sudbury
Watershed. See Attachment B for a calculation regarding phosphorus
loading and the 3:1 trading. ratio. '

The permittee must evaluate where else in the watershed it can
reduce the phosphorugs loading to the Sudbury Watershed as specified
above. Many failing septic systems have been identified in the area
and this shall be the first means of reducing nonpoint source
phosphorus that the permittee will evaluate. The permittee has
agreed to work with the Town of Wayland to tie the sanitary flows
of local businegses and/or residences to its treatment system.

It is anticipated that, if the permittee reaches the necaessary
agreements with the town, EPA and the MADEP will transfer the
permit to the Town of Wayland, as the new owner and operator of the
treatment plant.

I£, however, the permittee determines that this mechanism is
unlikely to work, the permittee is required to achieve the
phosphorus reduction through other means, such as payment to public
and/or privata entities to implement upgrades to failing septic
systems within the Watershed, harvesting of plants or other
phosphorus releasing materials from the Watershed, conducting
public education, undertaking storm water managernient, or other
proposals.




The trading agreement or mechanism chosgen must include a
‘reasonable assurance” that all parties will implement the
conditions of the trade. Although the point source discharge
regulated by this permit has reasonable assurance due to its
requirements and compliance capability of the EPA and the MADEP,
nonpoint source pollution may not have a similaxr assurance. When
developing the trading mechanism, the permittee shall assure that
proposed controls are technically feasible and that appropriate
local, state or federal agencies have a reasonable expectation that
a nonpoint source will implement apecified controls.

The draft permit specifies that within three (3) months after the
effective date of the permit, the permittee shall submit for
approval by EPA and MADEP, a preliminary plan and a description of
a mechanism by which it will work with local entities to achievae
the ' phosphorus reductions. This could be through a contract,
memorandum of agreement or similar measure. Within twelve {(12)
months after the effective date of the permit, the permittee must
submit a final draft plan and schedule for implementation, and must
initiate implementation of the plan within sixty (60) days of its
approval by EPA' and MADEP. Within twelve (12) months of final
approval of the plan, the permittee must submif an executed
agreement with the necessary private and/or public parties for
implementation of the plan. The permit requires the permittee to
report annually on its progress. The required zreduction of
nonpoint source phosphorus loadings must be achieved no later than
five (5) yvears after the effective date of the permit.

imiz

The permit requires that the permittee conduct an optimization
study of its wastewater treatment plant to maximize phosphorus
removal. The permit specifies the contents of this study and the
time schedule required for its completion, and requires that the
permittee operate the plant in accoyxdance with the findings of the
study. '

n Pro

The permit requires annual monitoring by the permittee to aasgsess
the nutrient IJlevels upstream and downstream of the proposed
discharge. This monitoring will be seasonal and its results will
be submitted in the annual report on the watershed-based trading
efforts discussed earlier. :




National studies conducted by the Environmental Protection Agency
have demonstrated that domestic sources contribute toxic constitu-
ents to POTWs. These constituents include metals, chlorinated
solvents and aromatic hydrocarbons among others.' The Region's
current policy is to include toxicity testing requirements in all
municipal permits, while Section 101({a) {3) of the CWA specifically
prohibits the discharge of toxie pollutants in toxic amounts.

Based on the potential for toxicity resulting from domestic and
industrial contributions, and in accordance with EPA regulation and
policy, the draft permit includes acute toxicity limitations and

monitoring requirements. (See, e.g., "Policy for the Development

fw = rmi iong for T tants", 50
Fed. Reg. 30,784 (July 24, 1985); see also, EPA's Technical
ume i - poxics 1. EFA

Region I has developed a toxicity control policy. The policy

requires wastewater <treatment facilities to perform toxicity
bicassays on their effluents. The Commonwealth of MA DEP requires
bicassay toxicity testing for state certification.

The principal advantages of biological techniques are: (1) the
effects of complex discharges of many known and unknown
constituents can be measured only by biclogical analyses; (2)
bicavailability of pollutants after discharge is best measured by
toxicity testing including any synergistic effects of pellutants;
and (3) pollutants for which there are inadequate chemical
analytical methods or criteria can be addressed. Therefore,
toxicity testing is being used in conjunction with pollutant
specific control procedures to control the discharge of toxic
pollutants., '

Although this is not a POTW, the toxicity testing guidance ig being
applied here based on Best Professicnal Judgement , The draft
perxmit requires that the permittee conduct one WET test per year
for oOutfall 001. This test shall be conducted each October and
includes the use of daphnids and fathead minnows in accordance with
EPA Region I protocol found in Permit Attachment A.

icn

The MA DEP has determined, following its antidegradation
. implementation protocol, that this discharge will result in an
insignificant lowering of water quality., Pursuant to the State's
antidegradation review policy, the State has found that there is no
alternative to thig surface water discharge, Further, the State
has tentatively determined that all existing water uses will be
fully protected. :




The State's conclusion is subject to public notice and review
before becoming final. The Public Notice is written to serve both
as the permit public notice and the notice for the DEPs

antidegradation review. Public comments received on the antidegra-
dation finding will be responded to by MADEP and EPA.

. V. lud I i irements

The Wayland Business Center does not know the amount of sludge it
will generate until the plant has been in operation fér a while.
Once the sludge is generated and the typical quality known, the
pPermittee will then determine the appropriate treatment or disposal
which it will undertake.

In February of 1993, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
promulgated standards for the use and dispogal of sewage sludge.
The regulations were promulgated under the authority of §405(d) of
the Clean Water Act (CWA). Section 405 (f) of the CWA requires that
these regulations be implemented through permits. This permit is
intended to implement the requirements set forth in the technical
standards for the use and disposal of sewage sludge, commonly
referred to as the Part 503 regulations.

Section 405(d) of the CWA requires that sludge conditions be
included in all municipal permits. The sludge conditions in the
draft permit satisfy thig requirement. and are taken from EPA's
proposed Standards for the Disposal of Sewage Sludge to be codified
at 40 CFR Part 503 (February 19, 1993 - Volume 58, pp S5248-9415).
These conditions are outlined on Page 8 of the draft permit.

VvI. e Certifj i i n

EPA may not issue a permit unless the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection certifies that the effluent limitations
contained in the permit are stringent enough to assure that the
discharge will not cause the receiving water to violate State Water
Quality Standards. The staff of the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection has reviewed the draft permit and advised
EPA that the limitations are adequate to protect water guality.
EPA has requested permit certification by the State pursuant to 40
CFR 124.53 and expects that the draft permit will be certified.




Watershed Trading Calculatiop

Phosphorus load of proposed point source discharge
at 0.5 mg/1l:

- (0.5 mg/l) (0.03 MGD) (8.33) = 0.125 lbs/day
Average Flow Conversion
Wayland Business Factor
Center

At trading ratio of 3:1, amount of phosphorus that
permittee must remove from the watershed:

. 3 (0.125) = 0.375 1bs/day

Calculation of Nonpoint Source Wagstewater Flow Which
Must be Treated to Achieve Above Trading Target:

Assuming that typical effluent level of phosphorus

from other wastewater scurces is 10 mg/l, solving for
the approximate nonpoint socurce flew, X, which should
be treated for phosphorus removal. Since treatment would
result in effluent phosphorus of 0.5 mg/l, credit is
given for 9.5 mg/l removed:

(X MGD) (5.5 mg/1l) (8.33) = 0.375 lbs/day
X = 4740 gallons per day (0.004740 MGD)

If the permittee chooges another alternative to achieve

the phosphorus reduction trade which doces not involve tying
in any failing septic systems to its treatment plant, then
the permitted flow limit will be 45,000 GPD.




Response to Public Comme.ntg

From May 8, 1998 to June 6, 1998, the United States Environmental: Protection
Agency (EPA) and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
solicited Public Comments on: a draft NPDES permit, developed pursuant to an
application from the Wayland Business Center, MAOO39853, for issiance of a permit
to discharge wastewater through a wetland to the Sudbury River. After a review of the
comments received, EPA has made a final dedision to issue the permit authorizing the
discharge. The following response to comments describes the changes that have been
made to the permit from the draft and the reasons for these changes and briefly describes
and responds to the comments on the draft permit.” A copy-of the final permit may be
" obtained by writing or calling EPA Planning and Administration (SPA), JFK Federal
Building, Boston, MA 02203; Telephone: (617) 565-4424.

UPDATE: On June 4, 1998, the Town of Wayland voted at a Special Town Meeting to
take over this wastewater treatment plant by eminent domain. This will result in this
treatment plant being operated as a publicty owned facility. Therefore, it is expected
that during the life of this permit, the permit and all of its requirements will be
 transferred from the Wayland Business Center to the Town of Wayland. '

A) Comments submitted by The Town of Wayland on 6/1/98:
Comment #1: Although phosphorus is the element of primary concern in the draft

permit, nitrogen and other substances should be considered as affecting the watershed
and the groundwater when septic systems lack appropriate separation from groundwater.

Response: The draft and final permits contain instréam monitoring requirements for
- several parameters, including nitrogen. These parameters will be monitored monthly
betweent May and November, upstream and downstream of the proposed outfall, If
elevated levels of one or more parameters indicate a water quality concern, this permit,
may be modified to incorporate additional permit limits or requirements.

Comunent #2: If the permitted flow is 65,000 gallons per day (gpd), then the septic tie-
in minimum should be 20,000 gpd. If the minimum septic tie-in is 4740 gpd, then the
total permitted flow should be 49,740 grd. The Town prefers the former as it will
provide the greater benefit to water resources.

Response: The figure of 4740 gpd was an estimate of the pinimum septic tie-in flow that
would be required in order to meet the proposed watershed trade, Since the maximum
design flow as determined by the DEP for this plant was 65,000 gpd, this was chosen as
the maximum permitted flow. EPA realizes that there is the potential to tie in more than




the 4740 gpd, up to a maximum of 20,000 GPD: We do not want to limit the number
of tie-ins by imposing 2 maximum Bow limit below that for which the plant is designed,

or which makes the sewering option impracticable.

For this ecosystem, EPA and'the MA DEP believe: there is greater benefit associated with
the tie-ins of failing or inadequate septic systems than with the continued operation of
such systems, because of the increased treatment to be provided by the treatment plant
and the resulting nonpoint.source reduction of nutrients to the Sudbury River. It is
important to note that the environmental benefit assessment for treatment plants versus
septic system management is a case by case determination, based on factors including
significance of existing and projected point source and nonpoint source loadings.

Comment #3: The permit. allows the payment to public or private parties for addressing
failing septic systems. The Town feels that the words “or private” should be stricken,
Payment should be to the Town for use by its Board of Health with priority given to
" business properties. - R - s
Response; The requirement: for payment to public. or private parties - to implement
upgrades to fiiling septic systems is'a component of an alternative plan only if
implementation of the “Sewer Connection ‘Option” cannot be assured. Based on recent
information, EPA and MA DEP are strongly assured that the:“Sewer Connection
Option” will be the preferred option. However, if the alternative plan must be
implemented, then EPA and MA DEP believe that. the performance standard to be
achieved js the upgrade of failing septic systems and resulting nonpoint source nutrient
reduction and not whether the recipients are private or public.. Accordingly, the permit
shall remain unchanged. The permittee may, at its discretion, choose to provide
payment to the Board of Health as a means of complying with this requirement.

Comment #4: We question the effectiveness of the plant harvesting and education
proposals in the stated objective of reducing the amount of phosphorus being discharged. .-

- Response; Decaying vegetative matter does release nutrients. Harvesting of nuisance
Plants has been performed for many years by the Hop Brook Watershed Association.
EPA and MA DEP believe that similar activities in the Sudbury River and quantification
of the'associated nonpoint source mutrient reduction can be performed. The educational
component is viewed as supporting the funding portion of the alternative watershed
trading option. Whilé EPA strongly believes in the importance of education, particularly
in the case of nonpoint source pollution, we acknowledge the difficulty of quantifying
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its effectiveness in pollution reduction. The permit has been modified to delete
educational efforts as a plan component. Alternatively, EPA encourages all parties to
voluntarily worlk together on outreach activities on behalf of the water the resources.

Comment #5; The Town believes that the permit should require the applicant to have
a retention basin with an oil/water separator to service its parking lots and driveways
regardless of other provisions of the permit.

Response: Storm water runoff from parking lots which does not come into contact with
any raw material, finished product, or any waste matedals would not usually require
permitting. However, this permit could impose Best Management Practices (BMPs) or
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan requirement if it was believed that runoff from
the parking lot areas could cause or contribute to water quality violations. During
construction or re-development of the parking lots and associated areas, we would expect
" the permittee to conform to the policy of the MA DEP titled “Performance Standards
and Guidelines for Storm Water Management”. The Town could have jurisdiction for
imposing requirements of this guidance through its. Conservation Commission.

Comment #6: The Wayland Board of Health has a regulation with specific requirements
for the operation and maintenance of wastewater treatment plants and reserves the right

.to make periodic inspections of any wastewater treatment plant in Town. The final
permit should contain a condition that the applicant will comply with all applicable
Wayland Board of Health regulations. L

Response: This is handled separately by the Town and we expect the permittee to
comply with all applicable requirements as long as it is the owner and operator of the
plant.

B) Comments submitted by The Town of Woayland’s Board of Health on 6/1/98:
Comment #1: We want the applicant to be obligated through the final permit to

comply with all applicable Wayland BOH regulations including sending us copies of all
reports.

Response: See response to Comment A. 6. Copies of all NPDES monitoring reports
would be available upon request from the EPA or the MA DEP.




Comment #2: An applicant proposing new construction on lots or increased flows from
existing lots should be able to meet Title S, i.e. construct a subsurface waste disposal
system on the property it serves before the parcel can be developed. . This should be
incorporated into the permit.

Response: The intent of the watershed trade, as described in the permit is to offset (at

. & 1:3 ratio) the point source phosphorus loading from. the permittee’s facility by the

reduction of nonpoint sources that would have otherwise been released. to_the
Watershed. In order to cdlarify the above, the permit has been modified to state that
“existing” failing septic systems:shall be used to meet the trade. Furthermore, Town
officials have assured: EPA. that there are more than enough “existing” failing septic
Systems to satisfy the trade in the “Sewer Connection Option™. .

) C) Comments submitted by Sarah R. Ntw;rbury on 6/3/98:

Comment #1: To Part I(A)(4)(c)(1) T would-add “If first'approved by the Wastewater
Management District Commission” following the words “of private”. -

Response: See response to Comment A3,

Comment #2; In"'comec-tion:“v;iﬂ't ‘existing -and post ‘~<‘ii’scharge- sampling locations
described in Part I(A)(6), please note that there are two private golf courses within the
* floodplain of the Sudbury River in Wayland. At least.one of these to my knowledge uses

heavy amounts of fertilizers and pesticides; presumably both contribute phosphorus as
well as nitrogen:  One of these golf courses is adjacent to the former Raytheon property
and one is upstream. :

Response:  BPA and the MA DEP will take thesc factors into consideration when
reviewing the applicant’s upstream and downstream sampling locations. We would
support and encourage the permittee and the Town to specifically target these two golf -
courses for education regarding the application of pesticides and fertilizers and their
potential impacts to nearby streams via runoff or groundwater migration.




D) Comments submitted by SuAsCo Watershed Coalition on 6/5/98:

Comment #1: The SuAsCo Watershed Coalition would like to request a public hearing
to be held on this draft permit. This permit has significant implications on both the
ccology and economy of ‘this region and warrants every opportunity for public
involvement, :

Response:  As explained in the August 5, 1998 letter from Linda Murphy (EPA) to
Nancy Bryant of the Coalition, EPA determined that significant public interest in a
public hearing was not evident and that a public hearing was not advisable for this
permit. EPA feels that all the commenters on this permit had their epportunity to voice
their concerns and that this document and the final permit will reflect all these
comments. Since it appears that the Town will take over the treatment plant in the near
future, this will assure that the septic system tie-ins will oocur.  This will directly address
public health and water quality concerns which had previously been difficult to mitigate.

Comment #2: The Sudbury River does not presently meet its federal water quality
standards and we are concerned with the total phosphorus limit of 0.5 mg/l. Since there
are technologies that can achieve lesser limits, such technologies should be adopted on
this highly eutrophic river. : o

Response: EPA and MA DEP believe that, for this case, a phosphorus Jimit of 0.5 mg/l
will be protective of the Sudbury River for the following reasons:

a. This permitted discharge represents a significant reduction over phosphorus point
source loadings from the previous operator, the Raytheon Company. The 0.5 mg/l
effluent level represents about an 80% reduction over previous loadings;

b. The point source phosphorus loading is relatively minor: an estimated daily
maximum phosphorus Joading of 0.22 pounds per day with reasonable assurance
that this loading can be offset through watershed trading;

¢ . The permittee will conduct an optimization study of the treatment plant and

implement the findings in order to further remove phosphorus through the
treatment process,

Finally and most importantly, EPA and MA DEP decided on this limit only because this
- permit contains a watershed trading requirement which will result in a net decrease of
phosphorus entering this watershed during the life of the permit,
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Comment #3: * Given the uncertainties regarding nutdent loading and the lack of a
current TMDL study, it may also be warranted to set permit limits for nitrogen. A
determination of the nitrogen/phosphiorus balance in the river shotild be made before
finalizing this permit. e " - a - '

. Response: Nitrogen will be monitored upstream and downstream of this proposed

discharge between May and November. If it is found that nitrogen is the limiting

" nutrient in the area of the discharge, the permit may be modified to include additional
nitrogen monitoring or imits. - o o '

Comment #4: The watershed trading scenario in the ‘permit lacks specific detail and
allows an implementation-scheme that may not be achieved until five years after the
- onset of this discharge. We believe this timetable is unreasonably lenjent and lacks the
. specific guidance and planning required for successful implementation of this innovative
" technique. - _ ” :

Response: There are several steps to developing the watershed trade outlined in the
permit which are conditioned upon approval by BPA and the DEP. The mechanism is
~ not specific in order to give the permittes flexibility in developing a trade and being able
to assure that it will happen. The watershed trading requirement: has been shortened
from 5 years after the permit’s effective date down to two (2) years after the effective
date. This period was shortened due to assurances from the Towm, that upon taking over
- ownership and operation of this treatment plant, that it will proceed quickly to meet the
conditions of the trade.

Comiment #3; The Coalition is also concerned about the potential impacts this discharge
may have on the Wild and Scenic values of the Sudbury River. The antidegradation
clause of the permit is. compromised by qualifiers. such as' “tentatively” and
"insignificant”, . : :

Response: The MA DEP has determined that all of the existing water uses will be fully
protected as a result of this discharge. The terms “insignificant” and “significant” are
often used in making these determinations. These terms and their application are further
explained in the Massachusetts Antidegradation Policy.




Comment #6: The ownership and location of the plant pose a potential for increased
residential development in Wayland, beyond what the land could presently
accommodate under Title 5 standards. '

Response: See response to Comment B.2.

E) Comments submitted by The National Park Service: (United States Department of
the Interior) on 6/5/98:

This proposed discharge is into a segment of the Sudbury River which is currently subject
to a Congressionally authorized wild and scenie study, pursuant to P.L. 101-628. Any
federally licensed water resources projects, such as this permit, must be reviewed under
Section (7)(b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to determine whether the proposed
project would have direct and adverse effects on the river’s free flowing character, or on
. the values that make it eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River
system. ‘The NPS has determined that the proposed discharge’s impacts on the river will
not be “direct and adverse” as long as the following conditions are included:

Comment #1: The “sewer connection option” should be required to be pursﬁed by the
Town of Wayland, in the event it becomeés an assignee of the permit.

Response; Although the final permit will retain the two different scenarios for meeting
the watershed trade, the Town has acknowledged that it has every intention of pursuing
the sewer connection option to meet the watershed trade. This is clearly the preferable
altemative and the most direct way to alleviate the nutrient flow to the Sudbury River
from failing or inadequately operating septic systems. -

Comment #2: The nuttient trading standard and implementation schedule must ensure
that there is no net cumulative increase in phosphorus loading at the end of the first five
year period. Under the schedule set forth in the permit, it appears that the permittee
could discharge up to 0.125 Ibs/day of phosphorus every day for the first five years and
* only start eliminating 0.375 1bs/day on the final day of that period.

Response; The Town, assuming it will take over ownership and operation of the plant,
appears to be ready to fulfill the requirements of this trade much sooner than the entire
five year period, possibly within two years. The final permit will require that the
permittee comply with a two year schedule rather than the five years to meet the trade,
as the draft permit had allowed. This proposal will be made within ninety days after the
effective date of this permit as described on Page 5 of the final permit.
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Comment #3: The NPS encourages EPA to require the permittee to achieve as much of
the nutrient trading requirement as is feasible through the dlimination of existing land
based sources of phosphorus. This will help to ensure that basefine phosphorus loadings
do not increase in order to miect. the resource protection goals created by the giver’s wild
and scenic status. :

Response: EPA and the MA DEP agree that the land based sources of phosphorus should
be mitigated, because this scems to be the most direct way of reducing phosphorus
loadings to the watershed. The second watershed. trade option was offered for the
applicant in case jt would not be able to reach an agreement. with the Town of Wayland
on how to tie in septic systems ¢ its’ treatment plant. Since it appears that the Town
will be taking over the plant, it was mentioned before that the septic system tie-ins seem
to.be assured. - : ‘ -

Comment #4: EPA should consider adding seasonal limitations on phosphiorus if the
- need for this is established as a result of the monitoring program. Also, if N:P
(nitrogen:phosphorus)ratios indicate that N is limiting; EPA- should examine the need
for a discharge limitation for nitrogen: and/er non-point source reduction for this
nutrient. : :

Response: As was mentioned earlier, nutrient and nutrient ratio information js limited.
As we gather- information through this permit and other modeling or load alocation
efforts, we could modify . the permit as necessary ‘to include additional’ nutrient
monitoring or imits and/or trading to include other nutrients.

Comument #5: NPS strongly encourages EPA. to consider using this opportunity to pilot
removal technologies such as membrane separation in the basin.

Response: Piloting of new technologies is not a goal of the NPDES Program through
the issuance of permits. However, EPA does encourage the piloting and use of
innovative technologies through its’ Office of Research and Development (ORD) and its’
. Center for Environmental Industry and Techrology (CEIT). This EPA Regional office
has been in contact with these programs regarding innvative technologies relative to the
Hop Brook and Assabet Watersheds, concerning phosphorus treatment technologies.




F) Comments submitted by the Town of Wayland’s Conservation Commission on
6/3/98: :

Comment #1: We vote to support the points noted in the letter drafted by the (Town
of Wayland) Wastewater Management District Commission and the Chair of the Board
of Selectmen, . _

Response: These comments were addressed above in Part A.

G) Comments submitted by Michael J. Fleming, The SUASCO Watershed Team Leader
of the Massachusetts DEP on 6/10/98: (After the close of the comment period.)

Comment #1: The permit’s phosphorus limit should be reduced to 0.2 mg/l. The DEP
is moving forward with future limitations of 0.2 mg/l and this facility should look to new
technologies to achieve this standard. .

Response: The rationale for the final permit limit is 0.5 mg/l was described earlier. This
permit has included conditions that will ensure a decreased impact of nutrient loading
through the watershed trading and the optimization study to be conducted. See
response to Comment D.2.

Comment #2: Sampling for total ‘phosphorus and oxygen above and below the
discharge should be included in the final permit. The inclusion of this condition would
provide data needed for future permitting.

Response: Instream phosphorus sampling will be conducted as required in the draft
permit. In addition, the permit has been changed to include dissolved oxygen
monitoring, which is a good indicator of eutrophication. Dissolved oxygen will be
monitored during the months of June, July and August of each year. In these months,
DO will be sampled three days per week, with two samples on each of these three days,
taken in the early morming and late aftemoon.

Comment #3: The watershed trading scenario in the permit is inadequate as it allows
for deferred trading for five years after the onset of the discharge.

Response: See response to Comment E.2.




Comment, #4: The permit should include quantifiable measures and definite assurances
that protect the values of the Sudbury River in the éngoing pursuit of the “Wild and -
Scenic” designation. - '

Response: Under Section E, The National Park Service would: not expect: direct and
adverse effects by this discharge as long asits’ “particular concerns were addressed, These
concerns are discussed in Section E.

10
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. AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

In compliance with the provisions of the Federal Clean Water
Act ag amnended, (33 U.s.C. §51251 et Beg.; the "CWA", and the
Massachugetts Clean Waters Act, as amended, (M.G.L. Chap. 21, §826 -
53),

Town of Wayland .,

ig authorized to discharge from a facility located at

430 Boston Post Road
Wleand, MA 01778

Lo receiving watersg named

' Wetland to the’ sudbury River

in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements
and other conditions set forth herein.

This permit shall become effective thirty (30) days after the
date of signature. T

This permit and the authorization te discharge expire at
midnight, five (S) years from the effective date.

This permit consistsz of g pages and Attachment A in Part I,
including effluent limitations, monitoring requirements, etc., and
35 pages in Part IT including General Conditione and Definitions.

. Signed this #% day of e N e
¥ 7

ol . [Pnge

ctor Di of Watershed
Office of Ecosyatqﬁf;;oteétion . Management
Environmental Protection Agency Department of Epvironmental
Boston, Ma Protection
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
Bogton, MK

Town of Wayland
Sigged this ff{ day of mﬂfw{n (913
; i [} 7 Z4. -

M. Murph ectér - 8, Diredtorl ~ o2
Office of Ecos;r';tem Protection MA Department of Environmental Protectior
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Permit No. Mh0039853

The discharge shall not cause a violation of the water
quality standarde of the receiving waters.

The pH of the effluent shall b ess than 6.5.

a : i unless thesa values are
exceeded due to natural causes or as a reasult of any
approved treatment procegyg (ag) .

The discharge ghall not causge objectionable discoloration
of the receiving waters.

The effluent shall contain neither a vigible oil sheen,
foam, nor floating splids at any time.

When the effluent diecharged for a period of %0
consecyutive days exceeds BO percent of the design flow,
the permittee shall submit to the permitting authorities
2 projection of loadings up to the time when the design
capacity of the treatment facility will be reached, and a
program for maintaining satiasfactory treatment jevels
consistent with approved water quality management plans.

Footnotes:

1.

IQQ_E;smLlimiL_gi_§5*QQQ_ﬁRQ_ia_xgguizﬁd_iﬁ_nhg_gﬂngu;
Conpectio ion” cribed la i For thie

=,

option, a minimum of 4,740 GPD shall be tie-ing from
existing, failing septic systems. The rest of the flow. from
Town sewering may come frem the tie-ins of existing, failing
or inadequate geptic syatems. . If - 1t ive plan to

achieve phosg horug reduction within the Watershed, axz
he maximym daily flow ] shall

rie *lohygw) . Mzt

For fiow, report maximum and minimum daily rates and
total flow for each operating day.

- A 24 hour composite sample will be flow and time weighted and

will consiét of at least twenty four (24) grab samples taken
at equal time intervals throughout the period,

These are also State certification requirements.

The LC5, is the concentration of effluent which causes
mortality to 50% of the test organiems. Therefore, a

100% limit means that a sample of 100% effluent (no dilution)
shall cause no mors than a 50% mortality rate.
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Permit No. MAOO39853

Within three (3) monthe after the effective date of the

permit wlila (| ce oha gubm o EPA ongd MADEER fo

the Waterghed, based upon the Sewer Connection Option.
If the permittee discharges more than an average of
30,000 gallons per day {(GPD), not including flowas from
the tie-ins of failing septic systems, then the amount
©f nonpoint soutce phosphorus to be removed to meet the
3:1 trade shall be increased proportionately. -

b. In order to provide EPA and MADEP reasonable agssurance
that the phosphorus reduction shall be achieved under
the “Sewer Comnection Option®, a degcription of the
mechaunism (e.g. contract, memorandum of agreement) by
which the town of Wayland will acquire at least 4,740
GED capacity in the permittee’'s wastewater treatment
plant and comnect to that plant existing, failing septic

. - systems in the Watershed to utilize that capacity.

The parmittée shall respond to all written comments by
EPA and MADEP and shall make all changes to the

preliminary draft plan required by EPA and MADEP for
their approval.

‘Withip twelve (12) m he e ive date of the

c. A al - £ 1 o] . h orug reduction

congistent with t

bed in Section I.A.4.a,
abhove, or amenduents However, if the permittee
determines that such plan is not sufficiently assured,
it shall instead submit an alternative plan to achieve a
pbosphorus reduction of at least 0.375 pounds per day
within the Watershed by means of any one or a
combination of the following:

i. Payment to public or private partieg of a sum, which
the permittee estimates will not exceed $150,000, to
implement repairs, upgrades or modifications to
failing septic systems within the Watershed; and/or

- ii. harvaatinglof nuisance plants or other phosphorus-
releasing materials visibly present in the
S Watershed; and/or ‘




Permit No. MAQQ39B853
Page 6 of 9

ili. storm water management or other proposals.

v
The plan shall describe and evaluate how each plan
component will reduce phosphorus loadings to the Watershed.
If the permittee proposges alternative Part I.A.4.c.i., the
plan shall also include a description of the mechanism by
which there is reasonable assurance that the funds will be
spent to implement the phosphorus reduction. Although the
selection of the plan component (s} and the proportiona of
each shall be detexrmined by the permittee, the evaluation
of how the plan component (s) will reduce phosphorus
loadings and the calculations used to demonstrate the
required reduction of at least 0.375 pounds per day shall
be subject to EPA and MADEP approval.

d. A schedule for implementation for the phoaphorus
reduction plan described in Section I.A.4.c. above.

The permittee shall reapond teo all written commenta by EPA
and MADEP and shall make all changes to the final draft
plan and schedule required by EPA and MADEP for their
approval.

Unleas otherwige notified by EPA or MADEP, the
permittee shall initiate implementation of the plan
within sixty (60) days of the final plan approval.

The final plan and implementation schedule approved by
EPA and MADEP shall become an enforceable part of this
permit. The reduction of at least 0.375 pounds per day in
nonpoint scurce phosphorus loadings to the Watershed
required by this permit shall be achieved no later than
two (2) years after the effective date of this permit.

Within six_ (6) months of the final plan approval by
EPA oxr MADEP, the permittee shall enter into an
i

ecment with necess ub
implementation of the plap and submit such executed.
agreement to EPA and the MADEP, This agreement and

related documents shall:

Outline each party's roles and responsibilities for
plant ownership/operation of the phosphorus reduction
plan; describe the status of plan implementation; and
include provigions for annual reporting.




al

yrTes

6.

Permit No. MAQ039853
Page 7 of 9

These annu eports shal 8 itted ay 15th o
each vear and shall discues compliance with permit
requirements and scheduled milestones relating to
phosphorus trading. The reports shall also describe
efforte to be conducted during the following year to
reduce phosphorus loading within the Watershed to the
extent required by the permit.

Optimization Study

. The permittee shall conduct an optimization study of

its wastewater treatment plant whi W evalu d

i maintenan and/or modifications

to maximize phosphorus removals through the plant. A_study
plan _and implementation report shall be submitted within
Lwo (2) vears after the gffective date of the permit. Upon

submittal of the plan, the plant shall be operated in
accordance with the findings of this study in order to
maximize phosphorus removal fox the duration of the pexrmit.
Thgse'submittals shall be wade to the addressees on Page 8
and 9.

Inotream chitoring Program

The permittee shall initiate an instream monitoring program
to determine the existing condition and the poet-discharge
condition of the Sudbury River from two sampling locations.

LN in contipui ereaf thi
gampling shall be conducted monthly from May to November

d f£g tri The permittee shall conduct

sampling for the listed parameters below at nearby points
vpstxyeam apd downs am_o A eT=3 2eed Ol 8Cchna s, Bubject
o review and approval by the EPA d the MADEP. All
Eimples shall be alyzed for the following parameters:
nitrate trite pi

-

and pH, ggQtyved oxvden shall also be r ) _ur
and downstream of this discharge for the monthg of June,
July and August only. Thi i l ke done three

Ihis sampling ghall
times per week. For each of these three. days, there ghall
be two samples taken each day, one in the early morning and

the other in Results of this monitoring
shall be reported in accordance with Section C. of the
permit. additi the al reportg described in
Section 4 above sh clu a an

quality monitoring results obtained during the previgus 12

months,
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B. SLUDGR CONDITIONS

1. GENERAL CONDITTONS

a. The permittee shall comply with all existing federal and
State laws and regulations that apply to sewage sludge
use and disposal practices and with the Clean Watex Act
(CWA) Section 405(d) technical standards, If an
applicable management practice or numerical limitation
for pollutants in sewage sludge more stringent than
existing federal and state regulations is promulgated
under -Section 405(d) of the CWA, this permit shall be
modified or revoked and reissued to conform to the
promulgated regulations.

. b. The permittee shall give prilor noticae to the Director of
any change(e) planned In the permittee's sludge use or
diaposal practice.

; ¢. A change in the permittee's sludge use or disposal

] practice is a cause for modification of this permit. It
ig a cause for revocation and reissuance of this permit
if.the permittee requests or agrees.

2. For sewage aludge which is to be landfilled, the permittee
must dispose of thia sludge in a landfill which is in
compliance with 40 CFR Part 258.

3 3. Sewage sludge disposed of in a municipal solid waste land
£ill shall not be hazardous. The Toxicity Characterization
Leachate Protocol (TCLP) shall be used as demonstration
that the sludge is non-hazardous.

C. MONITORING AND REPORTING

1. Reporting

Monitoring results obtained during the previocus aonth
shall be summarized for each month and reported on
separate Discharge Monitoring Report Form{s) postmarked
no later than the 15th day of the month following the
effective date of the permic. .

Signed and dated originals of these, and all other reports
required herein, shall be. submitted to the Director and the
State at the following addresses;

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Planning and Administration (SPA)
P.O. Box 8127
Bogton, Massachusetts 02114
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Fen 01 02 Woodcock&Associates, Inc. 150835822086
Belterpeni Waler
! Name I ci
Oct 26, 1989 Congress Group 400 BPR 45,000 5,681
Feb 11, 2000 Russell’s (Inc house & 2397 BPR 3253 480
July 1,2000  Raiph Osmond 3g4 BFR 200 20
1 Slarmar 338 BPR 325 33
1 Starmar-Pizza 336 BPR 1.200 148
-1 Sovereign Bank 328 BPR Bk 3 41
June 15, 2001 Dr. Stacks 311 BPR 500 172
- Ocl 42000 NailsfOlgas 34D BPR 215 . 285
\-1))6 0 menll KW Hotel Corp 304 BPR 200 213
1 Hussel! House 372 BPR- 0 148
1 Poigson 300 BPR 342 st
Sept 28, 2001 Wayland Cleaners 293 BPFR 300 180
Sept 28, 2001 KaBloom 298 BPR . 0 49
Oci 2, 2001 Wayland: Really Trust 297 BPR 4,000 4,468
Sept 21, 2001 Slate Rd Auto 292 R BPR 200 a0
Dec 11,2000 Somerdy’s 2592 BPR 1,100 532
1 Fleat Bank 289 BPR 266 2,213
Oct 52000 PoslOffice 277 BRR 424 254
1 Shepard .- house 274 BFR 230 &8
1 Shep's Mobil 268 BPR 400 16
Sepl 24, 2001 Ulbrich 284 BPR 200 4
1 Benson's 234 BPR 1,000 T4
1 Carapezza 233 BPR €00 188
Sept 14, 2000 Wheeler 231 BPR 200 74
1 Phoenlx Vel g Palham s 300 T4
1 Kaplan, Lenow & McCa 13 Pelham Iz 200 98
Nov 27,2000 Cord Hair 19 Pelham iz 492 246
June 1, 2001 Sacore {3/99) 30 Coch Rd 330 180
July 26, 2000 Lew Russell 105 Patham 440 82
Feb 1B, 2000 Tim Skehan 101 Pelham £40 180
Apil 25, 2000 Baston 11 Cach 440 234
1 Colling 21 Coch 257 33
Alg. 16, 2001 Katy's Flower 25 Coch 200 T4
Oct 13,2000 Pel-Lin 31 Coch Rd - 260 172
t Town Hall 3.000 1,394
1 Public Safaty Bidg 38 Coch Rd 700 303
1 Chsd Blair 257 BPR 310 o8
5 LIST
Luscomb (5/99) 286 BPR 200 100
Taub ~ Office (5/98) 73 Pelham is 210 156
Pallerson (B/99) Coch Rd 209 0
Kowalski (8/99) - 9&11 Miltbrook 0
Yvayland Library (10/99) 0
Harakles {10/31/93) 11 Oid Sudbury -0
villari (11/16/99) 3 Winthrop 0
LaFarge. C. (4/12/00) 1 Oid Sudbury Rd. :
Weiland. Gelrud (8/2/0° 10 Old Suydbury Rd
Taub House (9/26/01) 213 BPR
Caraways - Jay Coftma 325 BPR .
Connolly 32 Pelham s -~ 440 261
Hisloric Soc 12 Goch uic [0} 1
Bell Allantic 244 BPR 200 29
Som Russel-Caroway 325 BPR 1,200 858
Bill & Leo's 356 BPR 200 101
LMA Mnagt (offices) 260 BPH . 510 J44
. . D
0
Tolals i 71,554 20.634
Signed up less Congress Grp 23,055 13,092
Total Sign 68 055 18,773
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WOODARD & CURRAN
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
Monthly Operating Report
December, 2001
Wayland Wastewater
Treatment Plant

“-J'.
§|{ January 4 , 2002
i
I{—B

,l To: Lana Carlsson-Irwin
| M Eugene Roberts ‘
i Christopher Woodcack

*ﬁf Cc: Jack Bonomo

Bill Porter

From:: Preston J. Ciguarella aod W& C Staff

‘?" Activities This Month

Thigmonth of December was extremly busy. Lower than pormal flow was reported at 07:00 am on

12005/01. A sewer fine break was detected by 09:30 and repair was completed carty evening on 12/4/01,
}Je epair location was at # 304 Boston Post Road and appeared tobe caused by improper installation tie

infiGene Roberts arranged for a town backhoe to excavaie the service and the piping repairs were

D ed b}' W&C Smﬂ. )

Ny

e A

' 1 > was one equipment failure for the month (22/16/01 at 6:30 pmj. The bearing for the sludge collector
pEd reducer failed. This was caused from fatigue. Alarms were veset; the speed reducer and firwc ‘

spiicket were replaced within 36 hours. There was a0t suy negative effect on the effluent quality during
1¥9brief period. :

A Py
L

a? hackup UV unit was completely overhauted with new bulbs , quartz tybes and o-rings. This unit was

Bcd to service on 12/26/01 36 part of the capitel cost progeam-

)
e

s

k]

‘. Id sludge has been removed from the clarifier and the storage tank is roughljr 1 fulk.
I ‘




WAYLAND WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT COMMISSION

Commissioners: Town Building
Eugene Roberts, Chairman 41 Cochituate Road
Lana Carlsson-Irwin Wayland, MA 01778
Harry Sweitzer

December 23, 2004

Ms. Jeanne Voorhees
USEPA

1 Congress Street

Suite 1100 (CPEO)
Boston, MA 02114-2023

Dear Ms. Voorhees:

I am pleased to provide a list of all cumrent and potential future users serviced by the
Wayland Wastewater Treatment Plant. The list is enclosed, A pumber of the nsers on the
list are considered to be users because they declared their intention to become users, have
paid the betterment charges, and are paying user fees. However, these users have not yet
connected to the system. Xhave identified these users on the list by an asterisk (*) after
their nanies. They have been approved by the Cominission for connection and could
connect at any time. Also, Fhave indicated commercial users by © and residential users
by ® afier their names.

Potential future users are:

1. Jonathan Buchman — Mr. Buchman of Wellesley recently purchased a roulti-
family residence at 32 Pelham Island Road. He has advised me that he intends to
demolish the structure and construct an office building. He plans to conmect to the
system when the building is completed. I do not have a firm date for his
connection but I estimate that it will take place in 2005,

2. Wayland Public Library —~ The Wayland Public Library is planning an expansion
and, in connection with that expansion, is planning to connect to the system. I am
unable to estimate the connection date but it is probably several years in the future
if it happens at ajl :

3. Wayland Commons ~ Wayland Commons is a propased housing development of
48 residential units to be located near the treatment plant. The developer, Michael
Intoccia, has not met with the Zoning Board to seek approval for the project.
Therefore, it is not possible to estimate a connection date or if the project will be
approved.

4. Any resident or business along Routé 20 or rear the Route 20/Route 27 -

* intersection is a potential user of the system if not now a user. No applications are

currently before the Commission.




Ftrust that T have provided-the sformation that you roquire. If you have questions or need
miore. information, you may contact me by letter at the Wayland Town Building or by

Email at billp26@hotmail com.

Sincerely,

Witk @ Crevatssgort
William R, Prendergast
Director




|WAYLAND WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT COMMISSION {

SYSTEM USERS

NAME Address
Wayland Business Center © A0D Boston Post Road
Russell's Garden Center ® - 387 -Beston Post Road
[Ralph -Osmond Company @ 364-Baston Post Road
Dave Starmer ()® 338 Boston Post Road
Dave Starmer Wayland Pizza (*)® [336 Boston Post Road
Sovereign Bank (® 328 Boston Post Road
Dr. Stacks @ 311 Boston Post Road
Nails/Qiga's © e 310 Boston Post Road
34BPRULLC® 364 Boston Post Road
Russell's House ® 372 Boston Post Road
Francis Poisson () © 300 Boston Post Road
Wayland Cleaners ® 298 Boston Post Road
KaBloom 298 Boston Post Road
Shopping Center © 297 Boston Post Road
State Road Auto Body ©® 292 Boston Post Road {rear)
Somerby’s Hair Salon © 292 Boston Post Road
Bank of America (") @ 289 Boston Post Road
US Past Office @ 277 Boston Post Road
Mark Shepard {("}@ 288 Boston Post Road
Shepard House (*) ® 274 Beston Post Road
Richard Ulbrich ® 264 Boston Post Road
Comer Store Café @ 234 Bostorr Post Road
Dr. Cavapezza © 233 Boslon Post Road
Wayland Capital Management ©@  [231 Baston Post Road
Phoenix Veterinary Service @ 9 Pelham Jsland Road

Kaptan, Lenow () ©

13 Pelham Island Road

Moodz Day Spa & Salon © 119 pelham Istand Road
Richard Secor ® 30 Cochifuate Road
Lewis Russell @ 101 Pelham isfand Road
Lew Russell ® 105 Pelham 1sland Road
Prescolt Baston ® 41 Cochituate Road
Olds Collins Market () © 21 Cochituate Road
Thomas Duffy © 25 Cochituate Road
Peai-Lin ® 31 Cochituate Road
Town Building (*) ® 41 Cochituade Road
Public Safety Bullding © 38 Cachituate Road

26/ BPRLLC® 267 Boston Post Road
(M ~ not connected

@ - Commercial B

® - Residential

William R. Prenderpast

December 23, 2004




