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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD . |
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY !

WASHINGTON, D.C. e
}
In the Matter of: }
}
City of Cambridge, DPW ) NPDES Permit Alpdgeul [ase No
y _ —
} -
NEDES Parmit No. MAGL( 974 )
)

PETITION FOR REVIEW

The Town of Arlington, with offices at 730 Massachnsetts Avenue, Axlington, MA
02476 (hersafter "Petitioner" or the “Town™) sccks review of the Final National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES™) permit (“Final Permit™} issued to the City of
Cambridge Department of Public Works ("Cambridge™) by Region I of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA”™). A copy of the Finul Permit 1s attached hereto
as Exhibit A. The facts and grounds for the review, the rclief sought, snd additional
information required by applicable statutes and rcgniations are provided in the supporting
brief set forth below. This Petition for Review has been timely filed in accordance with the
requitements of 40 CFR 124.19(a), as it is being delivered to the Environmental Appeals

Board (“EAB”) within thirty (30} days of the Town’s receipt of the Final Permit.'

The Final Perniit is dated September 23, 2003, The Town did nol receive a copy of the Final Permmt
unti] it received a letter {tom Roger Janson, EPA Region T Manager of Municipal Permits Branch,
dated DJecomber 5, 2005, that extended the tms peciod during which Cambnidge’s Final Perrit may
be appealed. A copy of the letter is attached horoto as Exhibit B, According to the letter, some
mdivaduals whe should have teecived a copy of the Final Permit either did not recaive a copy o
received a copy beyond the 30-day penodd after the permit issuance and any recipieot of the lewer has
the opportunity wr appeal the Final Permit within 30 days of receipt of the letter. The Tawn recerved
a copy of the Decentber 5, 2005 letler and the Final Permit on Becernber &, 2005,



L Parties

1. The Petitioner, Town of Arlington, is a municipal corporation duly
organized under the laws of the Commmonwealth of Magsachusctts with its principal offices
at 730 Massachusetts Avenue, Arlinglon, Massachusetts 02476,

2. The Respondent, EPA Region I, is an agency of the United States with the
responsibility to implement, infer alia, the requirements of the NPDES permitting program
under the Federal Clean Water Act, 33 U S.CAL § 1342,

II. Statement of Facts

L. The City of Cambridge discharges sewage into Alewife Brook during wet
weather conditions from six combined sewer overfllow (“CS807) locations under NPDES
permit MAQ101974, which was issued on March 26, 1993, The Final Permit is a renewal
of this existing permit.

2. Alewite Brook flows through the Town, and public ways in Arlington and
the homes of thousands of Arlington residents are located within its floodplain,  Several
times a year, during wet weather conditions, Alewife Brook overtops its banks, flooding
residential properties and public streets.

3. The homes, properties and public ways located in the floodplain of Alewife
Brook cxperience significant flooding during Lhe rainstorms that cause the CSOs to
aclivatc, cxposing these propertics and their inhabitants to odorous waters contaminated
with high levels of fecal coliform bacteria and containing floatable solids.

4, The EPA and the Mussachusetts Department of Environmenial Protection
{the “DEP") administer the NPDES program under Federal and Statc law, respectively. On

or about May &, 2003, EPA and DEP issucd Joint Public Notice of: (a) the Draft NPDES



Permil renewal, and (b} EPA’s request for State Water Quality Certification (*“WQC™)
under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. On June 12, 2003, the agencies conducted a
joint public hearing on the Draft Fermit and the Request for WQC.

3. In accordance with Section 401{a) of the Federal Clean Water Act and 40
CFR 124.53, the Department was required o review the Draft Permit and determine
whether the conditiocns in the Draft Permit would ensure compliance with the Federal
Clean Water Act and Massachusetts Surface Water Qualily Standards at 314 CMR 4,05,

0. For the purposes of the Town’s appecal, the Final Permit was issued jointly
by EPA and the Department on December 5, 2005,

7. The Final Permit approves a variance extension that was issued by the
Department on September 1, 2004, for CSO discharges to the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic
River by the Massachusetts Water Resource Authonty (“MWRA™) and the Cities of
Somerville and Cambridge (the *Variance™), Under the Variance and subject to several
conditions, C80 dischurges from Cambridge’s outlails on the Alewife Brook are eaempled
trom meeting the Massachusetts Class B eriteria (including standards for fecal coliform
bacteria, floatable solids and odor) during events when flow in the collection system
exceeds the collection system conveyance capacity as a rcsult of precipitation or snow
melt. The prescnce of high fecal bacteria counts, floatable solids and odor in the waters of
Alewife Brook prescnt significant public health risks to the Town and iis residents.

8. The Town, through its Board of Selectmien and Conscrvation Commtission,
submilled writtcn comments during the public comment period on the Draft Permnit
(“Written Cormments™). A copy of the Arlington Board of Selectmmen’s written comments

is attached hercto as Exhibit C. A copy of the Arlington Comservation Commission’s



writtcn comments 15 attached hereto as Exhibit D.  In addition, two members ol the
Arlington Board of Selectmen, Ms. Diane Mahon and Ms. Kathlecn Kicly Dias,
participated in the joint public hearing on June 11, 2003 on behalf of the Town (“Oral
Comments™). A copy of the hearing transeript is attached hereto as Exhibit E.

9, The Town hereby requests review and modification of several conditions
and requircinents contained in the Final Permit (“Contested Conditions™). In each instance,
the Petitioner alleges that the Contested Conditions are based upon errors of fact or
conclusions of Jaw by EPA, andfor constitute an exercise of discrction by EPA that
warrants EAB review and/or present issucs of important policy consideration that warrant
EAB rcview.

10.  In accordance with 40 CFR § 124.19(a), the Town has standing to scek
review of each of the Contested Conditions as the Town participated in the public hearing,
and Arlingion's Oral Comments and Watten Comments presented specific concerns for
each of the Contested Conditions that was ingluded in the Draft Permit, Morcover, as
discussed in more detail below, each Contested Condition {or issue relating to a4 Contested
Condition) was raised with the requisite specificity and clarity during the public comment
period, or was not “reasonably ascertainable™ at that time,

11. The Town also has standing to scek review of each of the Contestod
Conditions because, as sel forth below, this Petition for Review addresses with specificity,
and provides rebottal to, each of the responses that EPA made to some of the Town's Oral
Commenis and Written Comments. Seg EFA's Response fo Public Comments included in

Exhibit A.



12.  Contemporaneously with the filing of this Petition for Review, the Petitioner
has filed a Notice of Claim for Adiudicatory Hearing in accordance with 310 CMR 1.00
and 314 CMR 2,08, ta challenge the conditions contained 1n the portion of the Final Permit
jssued by DEP.”

III.  Statement of Final Permit Conditions for Which Review is Sought

The Petitioner is seeking review of the following conditions contained in the Final
Permit. The following discussion sets forth the detailed basis why the EAB should grant
the Petitioner’s request for review for each of these ilems.

1. Effluent Limitations on Fecal Coliform Bacteria

The Final Permit approves the Variance that was issued by the Department and
anthorizes discharges from Cambridge’s CSO outfalls on the Alewife Brook that are
exempted from meeting the Massachusetts Class B criteria, including standards for fecal
coliform bacteria, floatable solids and odor. The Finul Permit does not place any cffluent
limitation on the fecal coliform bacteria concentvations. The Class Beso standand
authorized by the Final Permit allows discharge of water contaminated with unrestricted
levels of fecal bucteria in Alewifc Brook thal, during wet weather events, will flood
roadways and properties of inhabitants of the area. As a result, the public and the residents
whose houses are located in the floodplain of Alewife Brook cannot avoid contact with
these contaminated waters, In some instances, the contaminated waters seep into
basements and the first floor apartments of the buildings located 1n the floodplain. See

Exhibit E, Hearing Transcript, pages 22-23.

2 On Deceinber 27, 2003, the Town also filed a Notwee of Claim for Adindicatory Hearing under 310
CHE 1.00 and 314 CKMR 9.10, seeking review of the Department’s state Water Quality Cerification
that was issued with the Final Permit,



The Arlington Board of Seclectmen specifically commented on this problem during

the public comment period:

The Town believes that the NPDES permit must specily an efflnent
limitation that assures Arlington ncighborhoods are not placed at risk from
sewage born pathogens. The April 2001 MWRA Notice of Project Change
(NPC} documented instances where CSO effluent reaches residential
properties in Arlington. It is an unreasonable cxpectation that under such
cirgumstances no secondary contact with the waters of Alewile Brook will
occur. Therefore, the Town's position is that the NPDES permit must
support documented secondary contact uses of Alewife Brook. Such uses
include incidental contact at residential properties located in the flood plain.

Sec Exhibit C, Arlington Board of Selectmen Comment Letter, Comment L[{1}. In its
Response to Public Conments, EPA did not address this specific comment. On the same
issue, the Arlington Conservation Cominission cornmented that:

All C50s should be phased out as fast as the pipe separation work can be

done. The goal must be the Class B water standard . . . Class Beso is
unacceplable as it allows peak pollution rats at the times when peak flows
Qcgur,

See Exhibit D, Arlington Congervation Commission Comment Letter.

In response, EPA ignored the point raised by these comments, namely, that because
the Class Bego standard was authorized by the Final Permit, rcsidents of Arlington will
continue to be exposed to the dangerous and contaminated waters of Alewife Brook during
wet weather events that activate the CSO discharges. EFPA completely sidestepped the
issue, merely responding that “[t]he decision regarding the water quality standards will be

made during the variance cxtension period.” See Exhibit A, Final Permit, Response 1o



Conunents, Page 57

The fact remains thai, during and after CSO discharge activation, the waters of
Alewife Brook continue to be contaminated with high fecal coliform bacteria, sohids and
floatable materials and the area is affected by odor, and the Final Permit does not go far
enough in requiring Cambridge to mininuize fecal coliform bacteria counts and control odor
and solid and floatable matierals in the C350s. The Final Pemit should require controls
over these highly dangerous and musance conditions more stringent than those provided in
the Nine Minimurmt Controls of the Final Permit.

Relief Sought: The failure to include an effluent limitation n the Final Permit for
fecal bacteria concenteations during wet weather cvents is based upon an error of fact
andfor law. and/or constilutes an cxercise of agency discretion that warrants EAB review,
The exclusion in the Final Permit of requircments beyond the Nine Minimuwn Controls for
fecal coliform bacterial, odor and solids and floatables is based upon an emror of act and/or
law andfor constitutes an exercise of agency discretion that warrants EAB review, The

Pelitioner requests that the Final Permit be modified to add an effluent limitation for fecal

} The Final Permit allow unrestricted Tevels of fecal coliform bacterta counts in the O8O discharges.
and authorizes discharge frequencies and volumes that wers determined by Cambridge or the
MWRA solely by the vse of modeling, See Exhibit A, Final Permil, Attachment C. The modeled
discharge frequencies and volumes are hased on “typical year' characteristics rather than actual data
obtained from the meters located at the Cambridge CSO outfalls. Sec Cambridge DPW Wehsite at
www.cambrideema. eowTheWorkstidepariments!  swrbdnt/csohtml.  The actual data, m many
instances, show activation frequencies and discharge volumes at lower values than the modeled
values adopred in the Final Permit. DPor example, for CAMAOIE the Final Pormuit authorizes an
amnual activation frequency of 25 and an annual velume of 107 million gallons, which ropresent
midelcd numbers prepared by MWRA/Cambndge and reported in the Mevece aof Profect Change for
the Long Term CSO Control Plan for Alewife Brooki "NPC”) prepared by the MWRA in 2000, As
noted in the NIP'C, the owtfalt at CAMAGIR was not known when the original MEPA review was
conducled.  And yer, in the NPC thore was munimal, if any. real evalvation of the potential for
elimination of this C80 outfall. See NPC, page 3-11 and 3-12, Instead, without any meaningfil
valuation and alternatives anabysis for miligaton at this outfall, the Final Permit merely adopts the
modeled values pessented in the NI'C as the Final Permit restrictions,

-



coliform bacteria during CSO discharges that takes into account the public’s exposure to
contaminated waters and is more protective of public health, and to provide move rigorous
requirements for the control of odor and solids and floatable materials than provided by the
Nine Minimum Controls.

2. Ultimate Water Quality Desienation for Alewife Brook

The Final Permit approves a third cxtension to the Variance that was originally
issued in 1999 and authorizes CSO discharges during wet weather events in accordance
with the Variance. Variances arc intended to be “time-limited” changes iz the water
quality standards. Sec EPA Guidance, Coordinating USO Long-Long Term Planning with
Water Quality Standavd Reviews (July 21, 2001}, page 34, Moreover, when adopling a
variance, DEP must demonstrate that the designated use is not an existing use. DEP failed
to make this demonstration. Alewife Brook is designated as a Class B waterbody, with
primary and sccondary contact recreation listed as designated uses. In issuing and
approving a third extension to the Variance, DEP and EPA apparently ignored the fact that
secondary contact is an existing use of the Alewife, as residents whose properlies are
located in the [loodplain are cxposed directly to flood waters,

The Variance extension is “intended to provide time for DEP to obtain the
necessary information necessary to deterinine the appropriate water quality standard and
level of CSO control for the receiving waters.” See Final Permit, Atachment F,
Dctermination to Extension to Variance for CSO Discharges Alwife Brook/Upper Mystic
River Basin. However, DEP appears predisposed o0 a Class Bgp designation; “The
Lepartment notes that a [eamible means to climinate €SO in the Alewife Brook/Upper

Mystic watershed has not been identified and, thereforc a B{CSQ) designation for the



impacted scgment may be warranted; the information gathered during the course of the
CS0 Variance will be used to determine the highest feasible level of CSO control.” Id.

Ag noted in the Arlington Conservation Comnussion Comment Letter:

[tlhe NPDES permit allows the permittces to hide behind the water quality

of [non-CSQ] stormwater discharges 10 statc that any further reduction in

sewage removals is useless or al least not cost effective. It is not useless as

Phase II KPDES requirements for all communities will eventually phase out

these sources of direct discharpes as well.
Sce Exhibit D, Arlington Conservation Commission Comment Letter. Tn response, EPA
stated that, with regard to the ultimatc water quality standard designation for Alewife
Brook, “[e]ven if CS0s were cntirely elinnnated, water quality data shows that there would
be continuing violations of water quality criteria during wet weather due to storm water
discharges.” See Exhibit A, Final Permit, Response to Comments, Page 5. No weight was
given to the fact that non-CSO discharges eventually will be reduced or eliminated. It is
not valid to ignore the likely future improvements to the water quality in Alewife Brook as
a result of the implementation of other federal and statc pregrams, and simply 10 use the
current existence of non-CSO surlace water discharges as an excuse for not maximizing
(S0 elimination to achieve the Class B water quality standards.

Relief Soughr: The Final Permit docs not explicitly require Cambridge to eliminate
CS0 discharges to Alewife Brook or achieve Class B standards. This deficiency in the
Final Permit is bascd upon an emror of fact and/or law, andfor constitutes an exercise of
agency discretion that warrants EAB review. The Poutioner requests that the Final Permit

be modified to require that Cambridge eliminate its CSO discharges or achieve the Class B

water quality standards for its discharges.



3. The Final Permit docs not account for potentind additional loads

The Final Permit does not address the issue of the potential for additional loads 10
the C8O system. The Arlington Board of Sclectmen commented that the Final Permit
“must protect wet weather water quality by accounting for additional loads to the combined
sewer system for futre growth.” Additionally, the Board noted:

In our cormnents on the [MEPA Notice of Project Change] the Town asked
whether there would be any gain or loss to the capacity of MWRA's
interceptor system due to the project. (See June 4, 2001 comments letler,
Engineering calculations and flows, comment 5.) In response (Sce May
2003 RTC, 4-35) the MWRA indicated that the recommended plan would
take advantage of the reduction in the hydraulic grade line of the interceptor
and increase the dry weather flow connections for CAM 002, 40IB and
SOM 001A. Even with the reductions of CSO discharges at the outlialls the
recommended plan predicted 5-7 overflows a year. “This condition
suggests that in wet weather additional flows, such as from new
development, would likely cause an increase in CS8O, unless those new
flows were offset by an equal or greater reduction in tributary flow.” This
suggests that the effluent limitation will be eroded unless the permit
contains 4 mechanism to verify that local and stale sewer system conmection
programs and storm water management regulations arc sufficient to protect
wet weather water quality gains. We ask that the final psomit contain such a
mechanism,

See Exhit C, Arlington Board of Selectmen Comment Letter, Comment I1.{1}. EPA did
not respond at all to this comment and no condition of the Final Permit addresses this
concern. Sec Exhibit A, Final Permit, Response to Comments.

Relief Sought: The Final Permit does not require Cambridge to restrict additional
loads to the CSO system, This deficiency in the Final Permit is based upon an error of fact
andfor law, and/or constitutes an exercise of agency discretion that warrants EAB review,
The Petitioner requests that the Final Permit be modified to specifically require Cambridge
to reduce infiltration/inflow on thosc pormions of its wastewater fransport system that are

connected to the discharge outfalls on Alewife Brook. In addition, the Final Permit should

-10-




restrict any additional hookups to such sections of Cambridge’s wastewater transport
system untit Cambridge can either ceasc all €SO discharges o Alewife Brook or
dernonstrate that the CSO discharges meet the Class B water quality standards.

4. Notification Reguirements

{a) The Town requested in its Written Comments that waming signage at all
outtalls contain telephone contact numbers, See Exhibit C, Arlington Board of Selectmen
Comment Letter, Comment L(3), The Final Permit does not require contact telephone
numbers. EPA did not respond at all to this comment and no condition of the Final Permit
addresses this concern. See Exhibit A, Final Permit, Response to Comments. A telephone
number would direct all citizen inquiries to the appropriatc Cambridge contact. This
would benefit Cambridge by providing an additional source of information about the
condition of outfall structures and discharges.

Relief Sought: This deficiency in the Final Permit is based upon an error of fact
andfor law, andfor constitutes an exercise of agency discretion that warrants EAB revicw.
The Petitioncr requests that the Final Permit be modified to require that Cambridge post
contact telephone mumbers on all of its warning signs atong Alewife Brook.

it The Town requested in its Written Comments that all residents in the flood
plain of Alewife Brook must receive written notification of the location of CSC outfalls
and the conditions in which they discharge. See Exhibit C, Arlington Board of Selectmen
Comment Letter, Comment L({3). The Final Pcrmit, by incorporation of the Variance,

requires only that a joint press release be issucd to “property owners subject o flooding in

the Alewifc watershed.” See Exhibit A, Final Permit (emphasis added). The Town

believes that the high proportion of rental property in the Alewife area, combined with the

-11-



low vigibility of current notification efforts, is ample justification for direct mailing to
affected residents. EPA did not respond at all 1o this comment and no condition of the
Final Pernut addresses this concern. Scc Exhibit A, Final Permil, Response to Comments.

Relief Sought: This deficiency in the Pinal Permit is based upon an error of fact
andfor law, and/or constitutes an cxercise of agency discretion that wamants EAB review,
The Petitioner requests that the Final Permit be modificd to require that Cambridge mail
quarter]ly notices to all affected residents in the floodplain of Alewife Brook.

(c) While the Variance reguires Cambridge “in collaboration with MWRA and
Somerville” to provide electronic mail notice to “local health agents,” among others, of
CSO0 discharge events in the Alewife Brook watershed within 24 hours of the discharge,
the Final Permit only requires Cambridge to provide detailed information to DEP about the
discharges (i.e., discharge volume, precipitatien data for each day of discharge, ctc.} on an
annual basis. The Town suggested in its Written Comments that Cambridge should be
required to provide detailed information regarding each discharge mere frequently, and
directly to the local health agents, who have the primary responsibility under G.L.. ¢, 111
insure that health risks to the community arc climinated or controlled. See Exhibit C,
Arlington Board of Selectmen Comment Letter, Comment Li2). EPA did not respond at
all to this comment and no condition of the Finul Permit addresses this concern. Seg
Exhibit A, Final Permit, Response to Comments.

Relief Soncht: This deficiency in the Final Permit is based upon an error of fact
andfor law, and/or constitutes an exercise of agency discretion that warrants EAB rovicw.,

The Petitioner requests that the Final Permit be modified to require that Cambiridge mail

-[2-



provide detailed information regarding each CSO discharge directly to the Town's health
agent within 24 hours of the discharge.

3. Surface Flooding Studies within the Alewifc Brook Floodplain

The Town commented that, thus far, review of surlace flooding in the Alewifc
Brook floodplain appears (o have been limited to the area between Perch Pond and
Massachusetts Avenue. Sce Exhibit C, Aringlon Board of Sclectmen Comment Letter,
Comment 1L{1). As a result, revicw of surface flooding has not included the Town's
residential neighborhoods that lie 1o the north of Massachusetts Avenue (specifically, the
Sunnyside and Henderson Strect neighborhoods), even though two of Cambridge’s CSO
outfalls (and one MWRA CS0 outfall) are Iocated north of Massachusetts Avenue and
directly affect these Arlington neighberhoods. EPA did not respond at all to this comment
and no condition of the Final Permit addresses this concern. Seg Exhibit A, Finul Permit,
Response to Comments, The Town of Arlington believes that it is important that the
operators of the CSO outfalls evaluate the full extent to which all residential areas arc
placed at risk by CSO discharges under existing and future conditions.

Relief Sought: This deficiency in the Final Permit of a requirement that Cambridge
provide a survey plan with flood clevations for all areas in the Alewife Brook floodplain
aud evaluate the risk of CSO discharges to all properties located with the floodplain of
Alewife Brook is based upon an error of fact and/or law, and/or constitutes an exercise of
agency discretion that warrants EAB review. The Petitioner requests that the Final Permit

be modified to require that Cambridge provide such a plan and evaluation.

-13-



7. Process for Determining Whether Additional CSO Controls Are Necessary
During the Term of the NPDES Permil

The Town commenied that the Variance includes .

mechanism, the so-called ‘trigger points,” for determining when additional

CS0O controls will be appropnate for the Alewife Brook. The Town

believes that il is appropriate for both the permittees and MA/DEP to

provide greater detail about the “trnigger points” process, including

implementation and public participation plans, if the water quality variance

is 1o be incorporated into the NPDES permit.
See Exhibit C, Arlington Board of Selectmen Comment Letter, Comment IV.(1), EPA did
not respond at all to this comment and no condition of the Final Permit addresses this
concem, but the Variance was incorporated into the Final Permit. Sege Exhibil A, Final
Permut, Response to Comments,

Relief Soughr: This exclusion in the Final Peimit of greater detail about the trigger
points process is based upon an error of fact and/for law, and/or constitutes an exercise of
agency discretion that warrants EAB review. The Petitioner requests that the Final Permit

be modified to provide specific information about the process, including implementation

and public participation plans.

IV.  Praver for Relief

The Petitioner requests the following relief:

{1} That the EAB grant the Town’s requests and that the Final Permii be remanded
for modification of the Contested Conditions contained in the Final Permit as
listed and described above;

{2) That, pursuant to 40 CFR 124.16(n), the effect of each Contested Condition be

stayed during the pendency of this appeal and until the Final Permit is modified;

_14-



(3)  That the EAB grant such other relicf to Petitioner as it shall deem appropriate.
Respectully subywmitted,
TOWN OF ARLINGTON

By its attomeys,

. h
\ C HU‘%\M)\{ C L%)
Jéhh F. Maher, BRO # 314100
30 Pleasant Streat
Arlington, MA 02476
(781-641-4889)

N,aﬁ}f K\&ﬁlan, BBO # 552724

Cheryl A, Blaine, BBO # BBO # 552724
Keegan Werlin LLP

265 Franklin Street

Boston, MA 02110

{617)-251-1400

{617)-951-1354 (facsimile)

Dated: January 3, 2006

-15-
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S UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

£ i REGION 1
m E 1 CONGRESS S8TREET, SUITE 1100
¢:—4§ BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023
[
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Septenber 27, 2005
Lisa Peterson, Commissioner
The City of Cambridge
Department of Public Works
147 Hampshire Strect

Cambridge, MA (2150
Re: NPDES # MaA0101974

Dear Ms. Peterson;

Enclosed is your final Naticnal Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued
pursuant to the Clean Water Act {the “Federal Act™), as amended, and the Massachusetts Clean
Waters Act (the "State Act™), 21 M.G.L. §§43-45, as amended. The Environmental Pennit
Regulations, at40 C.F.R. §124.15, 48 Fed. Reg. 14271 (April 1, 1983}, requirs this permit tobecome
effective on the date specified in the permit.

Also enclosed is a copy of the Massachusetts State Water Quality Certification for your final permit,
the Agency's response to the comments received on the drafl permit, if any, and information relative
to appeals and stays of NPDES permits. Should you desire to contest any provision ol the permit,
your petition should be submitted to the Environmental Appeals Board as outlined in the enclosure
and a similar request should also be filed with the Director of the Office of Watcrshed Management
in accerdance with the provisions of the Massachusctts Administrative Procedurcs Act, the
Division's Rules for the Conduct of Adjudicatory Proceedings and the Timely Action Schedule and
Fee Provigions {see enclosure).

" 'We appreciate your ¢ooperation throughout the development of this permit. Should you have any

questions concerning the permit, feel free to contact George Papadopoulos at 617/418-1579,

David Webster, Manager
Tndustrial Permits Branch

Enclosurgs

ce: MADEP, Division of Watershed Management
All Interested Parlies

¢ - Toll Fres » 1-B88-372-7341
M., M B . internet Addrass {URL) » hp:iawww.epa.goviragion
RecyoladBecyciaple » Printed wilh Yegetatde Ol Basad Inke on Recycled Paper [Minlmun: 30% Festconsumer)



NPDES Permit No, MA0101974 Pagel of 8
AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM
In compliance with the provisions of the Federat Clean Water Act, as amended, 33 U.S.C,

£§1251 et seq., and the Massachusetts Clean Waters Act, as amended, Massachusetts General
Laws Chapter 21, §§26-53, the

City of Cambridge
Depariment of Pablic Works
147 Hampshire Street
Cambridge, MA 02139
is authorized to discharge from;
11 Combined Sewer Qverflows (CSOs) listed in Attachment A

- o receiving waters named: Alewife Brook, Charles River

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

This permit shal! become effective sixty (60) days after the date of signature,

This permit and the authorization to discharge expire at midnight, five years from the effective
date,

Thispermit-snpercedesthe pafiitissued on March 26, 1997, o -

This permit consists of 8 pages and Attachments A through G in Part I and 35 pages in Part II
including General Conditions and Definitions.

Signed thisgZ’day of %mé/{_} 2005

Director I ‘J BDirector

Office of Ecosystem Protection Division of Watershed Management
Environmental Protection Agency 'Department of Environmental Protection
Region I Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Boston, MA Boston, MA




NPDES Permit No. MA0101974 Page2 of 8

Part 1.
COMEBINED SEWER OVERFLOWS
A Effiuent Limitations

1. During wet weather, the pennittee is anthorized to discharge combined storm water and
wastewatey from combined sewer outfalls listed in Attachment A, subject to the following
effluent limitations.

a, The discharges shall receive treatment at a level providing Best Practicable Contrel
Technology Currently Available (BPT), Bést Conventional Pollutant Control
Technology (BCT) te control and abate conventional polhntants and Best Available
Technology Beonomically Achievable (BAT) to control and abate non-conventional
and toxic pollutants. The EPA has made a Best Professional Judgement (BFJ)
determination that BPT, BCT, and BAT for combined sewer overflow (CS0) control
include the implementation of Nine Minimum Controls (NMC) specified below and
detailed further in Part 1.B. NMCs and Pari LC. Minimum Implementation Levels, of
this permit. Implementation of these controls is required h}' the effective date of the
permit,

i. Proper operation and regular maintenance programs for the sewer system and the
combined sewer overflows.

i, Maximum use of the collection system for storage.

iii. Review and modification of the pretreatment program to assure CSO impacts are

" minimized.
iv, Maximization of flow to the POTW for treatment.
v. Prohibition of dry weather overflows from CS0Os.
vi, Control of solid and floatable materials in CSO.
vii. Poliution prevention programs that focus on contaminant reduction activities.

viii. Public notification to ensure that the public receives adequate nofification of CSO
occurrences and CSO impacts,

ix. Monitoring to effectively characterize CSO and the efficacy of CSO controls.

b. The discharges shall not cause violations of Federal or State Water Quality Standards.




NPDES Permit No, MAC101974 ' Page3 of 8

¢. Discharge frequencies and volumes for the Charles River CSO discharges are limited in
accordance with the Revised Recommended Plan for the Charles River in MWRA’s
“Final Environmental Impact Report"(FEIR) and CSO Facilities Plan”, July 1997, MA
DEP’s Adntinistrative Determination and Use Attainebility Analysis, December 31,

1997 and Federal court order (U.S. v. M.D.C., et 3l., No. 85-0489 (. Mass)) as may be
amended, These frequencies and volumes are shown in Atiachment B,

d. Discharge frequencies and volumes for Alewife Brook CSO discharges are limited in
accordance with the Revised Recommended Plan for the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic
River watershed in MWRA’s *Final Environmental Fmpact Report” (FEIR} and CSO
Facilities Plan”, July 1997, MA DEP’s Administrative Deterniination and Use
Aftainability Analysis, December 31, 1997 and Federal court order (US v, MDC, et al,,
No. 85-0489 (D, Mass)) as may be amended. The “Netice of Project Chanpe™ document
that was submitted by the City of Cambridge and the MWRA on April 30, 2001 ané
the document “Final Variance Report for Alewife Brook and the Upper Mystic River”,
July, 2003 revised these frequencies and volumes, which are shown in Attachment C.

B. Nine Minimym Conirols, Minimum Implementation Levels

The permittee must implement the nine minimum conirols in accordance with the documentation
submitied December 31, 1996 with a response to EPA comments dated May L, 1997, The
permittee must evatuate, in its annual report (see Part LD, below) any modifications te the
approved program which enhance its effectiveness and can be reasonably implemented during
the upcoming year. The proposed level of control must always meet or exceed the Minimunm
Implementation Levels described in Part LC.

C. Minimum Implementation Levels

— e e e e —— ——— —— ———

1. Each CSO structure/regulator, pumping station and/or tidegate shall be routinely inspected,
at a minirmem of once per month, to insure that it is in good working condition and
adjusted to minimize combined sewer discharges and tidal surcharging, (NMC # 1, 2 and
4). The following inspection results shall be recorded: the date and time of the inspection,
the general condition of the facility, and whether the facility is operating satisfactorily, If
maintenance is necessary, the permittee shall record: the description of the necessary
maintenance, the date the necessary maintenance was performed, and whether the observed

- problem was corrected. The permittee shall maintain all records of inspections for at least
three yoars.

Annually, no later than February 1%, the permittee shall submit a cettification to the
State and EPA which states that the previous calendar year's monthly inspections were
conducted, results recorded, and records maintained,

2. Discharges to the combined system of septage, hoiding tank wastes or other material which
may cause a visible il sheen or containing floatable materials are prohibited during wet
weather when C80 discharges may be active. (NMCH# 3,6, and 7).
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3. Dry westher overflows (DWQs) dre prohibited (NMC# 5). All dry weather sanijary and/or

industrial discharges from CSOs must be reported to EPA and the State within 24 hours in
accordance with the reporting requirements for plant bypass (See Part 1.F, Unauthorized
Digcharges and Part 11.D. L.¢. of this permit).

. The permittee shall quantify and record all discharges from combined sewer outfalla

(NMC# 9), Quantification may be through direct measurement or estimation, When
estimating, the permitiee shall make reasonable efforts, i.e, gaging, measurements, to
verify the validity of the eatimation technique, The following information must be
recorded for each combined sewer outfall for each discharge event:

. Estimated duration (hours) of discharge;

L Estimated volume (gallons) of discharge; and

* National Weather Service precipitation data from the nearest gage where
precipitation is available at daily (24-hour) intervals and the nearest gage
where precipitation data at minimum of one-hour intervals is available to
the permittee. Cumulative precipitation per digcharge event shall be
provided,

* A desceription of whether the discharge activation and volume are in
accordance with the MWREA Final CS0 Facilities Plan or the “Notice of
Project Change “document, or updates to these docwments.

The permittee shall maintain all records of discharges for af least eight (8) years after the
expiration date of this permit, :

Within 3 mouaths of the effective date of this permit, the permittee will submit a CSO
maonitoring plan to EPA and MADEP for approval, which describes the methods it will

use to quantify CSO activations and volumes. The CSO monitoring plan will be
implemented vpon EPA and MADEP approval. Activation frequencies and discharge
volumes required to be submitted in the annual report (see Section 1.D.1) shall thereafter
be reported in accordance with methods identified in the monitoring plan,

. The permittee shall maintain identification signs for all combined sewer outfall structures

{NMC# 8), The signs must be located at or near the combined sewer outfall structures and

‘easily readable by the public from the land and water. These signs shatl be a minimum of

12 x 18 inches in size, with white Jettering againat a green background, and shall contain
the following information:

WARNING:*

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
WET WEATHER
SEWAGE DISCHARGE
OUTFALL (discharge serial number)
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" For existing signs which otherwise meet the requirements of this section, the word
“Waming” need not be added.

Where easements over property not owned by the permittee must be obtained to meet this

requiremient, the permittee will vse its best efforts to identify the apprapriate landowners
and to obtain the necessary easements,

The permities, {o the extent feasible, will add & universal symbol to their warning signs
reflecting a C8O discharge, or will place additional signs in languages other than Bnglish
based on nofification from the EPA and the State or on the permittee’s own good faith

determinations that the primary langnage of a substantial percentage of the residents in the
vicinity of a given outfall structure is not English.

D._Annual Report

By April 30th of each year the penmnittee shall submit a report which includes the foliowing
information;

1. Activation frequency and discharge volume for each CSO during the previous catendar

year. The report shall include this information for each of the anthorized CSO discharges
listed on Attachment A,

2. Precipitation during the previous year for each day, including total rainfall, peak intensity,
and average intensity.

3. Status of the implementation of CS0 abatement work for which the permittee is directly
responsible in accordance with the MWRA Final CSD Facshtlcs Plan and the Federal court

order {as may be amendedy.

4. For outfalls listed in Attachment A provide the following information in the Annual Report
for yvears 3 and 5 using the updated MWR A mode] {or equivalent) for comparison:

a. A comparison between the precipitation for the previous year and the precipitation in
the typical year under future planned conditions used it: the MWRA Final CSOQ
Facilities Plan or “Notice of Project Change” document, whichever is appropriate. The

comparison shall incinde the number of events and size of events {mcludmg recurrence
interval).

b. A comparison, for each CS0, between the activation volume and frequency for the

previons year and the volome and frequency expected during a typical year under future
planned conditions.

¢. An evaluation of whether the CSO activation volume and frequency for the previous
year is in accordance with the eatimates in the MWRA Final CSO Facilities Plan or the
“Notice of Project Change” document, given the precipitation which occurred during
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the year, and the CSO abatement activities which have been implemented, Where
CS0 discharges are determined to be greater than the activation frequency or volume in
gither document above, the permittes shall include a discussion of remaining CSO
abatement activities and an assessment of the impact of those projects on attaining the
level of CSO control identified in the relevant document, or any amendments thereto.

5. A summary of modifications fo the epproved NMC program which have been evaluated
and a description of those which wil{ be implemented during the upcoming year. In the
first annual report submitted in accordance with this permit, the permittee shal! sybmit &
publie notification plan to describe the measures actively being taken to meet NMC #9,
and an evaluation of further measures to enhance the public notification program,
ineluding vae of web postings with CSO information. (see NMC #9 in Part I A,1.a.viii)

1. C80s discharging to the Lower Charles River were previously granted a 24 month
variance under the Massachusetts Water Quality Standards, The variance conditions for
the Charles River were issued on September 2, 1998 and became effective October 1,
1998, Tlds variance has been extended on three different occasions, most recently through
Qctober 1, 2007, by MADEP's letter of October 1, 2004, A copy of this determination
letter for the variance extension is included as Attachment D and the fact sheet
accompanying this variance extension is included as Attachment E,

2. CSOs discharging to the Upper Mystic River/Alewife Brook were originally granted a 36
month variance under the Masaachusetts Water Quality Standards. The Variance became
effective on March 5, 1999, ‘This variance has been extended on three different
occasions, most recently throngh September 1, 2007, by MADBP’s letter of September 1,

2004. A copy of this determination letter for this varfance extension is included as
Attachment F and the fact sheet accompanying this variance extension is included as
Atftachment G,

3. The penmit's discharges must meet Federal and State water quality standards and be
consiatent with any water quality standards variances or variance extensions approved by
the EPA. The variances for the Charles River and for the Upper Mystic River/Alewife
Brook noted above were approved by EPA on September 15, 2005, Following the
gupiration of these EPA-approved variances, BPA may re-open the permit and establish,
through a permit modification, limitations and conditions censistent with the water quality
standatds established by MADEP and approved by EPA.
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Unanihorized Discharpes |

The permiitec is anthorized to discharge only in accordance with the terms and conditions of this
permit from those outfalls listed in Attachment A of this permit. Dischasges of wastewater from
any other point sources are not authorized under this permit. The permittee must provide twenty

four hour reporting of unauthorized discharges (see section D.1.e. of Part II of the permit) for alf
dry weather overflows from the combined system,

G, Notice of Elimination

The permittee shall give notice of elimination or change in status of any outfall listed in
Attachment A as soon as possible in writing to the Director of the Office of Ecosystem
Protection at BPA and to the Director of the Division of Watershed Management at the MA DEP.

H. Reporting_Reanirements

All of the required reports and notifications cutlined in this part should be submitted to the
addresses in Part J (below) of this permit.

1. Certification and Signature of Reports

All repotts required by the permit and other information requested by the Divector shalf be signed
and certified in accordance with section D.2. of Part I of this permit.

J. Report Submission

I. Signed and dated oniginals of all notificafions and reports required herein, shalt be
submitied to the Director at the following address:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Water Technical Unit (SEW)
F.O. Box 8127
Boston, MA (2114

2. Signed copies of all notifications and reports shall be submiited to the State at:
IMassachusetis Depariment of Environmental Protection
1 Winter Sireet
Boston, MA (2108
Attn: Mr. Kevin Brander

and
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Watershed Management
Surface Water Discharge Permit Prograim
627 Main Street, 2nd Floor
Worcester, Massachusetts (1608

K. Retention of Records

The permittee shall retain all records of all monitoring information, copies of all reports
required by this permit and records of all other data required by or used to demonstrate
comnpliance with this permit, for at least eight years. This period may be modified by
alternative provisions of this penmit or extended by request of the Director at any time.

L. State Permit Conditions

1. This Discharge Permit is issued jointly by the U, 8. BEnvivonmental Protection Agency
{EPA) and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection under Federal and
State law, respectively. As such, all the terms and conditions of this Permit are hercby

incorporated into and constitute a discharge permit issued by the Commissioner of the
Massachusetis DEP pursuant o M.G.L. Chap. 21, §43.

2. Bach Agency shall have the independent right to enforee the terms and conditions of this
Permit. Any modification, suspension or revocation of this Permit shall be effective only

with respect to the Agency taking such action, and shall et affect the validityorstmusof ——— -
this Permit as issued by the other Agency, uniess and until each Agency has concurred in

writing with such modification, suspension or revocation. In the event any portion of this

Permit is declared, invalid, illegal or otherwise issued in violation of State law such Permit

shall remain in fulf force and offect under Federal law as an NPDES Permit issued by the

U.8. Environmental Protection Agency. In the event this Permit is declared invalid,

illegal or otherwise issued in violation of Federal law, this Permit shail remain in full

force and effect under State law as a Permit issued by the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts,
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Attachment B

Existing and Planned Cambridge CSO typical year discharge characteristics

Dhscharges to Charles River : Class B - Varjance

Existing Conditions' Planned Conditions?

Annual Anral Volime | Annual Annual Volume
Outfall Activation (MG Activation (MG)*

Frequency Frequency
CAMO05 8 2.51 ' 2 0.78
CAM007? 2 0.72 ‘ 1 0.03
CAMO0S 6 021 1 0.08
CAMOC11 2 0.07 0 0
CAMO17 2 1.07 2 1.23

1. The existing (modeled) CSO discharge volumes and activation frequencics reflect those in
Revized Recommended Plan for the Charles Bjver in MWRA s “Final Environmental
Impact Report™(FEIR) and CSO Facilities Plan”, July 1997,

2. The planned CSQ discharge volumes and activation frequencies reflect the completion of
the FEIR Implementation Plan as also described in the “Cottage Farm CSO Facility
Assessment Report”, Janvary, 2004,

3, MG = million gallons



Attagchment C

Existing and Planned Cambridge CSO tvpical vear discharge characteristics
| Discharges to Alewifs Brook : Class B - Variance
Existing Conditions' | Planned Conditions Planned Conditions
through end of variance’ | beyond variance®
Outfall Annual Annnal Annual Annual Annual Annual
Activation | Volume Activation | Volume Activation | Volume
Frequency | (MG)* Frequency | {MG) Frequency | (MG)
CAMO001 0 0 5 .02 5 0.20
CAMO002 7 152 5 0.95 4 0.72
CAMOG04 14 7.69 13 12.67 0 G
CAMA400 10 0.78 0 0 0 0
CAMAOA 7 2.77 3 1.77 5 1.65
CAMAOTB 25 10.7 8 298 7 224

1, The cureent {modeled) CSO discharge volumes and planned CSO discharge vohunes and
activation frequencies reflect the “Notice of Project Change for the Long Term CS30
Control Plan for Alewife Brook”, April 30, 2001, The current conditions reflect
constrzction completed under Contract 2A2B.

* 2, The planned condition through the end of the variance, or September 1, 2007, represents
“Sewer Separation Alternative A™ as detailed in “Notice of Project Change” document and
does not include the completion of Contracts 8 and 9 as discussed in the “Final Variance
Report for Alewife Brook and the Upper Mystic River, July, 2003, MWRA.

3. The planned condition beyond the variance, munning through the completion of Contracts
B and 9 as described in the Final Variance Report.

4, MG = million gallons



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
-DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

ONE WINTER STREET, BOSTON, MA 02108 617.202-5604

MEITT ROMMEY ' ELLEN ROY HERZFELDER

roor ' Attachment D ) Becretary
KERRY HEALRY ' ROBEET W. GOLLEDGE, Jr.

LisutenantGovarnoy . . Commisgioner

October 1,2004

The Department of Eavironmental Protection (DEP) hereby extends the Varjance for
(S0 Discharges to the Lower Charles River Basin from October 1, 2004 for a period not to
exceed three years {October I, 2007). This action, which authorizes limited CSOQ discharges, is
taken in connection with NPDES permit nos, MA0103284, MA0101982, and MA 0101192
issued to the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA), the City of Camibridge, and
the Boston Water & Sewer Commjssion, respectively. The Variance extension is issued pursnant
% to the Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards at 314 CMR 4.00, and subjéct to the
specific conditions which follow. The Variance Extension is intended to provide time for DEP
_ to obtain the information necessary to determine the a:ppropnate water quality standard and level
of C8O control for the receiving waters.

The Department grants this Variance extension basecl on its ﬁndmgs, as sapported by the

" technical and cost information in the 1997 MWRA CSOQ Facilities Plan, the subsequent January
2004 Cottage Farm CSO Fcility Assessment Réport, and other technical reports compile
during the Vafiance period (notably by the U.S, Geological Survey), demonstrating that
implementation of more stringent CSO controls atf this time would result in substantial and
widespread social and economic impact as specified in 314 CMR. 4.03(4). Issvance of the CSO
Variance Extension in the Charles River watershed is consistent with EPA Guidence:
Coordinating CSO Long-Term Planning with Water Quality Standard Reviews (July 31, 2001),
which asseris that longer term variances and renewal of variances are warranted given the
extended duration necessary for implementation of Long Tenm CSO Conftrol Plans (I.TCPs). The
Deepartment notes that a feasible means to eliminate CSQO in the Charles River watershed has not
been identified, and therefore 2 B{CSQ) designation for the impacted segment may be warranted);
the information gathered during the course of the CSQ Variance will be nsed to determine the
highest feasible level of CSO confrol.

MWRA, the City of Cambridge, and the Boston Water & Sewer Comumnission shall
implement the 1997 Recommended Plan, as modified by the recommendations included in the
Coftage Farm CSO Facility Assessment Report (“Revised Recommended Plan”), and skall

Thir imforraaifon le svallafle i sltertnte Gormel Call Donald M. Gomer, ADA Coordinator ol 617-558- 1057, TDD Bervice - L-800-258- 2207,
DEP on tha Warld Yide Wed: Hktp:iewer. BN, povidap




specifically the sewer separation work in Cambridge and Brooklifie, are not presently in the
Federal Court Order, yet are critical to achieving a high level of CSO control in the Charlea
watershed, and at the same fime addressing public health risks associated with sewer backups and
flnndmg

The Variance Extension becomes effective upon issvance and will be mmrporatad into
the NPDES/MA petmits for the MWRA, the City of Cambridge, and ths Boston Water & Sewer
Commission. Failure by the MWRA, the City of Cambridge, or the Boston Water & Sewer
Commission to comply with the conditions of the Variance prior to permit modification or
reissuance will constitute a violation of the existing pertit, as well as the Masuachuﬂe:tta Surface
Water Quality Standards and Penmnit Regulations.

VARIANCE CONDITIONS

The CSO Variatice Extension is conditional upon MWHA, the City of Catisbridge, and
fhe Boston Water & Sewer Corhmission meeting the following requiteinsits:

i  I"MWRA,the City of Cambndga, and the Boston Water & Sewer Commission ‘must
‘implement the Revised Recommended Plan for thé Chatles River, defined in the 1997
. MWRA Final Environmental Impact Report and CSO Facilities Plan and modified by
the recommendations for additional work included in the Jarithry 2004 Cotiage Farm
CBO Facility Assessment Report. The implementation schedulo shall conform to the
requirements of the Federal Court Order, as modifisd. CSO discharges shall be
limited in accordance with the performance of the Revised Recommiended Plan, as
described in the Cottage Farm CSO Facility Assesshent Report.

i. MWRA, on or before Iﬂﬁuar}r 1, 2003, shail provide detmlr.d rospanses t cnmmms
slibinitied ol the Cofiags Farm CSQ Fagility Assesomient Report. * " "

N

i. MWRA, the City of Cambridge, and the Boston ‘Water & Sewer Comimission shall
continue o implement the Nine Minimum Controls (NMC), and monitor C30
activations and volumes, The City of Cambridge and the Bosion Water & Sewer
Commission shall report on an annual basis, beglnning on April 30, 2005, CS0O
activations and volumes in the Cherles River Watershed for the previous year. Onor
before April 30 of each year, MWRA shall provide a Report estimating CRO
activations and volumes for all CSO outfally for the previous year in the Charles
River watershed, using the sewer system model,




} . October 1, 1004

ii. MWRA shall work with member communities in the Charjes River Watershed whose
sewer system flows affect CSO discharges to the Charles River, to minimize the
impacts of 11 flows, and identify oppottunities for I/ removal in the upstream
separate sewer systems which may further mitigate CSO discharges. MWRA shall
provide technical assistance to communities in developing sewer systept models to
predict the hydraulic impact and CSO benefits of " future flow reductions to be
achieved by I projects and other sewer gystem work,

L WRA ety of Castybridge;:aud the Bostn Water & SpwerComlission: shail
mm@wmmawmah ate vikibte both. from, the shiore drid fram instream

Ydcationd £y thwymmrﬂﬂd@ﬂﬁ dischatges. Pursuant to the NPDES pleimit, the
follnmng language, st a minimum, shall be included:

WARNING:
WET WEATHER
SEWAGE DISCHARGE :
GUI‘FALL {discharge serial number)

ii. . . MWRA, the City of Cambridge, and the Boston Water & Sewer Commission. .
collaborate to provide informational notices to boathouses and the Cnmmumtyﬁaﬂmg
program to advise the public of CSQ discharges and potential public health impacts
and to provide contact information and website links, The text of the notice shall be
suh]ect to DEP pnor approval.

Jii.  ‘Between March 1 and December 1 of cach year, the MWRA shall provide email
notice to BPA, DEP, local heath agests, and the Charles River Watershed Association
of CSO discharge events at Cottage Farm within 24 hours of the discharge.

iv.  MWRA, the City of Cambridge, and the Boston Water & Sewer Commission shall
update and maintain their respestive websites to include general information
regarding CSOs, including potential public health impacts, locations of CSO

" discharges in the Charles River watershed, and tables listing CSO activations and
volumes pursuant to the reporting requirements included ir Section B(i).

I: B ‘.-- ]'a’r- I[ + +

The MWRA shall continue to perform water quality menitoring in the Charles River
Bagin to assess the impacts of CSO discharges.
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water sampling for the current year. The Report shatl include, at a minimum:

i

iii.

A summary of the receiving water sampling data coflected over the past calendar

year, including sampling locations and parameters.

An interpretive discussion of the rc;sults, and a correlation of the data with
rainfail/precipitation records and with estimates of active CSO discharges. A
discuasion of pollutant loads and concentrations from CS0 and stormwater

- sources should also be included in the Report.

A proposed plan for current year samplmg activities intended to measure the
effect of CSO discharges in the Charles River Basin. The proposed plan shall
build upon existing data in the Basin and shall inclnde information on sampling
Iunatmns and sampling parameters,

The MWRA, City of Cambridge, and Bosion Water & Sewer Commission shall submit
the following téchnical reporis during the Variance Extension:

Cambridge:
On or before March 1 of each year for the term of the CSO Variance, the City of
Cambridge shiall submit a Progress Report on wet weather pollution shatement

+ measures in the Charles River watershed. The Progress Report shall include:

1. A summary of the implementation status of sewer system,
combined gewer systom, and starmdrain system imgeavements in
the in the areas tributary L hatdes Riyer and 10 CNO oulfalls
CAM (05, CAM 007, C 009, CAM 011, MG&M 017:. The
information shall also mcluda the findings from any more detailed
and vpdated planning studies in these areas, or any changed system
conditions, which could impact the level'of CSO control.

2. A description of the status of the work in the Charles River
watershed to eliminate combined manholes.

3. A summary of work done to identify and eliminate illegal
wastewater connections to the stormdeain system, including the
results from sampling programs to confirm that such connections .

' have been eliminated.

4. A summary of the City's infiltration/inflow removal program in the

Charles River watershed, including the measures being taken to

¢




prevent stormwater flows from surcharging the sewer system and
contributing to CSO discharges or sewer system backups. This
stould inclnde measures in'place to mitigate or offset the impacts
of hew wastewater connections to the sewer system,

5. An assessment of the potential for stormwater recharge in the areas
tributary to the CSO outfalls, which may provide additional
stormwater management and CS0 abatement benefits.

-~ 2 s

ii.  Boston Water & Sewer Commission:
- ~+On arbefore April 30.0f each yesr for the ferm of the CSO Variancs, the Bosto

st R A Bl ioston: il ubritif Ritogress Riport on wet sweathier
Lie rfﬁ:’f'im ) Sttt Anehpii ey ﬁiﬁbwﬁmw:ﬁmﬂﬂ- The Preigress
R . :. 1

ffwmmw IS R m by sy

I, A'sutnivary of the implementation status of sewer system, combined

sewer system, and stormdeain system improvements in the in the areas
: . tributary to Stony Brook and the Charles River and to CSO outfalls
: . BOS 046 and BOS 049. The information shall also include the

findings fiom any more detailed and updated planning studies in these
areas, or any changed system conditions, which could impact the fevel
of CSO coniro], - o

2. A summary of work done to identify and eliminate illega] wastewater

- connections to the stormdrain system in the Charles watershed,
including the results from sampling programs te confirm that such

+ connections have been eliminated,

3. A summury of the City’s infiltration/inflow remoyal program in the
Chiatles River watershed, including the measures being taken to
Prevent stormwater flows from surcharging the sewer System and
contributing to CSQ discharges or sewer system backups. This should
include measures in place to mitigate or uifzet the impacts of new
wastewater connections to the sewer system. .

4. An sasessment of the potential for stormwater recharge in the areas
tributary to the CSO outfalls, which may provide additionai
stormwater management and CSO abatement benefits,

i, MWRA:
On or before September I of each year, MWRA shail submit a Regional
Infiltration/Inflow and CSO Report, which shall include documentation of sewer
system and CSO flows, and assessment of MWRA and community I/I control
programs. These Reports shall include:

L. A summary of the implementation status of the Reviged
Recommended Plan in the Charles Rjver Watershed, including
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confirm that the hydrologic profils remaing typical of average annnal
rainfall conditions in the watershed.
. A SUMMATY of MWRA operations procedures to minimize CSO
discharges in the Charles River watershed and optimize wss of the
existing conveyance and treatment systems, including operation of the
Ward Street Headworks, Prison Point CSO Treatment Facility, and the
Cottaga Parm CSO Treatment Facility, and any relevant measures put
it place through the MWRA's Wastewater Hydrautic Optitnization
Project to thinimize CSO dischargss in the Charles River watershed.
. A summary of MWRA’s I/I Control Program and a.dis¢uasion and_
review of the 1 Control Programs of MWRA member communities
which directly affect the interceptor system and CSO discharges in the
Charles Basin, including, but not limited to programs being
implemented in Boston, Cambridge, Waltham, Somerville, Brookline,
Newton; and Watertown. This analysis shall inglude modeling of the
~ gewor gystem with existing and planged I/I projects and the estimated -
costs of these projects, to determine the €80 and S80 abatement
benefits which may be achieved by unpiementatmn of thege projects
by the communities.
. An assessment, including estimated costs, of the potential for
community stormwater recharge to relieve the combined sewer system
and minimize C30 dischargea from the Cottage Farm CSO Treatment
Facility.

Subject to the conditions included in this Varignce Extension, MWRA, the Ciiy of
Cambridge, and the Boston Water & Sswer Comniission shall be authorized to have CSO
discharges during wet weather events to the Charles River, limited to the performance level of
the 1997 FRIR as modified by the January 2004 Coitage Farm CSO Facility Assessment Report.

(O_/r{oﬁl[,

Glem ..Haas |
P Bl

Division of Watershed Management




October 1, 2004
Attachoent E

EXTENSION TO ’
VARIANCE FOR COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW DISCHARGES
. CHARLES RIVER BASIN -
- FACT SHEET

. This document is intended to provide a sumwmary of CSO abatement activities in the
. Charles River Basin, and to provide a frame of reference and justification for DEP’s decision to
* extend the CSO Vananca for a period not to exceed thres years.

I - . PresentStatus of CSO Abatement Work

The MAWRA producezd its Final CSO Facilities Plan/Enviroimental Impact Report (FEIR)
in July 1997. The FEIR was the result of many years of CSO planning and underwent extensive
public, regulatory, and MEPA review as part of the process.  Barly in the planning process,
MWRA characterized the baseline conditions throughout the planning area, including the
Charles River Basin, through an-extensive mefering and modeling program. The FEIR evaluated
the costs and benefits of a range of CSO alternatives in the Charles River Basin to address these

discharges. The 1997 FEIR recommended plan inclides the ﬁ::-llawing elemenis:

v A $45 million sewer separatmn program in the Stony Brook sul}watemhed which wﬂl be
completed in September 2006,
¢ A $4,5 million upgrade to the existing Cottage Farm CSO Treatrnent facility, which was
" completed in 2002,
e A $1 miliion project to improve ydraulic capacity in the Cambndgeﬂdm system,
' which was completed in 1999

*+ . Regionwide floatables controls, which will be fully implemented by Decamber 2006,

MWRA, BWSC, and Cambridge have made gignificant investments since the 1980°s to improve
their wastewater systems and lower C8O discharges {o the Charles River, most notably the
MWRA improvements that have greatly increased conveyance and pumping capacity to the Deer
Island Treatment Plant, Together, these improvernents have reduced average annual CSQ
discharges to the Charles River by 90% from the level in 1988, and seven outfafls have been
eliminated. Completion of the projects in the FEIR recommended plan, together with the sewer

" system improvements underway by BWSC, Cambridge, and Brookline, will further reduce CSO
discharges during a typical year 0 26.2 million gallons (MG), of which 23.9 MG will receive
treatment at the upgraded MWRA Cottage Farm C3O Treatment Facility prior to discharge. The
resulting CSQ abatement is summarized in the following table:



AN AT TR Sl W SaF TLE G E IWEE S W "ﬂ“'ll" WA PWE T WERMIE W W “'I'U‘ Tuld I D% F w4 T 'wr

| {for typlcel yearralrfall)  * "
Baseline Conditlons - | 1997 Coriditions-Prlor to -
(1968) -._|___FEIR implementation | FER Implementation Plan
. Qutfall activations volume (MG} activations- uﬂuma {M3}]. activations. |volume (MG)
BC8 032 5 317 .4, | . 006 A ~ sliminded
|BCS0E 1 0.26 - 0 NA ~eliminated
ﬁ_ 6 8.7 8 . 251 2. |  on—
CAM 007 ' 1T 0.61 2 072 T, 0.0
[CAM 009 19 019 LK s 0.21 i 0.00
GAM 011 1 j 7. .07 0 i)
ls2m 3 0.02 0 0 NA diminded
BOS 042 0 1] 0 0 NA _ellmineted
BOS.040 - 1 0.01 0 0 0
Cﬁt\_'—gﬁ—* 2 2 107 2 | 13 |2
MWR 010 18 0.08 7 08 T o —Ft—o— |
MWR 018 2 318 2 2.25 0 0
MWR 019 2 1,32 2 1 0 0
MWR 020 i 0.64 ] 0.22 0 0
'MWR 02 2 0.6 . 1 0,09 - NA eiminated
MWR 022 ' 2 0.43 7 0.05 NA eliminated
TR 201 treatetly | 18+ Amr T 1 At 8 .23 |
MWR 023 £ 6 32 44 2 0.3
SOM 010 18 3,38 0 ] A - eliminated |
Total [ 7,650 MG 162 MG - 26.2 MG

* MWR 201 Is the dlscharge from the Cottage Fanm CSO Treatement Facillty, which prmidaa datention,

stroening arxd disinfection of CSO fiows
** Includes system optinizatim measures necommeanded by MWRA aftar 199? as well as sewer separation
" end Vi removal projects underway by Brookline and Cambridge.
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Charles SO Locanuns' |

DEP and EPA reviewed the information in the FEIR and coricurred that the ’
recommended plan in the Charles Basin should move forward without delay, However, DEP amd
EPA at that time deferred a final determination on the water quality standard and associated lovel
of C80 control in the Charles Basin until additional information on C50Q and non-CS0O poliutant
loads js developed. Accordingly, DEP, with the support of EPA, issued an October 1, 1998
Varisnce for CSO discharges to the Charles River. The Variance, which was extended to
Qctober 1, 2004, réquires MWRA to implement the 1997 Recommended Plan and to provide
further tmhmcal analysis of the costs and benefits of additional CSO controls in the Char!es
Basin.

IL Variance Data

The CSO Variance required MWRA to carry out additional CSO gystem and water
quality analyses and to contribute funds toward a large-scale stormwater study inthe Lower
Charles River Bagin, These efforts were intended o provide a more complete understanding of
the poltutant foads from both stormwater and CSQ discharges, so that a more informed teview of
the cosats and cost-effectiveness of CSO abatement strategies could be done,

aer

The poliutant loads attributed to stormwater in the 1997 CSO Plan werg based on limited
sampling data, much of which was gathered outside of the Charles River Bagist. A major focus



. and DEP, undertook an extensive and detailed stormwater étpd‘y in the Charles Basin, from the
- Watertown Dam to the Science Park Dam st the mouth of the river, The study evolved to kave
.thres major deliverahles, 'all of which have been cnmplt:ted and submitted as technical reports:

» Simylation of Runoff in the Charles Basm o
¢ Streanifiow, Water Quality, and Contaminant Loads in the Charlﬁs Basin

» Potential Bffects of Struotral Controls and Street Swoarmig on Stormwater Luads
in the Charles Bazin )

1I8GS defined : stnnnwatsr loads by extensive metering and sampling of the fuur largost
ttibutaries to the Lower Charles Basin: Stony Brook, Muddy River, Laundry Brook, and Fanueil .
Brook. In addition, flows and pdllutant loads were quantified at the Watertown Dam, which
reflect gontributions from upper and middle reaches of the watershed, and at three subdrainage
-greas in the basin, with defined land uses. The potential pollutant reductions from stormwater

. Best Management Practices (BMP) and street sweeping was evaluated through researching
avallablé studies and literature, and wtilizing watershed information to assesa the scope, smng,
.and feasibility of a structural BMP program in the watershed (although the costs of
implementing this BMP program were not estimated), |

The major_co{hclu;sium of the USGS work are

» Stormwater quality in the Lower Charles River Basin is generally similar to or

© -shightly better than that reported in other urban areas of the country.

+ Bvent-Mean Concentrations of fecal coliform in stormwater and tributary streams
ranged from 2,000 to 70,600 colonies/100ml. :

+ The length of the dry period antecedant to a rainfall event is a eritical factur in
affecting stormwater quality. The ltmger the antecedent dry period, the larger the
stormwater pollutant load.

¢ The largest single source of fecal coliform to the Lower Charles Bagin is Stony
Brook, where fecal coliform Joads are very large duting storm events {and - '

“presentty include CSO discharges). The ongoing sewer separation and illicit
connection removal programs are expected to mgmﬂcantly reduce this loading.

s Full unplemantulmn of structural BMPs and sireet sweeping in the watershed

’ would result in an sstimated 14% reduction in the fecal coliform load from
stormater.

It iz also important to note that, due to the commitment of substantial resources by EPA,
DEP, Chatles River Watershed Associstion (CRWA), and the communities in the Lower Chatles
Basin, there has been substential progress in ellminating illegal wastewater connections to storm
dreins and developing “state of the art” stormwater management plana. There has been a
resulting significant and measurable improyement in water quality in the River over the past five
years, with the River iheeting the swimming standard for indicator bacteria approximately 69%
of the time compared with only 19% back in 1995, While water quality during dry weather
conditions is generally good (meets swimming standard 80% of time), water quality continuas to

4
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'-bﬁ-, impaired during wet-weather conditions. Additional resource commitments toward
stormwater management and illegal connection removal will continue to be a key element of

work needed for further improvements to water quality in the Charles River watershed.
Cottage Farm CSO Facﬂﬁj_p A,mes'smnr Report |

. Acritical condition of the Charles CSO Variance was the submittal of the Cottage Farm
CSO Reissessment Repoxt. This Report was submitted in January 2004 and underwent a lengthy

~ + public.reviéw and comment period, extending to May 2004. The Report evaluated higher levels

of contiol in the form of additional CSO storage at the Cottage Farm facility to reduce
activations and volumes at this location, which is the largest and most frequent CSO discharge to
.the Charles River, but which is treated prior to discharge. The Report also included an updated
characierization of the interceptor and collector sewer system which affects combined sewer
overflows at Cottage Famm, and identified specific system optimization measures to further
minimizé CSO volumes,  CSO altematives were assessed using MWRA’s sewer gystem and
receiving water models. This work included both assessment of design storm events and a’
“typical” rainfhll year to estimate the flows and water quality impacts from the three major
-pollutast sources; CSOs, stormwater, and upstream sources. [From the 1994 Final CSO
_Conceptual Plan, the estimatéd costs to completely separate combined sewers in the Charles
~watershed and eliminate CSOs is $572 million,]

Based on the technical analysis, MWRA has recommended approximately $300,000in -
" system Qptimization measures, which will further reduce CSO discharges at Cottage Farm. These -
‘measures include construction of an interconmection between the North Charles Relief Sewer and
the South Charles Relief Sewer, optimizing dewatering operations at the Cottage Farm Facility,
and raising weirs at the two weir chambers to Cottage Farm by 0.5 feet. These actions, together.
with the 1997 recommended CSO facilities, will reduce treated CSOs from Cottage Farm to an
- annual average of six discharge events, totaling 24 MG,

It is very important to note that the Revised Recommended Plan also relies on sewer
separation projects in Cambridge and Brookline, and that these projects are vital to achieving the
predicted CSO abatement.. Overflow volumes at Cottage Farm are very sensitive to sewer
separafion in the CAM 011 and Cambridgeport areas in particular, and the modeling of the
Recommended Flan included this work in the projected CSO volume reductions, DEP notes that
this sewer separation work is presently scheduled over a lengthy implementation period at
considerable cost, which will impact the timing of achieving the projected benefits in the Charles
River basin. Any delays in implementation of these projects will clearly defer the full benefits of
the MWRA’s CSO contrel plan in the Charles watershed, and parties to the Federal Court Order
may consider taking actions fo ensure that these projects move forward without undue delays,
These sewer separation projects are not presently included in the Federal Court Order.

" NIl DEP Determinations and Next Steps

DEP noted in its comments on the Cottage Farm Report that construction of €SO storage
. facilities at Cottage Farm was not a cost-effective measure for CSO control, and that MWRA
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. efforts in managing broader wei weather impacts. This approach will be important to aprfmizmg
use of the Cottage Farm CSO Treatment Facilty and improving water quality in the lower
Charles River Basin.”

DEP has concluded, consistent with many of the public comments received on the
Report, that there remaina excessive infiltration and inflow in community sewer systems and
. significant pollution from illegal diachargas to the stormdrains in the Charles River watershed.
Purther-water quality improvements in the Charles River watershed will tely largely on -
. endeavors to address these sonrees as they not only contribute to reduction in the activetiotie and
volumes of CSO discharges, but address hmadar wot weather issues affecting the Charlea River
and its mhutmeﬂ

DEP alao acknowiedges the importance of proper operation, maintenance, and
rehabilitation of both MWRA ahd community sewer systema to assure optimized conditions for
. conveying wastewater flows through the system for treatment and discharge at Deer Istand,
Sewer syatem repairs.and cleaning have resulted in improved conveyance capacities in & number
* of locations and have also contributed to mlhgatmg C80 dlschargag by addregsing localized
system flow constraints,

The volume of the additional CSQ storage tank at Cottage Farm assoctated with a ,
one-year design storm and necessary to eliminate dischargea at Cottage during a typical year was
evaluated in the Report to be 9.3 million gallons. The cost and environmental impact of a
storage tank of this volume at the Cottage Farm location are considerablé, and DEP does not
presently support construction of the storags tank. Alternatively, DEP favors an appmach to
identify and remove inflow and infiltration from the sewer gystem to further minimize CSO
dlschargea at Cottage Farm, while at the same time addressing aging and defective infrastructure
in MWRA and community systems, Opportunities for infiltrating stormwater and recharging
groundwater may also provide relief of the system and should be explored. Such a strategy may
achisve enhanced CSO sbatement benefits, and have the added benefits of reducing the risk of
S80 events and sewer system hackups, The work necessary to accomplish these flow reductions
will primarily be related to sewer separation work and I/f work on the separate sewer system.

Sewer Separation Work

MWRA evaluated additional sewer separation work in the Town of Brookline and |
determined that there would be litile CSQ benefit to pursuing these projects.  Puranant to DEP
comments on the Cottage Fartn Report, MWRA should provide the costs of the remaining sewer
separation work and the amount of inflow which will be permeanently removed by these projects,
This information will allow DEP and BPA to more fully assess the potential benefit of this work
and determine if these projects are cost-effective CSO abatement mensures.

As noted eerlier, the MWRA plan relies on extensive sewer separation in the City of

Cambridge and Town of Brooklins to achieve the projected CSO abatement benefits, MWRA
needs to collaborate with the Cities of Cambridge and Brookline and provide a definitive cost
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" and schedule for this work.

Inﬂrmnon and Inﬂow Removal

_ Inflow and mﬁltratmn 1n community systmns will also be critical to redumng stormwater .
flow into the sewer system and further mitigating MWRA combined sewer overflows as well as
community system ﬂamtar}r sewer overflows. While the communities must commit résoutces to
address sources of excessive I/l and causes of S50 eventis, MWRA must work with the
communities to evaluate the overall benefits of such programs on the activations and frequanc}.r
of CSO dlscharges

Infiltration of Stormwater Flows

As the focus of the additional work is to identify and implement measures to reduce the
volume of stormwater in the combined seiver system, and thereby diminish CSO discharges at
- Cottage Farm, strategies for eliminating stormwater from the system by mﬁliratmn and
recharging groundwater should be explored by the CSO mnmlmntte:s

~ V. -CSO Variance Extension

In the Cottage Farm Report, MWRA requests that DEP cxtend the CSO Variance in the
Charles River Basin:

_ ...given the extent of ongoing and planned work fo reduce CSO discharges to the

Cﬁarfes River and efforts by others fo continue to reduce non- -CSO sources of poliution, as well
as further consideration by the regulatory agencies of possible “triggers” for defining
conditions that may warrant higher levels of CSO consrol in the future, MWRA recommends that
DEP defer its final determination of the water quality siandard for the Charles River. Rather, an
extension of the variance perfod would allow additional time for the ongoing work 1o be
completed and the impacts measured, while other opportunities for further incremental
improverent are explored. ”

DEP has reviewed:

1. The techni¢al and financial information included in the MWRA's Cottage Faym CSO
Facitity Assessment Report, and public comments received on this document;

2. The USGS technical Reports ot stormwater flows and pollutant icads in the Lower
Chartes River Basity;

3. PRecent infrastructure studies and [nﬁItratiunf[nﬂow Reports for communities in the



4, The MWRA’s enhanced financial capability aualyma, which considers the costs nf shnltar
in the Bustun Metropaolitan area.

Thess technical studies and Rﬁpﬂl’ts indicate that higher levels of CSD control appear foasible.
through a combination of regional actiona, yet more information on the bensfits of existing CSO
projects and pﬂtentml for, further reductions through control of infilration/inflow will tre cntmal
_ to determine the highest feasible level of CSO control in the Charles River watershex.

Subsfanrial’ and Widespread Social and Economic Impact

The Department has emphasized cust-effechvenﬂss for CSO long—term control plans, to
- ensuie that resources for pollution abatemestt sctually provide improvements in water quiality. -
. The principles of cost-effectiveness and water quality benefite: have been a major factor used by
MWRA in the development of its present $700 million CSO Abaternent Plan. MWRA will
spend more than $400 millien on CSO projects over the next eight years, MWRA sewer rates are
among the highest in the nation, and are projected to increase at an average annual rate of 6.4%
over the next eight years. Implementation of the Revised Recommended Plan wilt redage the
untreated CSO discharges to the Chatles River to two or fewer pet: year on average, and will
reduce the number of treated CSOs discharged at Cottage Farm to six activations per year. In
accordance with DEP €SO Guidance, cost-effectivencss; pmtectmn of sensitive vses, and the
financial capability of CSO permittees are all important factors in making determinations on the
appropriate fevel of CSO-control. The Variance is designed provide additional information -
which allows for a moré detailed analysis of these factors to support a final C8O detennination.

MWRA submitted data related to the Department’s finding of “substantial and
wideapread economic and social impact,” the basis for its issuance of a Variance in 1997 See 314
. CMR 4,03(4)(). The Department has reviewed a report by Robert N, Stavins, Assessment of the
Eeonomic Tmpact of Additional Combined Sewer Overilow Controls on Households-and
Communities in the Massachuselts Water Resources Service Area, dated March 17, 2004, The
Department atso reviewet the Affordability Analysis Worksheets included in Appendix H of the
Cottage Parm Report dated January 2004, which are based on EPA’s Intetim Economic -
Guidance for Water Quality Standards.

Afthough EPA is responsible for approving state water quality standards, the state
reviews the circumstances in eech case to determine whethet there are substantial and
widespread economic and social impacts, Neither DEP nor EPA mandates use of the
methodology in EPA's Interim Economic Gyidance for Water Quality Standasds, and the
" Department encourages ¢SO dischargers to subimit information most relevant to their
circumstances. Generally, the Departivent considers the costa of water service and stormwater
‘programs ps potentiaily affecting the economic analysis, Although amenable to calowtation, the
various financial projections are only as accurate as the underlying assumptions,

MWRA’s submittals show an inconclugive result on the matrix included in the EPA
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Guiidance, and the addmonal repnrt demonsirates the offects of high huumng costs on median
household income and the ability to fund additional CSO controls, ‘The Department heliaves that
imedian household income (MHI), the most influential factor in the EPA Guidance, is one
indicator of capamty to afford pﬂllutmn control costs. The Deparhnent has concluded, howsver,
that adjusting the median household income to reflect the region’s cost of living is warranted to
prmfide 8 more maamngﬁll measnre nf affurdablht}'

While some cities may enjc-y increased affordsbility wlhen, ﬁwmm are adjusted for cost
of living, the high cost of living in the Boston area consumes a relatwel}r h1gh percentage of

. income. For mample, in the Boston MSA, the median household income in 2001 was $52,792.

‘When cost of living is taken into account, the adjusted median household income is $38.961,a
reduction of approximately 26% (ACCRA, Metropolitan Area Planning Council; conipare to
Atlanta with a comparable MHI of $51,948 and an Adjusted MHI of $53,171). Using the EPA
memod.ulbgy with this adjustment; the results more accurately support a comtinued ﬂmling b}' the

Department that a variance s warranted on the basis of substantiat and widespread economic and

social impact,. The demonstration for a variance is less rigorous than for a final water quality -

_ classification determination.. N-:rtw:thstandmg this fihding, the Department will evalnate the .
_ information required by the vanancc to determtine whether there are additional cost-affective
_.C80 controls.

- Defermination to Extend Variance

Based on these important considerations, DEP has determinied that proceeding at this'

 time with controls beyond those presently included in the Revised Recommended Plan in the

Cottage Famm CSO Facility Assessment Report would result in substantial and widespread social
and economic impact as specified in 314 CMR 4,03(4), and that an extension to-the CS0O.
Variance is appropriate at this time. Issuing of the CSO Variance Extension in the Charles
watershed is consistent with EPA Guidance: Coordinating CSO Long-Term P!anmug with Water
Qm!ﬂj’ Standard Reviews (Jufy 31, 2001), which asserts that longer term variances and rencwal
of variances are warranted given the extended duration necessary for implementation of LTCPs,
A determination on the highest feasible level of CSO control and dssociated water quality
standard will therefore be deferred until sufficient technical information can be developed dunng
the course of the CSQ Variance extension,

Future Actipns

(1} The Variance for CSO discharges to the Lower Charles River Basin will be e*{ten{led bya
peried not to exceed 3 years (October 1, 2007),

(2) MWRA, the City of Cambridge, and the Boston Water & Sewer Commission shall
implement afl elements of the Recommended Plan included in the 1997 Finat CSO Facilities
Plan/Environmiental Impact Report and the further controls included in the Cottage Farm
C80 Facility Assessiment Report. The required schedile for these actions witl be Ellhj&ct to
negotiation by part:les to the federal court order,



' provide public notice of CSO discharges.

(4} MWRA shiall continue to implemant and report on their Receiving Water Mnmtnnng
Program i in the Lower Charlea River watershed.

(5) DEP will work with EPA, MWRA and its member communities to implement the

" recommendations of the MWRA Regiorial Infiltration/Inflow Task Forcé and MWRA’s FT
Reduction Plén to minimize the impacts of U1 flows, and, where possible, identify .
opportunities for Il remcwal programs which may further mitigate CSO discharges.

(6) At the end of the Variance extension, DEP will hold a Public Hearmg ontice the Depattmen‘t
. issues a Tenfative Decision on the Water Quality Determination for the Lower, Charles River
" Basin, ‘Thiz will allow another opportunity for all interested parties to provide input to EPA
and-DEP on the Proposed-Level of CSO Control for the Basin.
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFATRS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ONE WINTER STREET, BOSTON, MA 02108 617-202-5600

MITT ROMMNEY - ELIEN ROY HERIFELDER -

Choveroor Becretary:
KERRY HEALEY ) ] ROBERT W. GOLIEDGE, Ji.

Linutensznt Govornor Attachment F ) Commissioner

The Department of Bnvironiental Protection (DEP} hereby extends the Variance for
CSO Discharges 1o the Alewife Brocol/Upper Mystic River Basin from September 1, 2004 for a
period not to exceed three years (September 1, 2007). This action, which auﬂmnzes limited CSO
discharges, is taken in connection with NPDES permit hos. MA0103284, MA0101974, and
MAD101982, issued to the Massachusetts Water Resources Anthority (MWRA), the City of
Somerville, and the City of Cambridge, respectively. - The Variatce extension is issued pursuant
io the Massachuseits Surface Water Quality Standards at- 314 CMR 4.00, and subject to the
specific conditions which follow. The Variance Extension is intended fo provide time for DEP
{0 obtain the information HOCessary to determine the appropriate water quality standard and lavel
of C8O controd for the receiving waters.

The Department grants this Variance extension based on iis findings, a5 supported by the
technical and cost information in the 1997 MWRA CSO Facilities Plag, the subsequent July 1,
2003 MWRA Final Variance Repost, and affordability analyses demonstrating that '
implementation of more stringent CSO controls at this time would result in substantial and
widespread social and economic impact as specified in 314 CMR 4.03(4). Issuance of the CSO
Variance Extension in the Alewife watershed is consistent with BFA Guidance: Coordinating
OS0 Long-Term Planning with Water Qua!:!y Standard Reviews Uu!y 31, 2001), which asserts
that longer term variances and renewat of variances are warranted given the extended duration
necessary for 1mplementatmn of LTCPs. The Department riotes that a feasible means to
eliminate €SO in the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic watershed has not been identified, and
therefore a B(CS{}} designation for the impacted segment may be warranted; the information
gathered during the course of the CSO Vatiance will be used to determine the highest feasible
level of CSO controi.

MWRA and the Cities of Cambridge and Somerville shall 1nmlﬂmant the revised
recommended plan included in the July 1, 2003 Final Variance Report in place of the CSO
gthaternent plan for the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic Basin included in the approved 1997
MWRA CSO Facilities Plan. The implementation schedule will be as set forth in modifications
to the Federal Court Order,

Thls infermation i srallable in alievante formal. Call Deaald M. Gonees, ARA Coordinator gt £17-556-1087, TDD Service - 1-000-138-2207,

DEP o1 i o Wile Wab: ™ hilp:iiws nssa, poidep
Frintad na Reawdad Poanar



the MWRA and/or the Cit:tes'of Cambridge or Somerville to. cumpljf with the conditions of the - .
Variance prior to permit modification or rolssuance will constitute a violation of the existing
pétmit, as wall a8 the Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards and Permit Regulations.

VARIANCE CONDITIONS

The CSO Variance Rxtension is conditional upon MWRA and the Cities of Cambndge
and Somerville meeting the following requirements:

MWRA and the Cities of Cambridge and Somerville shall implement the $74 million
Revised Recommended Plan in the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River watershed to-
abate CSO discharges. The 1mp1emmtatmn schedulg shall conform to the requirements
of the federal court order, as modified. CSO discharges shall be limited in accordance

. with the performance of the Revised Recommended Plan, as characterized in the July 1,
2003 Final Variance Report. '

i MWRA and fhe Cities of Cambridge and Somervitle shall continue to implement the
Nine Minimum Confrols (NMC), and monitor CEID activations and volumes.
Cambridge and Somerville shall report on a quurterl:,r basis, beginning on January 1,
2003, CS0 estimates of activations and volumes in the Alewife Brook/Upper Mysuc
watmhed On or before April 1 of each year, MWRA shall provide a report
estimating the CSO activations and volumes for alt C8O outfalls for the previous year
in the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River watershed, using the sewer system model,

i MWRA cehall continue to work with EPA, DEP and its member commpunities in
implementing the recommendations of the MWRA Regional Infiltration/Inflow Task
Force to minimize the impacts of I/ flows, and, where possible, identify opportunities
. _for Tremoval in the upstream separate sewer systems which may further mitigate
S0 diacharges.

i. MWRA and the cities of Cambridge and Somerville shall maintain outfall signs
which are visible both from the shore and from instream locitions for theit permitted
CSO discharges, Pursuant to the NFDES permit, thc. following language, af &
minimum, shall be included: .

[




il

i,

iv.

- WARNING:
- WET WEATHER'
SEWAGE DISCHARGE
DUI‘FALL (discharge serial number)

MWRA sad the Cities of Cambridge and Somerville shall maintain informationat
signs st Jolm Wald Park and other public access locations identified by DEP to advise
the public of CSO discharges and potential public haalth impacis and to provide
contact information and website links, Tha text of the noﬁce shall be sub]act to DEP

prior approval,

MWRA an{l the Cities of Cambridge and Somerville shall issue a joint press rclaase
by April 15 each year to watershed advocacy groups, local health agents; property
owners subject to flooding in the Alewife watershed (as defined by DEP in
consultation with FEMA and DEM), and newspapers of loeal circulation in the
Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River watershed, which shall iniclude general
informatior o CS0s, thelr locations in the Alewife Brook/Upiper Mystic River
watershed, and potential health risks posed by exposure to CSO events.

The City of Cambndge, in collaboration with MWRA and Somerville, shall provide
email notice to BEPA, DEP, local health agents and the Mystic River Watershed ]
Association of C50 dlscharge events in the Alewife Brook watershed within 24 huurs
of the discharge. ) |
MWRA ang Cities of Cambridge and Somervitle shall update and maintain their
respective websites to include general information regarding C8QOs, potential health
impacts, locations of CSO discharges, web links to CSO communities and watershed
advocacy groups, and information from the most recent information on CSO
activations and voiumes in the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River. watershed.

D. Receiving Water Monitar

The MWRA shall continue to perform water quality monitoring in the Alewi feanpper
Mystic Basin to assess the impacts of CSO digcharges.

Each year, on or before April 30 for the duration of thiz Variance, MWRA shall sybmit o
DEP and EFA a Report on the past year's sampling program and a pmpusal for receiving
water sampling for the current year. The Report shall include, at a minimum:

i.

i,

A summary of the receiving water sampling data collected over the past calendar
year, including sampling locations and parameters.

An interpretive discussion of the results, and a correlation of the data with
rainfall/precipitation records and with estimates of active CSO discharges.




i, A pmpnafad plm‘l for current year sampling activities intenided to measure the |
effect of GSO discherges in the Alewifs/Upper Mystic Basin. The proposed plan
ghall build ugon existing data in the Bagin and shall mnluda information on

. sampling locations and. samphﬂg parameters. '

The Cities of Cambridge and Somemllﬁ, along with MWRA shall cooperatively work on
studies and investigations of their sewer systems, combined sewer systems, and
glormdraln gystems as apprnpnaba to characterize their systems and identify alternative
Facilities to address public health risks associated with CSOs and sewer backups. These
efforis shall also consider related and contributing factors such as infiltration/inflow
contro‘l Each permitteo shall pmduce i Report, as follows:

i. Cambridge:
On or before June 1, 2006, ﬂ‘lﬁ Cityof Camhndge shall submit a System
Assegsment Report whlch ghall inclids:

1. A description of the sewer system, combined sewer gystem, and
stormdrain system in the areas tributary to Alewife Brook and to CSO
outfalls CAM 001, CAM (02, and CAM 401A/401B. Mapping shall
be included to show the location and size of pipes and direction of
flows, and the conngciions to the MWRA interceptor aystem.

2, A description of the statas of the work In the Alewife watershed to

) eliminate combined manholes.

3. Based on system characterization and system metering/modeling, an
assessment of gystem flows and conditions, identifying areas where
capacity consiraints cause sewer sutcharging or backups, and noting
system confrols used to minimize CSO discharges.

4, A sumnary of any infiliration/inflow sindies on the separate sewer
systent in the Alewife watershed, including any recommendations from
studies and implementation measures being taken to address I'T
gources.

5. An analysis which presents information on the costs and technical
congtraints of additional C8Q control through hydraulic relief, sewer
separation, or other collection system controls,

6. A recommended plan to address any areas determined fo have
excesgive infiliration/inflow, or arens subject fo sewer backups.

Cambridge shall submit a scope of work to DEP and EPA for approval for this
effort on or before January 3, 2005,




ii, * Somerville;

O or before September 1, 2005, Sﬂmervﬂle shall submit a Tmmbrmeﬂk Dram '
Report which shali mclude

1.

A degcription of the sewer and diain system in the Tannﬂrjr Brook sub-
basin, in¢huding mapping to' show the location and-size of pines and
direction of flows, and connections to the MWR A interceptor system.
Based oh system characterization and system mefering/modeling, an
assessment of system flows and conditions, identifying areas where
capacity constrainfs cause sewer systen and drain system surcharging

" of backups.

A symmary of infiltration/inflow studies on the separate sewer system
in the Tannery Brook sub-basin, including any recommendations fror
studies and implementation measures being taken to addmss VT
sonrees,

An analysis of the feasibility, costs, and technical constraints of
additional sewer and drain infrastyucturg needed to eliminate CSO
discharges at SOM C0LA through hydraulic relief, sewer. s-:parauou, or
other collection system controls,

Arecommended plan to addeess any areas détermined to hzwe
excessive infiltration/inflow, or areas subject to sewer backups.

On or before June 1, 2006, Somervills shall submit a System Assessment Report,
which builds o1 the Tannery Brook Drain Report and the 1974 Wastewater
Facilities Plan which shall include:

1.

A description of the sewer system, combined hewer gystem, and
stormdrain system throughout the city, identifying areas tributary to
Alewife Brook, Mystic River, and to CSO ontfalls SOM 00! A and
SOM 007A. Mapping shall be included to show the [ocation and size
of pipes and direction of flows, and connections to the MWRA
interceptor gystem,

Based on system characterization and system metering/modeling, an
assessment of systern flows and conditions, identifying areas where
capacity constraints cause sewer surcharging or backups, and noting
system controls used to minimize CSO discharges.

A summary of infiltration/inflow studies on the separate sewer system,
including any recommendations from studies and implementation
measures being taken to address I sources.

An analysis which presents information on the costs and technical
constraints of additional C8O control through hydraulic relief, sewer
separation, or other collection system confrols in areas of the City
where combined sewer systems exist.

A recommended plan to address any areas determined to have
excessive infiliration/inflow, or areas subject to sewer backups,



. Onor hefore January 1, 2007, MWRA shall subnut a C80 Abai;emant Stats

* Somerville shall smbmit a scape of work to DEP and EPA for approval for this
- effort on or before January 3,2005,

Repurt and Plan. This Report shall include, at-a minimwm:

1.

A summary of the implementation atatus-of the $‘?4 nullmn Reviged
Recommended Plan, including information on past and present CSO
activations and volumes in the Alewife/Mystic watershed, and the
achedule for the remainder of the work,

A symmary of MWRA operations procedures to mmumza CSO

. discharges in the Alewife/ Mystic watetshed, in¢luding operatios of

ihe Alewife Brook Puinp Station and CSO facilities st MWR 003, and
any relevant measures put in place through the MWRA’s Wastewater
Hydraulic Optimization Project. .

. A disoussion and teview of the system characterizations dona by

Cambridge and Somerville for their sewer and combined sewer
systems, and, as necessary, updating of the C50 system model to
accuratBIy represent system conditions,

A review of the alternatives analysis presented in the Cambndge and
Somerville System Assessment Reports, and based on this review,
identification of feasible, cost-effective CSO control measures that
benefit water quality in the Alewife/Upper Mystic watershed, and
which optimize the CSO controls provided by the facilities included in
the recommended plan in the July 1, 2003 Final Varance Report.

MWRA shall submit a scope of work to DEP and RPA for approval for this effort
on or before September 1, 2006.

Subje:ct to the: conditions included in this Variance Extension, MWRA, and the Cities of

Cambridge and Somervitle shall be authorized to have 80 discharges during wet weather
events to the Alewife Brook and Mystic River, limited to the performance level of the Revised
Recommended Plan as established in the July 2003 Final Variance Report.

ity

Dlrcctur
Division of Watershed Management
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. EXTENSION TO
VARIANCE FOR THE MWRA CSO CONTROL PLAN
ALEWIFE BROOK/UPPER MYSTIC RIVER BASIN
FACT SHEET

This dncument is intended to pravide a sommary of th& activities that have taken
-place sinoe DEP’s issuance of the CSO Veriance for the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic
River Basin, and to pmwde a frame of reference fﬂl‘ DEP’s decision to extznd the
Variance for a period not (o exceed three years.

" Bac iscugsion

A 3-year Vananc& for CSO discharges to the Alewife ankapper Mystic River
Basin was issved by DEP on March 5, 1999,  The Variance is a short-term modification
of the Water Quality Standards allowing limited CSO discharges from: the outfalls along
the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River permitted to the Massachusetts Water Resource
Authority (MWRA) and the Cities of Cambridge and Somerville, subject to specific
conditions. . The CSO Variatice was fssued to allow time for DEP {0 obtain the
information necessary to determine the appropriate water'guality standard ard teve! of-
CSO control for the Basin, The Variance requires the implementation of the cost-
effective CSC controf actions included in the MWRA Final CSO Facilities Plan/
Environmenta! Impact Report and other actions necessary to pmpcrl}' aggess pollutant
loads in the Basin and mmlmlzc the impdet of CSO discharges.

The March 35, 1999 Alewife Broﬂkappsr Mystic River Basin Variance included
the following specific conditions of the MWRA and the Cities of Cambridge and
Somerville;

o Implement the $12.1 million CSO control program in the 1997 FFP/EIR in the
Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River Basin (these conftrols were detefmined to
be cost-effective),

+ Monitor and estimate CSQ activations and volumes.

Prepare and submit a Report 'on the CBO abatement benefit of infiltration and
inflow (ET) reduction programs.

"« Implement and report on water quality sampling programs in the Alewife
Brook/Upper River Mystic Basin, including in-stream and stormwater
sampling.

¢ By January 1, 2002, submit a report suammarizing information gathered during
the Variance process and reassessing the costs and benefits of additionai CSO

controis in the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River Basin, up to and mcludmg
elimination of C8Q0s.

The January 1, 2002 Reassessment Report was intended to provide the basis for a
final determination on the levet of CSO controis to be required,




" LYIUD WYLARILMMIL IS, VLYY I, DDINETYELIE BNa t..amnnago 10 CONLNUS With
implementation of the Nine Minimum Control programs, in accordance with
approved plans filed with DEP and EPA, [Based on extensive public comiments,
DEP required MWRA and Cambridge to gignificantly expand the Puh!w
Nntiﬁcatmn element of the Nine Minimum Controls],

» Metennngluw Estimation of C80s: MWRA, Somerville and Cambridge to bstimate
the volumes and durations of CSCO discharges through the use uf meters and the -
MWRA sewer system model,

o On July 1, 1999, MWRA submitted a report titled Re-evaluation of Addiﬁonaf o
Comrah and Update af 1994 Master Plan for Infiltration/Inflow Strategies. In that
" report MWRA concluded that “Any degree of 1 contro! implemented will still not
have a measurable impact on CS0s." DEP has not concurred with this finding and
instead continues o work with EPA, MWRA, the MWRA member comrunities,
and other atakehiolders to identify strategies and opportimities to address 171, whmh
may forther mitigate CSO discharges.

» MWRA provided to communities in the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River Basin;
_ the MWRA Best Management Practices (BMF) plan; GIS sewer system mapping;
and, where requested, technical assistance on iltegal connection removal programs,

o The Variance requited MWRA, Somerville and Cambridge to perform sampling of
stormwater and boundary loads to the Basin in order to validate the assumptions and
findings of the Final CSO Facility Plan. The goals of this activity were to quantify

~wef and dry weather pollutant loads, enhance the existing receiving water model, and
to provide information to support an analysis of the benefits of ﬂurthar CSO and
stormwater nontmls

+ MWRA, Cambridge and Sumemlle wete required to sample multiple locations in
the Basin. ‘This sampling data was compiled to eatablish baseline conditions and io
monitor water quality improvements from the many initiatives underway in the
Basin,

First

Variance Extension

On December 14, 2001, MWERA submitted a request to DEP to extend the
Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River Bagin Variance for 18 months to September 5, 2003
and defer the requirement for the CSO Reassessment Report untit July 1, 2003, After
review of public comments on the MWRA request, DEP agresd that a 18-month
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exteasion was reasonable and necessary to allow sqfﬁuiehi time to complete the data
eollection and technical reports required under the Variance and-on May 5, 2002,
extended the Variance by 18-months to September 5, 2003. :

In the course of implementing the 1997 CSO control prograin, the City of
Cambridge end MWRA determined during the design phase that the extent of the
combined sewer system in Cambridge far exceeded that documented in the 1997 FEIR,
An unknown CSO outfall was also discovered. The MWRA subsequently determined

‘that the CSO activations and volumes in this basin greatly exceeded that estimated in the
* 1997 FEIR, and that the 1997 recommended plan no longer represented a cost-effective
.approach to mitigate CSQO discharges,

. To address this new information, MWRA and Cambridge completed a re-
evaluation of the original CS8O control plan for Alewife Brook, and on April 30, 2001,
filed a Notice of Project Change with MEPA. While the levél of CSO control for the
revised plan is compsrable to the original 1997 plan and remains essentially one of
targeted sewer separation, ceriain elemeits of the origine] plan, including sreas stated for
separation, have bieen substantially modified, resulting in a charige in expected impacts’
and mitigation measures. The estimate of annual CSO volume and activation frequency
increased significantly and the projected costs of the project increased neatly six-fold,
from $12 million to approximately $74 million. Notably, sewer separation associated
with the CAMO004 outfall will require construction of a new stormwater outfall to convey
flows to a new wetland detention basin proposed within the MDC Alewifo Reservation,
This component was not in the original recommended plan and introduces an additional
element to the scope of work that is substantially different from the typical pipe
installation work in streets associated with the sewer separation activities,

The NPC indicated the following benefits associated with the revised project:
v 84 percent reduction in annual CSO volume discharged ir 4 typical year:

v improved stormwater quality resuiting in a reduction in stormwater pollutant
loads despite increased quantity of flows; .

v increased level of flood protection for Cambridge residential neighborhoods in
the CAMOO4 tributary area; and

v creation of additional wetlands and enhancement of walking trails in the Alewife
Reservation, - :




- Inits September 135, 2001 Certification on the NPC, MEPA required that MWRA and
Cambridge prepare and file with MEPA s comprehensive Response to Comments (RTC).
On May 30, 2003 MWRA/Cambridge filed the RTC. The CSO Control Plan now

. includes 4 larger stormwater detention basin in the Alewifo Ressrvation (including on-

 site wetland replication and Compensatory Flood Storage) that has additionat benefits -
related to Habitat, Public Access, Recieation, and Public Education.. The'work in the
AlﬁWlfe Reservation hay been coordinated with staff from the MA Depattment of .

Conservation and Recreation (DCR), formerly the MDC, Ttie reassessruent of predicted
peak separate stormwater flows from the separation project indicates that there will be a
“gligh! decreage to the flows o Alewife Brook after project implementgtion.” DRP

. conourred with the $74 million CSO abatément plani as & suitable substituto for the

_ original $12 'million plan, given the changed conditions; However, DEP reserved

judgment on the final tevel of C80 control and water quality standard until suﬁiment
information was mmpilai dunng the course of the T8O Variance.

On July 1, 2003, in accordande with Section C, (1) of Alewife/Upper Mystic CSC
Variange, MWRA submitted to DEP and EPA the Final Variance Report for the Alewife
Brook and Upper Mystic River, Notice-of availability of the Final Variance Report was
also sent to all parties who have provided comments during the CSO planning process {in
this watershed). DEP requested that MWRA also submit an annonncement of
availability to'the MEPA Office, This was published in the July 8" Bnvironmental -

‘Manitot:

This teport wag intended to provide the detailed technical and financial
information to support the Final CSO abatement plan in the Alewife/Upper Mystic -
watérshed. In the Final Variance Report, MWRA did not propose any CSO abatement
facilities beyond those included in their $74 million plan. Based on the technical and
financial analysis included in the Final Variance Report, MWRA contended that the
criterin needed to support a B/CSO classification was mef, atsd the Authority requested
that DEP take such administrative action.

S !!z 'y E .

During public review of the Final Variance Report, several advocacy groups dnd
other stakeholders requested that DEP allow additional time for review and comment on
this critical document. This wag most ¢learly and emphatically stated at the DEP Alewife
C80O/Water Quality Forum held in September of 2003, where elected officials from
Arlington and othess implored DEP to extond the comment petiod, It also became
apparent that there would be insuffictent time to provide for this extended public review,
to resolve ontstanding technical issues relating to public and agency review, and to make
administrative water quality standard determinations in this watershed, all within the time
frame required under the first Variance extension. Due {o these. factors, and with
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widespread public support, DEP agam formally extended the C8O Variance (on Qctober
1, 2003) to September 1, 2004, EPA issued written comments indicating that ﬂwf,r were
ot in oppasition to 111& Vartance extension,

The Second Vanance extension maintained most all of the conditions mcludad in
the previous CSO Variance, and MWRA, Canibridge, and Somerville remained-
responsible for implementing the Nine Minimum Controls, monitoring CSO discharges, .
.implementing the cost-effective CSO measures included in the recominended plan from
the NPC; and implementing a receiving water monitoring program (which MWRA has
had in effect forover ten years),

] !

ni S

Since the Final Vamm:& Report was issued, a number qf mgmﬂcant events havﬂ
nccurred and 1 isgues have arigen:

» DEP received numerous comment letters from citizens, advocacy groups, and
other stakeholders, most of which srgued strongly for higher Ievals of C8O
control, up to and including elimination.

» A large group-of stakeholders petitioned the DEP, urging. DEP 10 issue an
additional Yariance extension in the Alewife/Mystic River watershed.”

¢ DEP met with EPA, MWRA, Cambridge, and Somerville on a number of
occasions to discuss the status of ongoing infrastructure studies in targeted areas
of these communities. Communities presented new information af these meetings
and raised new concemns; .

« MWRA presented additional information on their financial capability analysis,
incorpnraung into the analysis the costs of housing in the Boston metmpahtan
area,

The information received by DEP at community meetings and during the pubtic
comment pericd indicates that there are additional opportunities for infrasttucture
improvéments which could have significant CSO abatement benefits. Information to
support these improvements continues to be developed by Cambridge and Somervitle,
working cooperatively with MWRA. The relevant studies take into consideration not
only CSO abatément potential, but also measures to address public health Hsks associated
with sewer backups and street flooding, Regionaf and cooperative efforts will be critical
in collectively addressing these public health risks. Updated information on each
conununity follows,

Cambridge:

The City of Cambridge is nearing completion of an infastructure assessment in
Eagt Cambridge and the CAM 017 drainage area. As part of the work, their consultant
has developed a detailed Hydroworks model of the sewer system, inclusive of conditions



ArAIndgs Iamhtm on the site of the Boston Engine Terminal (BET) operated by MBTA
are inadeqiate to handle drainage flows to the site, and are in tum, affecting the sewer
and drainage systems in both Cambridge and Somerville, and ﬂnwa to the MWRA’s
interceptor sewers, Work done by Cambridge’s consultant has indicated that .
construction.of adequate drainage facilities'on the BET property, combined with -
. infragbructure work in Cambiridgs and Somerville, could mitigate cnndmuns confributing

. 1o buth CS80O dlscharges and. systen hankups, :

The City of Cambridge is alao exploring measures that are needed to putmtmlly

- eliminate CSO discharges at outfalls CAM 001 and CAM 002. ‘This investigation will

+ focus on a more detailed characterization of the CSO systems in these areas, and a closer
scrutiny of CSO systml flows. '

Somerville:

Somerville is neaning completion of their Tannery Brook Deain-Study (CSO°
SOMO01A), which focuses on the last of the City's permitted CSOs to Alewife Brook,
Following work by the MWRA to develop its CSO plan, staff from the Somerville
Engineering Department indicated that it might be possible to find and eliminate
drain/sewer connections in this tributary area so that all sources of wagtewater could be
eliminated from the outfall, rendering it only a stormwater outfall and no longer a €80
outfall, The City*s consultant has indicated thiat an additional phass of planning work
involving system inspections and metering will be necessary to confirm that elimination
of this CSO outfall is possible. This work will also be ium'taut m responding to the
Notice of Noncompliance DEP issued to the City, which requires the City to identify and
remove illegal wastewater connections to their stormdrain sysfem,

Separately, staff from the City also acknowledged that construction of.adaquate
drainage facilities on the BET site could also create opiportunities for additional sewer
. sepatation work in Edst Someiville, which could i improve the City's infrastructure and
farther mitigate CSO discharges and reduce risks of sewer backup in areas of the City,
Lastly, much of thie fiow in the north and east areas of Somerville tributary to the
MWRA's Bomerville Marginal C8Q Treatment Facility is separate stormvwater flow, and
it is possible that additional sewer separation work may be feasible in these areas also,
Facilities planning efforts are needed in each of these areas to better charmterlze the
syatem and identify opportunities for improvements.

- MWRA:

MWRA has participated in a number of mestings with the communities to review
the work being done to characterize the sewer system and to coordinate with community
offorts. Operational management of MWRA facilities will continue to remain a key
element of CSO abatement offorts in.the Alewife/Mystic watershed. In addition, undera -
stiputation entered into the Boston Harbor Case, MWRA is also responsible for -
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developing and implementing the overall cs0 conirol plan to addlms CSO discharges in
the system as & whole, inclusive of the CSOQ outfatls permitted to their member

communities, - The stipulation envisions that MWRA conimits resnurc-es toward the CSO
planning, design, and mnsﬂ'uctmn work crucial to this task.

Pro - eE nsion
DEP haz mﬁewed*

1. ‘The technical and financial information included in the MWRA’s Fmal Vananca
Repart for Alewife Brook and the Upper Mystic River, the recommended $74
miltion CSO abatement plan, and public comments received.on this document;

2. 'The information compiled frorn recent and pngding sewer and drain infrastruciure
studies in Cambridgb and Someérville; :

3. ‘The status and importance of the draihage work for the anton Engine Terminal
facility; and

-4, The Iu[WRA s enhanced financial capability analysm which mns:ders the costs
of shelter in the Boston Metropolitan area.

The technical studies.and Reports associated with these projects indicate that higher
levels of CSO conirod appear feasible through a combination of regional actions, yet
more information end engineering work will be critical to clearly define these projects,

Substantial and Widespread Sodial and Economic Imct

The Department has emphasized cost-effectiveness forCSD long-term control
plans, to ensure that resources for poliution abatement actually provide improvements in
water quality. The principles of ¢ost-effectiveness and water quality benefits have been a
major factor used by MWRA in the development of its present $700 miflion CSO
Abatement Plan, MWRA will spend more than $400 million on CS0 projects over the |
next eight yeass. MWRA sewer rates are among the highest in the nation, and are
projected to iticrease at an average annual rate of 6.4% over the next eight years.
Implementation of the Plan will result in compliance with water quality standards more
than 95% of the time. For the Alewife, the budget has increased from $12.1 million in
© 1994 to $76.4 million in FY03, resulting in meeting Class B 98,5% of the time. In
accordance with DEP. CS0 Guidance, cost-effectiveness, protection of sensitive uses, and
" the financial capability of C'SOQ permittees are all important factors in making
determinations on the appropriate level of CSO control. The Variance is designed
provide additional information which allows for a more detailed analysis of these factors
to supportt a final CSO determination.

MWRA submitted data related to the Departmant’s finding of “substantial and
widespread economic and soctal impact,” the basis for its issuance of a Variance in 1997
See 314 CMR 4.03(4)(f). The Department has reviewed a report by Robert N, Stavins,
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‘Worksheets included in Appendix H of the Cottage Farm Report dated Janmary 2004,

which are based on EPA's Interim Economic Guidance for Water Quality Standards.

Althongh EPA is responsible for approving state water quality standards, the state
reviews the clrcumetances in each case to determine whether there are substantial and
widespread economic and social impacts, Neither DEP nor EPA mandates use of the
methodology in EPA's Interim Economi¢ Guidance for Water Quality Standards, and the
Departmerit encourages CSO dischargers to submit information most relevant to their -
circumstances. Generally, the Department considers the costs of water service and
stormwater programs as potentially affecting the economic analysis, Although amenable
to caleulation, the various financiat pmjmhunﬂ are ﬂnljf ag acourate as the underlying
assumptions,

: MWRA’s submittals show an inconclusive result on the matrix included in the
EPA Guidance, and the additional report demonstrates the effects of hiigh housing costs
on median household incomie and the ability to fund additional C8O controls, The -

" Department believes that median household income (MHI), the most influential factor in

the EPA Guidance, is one indicator of capecity to afford poliution control costs. The
Department has concluded, however, that adjusting the median household income to

reflect the mgmn 8-cost of lmng is warranted to provide a more msamngful measure of
affordability.

While some cities may enjoy increased affordability when incomes are adjusted
for cost of lmng, the high cost of living in the Boston area consumes a relatively high
percentage of income, .For example, in the Boston MSA, the median household income

'in 2001 was $52,792. When cost of living is taken into account, the adjusted median

househeld income is $38,961, a reduction of approximately 26% (ACCRA, Metvopolitan
Areg Planning Council; compare to Atlanta with a comparable MHI of $51,948 and an
Adjusted MHI of $53,171).  Using the EPA methodology with this adjuatment the resulis
more accurately support a continied finding by the Department that a variance is
warranted on the basis of substantial and widespread economic and social impact. The
demonstration for a variance is less rigorous than for a final water quality classification
determination. Notwithstanding this finding, the Department will evaluate the
information required by the variance to determine whether there are additional cost-
effective CSO controls,

Determination to Extend Variance

Based on these important congiderations, DEP has determined fhat proceeding at
this time with controls beyond those presently inclided in the Recommended Ptan in the
Alewife Final Variance Report would result in substantial and widespread social and
economic impact as specified in 314 CMR: 4.03(4), and that an extension to the CSO
Variance is appropriate at this time. Tssuing of the C30 Variance Extension in the
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Alewife watershed is consistent with EPA Guidance: Coordinating CSO Long-Term
Planning with Water Quality Standard Reviews (July 31, 2001}, which asserts that longer
. term variances and renewal of variances are warranted given the extended duration
necessary for implementation of LTCPs. A determination on the highest feasible level of
CSO control and associated water quality standard will therefore be deferred until
sufficient technical mf{;-rmatmn ¢an be developed duting the course of the CSQ Variance
extension.

Proposed Next Steps

(1) The Variance for CSO discharges to the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River Basin
- will be extended by a period not to exceed 3 years (September 1, 2007).

(2) MWRA and the Cities of Cambridge and Somerville shall implement alt elements of
the $74 million recommended plan included in the Final Variance Report, The
required schedule for these actions will be subject to negotiation by parties fo the
‘foderal court order,

(3 MWRA and the Cities of Cambridge and Somerville shall continue to implement the
expanded Nine Minimum Controls, monitor CS0 activations and volumes,

{4) MWRA shall continue to implement and report on their Receiving Water Monitoring
ngra.m in the Alewife/Upper Mystic wafershed.

(5) DEP will work with EPA, MWRA and its meraber communities to implement fhe *
recommendations of the MWRA Regional Infiliration/Inflow Task Force and
MWRA’s I/ Reduction Plan to minimize the impacts of I/I flows, and, where
possible, identify opportunities for I/l remuval programs which may further Imtlgata
CS0 discharges.

(6) DEP will requi:e MWRA, and the Cities of Cambridge and Somerville to undertake
and collaborate on infrastructure studies which target further opportunities for CSO
abatement, and consider related system issues, including backups and flooding,

{7) At the end of the Variance extension, DEP will hold a Public Hearing once the
Depariment issues a Tentative Decision on the Water Quality Detenmination for the
entire Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River Basin. This will atlow another opportunity
for all interested parties to provide input to EPA and DEP on fhe Proposed Level of
CS0 Contrel for the Basin.







nse to Publi

From May 8, 2003 to June 11, 2003, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (FPA)
and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) solicited Public
Comments on draft NPDES permits, MA0101974 and MAG101982, developed pursnant to
applications from the Cities of Cambridge, Massachusetts and Somervifle, Massachusetts,
respectively, for the reissuance of permits to discharge from combined sewer overflows (CS0)
to the Alewife Brook, the Charles River and the Upper Mystic River. A public hearing was held
on June 11, 2003 in Cambridge and all coraments made and received at the hearing were entered
into the permit record. At the conclusion of this public hearing, EPA and MADEP extended the
public comment period throngh July 2, 2003.

After areview of the comments received, the EPA has made a final decision to issue these
permits authorizing these discharges. The fellowing response to comments describes the
changes that have been made to these permits from the drafts and the reasons for these changes
and briefly describes and responds to the comments ou the draft permits during the public
comment pericd. Copies of the final permits may be obtained by writing or ¢alling EPA’s
Office of Ecosystem Protection, Municipat Permits Branch {CMP), 1 Congress Street, Suite
1100, Boston, MA 02114-2023; Telephone: (617) 918-1579,

Update: Extension of variances for CSO discharges

C80s discharging to the Lower Charles River were previously granted a variance under the
Massachusetts Water Quality Standards which expired October 1, 2004, This variance has been
extended through October 1, 2007, by MADEP's letter of October 1, 2004. A copy of this
determination letter for the variance extension is included as Attachment I¥ of the final
Cambridge CSO permit and a fact sheet accompanying this variance extension is included as
Attachinent E of the final Cambridge CSO permit.

{80z discharging to the Upper Mystic River/Alewife Brook were previously granted a variance
under the Massachusetts Water Quality Standards which expired on September 1, 2004, This
variance has been extended fhrough September 1, 2007, by MADEP’s letter of September 1,
2004. A copy of this determination letter for this variance extension is inctuded as Attachment F
of the final Cambridge CSO permit and a fact sheet accompanying this variance extension is
included as Attachment G of the final Cambridge CSO permit, In the Somerville CSO permit,
the Upper Mystic River/Alewife Brook determination and fact sheel are designated as
Attachments B and C.

EPA approved both of these variances on September 15, 2005 by letter, which is shown in
Attachment I of this response.

-



Changes to the final permit from the draft permit:

Both of these final permits have been changed from their drafls to reflect the variance extensions
for the Lower Charles River and Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River. BPA approved both of
these variances on September 13, 2005, These permifted discharges must meet Federal and State
water quality standardz and be consistent with any water quality standards variances or variance -
exiensions approved by the BPA. These changes are discussed on Page 6 of both final permits.

In addition, some of the C8O activation frequency and discharge volume figures have been
revised as shown in Attachments B and C for the Cambridge permit and Attachment A for the
Somerville permit. These changes reflect revised figures from the documents entitled, “Final
Variance Report for Alewife Brook and the Upper Mystic River,” July, 2003 and “Cottage Farm
CS0 Facility Assessment Report,' January 2004,

These changes have been determined not to be significant, therefore, BPA has decided that these
changes do not warrent an additional public notécing of these draft permits.

Comments #1, #2 and #3 are composites of comments submitted by various parties:

Comment #1: I live in the flood plain in the City of Arlington. 1was never informed of the
serious health risks associated with CSO discharges. The sewage can cary pathogens which can
cause disease, such as hepatitis and gastrointestinal disorders. Neither the cities of Cambridge
and Somerville nor the MWRA has been able to provide basic information about CSO
discharges. Residents living in the flood plain in Arlington should be mailed annual notices that
sewage is discharged with flood waters as well as with CSO activation frequency and volume
amounts. They should also be provided with information on proper cleaning techniques
regarding flood waters containing CS0s. All CSO discharges to Alewife Brook should be
eliminated.

Response: EPA and DEP understand that areas along the Alewife Brook flood oceasionally and
that these waters may contain CSQ discharges. CSO discharges contain pathogenic organisms,
and so pose human health issues if contacted. Neither EPA or MADEP have regnlatory authority
to require fload control projects, and cannot impose conditions in NPDES permit to control
flooding. The MWRA is required, pursuant to the State’s Wetlands Protection Aot (M.G.L,
¢.140, 58.40) to ensure that the recommended plan does not exacerbate the existing flocding. The
MWRA along with the cities of Cambridge and Somerville are moving forward with $74 million
in C8O sbatement projects which will mitigate CSO discharges and their impacts. At the close of
the CEO Yariance, which has recently been extended to September 1, 2007, based on MWRA’s
Final C8O Reassessment Report, DEP and BPA will render a determination on the foasibility of
eliminating CSO discharges in this watershed, after opportunity for public and agency review of

« this document,



EPA and DEP are required to establish permit conditions which will ensure that the discharge of
pollutants from the discharges do not canse excegdances of water quality standards, In
accordance with those requirements, EPA and DEP have established the permit limits for CSOs
to the Alewife Brook and other water bodies in accordance with water quality standards. The
cwrent standards for the Alewife Brook have been included in the water qualily variance, The
ultimate whter quality standard for CSOs will be determined during the current variance
extension, and incorporated into Massachusetts Water Quality Standards through a public

participation process. The requirements of the final standard will then be incorporated into the
permit. .

Care should be taken under any conditions where.¢xposure to floodwaters or sewer backups is
possible. DEP has recently collaborated with the MA Department of Public Health (DPH) and
the MA Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) to develop a guidance document for
cleaning up after flooding and sewer backup incidents: This gnidance has been disseminated to
community officials in the Alewife watershed and to the Mystic River Watershed Association
" amsong.others. In addition to the CSO mitigation efforts that are ongoing, there are also local
efforts to address flooding in all affected coramunities and we would encourage participation by
these residents in these efforts.

MWRA and its member communities (MCs) Cambridge and Somerville have provided ongoing
public notification as part of their nine minimum control (INMCY) programs, These efforts have
included CSO outfall signage, submittal of discharge monitoring reports, publisking and
including water quatity information on their webgites and annual reports from sampling
programs, and publishing a CSO newsletter during the CSO planning pracess. In addition, as a
requirement of the CSO Variance, MWRA and its MCs:submitted workplans associated with the
water quality variances to address among other things, public notification regarding CSC
discharges. These workplans were reviewed by the agencics and approved by the DEP with its
letter of April 2, 20603, subject to amendments and provisions within that letter. Among the
conditions of the latest variance extension is that MWRA and the cities of Cambridge and
Somerville are to issue a joint press release by Aprif 15 each year to watershed advocacy groups,
local health agents, individual homeowners within the FEMA A-numbered Zones, and
newspapers of local circulation in the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River watershed, which shall
include general information on C8QOs, their locations in the Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River
watershed, and potential health risks posed by exposure to CSO events. This variance condition,
as well as the other variance conditions, are enforceable elements of the NPDES permit,

CS0 elimination and attainment of the Class B standard remain the goal for Alewife Brook. As
noted, $74 million in CSO abatement work is proceeding. CSQ elimination and full attainment
of the Class B standard is required unless MWRA can document that one of the criteria in DEP’s
surface water quality standards at 314 CMR 4.03(4) has been met, which is necessary to suppor
any change to the standard. This process of the standards review, and any proposed standards
modification includes provisions for public input, and any interested parties are encouraged to
participate in this process.




Comment#2: The draft permit proposes to permanentty shift a public health risk onto our
community solely for the financial benefit of the CSO permit holders:

Responge: A series of CSO Variances were gstablished, in part, because of high costs of CSO
ahatement over the entire MWRA service area, and the impacts of thaet cost on MWRA rate
payers, The MWRA Board has decided to apportion CSO abatement cosis across the entire
service area, 5o CSO abatement costs are borne by all MWRA communities.

As discussed in the previous response, MADEP must make a final determination on the water
quality standards for the Alewife Brook, and these standards must b approved by EPA. Both
financial impacts and public health impacts are factors which must be considered in CSO

planning, Elimination of CSO discharges is required where it is affordahle and technically
feasible

These permits authorizing CSO discharges to Alewife Brook were previously issued in 1992 for
Somerville and 1993 for Cambridge. Althaugh they have expired, they are still in force until the
new permits become effective. Since the issnance of these petmits, the MWRA and its member
communities Have made ongoing pmgress in eliminaling soma outfalls and reducing the flows
through others, while better undcrstandmg their sewer systems. Both commmunities have also

implemented the nine minimum contyols in 1997 and compliance with these is assessed on an .
annnal basis.

Comment #3;: More CSO signage is needed on both sides of Alewifes Brook that is clearly
visible and that contains a biohazard symbol. There are recreational uses of Alewife Brook thet
have bronght people into close contact with that water; whether it be children who are playing in
it, people who boat on it and people who fish it. [ would ask that you provide the sivictest, most
comprehensive notification methodologies that you can think of régarding this issue on the
Alewife. Signage should include phone numbers. This would benefit the permittee by providing
an additional source of inforination about the conditien of outfall structures and discharges.

Responge:  As noted in the responge to comment #1, Somerville and Cambridge are required to
improved upon and increase the CSO signage along Alewife Brook. This would include

gxtensive languago raganimg ‘put-in" areas and other recreational access points to Alewife
Brook,

A condition of the variance extension is that MWRA and its MCs must maintain informational
signs at John Wald Park and other public access locations identified by the DEP to advise the
public of C8SQ discharges and potential public health impacts and to provide contact information
and website links, This condition is an enforceable requirement of this permit,




Submitted by the Town of Arlington’s Conservation Commission:

Comment #4: There should be no relaxation of state water quality standards related to the
discharge of these CSO0s. Class By, is unacceptable as it allows peak pollution rates at times
when peak flows cecur. Floatable controls should be installed everywhere along the Alewife
Brook, at 2 minimum, Uniform and enhanced level of infiliration/inflow control is warranted in
CSO areas where discharges will remain after the long term conirol plan (LTCP) is'in place.

Response; The decision regardmg the water quality standards will be made during the variance
‘extension pericd. The situation in Alewife Brook regardmg C80s is especialiy difficuit sincé the
technology available to achieve total CSO elimination is expensive and will result in increased
discharges of storm water to the brook during wet weather, which weuld worsen flooding
conditions, unless significant storm water detention basing are constructed,

Even if CS0s were entirety eliminated, water quality data shows that there would be continuing
violations of water quality criteria during wet weather due to storm water discharges. All of the
conumunities discharging to the Alewife are required to obtain EPA storm water permits and
develop storm water management plans which have specific programs to address pathogen
discharges under the Phase II storm water permit for municipal separate storm sewer systems
{MS4s). However, it remains to be seen whether management activities will be sufficientto
achieve bacterial standards in storm water. Programs fo detect and eliminate iflicit connections
to the sewer system are essential components of these storm water management programs,
Eloatables control has been included in the CSO abatement plan for any ontfalls which will nnot
be climinated by sewer separation projects.

Submitted by David Stoff: !

Comment #5: It is an unreasonable presumption on the part of MADEP/EPA that a UAA
which removes primaty contact recreation wilt also susperid the criteria protecting secondary
uses. That case can only be made through a separate demonstration that the designated use to be
removed is not an existing use of the water.

Respongse; Adopting a B, standard for the Alewife Brook would not remove secondary uses,
nor would it remove primary contact uses when CSQs were not discharging. A B, classification
would only allow C80 discharges {(and the accompanying exceedances of Class B water quality

. eriteria for fecal coliform) during a small number of rain storms, During these storms, the fecal
coliform bacterial criteria in the Clase B standard {primary contact) would not be achieved, nor
would water quality standards for Class C (secondary contact) likely b¢ achieved. The fact that
secondary contact criteria would not be met during a CSO event does not preclude establishing a
B, classification (providing the classification is supported by a UAA) since secondary contact
during CSO events is not an existing use and the B, classification does nof require attatnrment of
bacterial eriteria during CSO events,




Comment #6: The Notice of Project Change (NPC) refers to the difficulty in implementing full .
sewer separation. It would seem the preferred control technology has difficuliy meeting the C8O
Policy requirements for the cost-effective expansion were a higher level of control required. This
suggests that another technology (disinfection) may be required in the-future. If this is the case,
why nof begin conceptual planning now?

Responge: Complete sewer separation is difficult for bwo reasons, The first is that removal of all
gingle pipe {(combined) sewer systems is expensive, parlicularly in densely populated areas and
pveas where the storm drain, rather than the sanitary sewer, must be replaced to alleviaic local
fleoding conditions. Replacement of storm drains tends to be much more expensive given the
significantly larger pipes need to fransport storm water discharges. The second is that even when
all areas are served by two pipe (separate) systems, there may be a significant amount of
‘extraneous wet weather flow remaining in the sewer system because of plumbing within homes.
This extraneous flow, from sources such as roof drains, basement sump pumps; and leaking
service connections may surcharge the sewer system and cause overflows during extreme wet
wether svents, Where sewer separation is infeasible due to financial or technical factors, MWRA
and jte MCs must identify the bighest level of CSO control and CSO storage and freatment
altematives must be considered in this evaluation.

Since there are limitations en the capacity of CSO storage and ireatrent alternatives, these
technolegies can only mitigate and not eliminate CSO discharges.  Sewer separation is the only
technology which effectively eliminates CSQ discharges, and where elimination is the goal, the
feasibility of sewer separation for all CSO outfalls must be considered. Where this is infersible
dve to financial or technical factors, MWRA and the MCs must identify the highest level of CSQ
control and CSO storage and treatment altemnatives must be considered in this evaluation.

For CS0 discharges which activate very rarely, disinfection has not typically been required given
the difficulty of maintaining these facilitiés so they will operate satisfactorily dusing the rave
instances they are needed, and their unreliabiliiy in achieving adequate disinfection without
causing chlorine toxicity in the receiving water.

Comment #7; There is no explanation of how CSO discharges remaining after implementation
of the long tetm control plan (LTCF) relate to 303 (d)(1)(A) and 303 (d)(1)(C) TMDL
requirements.

Part-(4Xb)(ii) of the CSO control Policy requires a TMDL, including wasteload allocation for
peint sources and & load allocation for non-point sources be used to apportion pellutant loads
where LTCP allowed discharges o continue, hecause attainment of water quality standards and
designated uses was precluded by pollution eousces.




Rﬂa;gnse:' The Clean Water Act requires that States complete total maximum daily loads
{TMDL3) for streams not achieving water quality standards after implementation of technology-
based controls. The Alewife Brook has been identified by the state as a receiving water which is
not achieving watey guality criteria for pathogens, and is among approximately 1500 segments in
Massachusetts for which TMDLs must be produced. While no TMDL is currently being
gonducted for Alewife Brook, such an analysis is not necessary to determine the appropriate
control for CSOs since the state has determined that CSOs must either be eliminated or reduced
to the extent feasible, as defined by the use attamahlhty analysis {LUUAA) regulations at 40 CFR
Section 131.10(g). A TMDL could not requ:re CSO abatement facilities which are not feasible.

The water quality information developed for the CSO planning effort, and the confinuing
sampling programs by the MWRA and the Mystic River Watershed Association will be helpful

.in :dentif)nng and confirming pnllutant sources and pollutant loads in the watershed, and will be
imporiant in developing a TMDL. A TMDL analysis would be useful for other sources
discharging to Alewife Brook, especially if storm water BMPs required by the communities’
storm water NPFDES permits are not effective in reducing pathogens from these sources, Clearly,
cotitrol of both CSOQ and non-CSO.sources will be critical to achieving improved water quality i in
the Alewife watershed.

Comment-#8: The fact sheet notes that 40 CFR 124.74 lists appeal procedures. It appears that
this section was previously removed from the regulations.

Response: This is correct. The current appeal procedures are enclosed with the final perm'it.

Submitted by Roger Frymire:

Comment #9: Modeled versus metered flows from Cambridge CSOs vary significantly. The
MWRA and member eommunities should work togsther te verify metering and modeling data to
account for these differences. CSO limits should be based on metered data coupled with existing
plans to reduce CSO activations and volumes. There was also an objection to the use of a
“typical year” relative to CSO planning in setting permit limits. On average, CSOs will spew
150 to 200% of volumes from a “typical” year. Permit limits based just on this “typical” year
are very misleading to the public. Why not base the penmit limits on the five year permit time
frame or use L0 years as closer to the actual time befare the next permit is expected?

Response; The permit specifies that a combination of measurements and estimation may be
employed when quantifying CSO discharges. The final permit requires the member communities
to develop a menitoring plan describing the methods they will use to quantifyy activation
frequency and volume. EFA and MADEP are available te provide assistance in this matter. The
City should alsc discuss this matter with MWRA and can also refer to EPA CSO guidance
documents, including Guidance For Monitoring And Modeling. BPA’s CS0 guidance manuals

may be found at hifn://cfpub epa.gov/npdes/cso/puidedoos.cfm.
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The resoutces necessary to develop and implement 3 CSO monitoring plan are refiected in

" MWRA's recent NPDES permit modification. This modification requires that MWRA provide
an annual estimate of CSO discharges for member community C80s to each member community
by March 31" of each vear. Somerville.and Catmbridge may develop their own method of
quantification, or may report MWRA's estimates subject to some independent verification, .

The typical year discharge characteristics are fhe expected discharge activation frequencies and
volumes during a typical year after full implgmentation of the MWRA CSO Facilities Plan.
Some of these frequencies and volumes have been revised as explained on Page 10 of this
response. Any differences between the typical year characteristics and the aétual discharges are
to be reported and evaluated in years 3 and 5 of the permit (see Part LD.4), If, during typical year
conditions, the actual discharges are greater than typical year characteristics, this will be
considered new information which may lead to modification of the MWRA CSO.Facilities Plan,
water quality standards and/or NPDES permit conditions.

ﬂmmm!.!ﬂﬂ_ For a stretch of about a mile between Pleasant Street and Endicott Street in
Cambridge all intervening storm water outfalls were found to be totally plugged and not
functioning, Approxlmately ontie square mile of Cambridgeport which is supposed to have

separate sewers is currently functioning combined by numerons common manholes throughout
this neighborhood.

Historically, as railroad operators have filled in mudflats and eventually most of the Millers

" River, B&M Railroad (row Guilford) signed agreements to provide drainage originally carried
by this river, Failure to maintain this drainage adds fwo square miles of storm water which
totally overloads sewer service in East Somerville. Backups regullting from the.excess extend
nearly to Central Square in Cambridge and extend the entire lengih of Somerville actually
cansing an inter-basin transfer to the Mystic River watershed which leads the SOMCG01A Tannery
Brook €SO to activate. This permit should require a halt to all devélopment by Guilford in
Cambridge and Somerville until such time as the drainage agroements are adhered to,

Responge: ‘The City of Cambridge is cnrrently reconstructing a significant portion of the sewer
and drainage infrastructure between the cutfalls at Pleasant Stroct and Endjcott Street in the
Cambridgeport area. Thres projects with a total value in excess of $14 million are presently in
construction or about to go to construction in this area, Two projects address the removal of 45
common manholes and also include the construction of significant structural BMPs to ensure
adequate maintenance of the systems. The third project concentrates on the feconstruciion of
three {3) new outfalls in the area, Furthermore, the City is presently designing two more outfalls
in this area io more affectweiy deal with stormwater, to further address commen manhole
removal, and to construct additional stormwater BMPs. Finally, the City hes recently completed
the construction of a néw drainage system along Mazsachusetts Avenus at a cost in excess of 510
million and has removed 27 common manholes in the adjacent neighborhood at a cost of
approximately $2 million. Collectively, these projects will résult in reduced CSO discharges at
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Cottage Farm émd will significantly improve stormwater quality genersted from the Cambridge
neighborhoods south of Massachusetis Avenue and west of Western Avenus,

In the CAMO17 area the City of Cambridge has prepared a facilities plan for i¢s drainage and
sewer system infrastructure. The goals of the facilities plan include: the improvement of water
quality to the receiving wefer, the improvement of sanitary and storm water service levels, and
the incorporation of structural BMPs that allow the systems te be more easily maintained. In
developing this plan, the City is working closely with teams from both the MWRA and the City
of Somerville, and with private property owners involved in large redevelopment projects in this
area. The CAMO17 project area impacts and is impacted by the Somervilie and MWRA systems,
as well as the MWRA Priscn Point CSO facility and its operations.

Comment #11: ‘These permits should contain a mechanism to verify that local and state sewer
system connection programs and storm water management regulations 4re sufficient to protect
wet weathier water quality gains, It seems reasonable to seek the maximum removal of storm
water from the sewer system and emaploy any BMP that will improve storm water quality. EPA
mentioned that perhaps these permits would include a mechanism that would contrel dry weather
loads that occur through new development in the combined sewer area. A uniform and enhanced
level of infiltration/inflow (V1) removal is warrarged in CSO areas where discharges will remain
“after the LTCP is in place.

Response: Consistent with EPA’s storm water Phase I permitting requirements, both
communities have submitted Notices of Intent (NOIs) for permit coverage. These permits
include detailed storm water management plans (SWMP) which are being reviewed by EPA and
the DEP. One element of these SMWEs is reguired to address runoff associated with
construction site activities. Although these permits will address the separate sewey systemns of
these communities only, measures that communities take to limit storm water flows and
pollutants associated with them should also consider any effect this could have on the activafion
frequency or volume of CSO discharges.

The permit issued to the MWRA for its Deer Island treatment plant (MA0103284) has I11
requirements which also apply to its member communities. The MWRA perinit directs the
MWRA and its member communities t¢ ¢ooperate and remove excessive I'I from the sewer
system, The City of Cambridge observes a policy regarding new developmeént that requires
developers to attenmate their discharge quantity to the two year storm event and to store or
‘infiltrate a sufficiency of flow to insure that the peak discharge entering the City’s system
(leaving their systemn) for the twenty five year storm event is less than or equal to the two year
storm event, Furthermote the City reguires that in CSO sensitive areas that development offset
any new sewage gencrated with at least three times the removal of existing inflow into the
drainage system during the three month storm event, The city maintains the discretion to require
mote significant or alternative mitigation if such is deemed necessary in ceriain instances.



Information on existing storm water and CSO poliutant loads being gathered will help alt
interested parties to understand the relative impacts of these discharges and the corresponding
benefits of CSO and storm water pollution abatement efforts. These collective strategies will
also serve te reduce system surcharging which contributes to C8O discharges and therefore
should have overall benefits to the CSO abatement program. The sewer separation work
included in the MWRA CSO abatement plan in Cambridge will also serve to remove a
significant volume of pubfic (storm water) inflow into the sewer system as well.

Submitted by Nancy Hammett of the Mystic River Watershed Association:

Comment #12: We believe the applicant cannot meet minimum technology based permit
requirements without improved characterization of the system, Compliance with Nine Minimum
Conirols (NMCs) #2 and #4 cannot be assessed becanse modeling does not accurately reflect
movement of sewage and storm water through the collection system. Discrepancies between
tnodeling and meiered data suggest that comphiance with NMC # 1, 3 and 5 may also be
inadequate. Level of public nofification (NMC #8) is inadequate. We request that Cambridge
and Somerville be required to demonstrate compliance with the NMCs by providing regular
reports on the characterization of sewer discharges to Alewife Brook, to support proper
maintenance of the system, and to determtine where the system is discharging during dry weather
and investigation of problems that may be resulting in excessive storm water entering the system,
or resirictions on the flow to the POTW for treatment.

Response; Under these permits, the Cities of Cambridge and Somerville are required to submit
annyal reports documenting efforts to comply with the Nine Minimum Controls, assessing their
compliance with the NMCs and documenting efforts to enhance their effectiveness through
necessary modifications.

Regarding characterization of the movement of sewage and storm water through the collection
system, we oxpect ongoing coordination between the MWRA and its MCs. We expect improved
assessment of drainage systems due to further study, illicit connection investigations and
enhanced permit reporting reguirements, Quifall eignage will be improved as explained in
response to Comment #1.

Comment#13: We are concemed about reissuing these permits before a decision is made on the
current variance this fall, If issued prier to variance expiration, these permits should contain
reopener clauses. The trigger points discussed in the variance need to be better defined.

Response; The variances for the Alewife/Mystic and lower Charles basine have both been
extended, as noted earlier. The Upper Mystic/Alewife variance was extended to September 1,
2007, and the Lower Charles variance was extended to October 1, 2007, These permits contain
recpener clauses which would result in permit medifications as necessary fo reflect post-variance
conditions.

September 16, 2005
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Information for Filing an Adjudicatory Hearing Request with the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection

Within thirty days of the receipt of this letter the adjudicatory hearing request should be sent to:

Docket Clerk
Office of Administrative Appeals
Departinent of Environmental Protection
One Winter Street, Third Floor
Boston, MA 02108

In addition, a valid check payable to the Commeoenwealih of Massachusetts in the amount of $100
must be mailed to:

Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection
P.O. Box 4062
Bosten, MA 02211

The hearing request to the Commonwealth will be dismissed if the filing fee is not paid, unless the
appellant is exempt or granted a waiver. -

The filing fee is not required if the appellant is a cily, town {or municipal agency), county, district
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, or a municipal housing authority. The Department may
waive the adjudicatory hearing filing fee for a permittee who shows that paying the fee will create
an undue financial hardship. A permitiee seeking a waiver must file, along with the hearing request,
an affidavit setting forth the facts betieved to support the claim of undue financial hardship.



Attachment 1

‘ﬁ‘ﬁﬂ "*?r- UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION {
ONE CONGRESS STREET SUITE 1100
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023

September 15, 2005

Robert W, Golledge Jr., Commissioner
Depariment of Bnvironmental Protection
One ‘Winter Sireet, 2 Floor

Boston, MA 02108

Re:  Approval

Dear My, Golledge:

This is in response to the Massachusetts Department of Environmentsl Protection's {DEP)
August 22, 2005 subsnittal of water quatity standards (WQS) variances for the Environmental
Protection Agency's (EPA) review and approval, The WQS variances are for combined sewer
overflow (CSO) discharges by the Massachusetts Water Resource Authority (MWERA) and the
Cities of Somerville and Cambridge to Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River Basin, and for CSQ
discharges by the MWRA and the Boston Water and S¢wer Commission to the Lower Charles
River Bagin. The vatiances were issued on Septernber 1, 2004 and October 1, 2004, for the
Alewife Brook/Mystic River and the Lower Charles River Basin, respectively, for terms not to
exceed three years, and were certified on August 11, 2005 by DEP's Acting General Counsel ag
having been duly adopted pursuant to state law.

In accordance with the varlances, combined sewer overflow discharges from permitted outfalls
are exempted from meeting the Massachusetis Class B bacteria critexia during events when flow
in the collection system exceeds the collection system conveyance capacity as a result of
precipitation or snow melt. The varences are conditioned upén continued implementation of
CSO long term control measures consistent with the 1997 Final C3QO Pacilities Plan, s amended
for the Alewife Brook/Mystic River and the Lower Churles River Basin, and do not in any way
delay the pace of implementation that would occur without the varisnces. Rather, the projects
that are to be implemented during the term of these varjunces will improve water qualtty inthe
‘Alewife Brook/Mystic River and the Lower Charles River Basin,

The MWRA hag completed numerous analyses since the late 19808 evaluating alternatives for
elimingting combined overflows from the collection sysiem tributary to the Deet Island
Treatment Plant. Among these are the 1997 Combined Sewer Overflow Facilities Plan and
Environmental Impact Report, the 2001 Notice of Project Change for the Long term Control Plan
for Alewife Brook, and the 2004 Cottage Farm CSO Facility Assessment Report. Based on the
analyses completed by the MWRA, DEP has found that proceeding at this time with controls



necessary for full attainment of Class B water quality standards would result in substantial and
widespread economic and social impact. EPA agrees that it is not fensible to fully attain Class B
water quality standards for primary contact recreation within the three year term of the variances.

I hereby approve the variances pursuant 1o Ssotlon 303(c)(2) of the Clean Watar Act and 40
C.F.R. Part 131 as being conslatent with the requirements of Section 303 of the Act.

We look forward to continued cooperation with MA DEP in exerclaing our shared respansibility
of Implementing the water quality standards requirements under the CWA, If you have any

queations about this approval, please contact Bil} Beckwith (617-918-1544) or Michael Wagner
(617.918-1735). '

Sincerely, .
Linda M. Murphy, Director
Office of BEcosystem Protection

cc: Glenn Hans, MA DEP
Kevin Brander, MA DEP
Marcia Sherman, MA DEP
Vernon Lang, USFWS
Mary Colligan, NOAAF
Peter Colosi, NOAAF
Gregory Stapleton, EPA SSB







S UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
A REGION 1

1 CONGHESS STREET, SUITE 100
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023

)
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A ppen®
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECE[PTIREQUESTED

December 5, 2005
Dear SirfMadam;

Re: Extension of time period during which City of Cambridge Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO)
final Naticnal Pollutant Discharge Eliminalion System {NPDES) permit may be appealed

The final NPDES permit for the City of Cambridge CS0, permit No. MA0101974, was signed
and dated September 27, 2005. It has come to our attention that some individuals who should
have received a copy of this final permit either did not receive a copy or received a copy beyond
the thirty {30) day pertod after the permit issnance. As such, some of these individuals were not
given the opportunity to appeal this permit. Final permits may be appealed within thirty (30) days
of their receipt and only by those individuals or entities that provided comment on the drafl
permit during the official public comment period.

The draft Cambridge CS0Q permit was public noticed during the period of May 8, 2003 until Junc
11,2003, On June 11, 2003, a public hearing was held in Cambridge during which oral and
written comments were received. Upon the adjournment of this public hearing, the public
gomment period was extended by another 21 days, through July 2, 2003,

Therefore, if you receive this letter and you provided comments during the public comment
period, von have the opportunity to appeal this final permit with thirty (30) days of your receipt
of this letfer. If you have any questions regarding this matter, or if you need a copy of the final
permit package, please contact Georpe Papadopoulos of my staff at (617) 918-1579.

Sincerely,

MLL/AM-/‘"""‘

Roger Janson, Manager
icipal Permits Branch

Enclosure

Tolf Frag »1-888-372-7341
inteamet Address (URL) « hitp:fwwwv.epa.goviegont
ReoycladRacyclable » Printed whh Vegetable Of Baged Inks ont Aecyeled Papsr {Minkmum 30% Postconeumer]






OFFICE OF THE BOARD OF SELECTMEN

KEVIH F. GREELEY, CHAIFR 730 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE
DIANE M MAHON, WICE-CIIAIR TELErHOWE

CHARLES LYONS 781-316-3020
KATHLEEN KIELY DIAS TH-36-3029 FAY
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TOWN OF ARLINGTON
MASSACHUSETTS 02476-4908

June 11, 2003

Mr. George Papadopoules
Massachusetts Office of Geosystem Protection {CPE)

1 Congress Streef - Snite 1100
Boston, MA 02114-2023

RE: NPDES Permits #(101974, 0101982

Dear Mr. Papadoponlos:

The Town of Arlington submits the following comnments on the draft NPDES permits.
There are four general areas the town has identified as areas of concern.

I
The NPDES permit eflfluent limitations must not place the health of Arlington’s

neighborhoods at risk.

{1)  The Town believes that the NPDES permit must specify an effluent limitation that assures
Arlington neighborhoods are not placed at risk from sewage born pathogens. The April 2001
MWRA Notice of Project Change (NPC) documented instances where CS0O effluent reaches
residential properties in Arlington, It is an unreasonable expectation that under such circumstances
to secondary contact with the waters of Alewife Brook will occur. Therefore, the Town’s position
is that the NPDES permit must support documented secondary contact uses of Alewife Brook.
Such uses include incidental contact at residential properties located in the flood plain.

We have included specific materials supporting comment (I) in appendix

{2)  The permit must atlow verification by local public health officials and others. Local public
health officials have a responsibility te insure that health risks to the commrunity are eliminated or
controlted. {(See ALM GL ch. 111, § 122) The draft permits reporting section envisions permit
compliance in terms of either annual or bienmial compliance (See Section L.D.1) How can local

Birthplace of “Uncle Sam” — Our National Symbol
Samuel Wilson - Bormn in the Town — September 13, 1766



officials verify the permiltee’s compliance, within a relevant timeframe, if an accident or emor
allows discharges in excess of the permit limits to cceur under the current reporting scheme?

(3}  Arlington believes that the public health nofification plan (Sec May 8, 2002 MA/DEP
variance extension) is an important first step. The plan provides infermation to recreational users
of Alewife Brook that is necessary [or informed choices ahout wetl weather use, However the
Town continues to belicve that residents in the floog plam must receive wrillen notification of the
location of CSO outfalls, the conditions in which they discharge, and cleanup precedures, as we
explained in our January 2, 2002 letter to EPA, The high proportion of rental properiy in the
Alewifc arca combined with the low visibilily of current notification efforts is ample justification
for the minimal cost of a direct mailing to affected residents.

Additionally, our understanding was that all outfails warning signage would contain
telephone contact numbers, (See June 28, 2002 MWRA-MA/ DEP Public Notification workplan)
The example included in the draft permit does not contain a telephone contact number. A
1elephone number would direct inquiries to the appropriate authonly, This would benefit the
permittee by providing an additional source of information sboul the condition of outfall structures
and discharges. The Town of Arlington belicves that all outiall-waming signs must
contain a telephone contact number,

1I.
The assessment of the public health risk posed by surface flooding was Inadequate.

(1} The NIPC limited its review ol surface flooding to the area belween Perch Pond and
Massachusetts Avenue. Impacts to Arlington’s Snnnyside and Henderson Street neighborhoods
were not considered in the NCP or the May 2003 Response to Comments. The Town of Arlington
believes that it is important that the long-term contrel plan must evaluate the fzll exient to which all
residential arcas are placed at risk by C80O discharges under existing and future condifions,

We have attached decumentation from the Sunnyside Neighborhood Association in Appendix 2

I,
The permit must protect wet weather water guality by acconnfing for sdditional loads to the

combined sewer system from future growth,

{1 In our commenis on the NPC the Town asked whether there would be any gain or loss te
the capacity of MWRA's interceplor system due (o the project. (See June 4, 2001 comment letter,
Engineering calculations and flows, comment 5.) In response (See May 2003 RTC, 4-35) the
MWRA indicated that the recommended plan would take advantage of the reduction in the
hydraulic grade line of the interceptor and increase the dry weather flow connections for CAM 002,
401B and SOM 001A. Even with the reductions of CSO discharges at these outfalls the
recommended plan predicted 5-7 overflows a year. “This condition suggests that in wet weather
additional flows, such as from new development, would likely canse an increase in CS0, unless
those new flows were offset by an equal or greater reduction in tributary flow," This suggests that
the effluent limitation will be eroded unless the permit contains a mechanism to verify that local
and state sewer system connection programs and storim water management regulations are



sufficient to protect wet weather water quality gains. We ask that the final permit contain such a
mechanism.

IV,
Long-term water quality improvement,

(1) Arlington supports any measure, cven an incremiental one that improves the water qualily of
Alewife Brook, However our suppor of the MWRA CSO control project must not be read as an
indication that Arlington approves of perpeiual discharges of untreated sewage into Alewife Brook.
As we have previously indicated belh the Arhngton Beard of Selectmen and the Arlington Board
of Health have concluded that CS8Q discharges to Alewife Brook must be eliminated.

The existing state water guality variance includes a mechanism, the so-called “trigger
points,” for determining when additional CSO contrels will be appropriale for the Alewife Brook.
The Town believes that it is appropriate for both the permiitees and MA/DEP to provide greater
detail about the “trigger pomts” process, including implementation and public participation plans, if
the water quality variance is {o be incorporated 1nto the NPBES permil.

Very truly yours,
ROARD QF SELECTMEN

Kevin I. Greeley,

Hgre 57 Bledsn)

Diane M. Mahon, Vice Chair

Cw«néaw

Charies Lyons

J/W e

Kathieen Kiely Dias

%ﬂmﬁ
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Jome 10, 2003

Linda Murphy, Diregtor
Massachusetts Office of Ecogystem Protection
T.8. EPA - New England Region i
1 Congress St., Suite 1100 : '
Boston, MA 02114-2023 |

RE. NPDES Permit No.: MA[]I!}IH’?L

Dear Ms. Murphy, ‘ .
The Arlington Conservation Commisgion I8 apprecistive t:hat p-ans are being made to reduce the
C80 outflows into Alewife Brook. We believe, however| that the goal should be the gomplete
elimination of all raw sewage flows :nto this stream. Such storm overflows impatr water quatity
and harms fish and wildlife and their Babitat. As the Commission is charged with the stewardship
of Aslington’s patoral resources and gdministrating the Atlingtn Bylgw for Wetlands Protection
and tha state Wetlands Protection Ast, we find it unacceptable to have any amount of sewage put
into the Alewife Brook, There should be no relaxation of water quality standards that will allow
these combined sewage overflow events to contitne, even if thay become less frequent.

Also, such events likely pose public tialth threats to the Asling ton residents who live alongside
Alewife Brook These residents gre exposed — often in their ho mes - to flood waters contaiping
sewage during major storm events. |

The issue of sewage and pollution In tlhe Alewife Brook is hardly new. Local historie records]
cite an 187¢ Arlington Town Meeting vote “relative to thp increasing pollution of Alewife Brook
by the city of Cambridge.” Town Mepting was “Voted — That the gelectmen be and hereby are
authorized and requested to take imnediate and active meéasuri s to prevent the further pollution
of Alewife Brook by the sewage of tt:F:;ity of Cambridge; and aid Board are authorized to
employ coutsel and to unite with the town of Medford in gy lugitimate course looking to the
abolition of this threatening nuisance Tnd the preservation of th: public health.”

 Towm of Avlington, Pagt and Presant, o mﬂ:ﬁw af karger avents argd Imp.rtant ohanges in the village precinel and
town from 1657 to 1907, Charles 8. Parker, Arlington, C.5. Parkar 4 Son, Publishers, 1907 p. 150,

|
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Aclington Town Meeting took a second action in 1880, bty appointing 8 committea, of Measrs,
Williara G. Peck, Richard L, Hodgdon, and Henry L. Lawrencs, to secure legislation to protect
the public health by stopping the emptying of sewage intg Alewvife Brook and Mystic River.2

Unfortunately, the proposed NPDE 8 'permit for the Camt}:ndgw C80 project will nat eliminate
such historical and current pollution %oncams This pulluuon vd 3 potential risk to the following
wildlife spooies: -

|
Fish |
Alewife Brook historically was a udu‘ waterway and ran Amost solid with spawning herring.
Evea though the population is much leas than in the past,fsunu of thess flsh still make their way
up 1o Little Pond in Belmont, The (3reat Swamp that surfouncled this waterway ran from Fresh
Pond to Spy Pond and must have ﬁm[vmn&d as a mgmhcant spawning ground,

Fish found in the Mystic drainage, of which the Alewife Bmek is & part, include; American Ecl,
Blugback Herring, Alewife, *Goxdfu;\i, +Common Carp, Goldea Shiner, Bridle Shiner, White
Sucker (seen at end of Mill Brook, Alington, 2001), Bron Bullhead, Redfin Pickerel, Chain
Pickerel, Tiger Mugkellunge, Rainbow Smelt, Brook Trout, Aflamic Tomeod, Banded killifish,
Mummichog, Atlantic Silverspine, %&pme Stickleback: Thre espine Stickleback, Ninespine
Stickleback, White Perch, Banded Subfish, Pumpkinseed,' *Bluegill, *Largemouth bass, *Black
Crappie, Swamp Darter, Yellow Pench {* = introduced, breedmg, according to Inignd Fishes of
Mussachusetts, Hartel, Halltwell andl Launer, 2002), -

Life oycles of many fish are sensmwﬂ o pollutant loads, épam ing typmally oceurs during the
spring flocd season, C8O dischargeslor activations would hav: a major and patentmily fatal
effect upon the tender egg masses annff hatching fiy.

J Birds and Matmmals

Rirds found at the Alewife Brook Rugervation in 2002 ind}ude: cormorant, heron, swan, geese,
mallard, teql, shoveler, wood duck, blﬁck duck, merganser, hawk, merlin, kestrel, sandpiper,
woodcock, gull, rock dove, nighthawk, chimney swift, mouraivg dove, kingfisher, flicker,
woodpecker, kingbird, phoebe, flycatcher, swallow, biue jay, crow, chickadee, tufted titmouse,
nuthatch, brown creeper, wren, mockingbird, catbird, robin, thush, kinglet, cedar waxwing,
starling, vireos, warblers, patula, wa:erthrush, yellowthroat, redstart, SPATTOWS, blackbird, oriole,
grackle, cowhird, cardinal, indigo buiinng, house finch, retipull goldfinch. junco, pheasant,
killdeer.
!

21d,

TOWN HALL, 730 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, AR TNGTON, MA 02476
(781) 3163012
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Marmmals found in 2002 include: woodchuck, muskrat, nhnk, heaver, weasel, squirrel, chipmunk,
mouse, vole, shrew, rabhit, coyote, fox, skunk, raccoon and dier,

Plants
Only one endangered species, Bnglemann's Sedge, is patFnﬁal y found at the Alewife Brook
Rescrvation, according to information from the Masgachusetts Natural Heritase and Endangered
Species Program, T '

' Master Plan |
A major improvement to this wa,te:w}uy is envisioned by the Matropolitan District Commission
(MDCY's Alewife Brock Reservation'Master Plan {(Master Plan), One of the Master Plan's major
goals is to restore degraded aquatic and terrestrial habitat, Ag efficient and effective form of
water pollution control 1s to restore wetlands near or bordering Alewife Brook; such wetlands act
as natural filters and flood storage areas. There are several proposed within the borders of the
Alewife Reservation but more are nugded. 5

Cambridge’s proposed detention poad will be a great step foryeard to provide some of this
filtration, but more are needed. [t rjght be prudent and cost «ffective to purchage additional
adjacent land to construct new wetluds and flood storage aress.

|
Another goal of the Master Plan ig in¢reased public access 1o £lewife Brook, The Master Plan
includes public access points to the waterway for canoe lannch2s and wildlife viewing. Ifthe
public i8 going to have access to Alewife Brook for recredtion, the water should be clean enough
at all times for this use. |

All C80s should be phased out as fast aa the pipe separation work can be done, The goal must be
the Class B water standard. The TMBDL approach shouldibe wiilized to totally phase out the CSO
pollutant source and to restore the waterway so as to support fishing and swimming, The Class
By standard would not o provide, Therefore, Class Bo, 18 unaceeptable as it allows peak
pollution rates at the times when pesk flows occur, 1t is etitical to reevaluate the construction of
satellite treatment facilities and stur:.ﬁwater detention facilities in additional areas.,

ggvater Quality Stam%ard

discharges to state that any further reduction in sewage relnovals is useless or at least not cogt
effective. [ts not useless as Phase I NPDES requirements for il communities will eventually

The NFDES permit aflows the parm'&:ss 10 hide behind the witer quality of stormwater
phase out thege gources of direct dia:%xarges as well, !

TOWN HALL, 730 MASACHUSETTS AVENLE, AR INGTON, MA 02476
(781 316-3013
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<Living with CSO activations i

Until full removal of CSQ a-::tivatioml can be achieved, th& follywing actions should be done at a
minimum: L |

-Sigos should be the full responsibility of the permittee: the 1 & of the universal biohazard symbol
also should be used with the word 3 G. The signs should be readabie from both sides of
the watgrway at all access points to the waterway, not _iuﬁt at t 16 outfalls.

~-Residents of the Alewife Brook ﬂoatlpla.in, who receive Iihe discharges in their vards, shoold be
mailed annual netices that sewage ib discharged to flood watars. Residents also should be
informed of the activation frequency jtud monitoring results. o addition, residents should be sent

information on flood damage reduction techniques and what they can do after & flood event, such
as information on disinfection. They

actions should alag be the responsibility of the permittee.

~Contrels - Floatable and solids corttrol, at a minimum, should be installed everywhere
immediately, ’:

Local and State Wetlands Permity
As stated above, the Commission administers the Arlingtdn Wistlands Protection Bylaw and e
state Wetlands Protection Act. Both|laws prohibit alterin any wetland, foodplain, river, or fver
bank without & permit from the Commission, Even if th ' projizct docs not currently anticipate
constructing any structures or berms jn Arlington, the change of flow into Alewife Brook will
likely constitute an alteration and thing require a permissian from the Commission. While the
permittes was kind enough to meet ‘#ith the Commission iseveral Vears ago, the project has
changed since then, and we invite the|permittee te meet with it e Commission BgAin to discuss
permitting prior to finalization of privject pians, |
We hope these comments are construptive and do not seek any delay in work to remove poliutant
sources from the Alewife Brook. '

r!
Pleage direct any questions to Cori Beckwith, Conservation Acministrator, or me, at 781-316-
3012, or cbechxrfth@mﬁm.aﬂington,@a.us. I

»*

TOWN HALL, 730 MIS+AC}NSETTB AVENLIE, ARLINGTON, Ma. 02476
‘- (781 316-3012



Uel, Y, Sl 21 5EAaM RRLIMETOMN PERTOMNEL

Cambridge CBO Project - NFDES Permit € obnments - Fune 10, 2003,
Pago 5of S i

Thank you for yeur consideration.

Respeatfi lly,

Nathaniel Stevens
Chair

Cc/ckb

c¢!  Board of Selectmen, Arlingtop
Town Manager, Arfington |
Department of Public Works,|Arlington
Department of Public Worki,|Cambridge
Kevin Brander, Massachusetts Department nf‘Em{irum 1ental Protection, Northeast
Region, 205A Lowell Street, Wilmington, MA 11887

i
TOWN HALL, 730 m:aT?AcHUSETTs AVENUE, ARLINGTON, M4 02476
(791) 316-3012
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICH
ENVIRONMMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
BOSTON REGION
In the Matter of:
PUBLIC HEARTNG:
EE;: ISSUANCE OF THE NPDES PERMIT
FOR THE CITY OF CAMBRIDOE AND THE CITY OF SOMERVILLE

The Baldwin School
Sacramento Street
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Wednesday
June 11, 2003

The above entitled matter came on for hearing,

pursuant to Hotice at 7:10 p.m.

BPEFCRE:

ROGER JANSON, Assoicate Director, Water Programs
FPAUL HOGAN, Program Supervisor,

Watershed Planning Program .-

Department of Environmental Protection

Divisicon of Watershed Management

£27 Main Street, Znd Floor

Worcester, MA 01608

{5G8) 767-2796¢
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PRECOCEEDINGSES
{7:10 p.m.}

MR. JANSON: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen.
Tonight's hearing concerning the issuance of the National
Pellutant Discharge Elimination System Permit, or NPDES
program, ag many of you know, for the City of Cambridge and
the City of Scomerville, shall come to crder. My name ig
Roger Janscn, and it's J-a-n-s-o-n, for those that would
like to know, with the New England Region of the
Environmental Protection Agency. Co-chairing this hearing
with me this evening is Paul Hogan, to wmy right, with the
Massachusetts Department of Envirommental Protection. This
hearing is being conducted jointly by EPR and the Mass. DEP
under federal and state law., Following the hearing, a
decision by the agencies will be reached concerning the
issuance of the permits in question here.

T will briefly des¢ribe several permit procedures
and Explain-how the hearing will ke conducted.

EPA has the authority under Section 402 of the
Clean Water Act to issue permits to regulate wastewater
discharges from point sources into waters of the United
States. Until the Mass. DEP applies for, and received
authorization teo coperate the program in Mass., EPA and DEP
will jointly lesue permits pursuant to Section 402 of the

Clean Water Act and te Chapter 21, Seg¢tion 42, of the

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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Maggachusetts General Laws, as outlined in a memorandum of
agreement entered into by both agencies on March 18th, 1973.
Slightly more than 30 years ago.

Under Section 401 of the Act, EPA may not issua a
permit unlese the state certifies that the permit effluent
limitations are stringent enough to assure that the
discharge will not viclate state water quality standards.

Public notices for the draft permit and for this
hearing were publisghed in The Bogton Globe on May Bth, 2003.

Copies of the notices will be introduced into the
record as Exhibit A. A copy of the draft permit, and the
fact sheet explaining the draft permit, and again I say
permit, I mean permits, because there are two of them, will
be entered into the record as Exhibit B. Copies of these
documents are avallabkle here in thig auditorium and Olga
Vigora from our office, who is staffing the desk has copiles
out front for anybody who needs them.

Oral statements will be heard, bhut for accuracy of
the record, all important testimony should be submitted in
writing. oOral statements should also summarize extensive
wrltten material te allow time for all interested parties to
be heard.

This public hearing is being reccorded. The
recording will be part of the official administrative

record. Any perscn would like te listen to the tape may

APEX Reporting
{617) 426-3077




——

L= TR 5 G

=1

ip0

11

12

13

i4

15

16

17

18

18

20

21

22

23

24

25

make arrangements te do so with EPA. This hearing is
governed by the permit regulatioms promulgated by EPA under
the Clean Water Act and codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 124.12.
Its purpose is Lo inform the public at large of the draft
discharge permit and to allow interested persons opportunity
to comment. Both oral and written comments received
tonight, as well as those written comments submitted during
the public comment period will be fully considered by EPA
and DEP in deciding: Whether the permit should be igsued or
denied, or what modifications, if any, to the draft permits
aré appropriate.

Under EPA regulationsg, thie is an informational,

non-adversarial hearing without cross-examination.

| Mr. Hogan and I will confine our questions to points of

clarification for the record. All questions by the public
or others are for the sole purpose of c¢larification of
tonight s proceedings. COnce a final permit decision has
been made, notice of that decision will be given to all
persons who have filled ocut an attendance card indicating
their address, and also the persons who have provided
written comment.

Attendance cards are avallable at the back of the
room, and if anybody hasn't filled one out, whether o not
you wish to speak, please do so before you leave tonight;

and, particularly, if you'd like to get a copy of the permit

APEX Reporting
{617) 426-3077




il
S

10

11

12

13

14

15

le

1%

18

15

20

21

22

23

24

25

and the summary of the hearing here tonight.

All of the comments received and the supporting
material will be made a part cf the record and are open to
public inapection during normal bueiness hours at ocur office
in Boston.

The public comment period normally, and as the
advertisement gaid, closes on midnight of the day of the
hearing, unless extended by the Hearing Officer pricr to the
closing ©f thie meeting tonight. Any interested person must
raise all reascnably identifiable issues and submit all
reascnably available arguments and supporting wmaterial Lo
EPA and the DEP at that time.

T will address the issue of extending this at the
¢lose, just prioy tc close of the hearing tonight. We dao
have aone reguest already to extend it, and it’'s fairly
routine for us to extend the comment period.

At the time that a final permit decigion is
igsued, EPA will issue a regponse to comments, which will
specify what provisions, if any. of the draft permit have
heen changed in the final permit and the reasens for the
changes. The response will aleo briefly describe and
addreeg all significant comments raiged during the public
comment pericd and in this hearing. The response will be
made available to the public and all interested persons.

EPA expects to lssue a final decision as expeditiously as

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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7
practical and will notify the applicants and each person who
has submitted written comments or reguested notice of the
final decisgion.

Within thirty days of service of notice of the
final decipgion, any interested person who wishes to contest
the Eerms of thig permit may petition the Environmental
Bppeals Board, which I will refer to as the EAB, to review
any condition of the decision. Petitions must be filed in
accordance with 40 C.F.R. Section 124.192 and 124.21, as
amended on June 14th of 2000.

any party which failed to file comments or failed
to participate in the publiec hearing on the draft permit may
request review by the EAB oniy to the extent of the changes
from the draft to the final decisgion.

Petitiong to the EAB should be directed to the
Envirommental Appeals Board, Maii Code MC1103B,

U.8. Environmental Protection Agency, Ariel, A-r-i-e-1,
Rics, R-1i-0-s8, Building, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue Northwest,
Washington, D.C. 20460,

Within a reascnable time following the filing of
the petition for review, the EAE will issue an order
granting or denying the petition for review., 1In the event
the petition is denied, the conditions of the final permit
decision become final agency action. Public notice of any

grant of review by the EAB will be given Iin accordance with

APEX Reporting
{617) 426-3077
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40 C.F.R. Section 124.10. Public notice will aset forth a
briefing achedule for the appeal. Notice of denlal will be
gent only to the person or peregons requesting review.

If a petition to the EAB ip filed, the reglonal
administrator 18 required, within a reasonable time of being
notifiad by the EAB of the £filing of the peatition, to notify
the EAB, the applicant, and all interested parties of the
uncontested and severable conditions of the final permit.
The uncontesated and severable conditions wlll become fully
effective chligation of the psrmit 30 days after the date by
which the regicnal administrator submits the reguired notice
ta EAB., A similar request much be f£filed with the
Massachusetts DEP within 21 days of receipt in accordance
with the Massachusetts Administrative Procedures Act, which
ig Chapter 30A, and the standard Adjudicatory Rules of
Practice and Procedure, which 1a 801 Code of Massachusmetts
Regulations 100.

I will allow the permit applicant to make a short,
goncise presentation and then request commenta from federal,
gstate and local officiala, and members of the public
audience. T will use the attendance cards to call on people
who wish to comment. These cards will also be used to
notify persons of our subsequent final decision. Speakers
should come to the podium, to my left, to speak. I would

agk that when you gpeak, you identify yourself and your

APEX Reporting
{617) 426-3077
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affiliation for the official record.

I will now ask Mr. Hogan, who repregents the Mass.
DEP, if he has any additional remarks.

MR. HOGAN: Good evening. My name iz Paul Hogan,
Chief of the Massachusetts NPDES Permit Unit, and I
represent the Magsachusetts Department of Environmental
Protecfion.

Thig is a joint hearing being held under the
provigions of state, ag well as federal laws and
regulations. The Massachusetts Clean Water Act, General
Lawg, Chapter 21, Sections 26 to 43, in Code of
Massachusetts Regulations 314 ¢, M.R. 3.00, prohibit the
discharge of pollutants to waters of the Commonwealth,
unlesg authorized by permit issued by the Massachusetts
Department of Envircnmental Protection.

The Department and the United States Protection
Agency, New England, Region I, have entered into an
agreement to cooperatively procesg applications and jointly
issue surface water discharge permits., The permits issued
untder this program are developed to conform to both state
and federal water pollution control laws and regulations.
Each agency has the independent right to enforce the terms
and conditions of the permits. Thus, the Department will
also fully congider all written and oral comments received

at thig hearing, in addition to written comments already

APEX Reporting
{617) 426-30177
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16
recelved by the agencies,

EPA, Reglon I, has requeated that the Department
certify the draft NPDES permits for the City of Cambridge,
Combined Sewer Overflow Permit No., MA0101974, and the City
of Somarville Combined Sewer Overflow Permit MA0L01982. In
accordance with the provisions of Section 401i{a) {1) of the
Faderal (lean Water Act, and pursuant to 440 C.F.R.

Section 124.54. No final decision concerning certification
will be made until all comments received during the public
comment period have been reviewed. The permits can he
certifled in their current form or with specified state
certification regquirements.

The Mapsachusette Department of Environmental
Protection welcomes the opportunity for thie hearing to
gather any additional information that will assist the
Department in making decisions concerning the final permitc
for the City of Cambridge Combined Sewer Overflows and the
City of Somerville Ccombined Sewar Overflows.

Thank you,

MR. JANSON: Thank you for bearing with us as we
go though all of that. It used to be twice as long and
every time I‘d go to read this, I'd try to cut a couple of
sentences out, to keep making it shorter and shorter.

U/T FEMALE FROM THE FLOOR: (Unintelligible.)

MR, JANSON: Tt will be in the cfficial record.
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There are copies submitted to the record. 8o, yes, it is
available. Aall T have is a working copy here tonight, but
if you identify yourself, we can see that you get a copy of
this or we’ll have the whole record available, whichever
you’d prefer.

Normally, we do start with representatives of the
permittee, in this case the City of Cambridge, I helieve
it‘s the DPFW, and the City of Somerville, if there is any
representative who would like to apeak on behalf of one or
both.

We alzc ask, then, any federal officials, if there
are any federal official, elected representatives or their
staff, any state representatives or their staff. None so
far have gigned in. &and if they’'d, also, like to speak.

How, having gone that far, there are approximately
six people who have asked, could they speak, because of the
conflict with the Arlington Town Meeting thise evening, and
I'm going to use the license granted to me to allow them to
Epeak. I would ask you, though, it's almost 7:30, in
recogquition of the person who wants to go the town meeting
behind you, if you could keep your remarks concigse and to
five minutes, and submit any salient points in writing, that
would certainly assist.

Firat, I*1ll ask Kathleen Dias.

Yes, if you’‘d step up to the podium. We've done
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this some Limes with people talking to ua, not realizing
that the rest of the audience some times misees what they
say.

MS. DIAS: Thank you. ©Oophs, and a rolling
podium.

{(Laughter.}

M3. DIAS: I'm Kathleen Kiely Dias. I‘m a member
of the Arlington Board of Selectman, and alsa a member of
the Alewife Advisory Committee to the Arlington Board of
Selectmen. I live at 26 Addison Street in Arlington.

The Arlington Board of Selectmen has sent a letter
to Mr. Papadopoules with our comments in it and with some
aupporting deocuments. QOur main concerns are that we thing,
as a whole, (508 are arcane and we feel that while Cambridge
is deing a good Jjob to reduce 84 percent of the CS0
diecharges, we feel 100 percent should Ee eliminated.

I know there is some financial conaideration in
this, but in no way has anyone indicated a time line for
when all these S0 discharges will be eliminated.

It doesn’t seem that in any of theass plans thare’s
a reagonable way of monitoring the amount of discharge, and
a reascnable way that Cambridge could notify the members --
the citizens in Arlington when theme discharges take place.

We’re also concerned that some of the areas in

arlington were not surveyed, most eapecially the Sunnyside
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area, regarding C2 -- flooding and CS0O discharges.

I'm not goiﬁg to take up any more of your time
because clearly we have written most of this, but we just
want to make sure that we're on record; that we think all
the CS0 discharges need to be eliminated. We think there
needs to be a time line here for that elimipation, and we
think that because of public health issues, that there needs
to be a more reagonable way of notifying the people in East
Arlington of the discharges.

2and since Cambridge is, in fact, discharging with
one Cs0 from Somerville, they need to let the citizens in
East Arlington know when there iz a €80 discharge. And
there needs to be some way of wonitoring this, so that there
are some reascnable limits.

What are the limits on €SO discharges? How high
¢an they go? This type of thing.

S0 I want to thank you for this cpportunity to
spealk.

MR. JANSON: Thank you very muci:.

I might point out that sitting out in the audience
ig George Papadopoulos. He's the permit writer and many of
you have seen his name. He’'s the gentleman to whom comments
should be submitted, up to and by the end of the cleose of
the comment period.

And zitting over here is one of our gentlemen from
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our AAssistance & Compliance Office, Eric Hall, who I think
many of you probably knﬁw or are familiar with.

Having gaid that, Diane Mahon? Mahon or Mzhon.

MS. MAHON: Elther one.

MR. JANSON: Either one.

MS. MAHON: You called me pecond, so I can‘t
complain, but I'm going to stay to the end.

My name 1s Diane Mahon. I want to thank
Mr. Janscn and Mr., Hogan. I'm going to say the cther
gentleman’s name wrong, Mr. Papa ---

MR. JANSON: Papadopoulcs.

MS. MAHON: Papadopoulos. I apologize.

I'm not going to repeat what my colleague on the
Board of Selectmen said. I'm a member of the Arlington
Board of Selectmen, the Vice-Chairman. I‘m aleo a town
meeting mewmber; and more importantly, a member of the East
Arlington Good Neighbor Committee, and the Coalition for
Alewife.

Trying not to repeat what my colleague, Mrs. Dias,
gaid. I will say that not only the Becard of Selectmen, but
the aArlington Town Meeting has taken a very strong and
important stance on this area of the Alewife, as have state
agencies.

Approximately two, two and a half years ago, the

Town of Arlington, through its town wmeeting, voted to
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maintain at least the Arlington portion of the Alewife Brook
as a Class B waterway. Now, that’s gort of an oxymoron to
say maintain, because if I understand correctly, I believe
in 1999 the applicant was granted a Class B C80 variance,
which ran out in 2003, but I think was extended to September
-- I mean 2002, was extended to September 2003.

80, firet off, what I would like to say, it’s the
feeling and the vote of Arlington Town Meeting that at least
the Arlington portion of the Alewife area return, as has
been stated before, many times we’ve heard the (Clean Watef
Act, a Clags B variance is afforded to it by the Federal
Clean Water Act.

Having said that, I‘'m going to speak to where we
are right now and hope this somehow plays into. I Know

there’s nothing we can do. There’s a Class B C80, at least

| until September 2003, but I, myself, individually, would

liké to zay that after September 2003, from there forward,
that the Alewlfe Brook be maintained under federal law a
Class B waterway.

As we know, Clags B ig fishable/swimable, but
nobody in Arlington is beating the drums down so they can go
swim in the brook, although I think vou will see later,
there are children in East Arlington who do swim in the
breok. They swim in the brook when it's at ita regular

water level and they swim in the brook when many, many times
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overflowa. I should say kick around in the water. 2nd a
lot of that is because of a lack of information.

82 at the very least, I would ask that the
applicants, through Mass. DEP, through the NPDES permit, do
the very minimal, the very least that ip afforded by law,
which ia, ae Mra. Dias spoke about, netification regarding
the reaidents.

At least in Arlington, and I'd like to advocate
for Somerville and Cambridge, but I wasn’t elected to their
City Council, so I'm not leaving them ocut, I‘m just going to
speak to Arlington. There are many residents in Arlington,
Eirgt of all, as Mrs. Dias pointed out, the Sunnyside Avenue
of the Alewlfe Brook is not included in any study
whatsoever.

The Cambridge €SO project originally, which I
think was about a 10¢- or 15-million dellar project, has gone
up to 74- or 75-million dollars from the project that thay
gubmitted in 1999, However, in dolng that, they alsc
indicated through their plans that originally the discharges
were -- I'm going to try to find a piece of paper, so I‘m
golng to jump on to another point, go I want Lo make sure I
say 1t clearly.

But on behalf of the Town of Arlington, things
that aren‘t happening that should happen is that there ias

not proper eigns. Along the C30 discharge outfalls, there’s
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a teeny little sign that if vyou get about five feet before
it, gays: Cambridge Water Sewage Discharge. 2and a lot of
pecple do not understand what that means.

T would like to have anybody who is standing along
the brook and/or near even swimming or getting into the
brook be rnotified that this is where sewage and I think we
all know what sewage is.

We had one of our residents, Mr. Stock, come
before the Board of Selectmen after the storm in 2000 or
2001, and he gave us little baggies -- I didn’t gee it
plcked up, what I'm going to call secondary contact,

After the brook, Alewife Brook, in East Arlington
had flooded, a streeset or two over from where they clogsed off
Route 16 geing into Cambridge, and in that bag, besides
heing leaves and whatever, there was toilet paper, there
were feminine hygiene materials, as well as something -- I
mean, a child might think it’s an elastic band and it’s not.
And that is on the streets of Arlington. That is going into
the backyards and the cellars of residents of Arlington,

And it’s also going into homes that, through the Cambridge
{80 plan, and because of the granting of the Class B €80,
into homes that aren’t even included and haven’t even been
studied.

Originally, when the MWRA, and I don't mean to gsay

the City of Cambridge, it’'s the MWRA, I understand, that’'s
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under the federal c¢ourt order, and the Clty of Cambridge is
gort of a subset of that, initially the outfalls alongx
Alewife Brook was going to be 1l8-million gallons. They've
now changed that to 50-million gallons annually.

Originally, the estimation of the overflow activation
frequencies from the outfalls was 16. ITt's now been raised
to 63 times per year. And that‘s with a very limited study.

I can't emphasize enough, as Mrs. Dias did, at
least half of the area in Arlington hasn’'t even been looked
at, 8o what I would ask, at least through the NPDES permit,
at least up until 2003, because that's what is in effect,

that what is afforded under the law actually begin to

| happen. And fortunately or unfortunately the City of

Cambridge and Scmerville will have to bear the cost of that.
I would like all the neighbors who abut the
Alewife Brook, and agaln I'm going to apeak to Arlington,
that they be notified. A lot of people move in. They don't
believe, when I told them, that there's sewage in your
backyard. There are aewage discharges. They don‘t believe
it. They believe they live in Massachusetts in the
year 2003, that deesn‘t happen.
I would like every person in the flcedplain, which
would be also cn the Cambridge aside, to be notified of that.
The Board of Health, to be some sort of working relationship

with the different Boards of Health in all of the towns, but
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egpecially -- cities, the Town of Arlington, to develop a
program.

In Arlington, we have the BRoy Scouts, the Girl
Scouts, I just started notifying them a year ago, they go
down there and clean up the brock. They go in the brook, \
They don’t realize -- that‘s one of their community project.
They don’t realize that there's sewage, you know, floating
in that, and neither do their scout leaders.

Sc at the very least, notification. And like I
gaid, there are residents who have keen there 10, 20 years,
there are regidents who just moved in a year or Ltwo ago,
they don’t know about it or they don't believe it. So at
least 1if they could be notified?

Besides that, once we go from September 2003, I
personally would strongly advocate for that the Class B C30
variance permit no longer be issued; That it be a (Class B
variance, because the represgsentatives from Somerville and
from Cambridge and the MWRA have spent go wmany hours, have
gone to so many meetings, I haven’t gone to them all, they
have. They’'ve put a lot of time and effort intc it, But I
am going to say persconally, I do not feel that Arlington's
wish, that this -- 2ll of the CS0s be eliminated. I‘m not
gaying within a year or two, but in the very near future is
not happening. I do not see any movement on that.

There’s an awful lot of -- everyboedy agrees with
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that, and they’ve wvery sincere in that agreement. But I
think if the -- after 2003, this waterway wasg maintained, as
it should bhe, a Class B, that would force the MWRA, through
its -agente, meaning the City of Cambridge and Clty of
Somerville, to actually sit down and gay: This is how we're
going to eliminate those CS0s.

And the Town of Arlington is not -- wafre very
cognizant of cosets and current fiscal crises. Wefre going
through a water project ocurselves. We're also working with
the state. We've identified storm water hookups that
ghouldn‘t ke there or should be addregsed, and we’re
inveating the money in that. 8So wa think the converse
should be also on the other side,

And I den’t mean to -- thls wmay come off negative,
but I see Mr. O'Reardon here and Mr. Pazzano, who have
worked for the Clty of Cambridge and for the MWRA, and
Stephanie Moyer, they have besn very helpful and they've
been very pincere, but they -- they hear the message, but we
need the help of the DEP and the EPA to join with us, to
motivate them, to talk about eliminating, through the
Federal Clean Water Act, through the MWRA, eliminating these
sewage out.falls.

Because, again, I'm not talking about a place that
people walk down to and they want to put a canoe inteo, which

the MDC has plans to do that, and put a bike path. I'm
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talking about pecple who live there.

So I thank you for letting me say these remarks
and I look forward to meetings in the future,

MR. JANEBON: Thank you.

Ann Horton.

MS. HORTON: I‘m going to ask that Kristin
Anderscn and I come up together,

MR. JANSON: Okay.

MS. NORTON: Because it’'s a joint presentation.

MS. ANDEESON: Ann has photos that gshe wants to
ghow you all that we’ve collected from neighbors the lagt
three ---

MR. JANSOW: Before, I just ask that, A, you
identify yourselves; but, B, if you're showing materialg,
you are intended to submit these for the record?

MS. ANDERSON: aAbsolutely.

MR. JANSON: OCkay.

MS. ANDERSON: My name iz Kristin Anderson and I
am here tonight representing the Sunnyside Association and,
also, the East Arlington Good Neighbor Committee.

Anmn's going te talk about -- Ann Norton, wmy
neighbor, is going to talk about the photos that we’wve
brought along after I speak,

I'm basically here tonight to put my neighborhood

on the MWRA €SO plan map and to demand that Cambridge,
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Somerville and the MWRA stop dumping sewage in the Alewlfe
Brook immediately.

I went to the -- I think thisz came from the MWRA
web pite and I'm assuming that hoat of you guys know enough
about the €S0 plan to have locked akt this and downloaded ik,
And the first thing that I noticed when I saw it was that my
neighborhoocd was not on this map. So I drew it in for you
here,

Thia is Breoadway, and this is Sunnyside Avenue
here. HNot only are we not on this map plan, but my
understanding is that we're algo not in the MWRA notice of
project change.

Hundreds of Arlington and Cambridge regidents are
impacted by open sewerd in the Alewife Brook., These
neighborhoods along the brook, from Perch Pond all the way
to the Myastic River. This is sewage that comes into our
bagements through the backdoor and into ocur yards and cars.

According te the MWRA, my neighborhood is not
here. It iy as though we do not exist. How can the MWRA
not know that we are here? We get sewage floods and we have
raceived FEMA funding after these floocds. Some of the
Sunnyside houses are required to carry flood insurance
within the 100-year floodplain.

T wonder, if we’'re not on the MWRA's C20 map and

in their plan, because they don't ¢are about us, or because
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they don’'t want to spend the money addressing their own
gsewage problems in our neighborhood.

Three times in the last seven years my
neighborhood was knée deep in Alewlfe Brook sewage water for
days at a time, and this is surface water flooding that
comes right in through the backdoors of our homes,

I was here in the 2001 flood and had no idea that
there was gewage in my basement and yard. And why? Because
nobody ever told us that there was sewage in the brook., Ho
one warned us of the health impacts. No one explained how
to ¢lean it up safely. We waded in that water. We rescued
and ate cans of food that were submersed in that water. oOur
children played in that water and some of us got sick
afterwards with viclent diarrhea.

There are 50 families living on my street who are
affected by flooding. Not everyone on Sunnyside gets it in
their basements, but we all get it in our yards. There are
ancther 200 plug pecple next deoor at the Arizona Terrace
Apartment Complex who need to be interviewed about the
impacts of flooding. Arizona Terrace Garden Apartments
recelive overland sewage fleooding in their bedrooms and
kitchens.

When I talk about Sunnyside, I'm talking about our
basements. Now it come up into our houses because we go

down into our basements and track it back upstairs, because
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we have no idea that it’s there. But over at Arizona
Terrace, they don‘t know it‘s there, either; and 1t's in
their bedrooms and in theilr kitchens and in their bathrcoms.
One thing I've been wondering about is whether or not their
in-ground swimming pocls receives this sewage water,
aleo. And while I'm on the topic of
recreation, I think it’s really important to point ocut, you
know, the Alewlfe Brook 1s beautiful, the Alewife
Regervation is beautiful and there are many
envirenmentalists here in this room who will tell you about
all of the wildlife there. And I think that when we're here
talking about the human impacts of sawage, we’'re also
concernad about the wildlife.

Our Arlingten Police Officer Hogan has been seen
on at least half a dozen cccagions in the last year behind
our homes, f£ighing in the Alewlfe Brook. Kids come down to
watch the swansa and the turtles. And Ellen Maes, who is
here from the Friends of the Alewife Reservation, will tell
you that sghe hopts regular canoe trips down the Alewife
Brook.

Sc we demand that all cpen sewers 1ln Alewife Brock
be closed immediately. We want notification immediately
before, after and during each floocd event that sewage is
being discharged intc our homes and yards, and we want

compensation for hospitals and doctors and prescription
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coste associated with the health effects of sewage flood

contact., We want cowpensation for professional c¢leaning to

| have our houses and yvards safely cleaned after each flood

event.

The sunnyside neighborhood is the lowest income
neighborhood in Arlington. We didn’t ask for the gewage and
we can't afford the effects of it. IL doesn‘t belong to us,
it belongs to the MWRA anud they need to start taking some
reasponsibility for it in our neighborhood iwmmediately. It'sg
absolutely unconscionable and outrageous that this has been
going on without any notification to us, It's absolutely
unbelievable.

Cambridge, Somerville, the MWRA, the DEP and the
EPA should be embarrassed to allow this to happen.

And I'm sorry to get so worked up about it., T
hope I didn’t speak too gquickly for you.

We did collect over 70 photographs from floods of
the lagt three years, and they’'re 11 by 17. I hope that you
c¢an all see them, because I think they’re pretty startling

MS, NORTON: I believe that they’re alsc going to
be submitted in digital forxm with the Arlington comments.

U/1I MALE FROM THE FLOCOR: They’'re imposed on-line
professionally.

MS. NORTON: Okay. Imposed with David Stoff‘s.

But Kristin and I did want to just sort of give
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pecople an idea of what ie going on. I mean, I don't know
how well people can see thisg, but this is a group of
neighborhood children walking through the floodwaters.

Thexers a little -- this ig in Gctober of ‘96, and
the floodwaters have receded gquite a bit at thils point, and
there's a little boy standing here, eating an apple as he is
playing in the yard.

U/I MALE FROM THE FLOOR: Can you pads those
around?

MS. NORTON: Sure.

MR, JANSON: (culd I ask that, A, you show just a
repregentative number of those ---

M5, HORTCOHN: Yes. Yed.

MR. JANBON: --- because I have several people who
want tc ieave ---

ME. WORTON: Okay. I'm Borry.

MR. JANSON: --- almost lmmediately.

MS., NORTON: Okay.

MR. JANSON: And if vou would pass them around,
the audience is amall enough, I think they ---

MS. NORTON: Okay.

MR. JANSON: --- will get around. And then we'll,
of course, accept them with the cowmments.

MS. NORTON: Okay.

And this is Just a representative picture of what
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ig in zomebody’s basement. These people actually had a
finished room in their basement, and a lot of the people on
Sunnyside Ave. have finished vooms in their basements, which
get flooded. |
ind, you know, our cars are submerged in the
water. I brought that car seat inte my kitchen and propped
it up against the heating vent to dry it out after the last
flood. I had no idea what I was byinging intc my kitchen,
And that‘s just a couple representative samples,
just to let people know it’s serious. j
Thank you.
And we also wanted to thank Diane Mahon and
Kathleen Diag and the elected officials of Arlington for ---
- MS. ANDERSON: BAs well as David Stoff and the East
Arlington Good Weighbor Committee, and George Laite and all
the Sunayside people who are here tonight.
MS. NORTON: Thank you.
MR. JANSON: Thank you very much.
{Applause. )}
ME. JANSOM: HNext, Carolyn Mieth or Meith.
U/I FEMALE FROM THE FLOOR: She’s= at ancther
meeting. (Unintelligidble.)
MR, JANSON: OCkay. The only other person who
mentioned the meeting is Aram Hollman.

MR. HOLLMAN: Thank you, sir.
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My name i Aram Hollwan of Arlington,

Masgachugatts. I'm a member of ﬁhe Coalicion for Alewlife

| and an Arlington Town Meeting member, and I'm here to ask

you tnnight 0o not accept these two permite as is, but to
add additional, muich more stringent modificaticns to them.
They are unacceptable as is.

I will not address the public health izsues
involved becauee other people have done so and will do so
much more capably. 1I‘l1l)l address scme gpecific issues and
;nme larger issues. They are more institutional. They are
more political.

I will ask the EPA to give their consideration --
I understand both EPA and Mass. DEP are considering this. I
will ask the EPA, Region I, to give thils unusual, extra
scrutiny. More so than they normally de with such permits,
becauge of the large personnel logses recently auffered by
Mags. DEP. I think it was ancther 62 people laid off last
waek.

Prior to this, there were continuing concerng in
this area and cothers about DEP’s ability to assess permits
or to respond to other envirenmental issues. That most
recent layoff just makes it worse, and we have every reason
to believe that that eituation will not get better any time

socn. S0 I will asek EPA to exercise unusually high

scrutiny.
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A specific concern with the proposed permit and
the BCSC standard, after severe rainfalls that will invﬁlve
C30 outflows, there is no limit whatsoever, Level B or
Level C, to the coliform count that will be allowed in the
brook. It is an unlimited spike. I think everybody in that
area finds that unacceptable.

BCSC 1a, in essence, a temporavy removal of any
permit and any restrictions on pollution whatsoever, alkeit
for limited periocds of time. That is unacceptable, That
should not bhe permitted.

More generally, Alewife has been treated almost as
ar open sewer since it was first constructed in 1984 (gic).
That was at the beginning of the 20th Century, This is now
the beginning of the 21st Century, and at this time it's
appropriate for Alewife Brock to be a brook and not a sewer.
Alewife Sewer must end.

As a procedural issue, there has been
extraordinary confusion among everybody concerned regarding
proceasses that seem to be on parallel, some times
simﬁltan&cus, some times saparate tracks. T cannot fully
and clearly articulate it myself. One is regarding these
permits, the NPDES permits. The other is regarding the
Masgachusetts Water Resources huthority’s proposal to use a
nearby floodplain as a storm water defention basin.

I bellieve that there has been a systematic attempt
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to confuse this in such a way so that we cannot follow it.
That 1s antithetical to the whole ldea of citlzen
participation.

There are, also, ongeoing multiple efforts at
addresaing the multiple proklems in this area, and the
NPDES, while you are reviewing it in isclation, I would ask
yvou to review it in the larger context of the multiple
problems and the multiple efforts by multiple parties to
resolve them.

The Federal Emergency Management Administration is
concerned with the rieing level of flooding and ie doing a
FEMA remap of the area. That has c¢oncerns for homecwners on
the edge of the floecdplain. That has concerns regarding
public health. There are multiple concerns. There la a
tri-town working group involving Arlington, Belmont and
Cambridge which has been formed to deal with this.

But Massachusetts®' Metropolitan District
Commission, MDC, is also formulating a master plan for the
area for which said storm water retention basin ig proposed.

The larger socilal issue involved is that there’'s a
great deal of interest in real estate development in the
area and the ability of this retention basin and the WPDES
permita and the desire to develop real estate are all
intertwined. This is not strictly a NPDES permit issues.

8o I urge you to censider this permitting in the
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larger context of all these issues.

And thénk you for your consideration.

MR. JENSON: Thank you, sir.

ME. HOLLMAN: Ch, sir, -just one exampls.

This here is the notice for Project Change for
said storm water proposal. ERather hefty. Many citizens
collectively submitted comments. We also hired professicnal
expertige to comment on it.

Just this week we received an equally thick or
possibly thicker volume, response to comments on that.

You hawve concerned citizens. They have waded
through stuff like this, and this is a lot to wade through,
and I would urge vou to do whatever possible to continue
their involvement.

It‘s cur country, it‘s our water, you’re doing
this on ocur behalf.

Thank you.

{Applause. )

MR. JANSCHN: I can assure you that members of our
collective staffg have also received thoze documents and we
equally, too, wade through these documentsg many times over
with the many €80 communities throughout New England.

Having said that, George Laite, who is from
Senator Havern’s office, had asked if he could speak on

bkehalf of the Senator.
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MR, LAITE: Thank you.

MR. JANSCN: Pleape, s8ir. o

MR. LAITE: My name is George Laite, District
Director to State Senator Bob Havern, who represents’
Arlington. I'm also a town meeting member and, forgive me,
because I'm on my way to town meeting in Arlington, as well.
I'm also a member of the East Arlington Good Neighbor
Committee, I'm a citizen activiat, which preceded my
involvement in any of these other venues.

But I'1ll be brief. A lot of what I would say has
been sald already. I want to say, ditto. In effect,
everything that’s been said by Mrs. Dlas, Mre. Mahon from
the Town of Arlington, and the citilzena that have spoken =so
eloquently here thie evening.

The Ssanator certalnly supports the town’s position
that Alewife Brock must be maintained a Clase B waterway.
And I alaso want to note, though, that we certainly
appreciate the great work done by the City of Cambridge, its
fine engineer and consultants, and MWRA and Somerville
officials, to have made the achievements you have made so
far, the asteps you have taken to solve what 18 truly a very
difficult task, particular given the fiscal crisls we're in
today. We do want to thank you for that and commend you for
what you have done. You have done an excellent jobr in

moving in that direcgtion.
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Howeveyr, I think we would like gee all the CSOs
closed on the brock in order to maintain that Class B
standard, and to ensure that raw sewage no longer flows into
the homes of neighbors who are out congtituents.

I would like to note that for the record, locking
over some of the history of Alewife, I think it was 1878
when the Town of Arlington in our town meeting authorized a
guit by the town against the City of Cambridge, prohibiting
the release of noxious and other foul materials into Alewife
Brook. Here we are today, over a hundred years later, still
dealing with the same problem.

Truly, it is a difficult and almost intractable
igsue for us to deal with, if we’ve walted this long to come
to this point. But at least there is success that has been
achleved so far. It seems to us, at least, beginning to
move in the right direction. If only we will go the next
step and complete the cleanup of Alewife Brook.

s a citizen, I want to note that on many an
occasion, and I can corrchborate what you’ve heard here
tonight and what you will continue to hear, I live on
Lafayvetfe Street in Arlington, bordering Alewife Brook., On
many, many occasion I‘ve been at the end of Lafayette
Street, working with neighbors, trying to protect property
there against flooding.

I've been on Sunnyside when it has occourred there,
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ag well, I've seen the water coming into people’s homes.

| I‘va seen it go into their basementws, Into thelr kitchens,

if they're on the firat floor. 1I’ve eean it befoul their
¢lothing, their geods. It's a real thing. Make no mistake.
When raw sewage enters into people’s homes, it's not a
pleagant occurrence.

And for gome reagon, I think a lot of officials
perhaps were not aware of the degree to which this has
occurred, but I really want te tell you tonight, in my
capaclty as a Senator’s District Director, that in fact it
ig true. And it is extremely serious to us. It creates a
potential health problem that we are very concerned about.
Theye are a number of families affected by this. And that's
when the flcocoding occurs.

As other have sald tonight, there are other
recraeatlonal uses of the Alewife Brook that have brought
people inte close contact with that water; whether it be
children who are playing in it, which happens quite a lot,
kids cannot be stopped from doing this sort of thing;
whether it be people who boat en it, which happens gquite a
bit, when they use cances, for the most part, on Alewife
Brook; people who fish in it, of which there are quite a
few.

and I think, at least to underline what Diane smaid

earlier regarding public notification, T would ask that you
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provide the strictest, most comprehensive notification
methodelogies that you can think of regarding this issue on
Alewife,

And, again, this is not said in a punitive way or
a negative way, but for public health, for the good of the
pecple living there, under this permit. We know this permit
concerns the conditions of the permit. We’re asking vou to,
pleage, enhance what you have done.

The existing signe, as Ms., Mahon pointed out,
cquite honestly, are small, few in number, nobody knows what
they mean, and it would be nice if Lthey were written in
English, and perhaps made a little bit larger.

and what T would alsc suggest, too, for the kids
that are in that water, and I really mean this, for the
children, extend those signs the length of the brock, so
that people will see it, so they cannoct avoid it, so that at
least during wet weather pecple stay away from that water.

I know that the MWRA, to its great credit, on its
web 3ite, and I pulled up today, have noted that people
should stay away from the brook for 48 hours after an
outfall, and during wet weather., That‘s gresat. But let‘s
get that information ocut on the streets where people live
and where people play and where kids get cut there and get
in that water, and potentially become contaminated,

We need a lot of gigns on the brook. We need them
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in English. We need them in larger gizes, if at all
poesible.

I would alsc suggest that what we do for the
Chatrlie=s, we sghould do for Alewife. Perhaps the Charles is a
bigger river, without a doubt. It‘s a beautiful river. But
Alewife has also the potential to bacome a beautiful river.
S8maller perhaps, but it‘s our river, it's our neighborhood.

The signs as they are on the Charles, I would
hope, could be visible from the shore as well as the water,
gince those who are on boats perhaps don't read the signs
that come up be geen from the shore.

and I would that you de cthere what you d4did with
the Charles in terms of asking them to post thils materilal
and inform pecple through their recreational facilitiles,
through the marinas, the boat houses and so on.

We don't have, gquite honestly, university boat
houses on Alewife. Yt would be nice if we did. Maybe we’ll
work towards that. But right now, we don‘t. But atill the
fact remains, there are other venues in the Town of
Arlington and Somerville that we could use, and in
Cambridge, to alert people to the dangers that may exist, to
notify them at least to the possibility, and inform them of
what is really happening.

8o I'd ask you ta consider all that, please. It's

a serious issue. We're very concerned about this,
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And, again, we thank you for all of your great
help and your attention to this isggue, and if we all work
together, this matter will be solved and will no longer go
back to the way it has been for over a hundred year.

Thanks very much for your time.

{applause.})

MR, JANSON: Before I move on to the gentleman wheo
T know is probabkly the first one in the door here, Carclyn,
if you want ---

U/I FEMALE FROM THE FLOOR: There's ancother towm
meeting member from Arlington here, Elsie Fiore.

M. JANSON: Okay. I don’'t happen to have your
card here -- I have it right here, although it dgoesn’'t say
town meeting member on it. Yeou didn’t put that in.

I'm going to ask for a time out, okay, because
there are cther pecple that did come in here and they’wve
bean here bafore 7 and waited to speak. I will take one
more person that needs to leave, town meseting member.

7/ FEMALE FROM THE FLOOR: Well, I will tell vou
that there are more town meeting members here than just me.

ME. JANSCN: Okay.

U/1 FEMALE FROM THE FLOQR: However, I gave
warning on Monday night at town meeting that I wiil be here,
SO --~-

ME. JANSON: If you do want to leave for ---

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3Q77




10

11

1z

13

14

15

la

17

1a

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

38

U/1 FEMALE FROM THE FLOOR: -~-- I don't need to
leave right now ---

MR. JANSON: --- pleage come ---

U/T FEMALE FRCOM THE FLOOR: -~-- but I don’t know
whether we have the Administration of Conservation Committee
here ---

MR, JANSCN: Well, we have a lot of people here.

U/I FEMALE FROM THE FLOOR: Well, okay. I can
wait if anybody elsge has Lo go.

MR, JANSON: I'm trying to accommedate, if you
need to go to town meeting.

{Several people talking at game time.)

MR, JANSON: Coming from a town that doces run by

town meeting, I know you probably have time on your hands to

get theres ---
{Langhter.}
MR. JANSON: --- and still hear the full debate.
Mrs. Elasie Fiore.
MES. FIORE: Just so you'll know, gir, I share the
honors with a gentleman in Arlington of being -- we have the

two longest sitting town meeting members. I‘ve been a town
meeting member asince 1%62. We meet every Monday and
Wednesday, some times we'‘ve met up to 23 nighte, and I'm
proud teo say that in all that time, I‘ve misgsed six

meetings, and T think this is the sixth one.
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MR, JANSON: well, I will, not for the record, but
I'1l let you know that I seived one session ams a pull-in
off-the-street, to fill an empty seat town meeting member,
and I found it to be absolutely one of the most frustrating
forms of government If've ever ---

{Laughter.)

MRS. FIORE: Well, I consider if to ke the
greatest form of democracy going.

MR. JANSON: Having said that, let's get back to
the two permits here.

MRS. FICRE: Okay. I‘m not going to speak long,
but. I think there’s something that perhaps maﬁ be migzed ar
people may be puzzled about.

You may wonder why there’s so many people here
fFrom Arlington, when Somexrville and Cambridge are the two
that are asking for these variances.

Well, the fact is that Alewife Brook is on the
arlingteon side of the parkway, so the combined sewer
overflows that are coming into the brook are actually
crossing under the parkway. So all of the fleooding -- I
won't say all of the flooding, because, of course, Dilboy
Field can be fleooded, and the floodwater does go to the
other side intc Cambridge, where you’'re going toward W. R.
Grace. But I would want you to make note of it, that

there‘s a great deal of flooding,
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T do not happen to live in the neighborhood, but
I'm long-time supporter of protecticna for wetlands and
floodplaing, and I've worked with most of the people in the
projects along there., And one of the things that I did
ralise when they were building a hotel waa the fact that
there ig a combined sewer overflow at Maps. Avenue, and the
parkway that’s right bshind the hotel, that ls cone of those
is going to be remalned open, and when you sit there at the
light, vou cannct help but small the odor of sewage as you
ait there. and I mentioned that and asked the develcper at
the time if he wouldn‘t be concerned that he might lose some
customers for that reason.

But the cdor of the gewage issue go along the
brook, especially when the water is high, is very distinct
and certainly not pleasant.

I support all these other pecple that have spcken.
I have, mygelf, bheen in cleanups though the years. Never
gave a thought to the fact that we were wading in this type
of enviromment, and s8¢ I just wish to support all the other
people, and for the very reasons they are doing it, and urge
you to tell them to ¢lose them all,

Thank you very much.

MR. JANSON: Thank you.

Next is Roger Frymire, T think was here first.

MR. FRYMIRE: My name is Roger Frymire, a
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Cambridge resident.

First of all, I'd like to requegt an extension to
the public comment period for three reamons. Ifve bean
hearing things at thig public hearing tonight I would like
Lo add to my own comments.

Second, the response to comments for the notice of
preject change for a larger sewer separation plan in
Cambridge on the Alewife Brook was only officially released
in The' Environmental Monitor notice today, and it's even
thicker than the original notice of project change, and it‘s
going to take a little while to absorbed and regurgitate,

My third reascn is that the DEPF offices from
Wilmington are in the process still of moving te Downtown
Boston, and I‘'ve been unable to accepg the files for these
permits with the administrative record, which T could use to
firm yp my comments sowme more.

I would hope that the comment period would be
extended at least two weeks. A week isn’t guite enough., I
might manage with ten days, I'd much prefer two weeks,

I'1l try to keep my comménts short, but wmy first
one is a quick two-pageg, which I‘ve already submitted to
Mr. Papadopoulos, which I'd iike te read into the record,
also,

The City of Cambridge has been metering all of its

c¢ity €80 outfalls for several years. They're to be
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commended for this extended metering and, alsc, for the
gignificant procese in understanding the system and
implementing standard coperating procedure and best
management practices, which have noticeably reduced both the
number of actlvations and the volumes coming from their C8Cs
in both Alewife and the Charlesg River.

Upen comparing thils metering data with the MWRA‘g
collection system model run for the year 2001, I became
aware of large dipagreemente between the model’s estimatas
at C80 flows and the metered data, because the draft permit
has activation and wvolume numberg hased on that model. T
believe the permit should be amended, using the metersd
data, which they have submitted to bhoth DEP and EPA.

I have calculated a set of current activation
numbers and volumes based on that metered data, which I hope
you will consider. MNot having access or ability to run a
model, I did net attempt any modifications to the numbers
for future plan conditiona, buk I hope in every case they
will be at least as stringent ag those I calculated from the
current meter data.

Cambridge metering has been conducted szince at
Yeast 1988. {ontinual engineering improvements and best
management practices implementation in Cambridge shows a
rough but steady decline in the volumes of CS0 and the

number of activations. They continue through the latesgt
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data I have from the lst guarter of 2003. BAlso, the size of
the storm required to cause any CS0O to activate has slowly
continued to rise.

On March the 29th and 20th of 2003, a 2.27-inch
storm resulted in none of Cambridge’s CSOs on Alewife or the
charles River activated. That’s great. I don’t want to
hold Cambridge to that high a standard for the immediate
future because the rate of rainfall is often wmore a factor
in actual OS8O activations than the total amount of rain.
However, I do want to capture a significant portion of that
improvement in the numbers I‘'m recommending for this permit.

I‘11 skip the mesthods I used to come up with this.
suffice to say that I was very genercus in taking the
metered data and coming up with a number of activations and
a volume for each €S0, which I‘m recommending.

And ag a result, the largest number of activations
at a CSC in the permit currently is listed at 25, The
largest I can support with large margins of error from the
data is only 10. And the volumes, which I also estimated on
the high side for my propoged permit numbers, came in at a
full 30 percent below what is written inteo the draft permit.
I cannot see using the model, when we have excellent metered
data, which shows better conditions right now,

Alge, I would like to reguest that the permit

include a requirement for this type of metering over the
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life of the permit, so that the next permit can also he
firmly based in reality.

In locking at the metered data versus the model
data, you have three options. The model may be right, but
I've bheen out on the river in a kayak and driving from
outfall te cutfall in a-cﬁr looking quite large rainstorms,
and I never found C80 activating. 8o I tend Lo believe the
smaller number of activarions, which would leave me to
believe the smaller amount of €30, alao,

Then, again, as I balieve, the meters may be
right.,, ominously, think of this: Wwhat 1f both of them are
right-? If the meters are right, but the MWRA'g mass balance
model, they know from the rainfall heow much is coming into
thelir system, they know at the bottom end of the pump
atations how much is going out, and they’'re generating the
C50 numbers basically from the difference.

From the metering data, we know it‘s not coming
out of the knewn CS0a. 8o where ig all that additional
gewage getting to Alewife Brack? Is 1t C808? Is it backing
up in sewer lines and geolng through common manheoles and
coming out of storm drains? Is it leaking directly out of
the old brick MWARA mains that run immediately adjacent to
Alewife Brook?

There are more than twice as many connections

along Alewife Brook to the MWRA main as the MWRA runs meters
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on. They estimate a lot of the smaller connections, I‘m
afraid that they need to be reguired to do wmetering, at
least for short periods of a few storms, at each of the
connectione that exist to wake sure, if nothing else, that
they're not running backwards into the neighborhoods and
into the storm drains during storms.

My next comnment refers strictly to the Charles
River. My neighborhood of Cambridge, Cambridge Port,
approximately a square mile has been found to have no
effective gtorm water outfalls to the Charles River. This
is supposedly a separated section of Cambridge, and because
the storm water outfalls were all silted in and clogged,
this storm water has been backing up till it finds cowmon
manholes flowing into the sewers, and occecasionally backing
up the sewers, so that it flows to other common manholes
inte adjacent storm drainages, and reaching -- sewage has
been reaching the river through several storm drains in
Cambridge, which are not efficial Cs50s.

The City of Cambridge has a six-year plan, I
believe, to rebuilt all of those storm water outfalls and
c¢lose all the common manholes in Cambridge Port, so that
this will not happen any more.

I believe once that has happened, Cambridge (S0s
Noe. 5, 7., % and 11, may no longer need to be open at all,

and at the very least, the number of activations at the
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Cottage Farm sewage treatment plant should go down
dramatically with the loss of a agquare mile's additional
etorm water 1n every rainstorm.

Lastly, speaking of square wmiles, there are at
least two sguare miles of Somerville at the east end of
Somerville, far away from Alewife Brook, nearer to the
Charlea, where the railroad yards are and have heen for
about a square mile, and another sguare mile of SBomerville,
stretching up towards Inman Sguare, which historically drain
to the Miller’s River and then to the Charles,

The rallrocads filled in the Miller‘s River and the
mud flats around ik, and as part if their state permits,
were required to maintain drainage for that portion of
Somerville to the Charles River. They've abdicated some of
that drain line to the MBTA, and at the moment three very
large draln lines to the end of the Miller’s River, where
Somerville CS0 O10 used to flow, are totally clsgged -

ME. JANSON: Time out there. The Chair has
olobbered the mike here.

{Pause.)

MR. JANSON: You’re back on line again.

MR. FRYMIRE: Becaude we have two sguare miles of
drainage there that should, by agreement with the B&M
Railroad, which is now Gllford Industriem, should be

reaching the Charles Rivar,
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Somerville C80 010 was closed several years ago,
but not because they separated the 010 drainage, the City of
Somerville bulked off that CS0 because they investigated
during a sterm and found that it was flowing backwards.
Storm water from the railroad yards was flowing into the
MWRA and Somerville sewer lines and causing greater CSO
overflows and street flooding of sewage in a large portion
of Somerville.

Ag a result of Fhe huge amount of storm water in
that area, which cannct be coped with by the Delory
iphonetic) pump station, Somerville C30 009 actually backs
up all! the way, the length of Sowmerville to the watexrshed
line to the Mystic River/Alewife Brook waterghed, and is
contributory to the Tannery Brook Somerville (80 00ia in
this permit.

I would like something to be done about getting
these drain lineg reopened and relieving some of the sxtreme
drainage needs for BEast and, in fackt, all of Scmerville.

Thank you.

MR. JANSON: Thank you.

{Applause.)

MR. JBNSON: Mr. Frymire, if I may ask, you
referenced in your opening comment about potentially
extending the comment period, and you referenced the

notification of the MWRA project changes in The
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Environmental Monitor, which I believe was yesterday's
Monitor, the 10th. Do you know how leong the comment peried
in The Monitor i1a open for? Io it three weeks? Is it
21 days?

MR. FRYMIRE: I think it’s 30 days.

U/I MALE FROM THE FLOOR: 30 days.

MR. FRYMIRE: I believe it‘g 30 days.

ME. JaNSON: Thank you,

David Btoff.

MR. 8TOFF: 1I'll cpen with a small procedural
question. I just want to leave these for the record and
exactly would I do that?

MR. JAMNSON: Right here.

MR. STOFF: Okay. What you have is my commants,
and I‘ll take these up with me,

MR. JANSON: Okay. Mr. Stoff has submitted his
comments, and for the record, I believe that 1s now
Exhibit D.

MRE. STOFF: ©Okay. I'm a lucky man.

Exhibit E, I guess, will be this letter.

I'm David Stoff. T live at 88 Fairmont Street in
Arlington, Maasachusetts.

I could wear a lot of hats to this particular
hearing, but I'm going to wear this hat of citizen, bscause

¢itizen participation is very important to me, and I have to
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gay that it’s like music to hear all of you gpeak. I'm so
happy that this permit hearing is actually occurring. It's
been a long time in coming and I am really glad to see so
many people here, It's a heartwarming experience,

Exhibit E would be Dr., Martha McoCarty’'s letter,
which I have to read this, because it tickled my fancy.

P. 5. Sorxyy, this go late. We have family
iliness to deal with.

The date of this is February 9th, 2000. .That’s
how long. ..

I have three major comments to make., I've
submitted substantial written commernts and I‘m not going to
try and read them to you or try and remember them and trip
over by tongue. I'd just like to leave you with scome
thoughts .

If I could sum up what I see as the problem in
this permit, it’'s a simple problem.

Clean Water Act requires state water guality
standards to wmeet public health considerationsg, and the
water quality standard in this permit does not.

I think you’ve heard ample testimeny from Kristin
and from others that the problem of sewage being transported
by overland flocoding in the Alewife Brook is a real problem,
and T think a thorough investigation of that problem needs

to occur hefore there is any consideration ¢f setting a
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long-term water quality standard for the Alewife Brook that
will allow these diecharges Lo occur.

The level of public notice has been addressed by
almogt every speaker, so you doen't need to hear it from me.
T think everyone realizes that some kind of enhanced notice
needs to occur. I would question that all of this notice
should be in elgnage.

In reviewing the record forlthis permit, I chanced
across the public work plan documents, and I ¢an read, and I
8till have trouble determining what the exact implementaticn
level should be as of this date.

If I were to take Steven Lipman’e letter, which I
have introduced in my comments, as the current state of the
public notification efforts on the Alewife, the gignage
should be in and we all should have received letters.

I didn't get & letter and I haven't seen any new
gigns, so I just have tc say that I don’t believe 1t's been
implemented.

I think it’s appropriate that the public
notification measures be implemented directly in the NPDES
permit. I think that this would clarify the public notice
gituvation for all parties. And rather than having an
extensive coordination effort between MWRA, Cambridge and
Somerville, that we jugt have the HPDES permit as a

reference for the leavel of appropriate public notification.
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I fully expect that that will be implemented in this final
permit.

I‘ve spent a lot of pages writing about long-term
water quality issues on the Alewife Brook, and, boy, vou
really don’'t want to hear that.

But, suffice it to say, the solitary mechanism for
implementing additional ¢80 controls in the Alewife Brook,
according to the permit, are the triggex points which
Mass, DEP wrote into the original variance. 2And as far as
I‘ve ever been able to determine, that is the only reference
Lo the trigger points policy that exists.

If that is incorporated into the permit and if
that is to be the mechanigm for further long-term water
cquality gaing or closing CS0g, I would expect thig permit to
include a thorough discussion of that, so that we would
understand what Chat implementation means, and that we would
have that within this permit or at least in the context of
the water quality standard determination process.

There’s a lot of things I didn‘t get to write
because I felt the actual pericd we had to work was very
short. Angd one of them that I'd ilke to try and address is
something that was raised, an issue that was raised in and
Arlington meeting which was held during the water quality
variance extension project.

A repregentative of EPA, and I want to say it was
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Brian Plpp, but don’t hold me teo it, because my memory is
8llpping with ©ld age, mentioned that perhaps thease permits
would include a mechanism that would control dry weather
loads that occur through new development in the combined
gewer area.

I locked through the permit, I didn‘t see it., I
would like to sgee some diascusalon of that, because I think
ik’s a real issue that cverdevelcpment in the Alewlfe must
be addresged.

I note that The Boston Globe today ¢arried ancther
statement from the Romney administration touting smart
growth, and I would like to atate for the record that I
believe that if that 1ls a atate policy, that the notion that
a combined sewer area with wet weather dlscharges should be
a priority for development because of ita proximity to
tranepertation and other amenities. It seems to £ly in the
face of logic. I have to see that some discussion, at least
in -- elther from DEP or within the permit fact sheet occur
about the directicn ¢of controla.

Again, having written it down, I'm 80 glad,
because T don‘t have to stumble ocver it, which is good.

The other thing I would like to address is the C80
policies requirement of the development of a total maximum
daily load for demenstration approach €80 control plans.

It ia in the C80 policy. I have written this
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comment, again., It‘s great to look at the things you'vwve
read, because I think I‘ve written this in every permit,
comment, draft Somerville permit that was withdrawn from
EPA. The NCP. The variance extensiocn.

I finally received an answer Lo this sort of a
problem from the ROTC, which I was able to read, which
according to the MWRA, this is an issue for triennial state
water quality review,

Well, Magsachusetfs hasn’'t had a triennial state
water quality review in six years. So I would expect that a
-- I wanted to say a statutory requirement, really, as the
TMDL requirement is now drawn intc Clean Water Act through
402, {q} {1}, through the Wet Weather Water Quality act of
2000, sphould be addressed in the NPDES permit.

T fully expect that thiz permit will address that
comment, becauge if we have to look to any mechanism for
long-term water gquality gains in the Alewife, I would prefer
the TMDL mechanism, because it allows public participation,
ag written in the variance, the trigger points mechanism
which only includes DEP and MWRA. I think the public has a
lot to say. I look around this room and I know that the
public has added a leot to this process, and I would fully
expect that when we discuss the long-term water guality of a
water body like Alewife Brook, that the public would be

fully invelved.
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Hey, I‘m done.

(Applause.)

MR. JANSON: We’'re actually getting closer to the
end. We have two yesSes and three maybea, which could be
five yesges, but that's f£ine, too.

Next is Ellen Masa from the Friends of the Alewlfe
Regervation.

M8, MASS: --- plan to speak tonight, but I will
say a few wordd, neot as elogquently as some of our ather
speakers. I'm going fo try to just give a little bit a
perspective by a group that is out there quite a bilt. The
group has had about 50 c¢leanups and we've done many, many,
many tours, I would say close to the number of cleanups.
We’re constantly there, 5o we're very familiar with the look
of the place. And maybe one of the reasons we do &9 many
¢leanups is because we're trying to clean up the place.
We're trying to compensate for the water sltuation, the
waterwaye.

And T think I agree with everybody here, we
really, really want to clean up the water as best as we
posaibly can, te the max, 200 or 300 percent. But I also
want to just, again, let cur EPA friends know that the place
that we're talking about is surrounded by three
municipalities.

We have an upstream community of Belmont, we have

APEX Reporting
{617} 426-3077




10

11

12

13

14

15

lo

-17

18
19
24
21
22
23
24

25

55

Cambridge and then the Alewife Brock that Roger just alluded
to that had two times as many connectiong that are metered
in, That community is Arlington. And sc when we get up
here, we’'re talking about areas and we're all focusing on a
permit that is related to Cambridge, but in fact some of
this permitting and obligation and responsibility is
somewhat spread out. &And I think everybody recognizeg that
and it deoesn't take -- it’s a common senge kind of issue.

But I guessg as we're out there, one of the things
that has ingpired and given us great hope is the Ffact that
there are improvementz that are moving forwafd. I gueas
wa’re here tonight to talk about the improvements are not
quite enough, but as we come up with some flooding
amelloration plans that have been presented. Sco fully, over
15 meetings last year, one of which was presided over by the
EPA, regarding the detenticn issues and the S0 storm water,
and then also the other improvement people have all come to
is where was the master plan? The MDC master plan that has
many, many improvements for the area.

S0 we're really talking about improvements as well
as waking them maximally effective for evervbody. 2and I
really feel bad for the Sunnyside Ave. folks, because
they're kind of stuck in batween the communities, and they
have been overlookesd. &And I would hope that we could really

think of an inclusive way of including some of these
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communities that are not particularly targeted tc a
particular municipality, and bring those in, as well,

I also want to <commend the EPA for their requiring
compliance. I think you sent letters to seven communitias.
And I remember calling Owen OfReardon and saying, are you
guys going te comply? Here‘s the deadline, it's coming up
next month. And lo and behold, that letter got in their
plan for cleaning up their illicit connectiona came in, and
in fact much of their ceompliance, aa far as I understand,
from what I've read, hasg been accomplished. And this is
really, really quite remarkable, because I‘m not sure that
the other communities, they’'re speaking tonight, have
complied.

Have they complied? And they have been sent in.

Well, it's good to hear that., Because much of --
you know, Cambridge ig the recipient, the contailner baain
for the entire for the City of Belmomt., And ao much, much,
much of our illicit in our waters come up from cur upstream
community. As well as in Arlington, we have encrmous number
of connectiong that come in that are not accounted for. BSo
we're really talking about a kind of a regional imsue.

And I want to dilute the issue, because I think my
fellow speakers have really, really spoken to some technical
matters that I can‘t. speak to, but I think tonight really is

the time to keep it in perspective. 1 really wasn’'t going
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to speak until -- and T thought that this could be helipful,
again, t¢ look at the broader picture.

We‘rve, I think, the mozt committed to the natiural
resource igsues, and that we’ve been out there four years,
and wa‘ve made a real, real big mark on protecting natural
resources. In other words, we have a very strong and proven
track record of stewarding many, many, many groups around

the state, arcund the Boston area that have come out, and

] we’ve stood up for the protection of natural resources, and

we want to move ahead. We don’'t want to stop improvements.

| At the Bame time, we want all the muniecipalities to be

regsponsible, and hopefully the EPA will help us de that.

My mon, I feel he’s in the audience watching,
because he works in D.C. for a federal envireonmental agency,
as well, and I'm glad to bhe here just to be part of thig
avening.

Thank you.

MR. JANSON: Thank you. And Paul and I a¢cept
your compliments,

{Applause.)

MR. JANSON: IL‘s rare that we get too many
compliments at these mestings to accept. We usually get
bricks, but we thank you very much, and thank you for taking
the time.

How, Carolyn. And is it Mieth or Mieth?
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ME. MIETH: Thank you,

MR. JANSON: Thank you very much,

M8. MIETH: My name is Carclyn Mieth. I‘m a
facilitator for the Coalition for Alewife, and we’ve bheen
working on Alewlfe issuesn since I moved to North Cambridge
in 197%.

Initially, I did not know about the sewage in the
brock, so that when my dog went ewimmlng, I thought it was
the chemicals I needed to wash him for and not ;awage. I
was appalled to learn that this relatively small brook,
running through people’s backyards, carried gsewage. And
what's more, that it overflowed, often several times a year,
into people’s backyards and basements, and that they lost
their washers and dryera and boiler,

One Sunnyside ryesident loast two of each of thoase
through the recent '96, ‘98 and 701 floeds. &and that
ancther friend said that she had to wash her basement with a
solution of Chlorox at least twice before it was considered
safe.

I cannot speak to a let of the technilcal aspects.
I try to fellow them. But to me, as a resident of this area
and listening to what the sswage overflow means to their
daily lives, I find it unconsciocnable.

We ¢an send men and women to the moon, but we

can't clean up a little brook in cur backyardas. And I don‘t
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care if if costs more money than you folks want to spend. I
say spend the money and get it cleaned up now.

George Laite has told us how long it‘s heen going
on. It’s time to clean up the brock., Close all the
outfalls. Issue as many bonds or whatever yvou need to do to
do it.

And when I hear £90 bhillion spent to rehab Irag
after we just through bombing it, and think what $20 billion
could do for housing homeless children, educaticnal needs
and our envircnmental needs, which always seem to come at
the end of the line, I really want you to keep thiz or make
this a Class B, fishable and swimable brock.

Thank you very much.

{Applauge,)

ME. JANSON: HNancy Hammett from the Mystic ---

MS. HAMMETT: Yeah, I'm a yes, now.

MR, JANSON: Okay. I probably would have made you
a yes, anyway.

3. HAMMETT: I'm MNancy Hammett, I‘m the
Executive Director of the Mystic River Watershed
Asgsociation, which includes Alewife Brook in the watershed.
It's a tributary of the Mystic River,

T guess I endorse a iot of what’'s been said, here,
so I'll just focus on a few things. We’ll be submitting

written comments.
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First, we would like to enhdorse Roger's request
for an extenaion. I think the information that’s bheen
provided here i1g very usgeful. We, too, are going to want to
going through the response to comments and, therefore, would
appreciate two-week extenslon, at least.

And that’s partly becauwse I think there's a sort
of disturbing, a very fragmentary quality to the way that
the sort of decisions are being made about water quality in
the brock. I think David Stoff referred to this, and 1‘d
lika to acho that.

It’'s not clear to me why these permits should be
issued now, when the decision about the water cguality
clagsification for the brook is due so moon with the
expiraticn of the variance. And the issues are so closely
linked that I‘'m very concerned that the igsuance of permits
at this point -- I certainly hope it would not sort of
reduce willingness to consider, you know, clasgifying the
brook as a Claes B waterway because so much hag been in
place that -- put in place in the form of permits that then
have to be recpened.

So I'm fully assuming that these permite will have
to be reopened when that variance decislon is made, and
would actually prefer that the variance decisicon be made --
the water quality classification decision be made first.

What is the goal we’re trying to meet, and then what kinds
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of permits do we have to have to weet them?

The second thing I think I‘d gay is, in making
decisions about the permitting levels, it‘s really critical
that the levels not allow any backsliding from what's
currently achieved and, in fact, be pressging forward.

and I think the information that Roger Frymire has
presented about evidence that the current activation levels
and numbers of activation and flow are much less than is
predicted by the model, should be taken very seriously, and
should be incorporated in the permit levels.

And, also, beoth in terms of the pexrmits and in
termg of the longer term decision about the water quality
clasgification for the brook, I think it's extremely
important that a seriocus study be done of what can be
achieved by storm water controls.

Again, Roger Frymire has suggested several areas
that he's aware of where, what sounds like relatively
atraightforward improvements in drainage, c¢logged drains or
that sort of thing, could make a major difference in what’s
required for the €S0 activation.

S0, obviously, if there are any €S0 activations,
any CS80 discharges left, which I hope will not be the case,
but if there are, there’s a very, very high standard to show
that they’'re absolutely necessary; and, therefore, as we

make these declasions, considering what the towns, if they
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haven’t done yet, should be doing, and will have to do undex
the Phase II atorm water programs, and these other sort of
maintenance igsues, really should be looked At very
carefully and taken into account before we end up the
conclusien that it’s necessary to dump sewage into Alewife
Brook.

And I guess the final thing I‘d say 1s, the whole
regulatory structure is based on usges of the river. We have
swimable, we have fishable, we have boatable, and obviously
that doesn’'t constitute all of the usee. I think a lot of
the testimony we heard tonight really gqoes Lo the fact 'that
there’s an exposure route that we don‘t actually treat as a
uge, but is extremely important and should be considered,
There really should be a ¢lass that allows for flooding
exposure, And I don't really expect it will change the
clasgification system, but we really -- you know, if you
really have an unavoldable use, and I would argue that
flooding exposure ie an -- I mean, we're working to get the
flooding levels down, but that's an unaveoidable use.

Sc¢ although I really encourage all the
notification, I mee that as a temporary measgure.

Ultimately, we should be gettitng toc the peint where the use
-- the water quality is such that there’s no health impact
for being exposed during a flood.

And I guegs that’s it. Thank you.
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MR. JANSON: Thank you.

(Applauage. )

MR, JANSON: Christine Scypinski, is it?
Zcypinski?

MS. SCYPINSKI: Scypinski.

I'm a resident at 115 Sunnygside Ave., and I think
I'm probably the newest resident to Sumnyside Ave. and
Kristin c¢ontacted me because she was o concerned about this
izsue of gewage and flooding,

Now when I bought my house a month ago, I knew
that the area flooded, and I had no problem with Elcoding.

T knew I was buying inteo a property that was in a flood
zone, pbut it was what I could afford, and it was where I
wanted to live, 8o I knew I would have to take that rigk of
having my basement flooded. Aalthough I also bthought it was
beipg caused because of obstructions upstream that were
being cleared up, that the flooding was going to subside,
that it happenad very occasionally.

Once I moved in, I found out that not only did it
flood, but that raw sewage has flooded into people’s
basements. I have a finished basement and I bought the
house with a finished bagement, thinking that I could use
that space as part of my livable space. How I don‘t dare
use that space, because I have no way of preventing sewage

and everything that comes with it into my house.
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I have a dog who has been in out of the water
mumeroud times. I had no clue that there was sewage in the
water until Kristen told me. There waes no kind of
notification, and I‘m appalled.
I lived in a third-world country for five yeara,

in Uganda, Eagt Africa, and I‘m appalled that Boaton,

'Massachusetts, and Arlington, of all places, hae conditions

that are worse than the areas I lived in In the middle of
very, very undeveloped countries. Those people had higher
standards of health than we have here,

80 we are in the 2let Century. It's ridiculcus
that we have to worry about things like this coming into our
houses., Fleooding is a different issue altogether, and I
think this needs to be geparated from fleooding, because this
iz a severe health violation, that should not be allowsd to
exist,

And that’s all I have to say. Thank you.

MR. JANSON: Thank you,

{Applause.)

MR, JANSON: Stuart Cleinman.

U/I FEMALE FROM THE FLOOR: He just left.

MR. JANSOM: He left. Okay. He was a possible.

Before I move to ¢loge the hearing and I can send
my friend, Mr. Hogan, on his way somewhere out west of the

-- not quite the Commecticut River, bhut certainly out
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Wegtern Mass,., is there anybody who has anythﬁng additional
they’d like tc say? Hopefully short and t¢ the point.

Yes, ma’'am, please step forward and identify
vourself,

MS. CONNOLLY: Tiny a little bit late.

MR. JANSON: That’s quite all xight. We’re still
open for business.

Mg. CONNCLLY: Right. Thank you.

Christine Connolly, Director of Public Health for
the Town of Arlington. I did submit comments and hope that
you have received them before today.

I1‘d just like to briefly state that, cbviously,
Lhe board of health is very -- you know, pushing this very
fast forward. We're very interested in having these CS0s
closed. Any sgewage in the watler, obvicusly, iz a public
health issue. The sewsge can carry passages which can cause
diseasges, such as hespatitis or even gastrointestinal
disordergs, and that’s something that the board of health
very carefully watches any time somebody is diagnosed with
hepatitis or any of those other diseases. They’re reported
te us and, you know, we have to follow up with them. &And we
want to make sure that this isn’'t continuous.

So thank you.

MR. JANSON: Thank you.

Yeg, ma’am.
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MS. MIETH: I don't want to epeak again. I want
to apeak to the iasue of extension of the time foy comments,
and I would like add my name, Carolyn Mieth to that, to
Roger Frymire, and whoever else said that should be
extended, I certainly do.

Just briefly, the last thing is people getting ---

MR. JANSCON: Just identify yourself, so we know.

M5. MAHON: Oh, Diane Mahon, on behalf of the Town
of arlington, the cne point I forgot, and I thing Roger
Frymire is -- I alsc add to the extension, and guite a few
people in Arlington had said, because of the conflict and
aleo because parking problems, 1f there is an extenslon and
the meeting could be held possibly in our city, that would
be. ..

MR. JANSON: Yes, ma'am.

MRS. FIORE: Elpie Ficre from Arlington, From
Arlington,.

End T just wanted to thank all the people from
Arlingten who came all the way down here becauge it's kind
aof like out of the way. HNot that Arlington is out of the
way from Cambridge and Somerville, we don't -- most of the
pecple involved in thise particular situation don‘t live way
down here, as you know.

So I appreciate the meeting and the way that it

wag conducted and everything, but I think I counted at least
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twoc meeting members, they might not have a quorum cut there,

I want Lo thank you.

MR. JANSON: Well, thank you.

Not unlike the local communities in Masgachusetts
that'es in the state and federal government, also hap a
limited budget to work with on many occasions, and we f£rom
time to time have to go forum shopping to find a place where
we can hold a hearing, when we're combining two permitg into
one.

and I would alsc add that several of you have
commented on some of the MWRA issues relating to their
outfall or outfalls into the Alewife and the Mystic River,
ag well. It beccomes logistically an -issue of where we’re
going to heold a hearing. 2And the good folks in this school
were generous enough to allow us to come into their school
and uze it. And my thought about the parking issue, but I
gee we did get a representative number of people, and I feal
these that would comment on the permit, anyway, and have
commented today, certainly were here, and either
supplemented thelr record or brought new points forward.

Having said that, I'm going to move to close this
hearing this evening, and first and foremost, thank all of
you for coming.

I know I‘m -- Paul is asking me about the comment

period, and that’s the last thing I will do, and I would
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just, again, urge everybedy to, 1f they haven’'t done aso
already, to make sure that your commentse are aubmitted to us
in writing, just to assure accuracy of the record, because
at some point we will need to resgpond to comments and follow
a path of either ipsuing the permit with comment, with
response to comments, making changes in the permit, and
depending on the substantive nature of those changes; we
would either republish notice or issue the permit with these
changesg, or last but not least, based on our review, we
could potentially enter into a major rewrite of a permit.

So it'a hiﬁhly important that the record is as
accurate as possible,

Having saild that and in view of the wvarious
requeets, I've heard 7 days, 10 days, 21 days, I think
Mr. Frymire sald three weeke would be very goocd. I1've heard
two weeksa. 8o I will extend the comment period for a time
of three weeks or 21 days, ending at midnight, three weeks
from today.

80 I don't happen to have a calendar in front of
me. That would be the -- what is that, the 2nd of July.
July 2nd at midnight.

U/I FEMALE FROM THE FLOOR: What day 1s it on?

MR. JANSCN: It‘s a Wednesday.

S0 I would urge that you all -- if you have,

again, comments. You’'ve heard things tenight, you want to
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add additional comments for the record, please do so, and
they should be postmarked by midnight on July 2Znd.

U/i FEMALE FROM THE FLOCE: They go to the EPA
office in Boston?

MR. JANSON: They go, as per the permit, as it
ingtructs. They should be addressed George Papadopoulos,
the permit writer. And it should be right in the permit
itself, and it has the address where to address those.

Ag well, duplicates should e sent to the
Mass. DEP office. The address is alsco listed in the permit,
and to the attenticon ¢f Paul Eogan.

Before I actually gavel this close, Mr. Hogan has
a comment .

MR. HOGAEN: I just want to remind the attendees
that the referenced update of the state water quality
standardsg, which ig behind schedule, hopefully, will occur
in 2003. It is a public¢ process. We have submitted a draft
update of the standards to EPA, and it is now under review
and discussion, and I urge that the public, please,
participate when the public comment period comes up. We are
hopeful that it will be sometime in the year 2002.

Same with the ending of the classlfication of the
current U850 variance claggification. When that ends, a
decision will need to be made, again, public decision.

And, please, my last plea is, submit comments.
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This is cbvicusly a very important permit for each of these
two communities and the adjoining community, sc that's my
plea.

Thank you.

MR. JANSOM: Thank you, PFaul.

Again, our thanks to you for taking the time this
evening to come out, and T now the ¢lose this hearing.

Thank you.

(Whereupen, the hearing was clesed at 8:50 p.m.)
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