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110 Winslow Cemetery Rd.
Marshfield, MA 02050    781-937-0982
jacowie@aol.com 
www.watershedaction.org
April 9, 2007

Department of Environmental Protection

Bureau of Resource Protection

Attention: Madelyn Morris

One Winter Street

Boston, MA 02108 

Re:
Draft Water Resource Management Planning Guidance document
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Water Resources Management Guide.  The Watershed Action Alliance of Southeastern Massachusetts and Mass Audubon support DEP’s efforts to encourage the integration of local water supply, waste water, and stormwater planning. The idea behind this new guidance is sound and sorely needed; the issues arise when reading the detail of what is being proposed as the guiding principles.

We are concerned that the guidance as written does not use state funding and the regulatory processes as incentives for integrated planning.   The guidance as presented actually may dissuade a community from doing integrated planning. This is a serious shortcoming since any guidelines not actively promoting and/or requiring big picture planning including the long term costs and benefits to the environment and to the community’s financial resources will not support a process that will best meet the community’s needs.

This letter documents our general concerns, details our comments by section, then follows with recommendations.

Concerns:

1) The guidance should  clearly indicate that comprehensive or integrated planning is required for SRF funding, when a project triggers a MEPA review,  if the change impacts a highly stressed, or medium stressed basin (and offsets are required) —or other basin where known degradation exists, and when (any part of ) a waterway is impacted for which a TMDL is required.  

2) The guidance should reference the EOEEA state-wide water budget study currently underway to guide municipalities and DEP in water management planning. The guidance should require an analysis of wastewater, stormwater, and water supply systems to determine impacts on sensitive environmental receptors irregardless of planning “level”.  

3) The guidance should “sell” the use of integrated planning to municipalities by giving real examples in which this type of planning (or comprehensive planning) resulted in cost-savings and environmental benefits.  

4) The “levels of planning” is a misguided approach. The draft guidance argues that a small project does not need review, because it is inconsequential.  This ignores cumulative effects and the interrelationship of the various aspects of water resource management.  Integrated planning is arguably the best choice for a community regardless of what size project they are planning.  Knowing how even a modest effort fits into the big picture can only prevent the errors inherent in actions that are taken without any sort of thoughtful and informed planning.

5) The Comprehensive Plan level promotes the same single sector planning used currently. It is another ‘managing in a vacuum’ approach that has led us into the water resource dilemma and hydrologic imbalance we have in so many of our watersheds. Considering only water supply or only wastewater in a plan ignores the very stark reality that stormwater, wastewater, surface water, groundwater and drinking water are intrinsically related.  Planning that considers only one aspect of these intertwined water resources will be perpetuating the existing flawed management “system.”  

Specific Comments by Section

Introduction (page 4):

· Add the word “failing” before septic systems in second paragraph.
· Rivers and streams in unassessed and low stressed basins may have inadequate flow, or have certain stream segments that are highly stressed (third paragraph).
· Please provide by example, the steps that communities with comprehensive and integrated plans have taken and the cost savings and environmental benefits they have experienced (seventh paragraph).
Planning and the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (page 5):  

· Projects that trigger MEPA should utilize integrated water management planning.
Planning and the State Revolving Fund (page 6):

· Projects that utilize State Revolving Funds need to use integrated planning.   For example, integrated planning was needed when considering the SRF expansion of the Raynham’s sewer system that resulted in an increase of effluent to the Taunton WWTP that is exceeding capacity and thereby increasing the discharge of raw sewage into a category 5 waterbody.

· A stormwater, wastewater, or water supply action that impacts a waterbody for which a TMDL is required, or which is degraded by observation or documentation, should include an integrated water management plan to assure that the action will not cause further degradation of the waterbody.

· Please include other examples for which DEP requires the use of water management planning such as WMA permits, NPDES permits, or compliance orders.

Planning Varies With Needs of a Community (page 6):

· This paragraph is generally confusing, we suggest that you delete all of it and say simply “consult the regional DEP office, and relevant scientific publications and watershed plans to identify issues for water management planning.   In particular, we are concerned that the last sentence regarding cost savings for “economy of scale” regional projects may be interpreted as promoting regional waste water systems instead of on-site systems that keep water local.  The emphasis should be instead on the cost saving of integrated planning.
Comprehensive Plans (page 7):

· Insert a section here referencing the EOEEA state-wide water budget study as a guidance tool for municipal water use planning.    
· In order to truly identify the environmental impacts of a water use plan, the impacts of stormwater, waste water, and water supply withdrawals on water quality, flow, and groundwater levels need to be analyzed.  Also, if a proposal for water use offers offsets to remediate I/I issues, or mitigate for increase groundwater use, an integrated water management plan should be required.
Integrated Water Resource Management Plans (page 8):

· This section should be moved up to follow introduction then segue to the recommendation that integrated plans be considered for MEPA, SRF projects, impacts on high and medium stressed basins, waterways for which TMDLs are required, and for tributaries in low stressed or unassessed basins that experience periods of low-flow.

· Insert a section here referencing the EOEEA state-wide water budget study as a guidance tool for municipal water use planning.
· Language should be added here explaining how wastewater, stormwater, and water supply management are all interconnected and that the best solution to a problem in one area may be to address a different one; e.g. it may be more cost effective to address water supply shortages by reducing impervious surfaces, recharging more stormwater, and conserving the use of water by reducing demand for non-essential use and improved use of water efficient technologies.

Assessment of Existing Wastewater Infrastructure and Identification of Future Needs (page 10):

· Description of on-site septic systems should include the evaluation method to determine septic failure rate (number of households tested proportional to total on-site systems with follow-up determination of reason for failure).  Lack of homeowners maintenance should lead to a pumping requirement and not be used to justify sewering.

Assessment of Existing Water Supply Infrastructure and Identification of 
Future Needs (page 13):

· Municipalities should indicate how they plan to meet reductions in unaccounted for water use required under their Water Management Act permits.  

 Assessment of Stormwater Infrastructure and Identification of Future Needs (page 16):

· Some communities have enacted bylaws as part of the post-construction site runoff controls adopted pursuant to the NPDES Phase II stormwater general permit that make the MA stormwater policy applicable to uplands as well as wetland resource areas.  This option should be explored in municipalities that have not adopted such a bylaw.
Development and Screening of Alternatives:

Impacts on Environmentally Sensitive Receptors (page 20):
· To truly understand the water management impacts on sensitive environmental receptors, waste water, stormwater and water supply impacts must all be evaluated irregardless of “planning level”. 

Cost Effective Evaluation (page 21):

· Include more guidance on how cost-benefit analyses are generally conducted.  Recognize that at least in the context of I/I remediation, that non-cost effective projects may nevertheless have to be undertaken if they are found to be “value effective,” defined as resulting in significant technical, heath or habitat restoration benefits.  Include in the cost effectiveness evaluation, the cost of mitigation.

Recommendations:

1)  Emphasize sustainable water use.

The guidance should more emphatically underscore the need to sustain a healthy water balance as well as a plan “that is sustainable for human use”.   Promoting conservation reduces consumption and stress on water supply and wastewater systems.  This gives the communities more money to address I/I and stormwater retrofits.  The benefits of having an integrated plan need to be spelled out more clearly in terms communities will understand and respond to proactively. Even communities using MWRA to handle their water and sewer needs or those in low stress or unassessed basins can benefit from integrated water resource planning since an unbiased review of continuing to use those services or looking at other alternatives would provide valuable insight into the environmental and economic value of their choice. 

2) Use state permitting and funding as carrots for integrated planning.

Massachusetts has decades of experience with its existing water resource programs and it is clear that only by integrating planning will the very real issues and concerns be more effectively addressed. Changing these planning practices will not be easy, so it is important that this guidance do as much as reasonably possible to facilitate the needed changes.  DEP and this guidance needs more specificity along with encouragement on what is needed to complete a useful plan and the innumerable benefits of an integrated approach.   We highly recommend that state funding be used as a “carrot” and not granted until an Integrated Plan is completed (except when funding is requested to complete an Integrated Plan.).

3)  Incorporate long term cost benefit analysis to planning process   

Costs need to go beyond the ‘first costs’, those associated with just the engineering and construction of a water resource project. A suggestion would be to require a tally of costs over a period of time so the long- term costs can be a part of the alternatives analysis. If a community were instructed to consider the costs over the 20 year life of an alternative, the accumulated operating costs, replacement, repair or upgrade of components and the capture of cost-offsetting revenues will be an invaluable part of the assessment. Coupled with a thorough review of the costs and benefits of the impacts to the sub basin water balance, water quality impacts, and the environment assets to be regained, a community can select the alternatives that are least environmentally detrimental while meeting the community’s water resource needs.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this guide.  Please contact me at (781-837-0982) if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Jill Cowie, Coordinator
Watershed Action Alliance of SEMA

E. Heidi Ricci 
Senior Policy Analyst 
Mass Audubon
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Watershed Associations signing on to this letter:

North and South Rivers Watershed Association

Jones River Watershed Association

Neponset River Watershed Association

Weir River Watershed Association  
Taunton River Watershed Alliance

Pembroke Watershed Association
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