Scott W. Horsley
Water Resources Consultant
65 Little River Road • Cotuit, MA 02635 • 508-364-7818
24 January 2022
Ms. Jane Carlson, Chair
Weston Zoning Board of Appeals
11 Town House Road
P.O. Box 378
Weston, MA 02493
RE: 518 South Avenue, Weston, MA
Dear Ms. Carlson and Commissioners:
I have prepared the following comments to supplement my recent letter dated December 16, 2021 for the purpose of
responding to the presentations made by the applicant and the town’s peer reviewers at the most recent January 18,
2022 hearing. My intent is to reiterate several comments that I have made previously and to clarify some of the
outstanding issues and inconsistencies associated with the project.
1. The project will result in unacceptable hydrologic impacts to wetlands. The MADEP Stormwater Handbook requires
an analysis of the hydrologic impacts on wetlands associated with stormwater infiltration systems. While the applicant
maintains that the project complies with MADEP Stormwater Standard 3 because it exceeds the pre-development
recharge volume they are not recognizing that there are limits as to how much stormwater can be infiltrated without
excessive water level rises and hydrologic impacts to wetlands.
The MADEP Stormwater Handbook directly addresses this issue and prohibits breakouts within wetlands associated with
excessive groundwater mounding. Specifically, it states, “the mounding analysis must also show that the groundwater
mound that forms under the recharge system will not break out above the land or water surface of a wetland (e.g., it
doesn’t increase the water sheet elevation in a Bordering Vegetated Wetland, Salt Marsh, or Land Under Water within
the 72-hour evaluation period)” (MADEP Stormwater Handbook, Volume 3, Chapter 1, page 28). The most recent
modeling by SHA shows that breakout will occur.
At the recent ZBA hearing the applicant stated that the MODFLOW model is not intended to evaluate hydrologic impacts
in the wetlands and cannot be relied upon for this analysis. This is inconsistent with their earlier report prepared by
Sanborn Head Associates (SHA) dated August 3, 2021. On page 13 of that report it states, “At the nearest wetland
boundary location (WF-7 and SH-WP-105) for the same significant flow condition required by the MassDEP guidelines,
the groundwater model predicts approximately +0.5 feet of groundwater rise which corresponds to a maximum
groundwater level of approximately El. 212.7 feet, or approximately 1 foot below the ground surface at the wetland
boundary”. This earlier report also included Figure 15 (attached below) that clearly represented the results of the model
and the purported compliance at the wetland boundary (wetland flag 7) with no breakout.
As we now know this earlier version of the MODFLOW model was found to be deficient and had to be reconstructed and
is presented in the most recent SHA report dated November 22, 2021. The most recent, revised report indicates a
groundwater mound of +2.4 feet (instead of +0.5 feet) at wetland flag 7 (station WP-105). This higher groundwater
mounding indicates a breakout above the land and wetland surface (as illustrated in Mike Mobile’s and my most recent
comment letters). However, the SHA report omits an updated cross section (similar to the previous Figure 15) showing
this and the applicant is now indicating that the model cannot be relied upon in this area.
At best this is inconsistent. The applicant cannot rely upon the model when it produces favorable results and then
discount it when it indicates wetlands impacts or violations of state standards.

Figure 1 - Hydrologic Cross Section (Sanborn Head Associates, August 3, 2021)
2. The MODFLOW groundwater mounding analysis does not incorporate the post-development “starting” water table
conditions. At the recent ZBA hearing the applicant indicated that the MODFLOW groundwater mounding analysis
should be added to “starting” groundwater levels. Starting implies groundwater conditions at the beginning of a major
storm event. However, as Dr. Matt Davis correctly pointed out at the last hearing, the post-development “starting”
water table conditions will be higher than the current “starting” (or estimated seasonal high groundwater conditions).
This is because they propose to exceed the existing recharge volumes by a factor of more than double1. This substantial
increase in the annual recharge rate will raise the “starting” groundwater levels.
The SHA report provides an analysis of this impact but they have not combined it with the 10-year stormwater
infiltration analysis. Figure 13 (attached) shows a 0.5 to 1.0 foot rise in the area of the infiltration facilities before the
groundwater mounding caused by the 10-year storm event. This rise should be added to the groundwater mounding
analysis impacts. Additionally, as several others have noted, the MADEP Stormwater Standards also require a mounding
analysis of the 25 and 100-year storms.
3. The project will cause water quality degradation and “alterations” in the adjacent wetlands. The project proposes
to discharge 33,000 gallons/day of wastewater approximately 50 feet directly upgradient from the wetlands and the
associated stream. The infiltrated wastewater will flow easterly as groundwater and then discharge to and mix with the
stream and its ambient flow degrading the water quality. This volume of wastewater discharge is approximately ten (10)
times higher than the summer baseflow in the stream2.
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The Stormwater Report provides the recharge calculations for Standard 3. It indicates that the “required volume”
of stormwater recharge to maintain existing conditions is 8,364 cubic feet and that the “provided volume” is
19,049 cubic feet (Stormwater Management Report, Appendix C).
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The MA Surface Water Quality Regulations (314 CMR 4.03 (3) state, “The Department will determine the most
severe hydrologic condition at which water quality criteria must be applied to assess discharges to surface waters.
For rivers and streams, the lowest flow condition at and above which aquatic life criteria must be applied is the
lowest mean flow for seven consecutive days to be expected once in ten years” (7Q10).

The applicant indicates that the wastewater will be “highly treated”. However, they have provided no analysis or
assessment. Wastewater treatment plant discharges commonly contain significant loads of nutrients (nitrogen and
phosphorus) that cause eutrophication including algal and cyanobacteria blooms. Treated wastewater also contains
contaminants of emerging concern including pharmaceuticals, flame retardants, and PFAS compounds. PFAS from
wastewater treatment plant discharges have been shown to impact adjacent streams in Massachusetts3.
Given the relative scale (10:1) of the proposed wastewater discharge to the wetland/stream a detailed water quality
impact assessment is warranted and should be presented to the town as part of the Chapter 40B hearings. This is a
significant issue to the town. As I have stated in my previous comment letters the site is immediately upgradient to the
stream and Blaney Aquifer and flows into Nonesuch Pond and other downstream waters.
While the wastewater treatment plant will be regulated by MADEP under the Groundwater Discharge Permit Regulations
(314 CMR 5.00) it is also subject to the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Regulations (310 CMR 10.04). The Wetlands
Regulations are administered locally and address hydrologic and water quality impacts as follows, “Alter means to
change the condition of any Area Subject to Protection under M.G.L. c. 131,§ 40. Examples of alterations include, but
are not limited to, the following: (a) the changing of pre-existing drainage characteristics, flushing characteristics,
salinity distribution, sedimentation patterns, flow patterns and flood retention areas;…. (d) the changing of water
temperature, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), and other physical, biological or chemical characteristics of the
receiving water”.
4. The proposed wastewater discharge does not comply with the Weston Board of Health Regulations. The Town of
Weston Health Regulations require a minimum setback of 100 feet to wetlands. Section 2.5 (Minimum Setback
Distances) states, “No part of the structural components of a leaching facility shall be located within 100 feet of a
wetland as defined in M.G.L. chapter 131 section 40 (Wetland Protection Act). Section 2.12 of the Weston Health
Regulations (Use of Fill) states, “In any area of high ground water (<2 feet beneath the natural ground surface), that
requires the system to be placed above grade, the maximum allowable waste-water loading per acre of land shall not
exceed 660 gallons/day”.
MADEP “Wetlands Program Policy 86-1: Title 5 and the Wetlands Protection Act” provides guidance relative to the
importance of local health regulations. The MADEP Policy states, “Compliance with the requirements of Title 5 or more
stringent local requirements may be ascertained by the Conservation Commission either by reliance on the issuance of
the Disposal System Construction Permit or by consultation with the Board of Health” (emphasis added).
Please contact me directly with any questions that you might have.
Sincerely,

Scott W. Horsley
Water Resources Consultant
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“Concentrations of Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) in Selected Brooks and Rivers in Massachusetts,
2020,” U.S. Geological Survey and Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, June 30, 2021,
https://www.mass.gov/doc/pfas-in-massachusetts-rivers-presentation/download.

Figure 2 - Groundwater Level Rise Associated with Increased Annual Recharge and Wastewater Discharge (Sanborn Head,
November 2022)

