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Dear Secretary Theoharides: 

On behalf of our client, the Littleton Water Department (LWD), CDM Smith Inc. (CDM Smith) is 
pleased to submit this SEIR for the Littleton Sewer Expansion Project, Phases 1A, 1B, and 2 
(formerly Phase 3).  The proposed project consists of a phased sewer expansion plan with a new 
centralized Water Resources Recovery Facility (WRRF) consisting of a Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) 
treatment system located at 242 King Street and expansion of the existing effluent recharge site at 
the Littleton High School (56 King Street) to be constructed under Phase 1A and a hybrid collection 
system comprising of gravity sewers, supplemented with pumping stations and force mains at low 
points (Phases 1A, 1B, and 2).  The proposed wastewater expansion collection system will consist of 
approximately 49,226 linear feet (9.32 miles) of gravity, force main, and pressure sewers, four new 
submersible sewerage pump stations, and upgrades to the existing Middle School and High School 
pump stations. 

This SEIR has been prepared in accordance with the Certificate of the Secretary of Energy and 
Environmental Affairs dated April 29, 2022.  LWD is respectfully requesting a MEPA Certificate 
stating that no further review under is required 301 CMR 11.00.   

If you have any questions, please call me at (617) 452-6621.  Thank you for your consideration of 
the Application.   
Sincerely, 

 
Kara M. Johnston, PE, PMP 
Project Manager 
CDM Smith Inc. 
 
cc: Corey Godfrey, LWD   
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Single Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) 

1.0 Introduction 
This Single Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is being filed by the Littleton Water Department 
(LWD) for the proposed Littleton Sewer Expansion Project, Phases 1A, 1B, and 2 (formerly Phase 
3 in the Wastewater Needs Assessment).  

The proposed project exceeds the following MEPA review thresholds under wastewater and 
wetlands: 

 Construction of a new wastewater treatment and/or disposal facility by the greater of 
100,000 gpd or 10% of existing Capacity [301 CMR 11.03 (5)(b)(1)].   

 Construction of one or more new sewer mains five or more miles in length [301 CMR 
11.03(5)(b)3. b]. 

 Alteration of ½ or more of any other wetlands [301 CMR 11.03 (3)(b)1. f]. 

The proposed project is within 1 mile of an Environmental Justice (EJ) population and therefore 
requires an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per 301 CMR 11.06(7)(b).  An Expanded 
Environmental Notification Form (EENF)/Proposed EIR was filed with MEPA on February 28, 
2022, seeking a rollover EIR under 301 CMR 11.06(13).  MEPA issued a Certificate on the 
EENF/Proposed EIR on April 29, 2022, denying the request for a rollover EIR due to comments 
submitted by Agencies identifying the need for additional information and analyses.  MEPA is 
however allowing a Single EIR in accordance with 301 CMR 11.06(8) in lieu of the usual two-
stage Draft and Final EIR process.  This SEIR has been prepared in accordance with the Certificate 
of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs dated April 29, 2022, with exception for 
Phases 3 and 4 analysis (see Section 1.1 below). 

1.1 Background 
In March 2020, CDM Smith was contracted by the LWD to perform a Wastewater Needs 
Assessment for the entire Town of Littleton, including the following tasks: 

 Review and Confirm Wastewater Needs 

 Review Collection and Treatment System Technologies 

 Siting of Wastewater Treatment Facility 

 Develop Recommended Plan 

The Wastewater Needs Assessment reviewed environmental concerns including impact to 
drinking water Zone II areas, nitrate in wells, impaired water bodies, poor soils for infiltration, 
small lots that may inhibit the size of a septic system, high groundwater, flood zones, and wetland 
proximity. Additionally, the Wastewater Needs Assessment reviewed the Town’s planning areas 
and historic sites.   
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The Wastewater Needs Assessment recommended areas to be serviced by sewer to be phased 
(Phases 1A, 1B, and 2 through 4), however Phases 3 (formerly Phase 2 in the Needs Assessment) 
and 4 which involve a combination of new sewer and pumping stations will no longer be 
constructed due to increased demand for sewering in the Littleton Common (Phase 1A area). The 
WRRF will not have capacity to treat wastewater from the previously identified Phases 3 and 4 
areas. These areas will continue to be monitored via the Board of Health’s management of septic 
systems, and MassDEP’s management for on-site treatment systems with groundwater discharge 
permits.  

The proposed project will have a phased approach with a new centralized Water Resources 
Recovery Facility (WRRF) consisting of a Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) treatment system located 
at 242 King Street and expansion of the existing effluent recharge site at the Littleton High School 
(56 King Street) to be constructed under Phase 1A and a hybrid collection system comprising of 
gravity sewers, supplemented with pumping stations and force mains at low points (Phases 1A, 
1B, and 2).  The proposed wastewater expansion collection system will consist of approximately 
49,226 linear feet (9.32 miles) of gravity, force main, and pressure sewers, four new submersible 
wastewater pump stations, and upgrades to the existing Middle School pump station (further 
described below in Section 1.2 by phase). 

1.2 Project Purpose 
The project purpose is for the Town of Littleton to expand its wastewater treatment to include a 
collection system designed to convey wastewater flow to one centralized water reclamation 
facility to be located at 242 King Street. The wastewater expansion will allow the Town of 
Littleton to meet its water and land resource management needs while achieving desired smart 
economic growth and improve impaired water resources. The Wastewater Needs Assessment 
included an analysis of buildout flows that has been incorporated into this project.  

1.3 Project Description by Phase 
1.3.1 Phase 1A 
Water Resources Recovery Facility (WRRF) and Effluent Recharge Site 
Phase 1A includes the construction of a new centralized WRRF consisting of a MBR treatment 
system located at 242 King Street.  An MBR system is an activated sludge reactor with membrane 
filtration downstream of anoxic and aerobic bioreactors. The MBR option is cost-effective, easily 
expandable, and able to treat to stringent permit limits.  The treated effluent would then be 
pumped to the proposed recharge site at Littleton High School, to be recharged in a subsurface 
leaching system below the athletic fields. The initial construction of the WRRF is proposed for 
208,000 gpd. Littleton is proposing a future expansion to 290,000. The hydrogeologic analysis 
determined that the effluent recharge site at Littleton High School could receive up to 244,784 
gpd of effluent. The proposed site is currently being permitted through Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)’s groundwater discharge program. Littleton 
is aware that the effluent recharge site will need to be re-rated in the future and/or an additional 
recharge site will need to be located and constructed in order to increase the plant’s capacity 
above the groundwater discharge permit.  
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The Town currently maintains a groundwater discharge permit for a package style water 
resource recovery facility (WRRF) with a capacity of 17,600 gpd at Littleton High School (56 King 
Street). The current effluent recharge site is permitted through Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (MassDEP)’s groundwater discharge program. It will be 
decommissioned and abandoned in place once the new WRRF and effluent recharge site are 
constructed and operating.  

Phase 1A Collection System 
The proposed Phase 1A collection system consists of a total of approximately 23,000 linear feet of 
gravity, low pressure, and force main piping ranging in diameter from 4 to 18 inches (see Figure 2 
and design plans in Attachment G).  Two new wastewater pumping stations will be constructed, 
and the existing Middle School Pumping Stations will be upgraded.  The proposed Great Road 
Pumping Station will pump flow from the Phase 1A parcels north of King Street along Great Road 
and White Street to an 18-inch PVC gravity sewer at the intersection of Great Road and King 
Street. The 18-inch gravity sewer will run within King Street and Shattuck Street up to Littleton 
Town Hall where it will run cross country to the Middle School pumping station within existing 
paved areas and gravel driveway.  Wastewater flows from the Middle School pumping station will 
be pumped via a new 6-inch PVC force main within Russell Street and King Street to the new 
centralized WRRF MBR treatment system at 242 King Street. Each property on Russell Street will 
have a grinder pump station installed that pumps the flow from the building to the 6-inch force 
main in the Russell Street. Each property on Highland Lane will also have small grinder pump 
station that pumps the flow from the building to a 1.5-inch PVC low pressure sewer in Highland 
Lane which then flows to the 6-inch force main on Russell Street.  The existing 4-inch PVC force 
main that flows from the Middle School pumping station to the current effluent recharge site will 
be partially reused with the flow direction reversed. Wastewater flows from the new High School 
pumping station will be pumped through this 4-inch force main to the WRRF at 242 King Street.  

Wastewater Pumping Stations 
The Great Road Pumping Station will be located in an easement within Concord Lumber 
Corporation’s property. The station will be located to avoid the wetlands in this area as well as 
the existing leaching system for 410 Great Road. This pumping station will be owned, operated, 
and maintained by LWD.  

The existing Middle School Pumping Station will be upgraded to accommodate wastewater flow 
from the portion of Phase 1A south of I-495 as well as Phase 1B. The station will remain in its 
current location behind the Middle School. This pumping station will be owned, operated, and 
maintained by the LWD. 

A new High School Pumping Station will be constructed to convey wastewater flow from the High 
School building to 242 King Street for treatment at the centralized WRRF via an existing force 
main. The new station will be located next to the existing package plant which currently treats 
wastewater from the High School. Note, the existing package plant and effluent recharge site will 
be decommissioned following the construction of the proposed WRRF and pumping station. This 
pumping station will be owned, operated, and maintained by the LWD. 
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The proposed pumping stations, including the upgraded Middle School Pumping Station, will all 
meet TR-16 standards. Each station will have an underground 6-ft diameter concrete wet well 
containing two submersible pumps.  Above ground at each station will be an electrical pedestal 
containing the pump controls, similar in size to a traffic signal control box. The existing pedestal 
cabinet at the Middle School pumping station will continue to be used and new pedestal cabinets 
will be installed at the Great Road and High School pumping stations.  Standby electrical power 
will be provided by a small onsite electrical generator at the Great Road Pumping Station. The 
existing generator at the Middle School Pumping Station will continue to be used for standby 
electrical power. The High School Pumping Station will utilize the onsite electrical generator at 
Littleton High School.  

1.3.2 Phase 1B 
The proposed Phase 1B collection system consists of a total of approximately 18,200 linear feet of 
new gravity and force main piping to be installed within Beaver Brook Road, Great Road, Russell 
Street, and side streets (see Figure 2).  The gravity sewer will convey flow to a proposed pumping 
station on Russell Street.  The new force main will pump the flow to the Middle School pumping 
station and from there it would get pumped to 242 King Street for treatment at the new 
centralized WRRF.  Design plans have not been developed for the Phase 1B collection system. 

1.3.3 Phase 2 (formerly Phase 3) 
The proposed Phase 2 (formerly Phase 3) collection system consists of a total of approximately 
14,000 linear feet of new gravity, force main, and low-pressure sewer piping to be installed 
within Goldsmith Street, Shaker Lane, and Town Road (see Figure 2).  This collection system 
phase would tie into the Phase 1A collection system via the gravity sewer in King Street. Design 
plans have not been developed for the Phase 2 collection system. 

1.4 Estimated Design Flows by Phase 
The new centralized WRRF will allow for wastewater to be collected, treated, and recharged 
during Phases 1A, 1B, and 2.  Estimated design flows for each phase are shown in Table 1-1. The 
implementation of this plan will allow the Town to meet its water and land resource management 
needs while achieving desired smart economic growth. 
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Table 1-1 Estimated Design Flows by Phase 

Phase 
Estimated Existing 
Wastewater Flow 

(gpd) 

Estimated Additional 
Buildout 

Wastewater Flow 
(gpd) 

I/I 
(gpd) 

Total Project Flow 
(gpd) (ADF) 

1A 32,000 57,000  4,000 93,000 

550 King St. - 1 - 69,000 - 69,000 

550 King St. - 2 - 34,000 - 34,000 

1B 27,000 5,000 2,000 34,000 

550 King St. - 3 - 7,000 - 7,000 

410 Great Road & other 
Littleton Common/Great 

Road Development 
- 35,000 3,000 38,000 

2 12,000 2,000 1,000 15,000 

Total 71,000 209,000 10,000 290,000 

 

1.5 Project Changes since Filing the EENF/Proposed EIR 
The project has undergone minor changes since the EENF/Proposed EIR was submitted. The 
layout of the proposed WRRF at 242 King Street has been revised, as shown on design plans 
enclosed in Attachment G, with the intent of avoiding impacts to the 50-foot No Disturb Zone per 
requirements of the Littleton Conservation Commission.  However, based on peer review 
comments from Green International Affiliates on the stormwater report as part of the Site 
Plan/Special Permit application filed with the Littleton Planning Board, there has been some 
minor modification to the grading for the riprap pad downstream of the proposed culvert 
beneath the access road into the WRRF in order to have a constant slope down to the Beaver 
Brook wetlands.  This regrading resulted in an approximate 560 sf encroachment into the 50-ft 
No Disturb Zone (see Section 3.4.1 below).  LWD will seek a variance from the Town of Littleton 
Wetlands Protection Bylaw (Chapt. 171)(local Bylaw) and Wetlands Protection Regulations for 
this encroachment. 

As discussed in the original EENF/Proposed EIR, the previously identified former Phase 2 (now 
Phase 3) and Phase 4 from the Littleton Wastewater Needs Assessment will no longer be sewered 
by the Littleton Water Department.  The Littleton Needs Assessment was completed in 2020 and 
identified four phases recommended for sewering. During the COVID-19 pandemic, there was a 
significant shift in development in the Littleton Common District (Phase 1A). The largest parcel in 
the Common, the former IBM campus, was sold to a private development and has spurred a large 
amount of redevelopment requests in the Littleton Common area. Because of this redevelopment, 
the LWD will provide additional wastewater service for increased flow in the Common District. 
Phases 3 (formerly Phase 2) and 4 from the Needs Assessment will continue to rely on septic 
systems and package treatment systems as their wastewater solutions. The new Littleton Phasing 
Plan (as shown in Figure 2) includes Phases 1A, 1B, and 2 (described above in Section 1.3).  
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2.0 Effluent Recharge  
2.1 Existing Effluent Recharge Area 
LWD currently owns and operates a wastewater system comprising 3,900-ft of gravity sewer, 
10,350-ft of force main, one pumping station, and a package style water resource recovery facility 
with a capacity of 17,600 gpd located at Littleton High School, with a groundwater effluent 
recharge site located beneath the athletic fields at Littleton High School. The current system 
serves several Town-owned buildings including the Fire Station, Town Offices, Town Library, 
Alumni Field, Littleton High School, Littleton Middle School, and Russell Street Elementary School. 
The existing effluent recharge area will remain online until the existing package style water 
resource recovery facility is decommissioned.  
 
There are seven private package wastewater treatment plants in the Town of Littleton. The plants 
range in size and are limited to the amount of wastewater they can treat based on each specific 
discharge permit. The remaining parcels in the Town not currently connected to the existing 
system or a private package wastewater treatment plant have Title 5 Septic systems on each 
individual parcel. These systems are designed to remove organics, solids, and pathogens, 
however, they do very little to reduce nutrients in the liquid waste. The nitrogen levels in the 
liquid waste infiltrate into the groundwater resulting in degraded water quality.  In addition, 
phosphorus remaining in the effluent, if not absorbed in the surrounding soils, can cause water 
quality issues in the Town’s freshwater ponds and streams.  

2.2 Proposed Effluent Recharge Area 
The recommended technology for recharging effluent at the Littleton High School site is a 
subsurface leaching system below the athletic fields. This system will rely primarily on a valve 
system to distribute the clean effluent throughout the leaching system. Hydrogeologic studies 
have been conducted to determine the feasibility of the site in recharging treated effluent. The 
studies assume a soil absorption system would be implemented consisting of two subsurface 
leaching fields. An individual groundwater discharge permit (GWDP) application was submitted 
to MassDEP on August 6, 2021, in order to receive approval for expanding the effluent recharge 
site. 

The initial construction of the WRRF is proposed for approximately 208,000 gpd. Littleton is 
proposing a future WRRF expansion to 290,000. The hydrogeologic analysis determined that the 
effluent recharge site at Littleton High School could receive up to 244,784 gpd of effluent. 
Littleton is aware that the effluent recharge site will need to be re-rated in the future and/or an 
additional recharge site will need to be located and constructed in order to increase the plant’s 
capacity above the GWDP. 

The recharge area will consist of a below ground infiltration system, a distribution box, and a 
force main conveying the effluent from the plant site to the facility. The proposed soil adsorption 
system will consist of four subsurface leaching fields. Each field will be 180 feet long by 81 feet 
wide and consist of 60 rows of infiltration chambers, each 13 chambers long, placed in 75” 
lengths in a field or bed configuration.  The four fields will have a separation between them 
ranging from 45-feet to 60-ftt.  The new recharge area will be accessed from the existing High 
School driveway.  The area will be final graded with loam and seeded with lawn mixture and 
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maintained as an athletic field.  The existing effluent recharge site adjacent to the proposed site 
will not be utilized as part of this new system.  

Environmental impacts associated with constructing an effluent recharge facility below the High 
School facility is limited to short term construction impacts controlling erosion and 
sedimentation from exposed spoil piles and tracking sediments onto adjacent paved street.  A 
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) will be developed as part of the under U.S. EPA’s 
NPDES Construction General Permit (CGP) and implemented to control and mitigate construction 
related impacts.  

2.3 Potential Wastewater Reuse 
The proposed WRRF will include MBR technology as the heart of the wastewater treatment 
system. The MBR system treats wastewater to a high-quality effluent. LWD is leaving adequate 
space in the WRRF to install a future ultraviolet (UV) system that would provide disinfection, 
further increasing the effluent quality for reuse consideration. Littleton is taking a significant step 
forward and financial investment to construct the WRRF at this time, along with the expanded 
sewer collection system and effluent recharge site. LWD intends to evaluate reuse options in the 
future as funding allows.  As the effluent recharge site is proposed to be located below the 
Littleton High School fields, reuse for irrigation could be considered at this site. 

3.0 Wetlands Impacts and Mitigation 
3.1 Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Jurisdiction 
The following exemptions in the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act (MGL c. 131, §40) 
(MWPA) and Regulations (310 CMR 10.00) applies to the proposed project. 

The construction of the new sewer collection system and replacement of existing water mains 
within existing paved streets within Buffer Zone and Riverfront Area is exempt from review per 
310 CMR 10.02(2) (b.2.j) and 1.3(3) of the Littleton Wetlands Bylaw Regulations (the Bylaw).  
“Installation and repair of underground sewer lines within existing paved or unpaved roadways and 
private roadways/driveways, provided that all work is conducted within the roadway or driveway 
and that all trenches are closed at the end of completion of each workday.”.   

The project is also exempt from the requirements of the Riverfront Area (RFA) per 310 CMR 
10.58 (6) h, which includes “construction, expansion, repair, restoration, alteration, replacement, 
operation and maintenance of public or private local or regional wastewater treatment plants and 
their related structures, conveyance systems, and facilities, including utility lines.”  No further 
discussion is included in this NOI on Riverfront Area impacts. 

The proposed wastewater expansion project qualifies as a Limited Project in accordance with 
Section 310 CMR 10.53(3) (d) of the Wetlands Protection Regulations, which includes “The 
construction, reconstruction, operation and maintenance of underground and overhead public 
utilities, such as electrical distribution or transmission lines, or communication, sewer, water and 
natural gas lines”.  Limited projects may be issued an Order of Conditions notwithstanding the 
provisions of 310 CMR 10.54 through 10.58 and 10.60. 



Single Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)   
 
 

8 

3.2 Existing Wetland Resource Areas 
Wetland resource areas in the vicinity of the project area are shown on Figure 3.  Wetland 
delineations have only been completed for Phase 1A and were conducted on June 2 and 4, 2021 
by CDM Smith Inc. wetland scientists.  Delineated wetland resource areas and buffer zones for 
242 King Street are shown on the design plans in Attachments G and for the Phase 1A Sewer 
Collection System in Attachment H.   

3.2.1 Proposed WRRF Site - 242 King Street 
A bordering vegetated wetland (BVW) associated with Beaver Brook is located on the eastern 
portion of the parcel of land identified as 242 King Street.  An Abbreviated Notice of Resource 
Area Delineation (ANRAD) (DEP File No. 204-0949) was filed with the Littleton Conservation 
Commission in November 2021 requesting concurrence of the BVW, Riverfront (RFA), Bordering 
Land Subject to Flooding (BLSF), 100-ft and 50-ft Buffer Zone boundaries.  An Order of Resource 
Determination (ORAD) was issued by the Littleton Conservation Commission confirming the 
delineated wetland resource areas. 

3.2.2 Phase 1A Sewer Collection System 
BVW characteristic of Palustrine Forested Wetlands (PFO1) were delineated on both sides of the 
access drive between Town Hall and Littleton Middle School and also behind the existing Middle 
School Pump Station (see Sheets C-11 and C-12 in Attachment H).   

BVW was also delineated adjacent to Great Road and White Street on Parcel IDs U09 29 0 and 
U09 29 1 owned by Concord Lumber Corporation and extends from the driveway into the lumber 
yard to the east, along Great Road, to White Street to the west.  The wetland community can be 
characterized as an emergent marsh (PEM) with a shrub swamp (PSS1) along the eastern 
wetland boundary. A roadside ditch along Great Road is culverted beneath the driveway into the 
lumber yard.  The inlet of a 40-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) beneath Great Road is located 
at the northwest corner of the BVW, by the intersection of Great Road and White Street.  The BVW 
is hydrologically connected to Beaver Brook via intermittent channelized flow. 

Note that the following wetland resource areas within Phase 1A were not field delineated as work 
at these locations are limited to within the existing paved streets and exempt from review under 
the MWPA and local Bylaw. 

 Beaver Brook crossing at King Street (except on 242 King Street property) 

 Bordering Vegetated Wetland east of 220 Great Road.   

These wetland resource areas will be protected during installation of the new sewer by staked 
compost logs (see Sheets C-7 and C-21 in Attachment H).   

There is a 200-ft Riverfront Area associated with Beaver Brook as shown on Sheet C-7: King 
Street in Attachment H.  The RFA was offset from the mean annual high-water lines (AHW) flags 
AHW-1 to AHW-26.   

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) of the 
project area (25017C0236F) identifies the 100-year floodplain (Zone AE) in the project area at 



Single Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)   
 
 

9 

elevation 211 feet NAVD 88 at King Street and at elevation 218 feet along the intermittent 
tributary to Beaver Brook that flows between the Middle School and Town Offices, see Figure 4 
and Sheets C-7, C-11, and C-12 in Attachment H. 

In order to comply with the MWPA exemption for installation of underground sewer lines in 
existing paved and unpaved roads, LWD is committed to having trenches closed at end of the 
workday (also a requirement of the MassDOT permit).   

3.3 Wetland Resource Area Impacts 
The proposed site for the new WRRF at 242 King Street will require permanent alteration to 
BLSF, Riverfront Area, and the 100-ft Buffer Zone, further discussed in Section 3.2.1 below and 
shown on Figure 5.  Installation of new sewer collection pipe in existing street and parking lots in 
Phases 1A, 1B, and 2 will temporarily alter BLSF, Riverfront Area, 100-foot Buffer Zone, and local 
50-ft No Disturb Zone.  Upgrades to the existing Middle School pumping station will permanently 
alter 100 square feet of the 100-ft Buffer Zone. Table 3-1 shows permanent and temporary 
impacts for all phases of the project (note that Phases 3 and 4 are no longer being proposed). 

Table 3-1 Wetland Resource Area Impacts, Phases 1A, 1B, and 2 

Phase Wetland 
Resource Areas 

Permanent 
Impacts (sf) 

Temporary 
Impacts (sf) 

Total Impacts 
(sf) 

Proposed 
Mitigation 

(sf) 
1A      
 Bordering Land 

Subject to 
Flooding (BLSF) 

28,368  2,390 30,758 Net gain of 
831 cubic 
feet* 

 Riverfront Area 
(RFA) 

64,435 2,365 66,800 Exempt per 
310 CMR 
10.58 (6) h 

 Buffer Zone 100 16,040 17,040 *** 
1B**      
 Bordering Land 

Subject to 
Flooding (BLSF) 

0 200 200 Restored in 
kind in place 

 Riverfront Area 
(RFA) 

0 1,600 1,600 Exempt per 
310 CMR 
10.58 (6) h 

 Buffer Zone 0 6,500 6,500 Restored in 
kind in place 

2** No Impacts to Wetland Resource Areas or Buffer Zone 

*See Cut/Fill Table on Sheet C-5 in Attachment G 
**Impacts based on MassGIS Wetlands Layer since wetland delineations have not been completed and design plans not 
developed. 
*** The MWPA has no performance standards for work within the Buffer Zone 
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3.3.1 Phase 1A 
The environmental impacts associated with Phase 1A is primarily related to the construction of 
the new WRRF at 242 King Street.  The property is an approximate 9-acre parcel bounded by King 
Street to the south, Route 495 to the west and north, and Beaver Brook to the east. The parcel 
contains a former residence and warehouse/shed adjacent to King Street, a former agricultural 
field in the center of the parcel, the remainder of the parcel is wooded except for the eastern side 
of the parcel which contains the Beaver Brook and associated emergent marsh wetlands.  An 
existing stormwater basin dominated by common reed (Phragmites australis), jurisdictional as 
BLSF, is located at the southwestern corner of the parcel and collects stormwater from King 
Street and a small portion of Route 495 and exit ramps.  A small diameter pipe conveys 
stormwater flows from the existing stormwater basin into the BVW.  This pipe is non-functional; 
it is collapsed and has buried inlet and outlet (may be an older type clay pipe).   

The major building/structure components associated with the proposed MBR water reclamation 
facility consist of the process building, bioreactor tanks, equalization tanks, and concrete pads for 
emergency generator and electrical equipment (see Sheet C-4: Civil Layout and Materials Plan in 
Attachment G). 

The construction of the above MBR WRRF components, new paved access road into the site from 
King Street, and infiltration basins to meet peak attenuation, water quality and groundwater 
recharge requirements (see Section 4.0 below) will alter wetland resource areas and the 100-ft 
Buffer Zone as summarized in Table 2 above and shown on Figure 5: Wetland Resource Area 
Impacts, 242 King Street.  Installation of the new gravity, force main, and pressure sewers using 
open cut will result in additional temporary alterations to wetland resource areas as shown in 
Table 2 above.  All temporary BLSF, Riverfront, and Buffer Zone alterations from installation of 
the new collection system within existing roads and parking lots will be restored to 
preconstruction conditions with no loss in wetland resource area. 

3.3.2 Phase 1B 
Installation of the new gravity, force main, and pressure sewers using open cut within Beaver 
Brook Road, Great Road, Russell Street, and side streets will result in temporary alterations to 
BLSF, Riverfront Area, and Buffer Zone as shown in Table 2 above.  All temporary alterations 
within wetland resource areas and Buffer Zone from installation of the new collection system 
within existing roads and parking lots will be restored to preconstruction conditions with no loss 
of wetland resource area. 

3.3.3 Phase 2 
The installation of the proposed Phase 2 (formerly Phase 3) collection system within Goldsmith 
Street, Shaker Lane and Town Road would not result in any impacts to wetland resource areas or 
buffer zone. 
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3.4 Compliance with MWPA Performance Standards 
Work proposed herein and shown on the attached project plans (see Attachments G and H) was 
designed to comply with the MWPA and Regulations (310 CMR 10.00 et seq.) and the local Bylaw 
and the Wetland Protection Regulations.  Work is proposed within BLSF, RFA, the 100-foot Buffer 
Zone, and the 50-ft No Disturb Zone. Work within the 50-ft No Disturb Zone is limited to 
temporary impacts for sewer installation within existing paved streets and parking lots. 

3.4.1 Phase 1A 
Bordering Land Subject to Flooding 
The FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for the Project area depicts the 100-year flood plain 
regulated as BLSF under the MWPA and Regulations. Permanent impacts to BLSF are from the 
placement of clean fill for the new access road into the WRRF.  The proposed project fully 
complies with the performance standards for work in BLSF [310 CMR 10.57(4)a] as described 
below (performance standards noted in italics followed by a description how the design meets 
the standard).  Temporary impacts to BLSF from sewer and water main pipe installation within 
existing streets will be restored to preconstruction grades and conditions. 

(1) Compensatory storage shall be provided for all flood storage volume that will be lost as the 
result of a proposed project within Bordering Land Subject to Flooding, when in the judgment of the 
issuing authority said loss will cause an increase or will contribute incrementally to an increase in 
the horizontal extent and level of flood waters during peak flows. 

Compensatory flood storage is being provided adjacent and contiguous with the existing BLSF 
adjacent to the low-lying area, see Sheet C-5 in Attachment G.  As shown in the Cut/Fill Volume 
Table on Sheet C-5, there will be a net gain of 832 cubic feet of compensatory flood storage 
volume.  There is a slight net increase between elevation 209 and 210 of 35 cubic feet from 
adding a forebay to the existing low-lying area to allow for water quality treatment to the off-site 
highway stormwater runoff before it enters the low-lying area. 

Compensatory storage shall mean a volume not previously used for flood storage and shall be 
incrementally equal to the theoretical volume of flood water at each elevation, up to and including 
the 100-year flood elevation, which would be displaced by the proposed project. Such compensatory 
volume shall have an unrestricted hydraulic connection to the same waterway or water body. 
Further, with respect to waterways, such compensatory volume shall be provided within the same 
reach of the river, stream, or creek. 

The design of the compensatory flood storage area fully complies with this standard.  Under 
existing conditions, as flow rises from Beaver Brook and the water surface elevation reaches 
approximately 210.5 feet, water starts flowing into the low-lying area.  To maintain hydraulic 
conductivity and keep the low-lying area as BLSF with the construction of the new driveway, a 6-
ft wide by 3-ft high box culvert embedded 18 inches with natural stream substrate will be 
installed beneath the high point of the proposed driveway.  The upstream invert at the top of the 
embedment would be 210.5 ft and the downstream invert 209.5 ft.  The proposed embedded box 
culvert will have 85 cubic feet per second (cfs) of capacity which is more that the volume that 
flows into the low-lying area under existing conditions (estimated at 64 cfs assuming that the 

http://www.watertown-ma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/3261
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connection between Beaver Brook and the low-lying area to be a broad-crested weir with a weir 
elevation of 210.5 feet).   

(2) Work within Bordering Land Subject to Flooding, including that work required to provide the 
above-specified compensatory storage, shall not restrict flows so as to cause an increase in flood stage 
or velocity. 

As described above, the compensatory flood storage area with a net increase of 832 cubic feet of 
flood storage and the 6-ft wide by 3-ft high box culvert will ensure that there will be no 
restriction of flood flows nor increases in flood stage or velocity under proposed conditions. 

(3) Work in those portions of bordering land subject to flooding found to be significant to the 
protection of wildlife habitat shall not impair its capacity to provide important wildlife habitat 
functions. Except for work which would adversely affect vernal pool habitat, a project or projects on 
a single lot, for which Notice(s) of Intent is filed on or after November 1, 1987, that (cumulatively) 
alter(s) up to 10% or 5,000 square feet (whichever is less) of land in this resource area found to be 
significant to the protection of wildlife habitat, shall not be deemed to impair its capacity to provide 
important wildlife habitat functions. Additional alterations beyond the above threshold, or altering 
vernal pool habitat, may be permitted if they will have no adverse effects on wildlife habitat, as 
determined by procedures contained in 310 CMR 10.60. 

The proposed wastewater expansion project qualifies as a Limited Project in accordance with 
Section 310 CMR 10.53(3) (d) of the Wetlands Protection Regulations.  Limited projects may be 
issued an Order of Conditions notwithstanding the provisions of 310 CMR 10.54 through 10.58 
and 10.60.  LWD requested in the Notice of Intent for Phase 1A that an OOC be issued 
notwithstanding the provision of 310 CMR 10.57(4)a(3).   

Approximately 13,840 square feet of the BLSF to be altered (49% of the total) is the Phragmites 
dominated stormwater basin that collects stormwater from King Street and a small portion of 
Route 495 and exit ramps.  The remaining 51% of BLSF altered consists of fallow field.  A number 
of box elder (Acer negundo) have established within the fallow field (refer to tree survey in 
Attachment C).  Other than providing cover for small mammals and songbirds, monospecific 
stands of Phragmites is of little value to wildlife as it excludes native vegetation that would serve 
as food source.  Therefore, prior to start of work the Phragmites within the existing stormwater 
basin will be treated according to the Invasive Species Removal and Control Plan presented in 
Section 3.5.2.  Upon completion of the Phragmites removal, the stormwater basin and adjacent 
flood storage compensation area will be seeded and planted to improve wildlife habitat value.  
The basin floor will be seeded with cattails (Typha latifolia) which is a native species however an 
aggressive colonizer and may outcompete the reestablishment of common reed.  Cattail stands 
provide important food cover for wildlife and birds. Cattails also take up heavy metals and other 
pollutants, improving water quality.  Furthermore, an overstory of black willows (Salix nigra) and 
swamp white oak (Quercus bicolor) will be established along the perimeter of the stormwater 
basin and compensatory flood storage area to establish shade which will also help in preventing 
the reestablishment of common reed.  To further shade the ground, 47 #3 containers of 
buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis) will be planted in clusters throughout these two areas.  
The acorns of the oak trees and nutlets of the buttonbush will provide good food sources for 
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wildlife.  The black willow trees will also be a good food source for wildlife as both the buds and 
catkins are eaten by birds, and twigs and leaves consumed by deer.   

The proposed Invasive Species Removal and Control Plan and seeding/planting plan as described 
above is expected to improve the wildlife habitat functions of the site. 

Riverfront Area 
Note that wastewater projects are exempt from the Riverfront Protection Act per 310 CMR 
10.58(6)h therefore no discussion is provided how the proposed design complies with the 
performance standards for work in Riverfront Area.  Figure 3 shows the permanent (i.e., new 
impervious) and temporary impacts to the Riverfront Area. 

Buffer Zone 
The MWPA has no performance standards for work within the Buffer Zone. 

3.4.2 Phases 1B and 2 
Phases 1B and 2 consists of installation of sewer collection piping within existing streets and 
parking lots using open cut trench installation.  Alterations to BLSF, RFA, and 100-ft Buffer Zone 
would be temporary and restored to preconstruction grades and contours upon completion of 
construction.  The proposed sewer collection pipe installation will fully comply with the 
performance standards for BLSF since temporarily altered areas will be restored to 
preconstruction grades and there will be no loss of flood storage capacity. 

3.5 Proposed Mitigation 
The proposed mitigation for environmental project impacts consists of creating compensatory 
flood storage, invasive species (Phragmites australis) removal and control, replanting the WRRF 
site with native trees and shrubs and seeding with a seed mix containing wildflower species 
native to Middlesex County, Massachusetts, as presented below. 

3.5.1 Compensatory Flood Storage 
Compensatory flood storage with an unrestricted hydraulic connection to the existing BLSF will 
provided in accordance with the requirements of 310 CMR 10.57(2).  Design sheets in Attachment 
G shows the location of the proposed compensatory flood storage area adjacent to the existing 
stormwater basin at the southwestern corner of the parcel.  The hydraulic conductivity between 
BLSF downstream of the proposed access road and the stormwater basin is maintained with an 
embedded culvert.  The proposed culvert was sized to convey the volume of flood waters coming 
up from the Beaver Brook wetlands into the stormwater basin during a 100-yr storm event (refer 
to Section 4.1 below for detailed discussion). The area below the proposed culvert will be 
lowered from elevation 210.6 ft to 210.2 feet in order to have a constant slope down to the 
wetlands, which have an elevation of 210.0.  This design change was made as maintaining the 
210.6 elevation may cause water to back up between the culvert and the high point of 210.6 with 
potential to erode the driveway. 
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3.5.2 Invasive Species Removal and Control Plan 
There is sediment accumulation within the existing stormwater basin resulting in a near 
monolithic stand of common reed (Phragmites australis).  Common reed is a highly competitive 
plant that is capable of rapid growth and spread, displaces native species, reduces biodiversity, 
offers little value for wildlife and chokes resource areas.  Common reed forms very dense 
impenetrable monospecific stands that exclude native vegetation and has low wildlife habitat 
quality. Common reed stems can trap sediments, causing a basin to become increasingly shallow. 
Given the invasive nature of common reed to dominate ecosystems and upset natural habitat, it is 
important to curtail their colonization. However, controlling common reed can be difficult as their 
rhizomes (underground roots) can extend down over 2 meters and they readily regenerate from 
their root systems after cutting.  The objective of the treatment program would be to control 
Phragmites within the existing stormwater basins allowing for a recolonization of the area by 
more desirable, native plants such has narrow-leaved cattails, which would increase species 
diversity and richness and the overall habitat value of the proposed BLSF adjacent to the 
stormwater basin.  

Invasive species removal and control consists of removal and management of common reed 
(Phragmites australis) within the existing stormwater basin prior to commencement of work.  
Any growth of common reed within the stormwater basin will be treated through the application 
of Glyphosate, stems will be cut at ground level and treated in late August or September.  Low-
volume backpack type sprayers with cone-shaped nozzles will be used to apply the herbicide.  
These types of low-volume backpack type sprayers deliver fine spray droplets with very little 
mist or “drift.”  A licensed herbicide applicator will be subcontracted to apply the treatment as 
well as any follow up treatment required.  The Notice of Intent filed with the Littleton 
Conservation Commission (DEP File No. 204-0959) is requesting the approval of this plan.   

Reestablishment of common reed within the stormwater basin will be closely monitored for any 
growth for a minimum of two years following herbicide treatment.  An estimated 85-95% of the 
targeted vegetation is expected to be controlled following the initial application.  Treatment in 
2nd consecutive year will be required to control remaining common reed and any regrowth.  A 
similar approach will be used as in the first year with the same licensed herbicide applicator 
completing the application and removal.  In subsequent years, the stormwater basin will need to 
be monitored for any growth.  Any additional removal and management of the patches will be 
managed by hand cutting and removal by the Town (or their contractor).   

The stormwater basin and adjacent flood storage compensation area will be seeded with cattails 
(Typha latifolia) which is a native species and may outcompete the reestablishment of common 
reed.  Cattail stands provide important food cover for wildlife and birds. They establish habitats 
for waterfowl and especially valuable in attracting nesting red-winged blackbird.  Furthermore, 
an overstory of black willows (Salix nigra) and swamp white oak (Quercus bicolor) will be 
established along the perimeter of the stormwater basin and compensatory flood storage area to 
establish shade which will help in preventing the reestablishment of common reed.  To further 
shade the ground, 47 #3 containers of buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis) will be planted in 
clusters throughout these two areas.   
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In addition, construction period invasive species control measures will be implemented, and will 
include proper off-site disposal of any vegetation cleared from the site.  Construction vehicles and 
equipment are recommended to be clean and free of any plant or soil debris prior to entering the 
project site and are recommended to be cleaned prior to leaving the site to prevent the 
introduction or off-site transport of invasive plant fragments or seed.    

3.5.3 Landscaping and Replanting Plan 
CDM Smith Wetland Scientists performed a tree inventory within the area of disturbance for the 
new WRRF facilities at 242 King Street.  Trees 6 inches diameter at breast height (DBH) were 
included in the inventory and identified to genus and species (see Attachment C).  A planting plan 
using native tree and shrub species has been developed and is included as Sheet C-7 in 
Attachment G.  

 In response to a comment from the Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program (NHESP) 
that all areas not maintained as lawn/grass should be seeded with a native restoration seed mix 
composed of species native to Middlesex County in accordance with “The Vascular Plants of 
Massachusetts: A County Checklist First Revision” (Dow Cullina, M, B. Connolly, B. Sorrie, and P. 
Somers. 2011 MA NHESP DFW) we are using the following native to Middlesex County showy 
wildflower mix (developed for this particular project by New England Wetland Plants Inc.): 

Schizachyrium scoparium Little Bluestem 
Sorghastrum nutans Indian Grass 
Elymus canadensis Canada Wild Rye 
Chamaecrista fasciculata Partridge Pea 
Elymus virginicus Virginia Wild Rye 
Vernonia noveboracensis New York Ironweed 
Oenothera biennis Evening Primrose 
Aster novae-angliae 
(Symphyotrichum novae-angliae) 

New England Aster 

Eupatorium fistulosum 
(Eutrochium fistulosum) 

Hollow-Stem Joe Pye Weed 

Solidago nemoralis Gray Goldenrod 
Asclepias tuberosa Butterfly Milkweed 
Aster laevis (Symphyotrichum 
laeve) 

Smooth Blue Aster 

 
A total of 121 trees over 6 inches DBH are proposed to be removed and replaced with 72 new 
trees (replacement ratio of 0.6:1) with 8”-10” caliper (other than white fur which will be 10 ft in 
height) and 47 #3 containers of buttonbush.  The buttonbush will be planted in clusters 
throughout the existing stormwater basin and the proposed compensatory flood storage area.  
The proposed landscaping and replanting plan will minimize the amount of landscape 
maintenance at the site and will return the site to a condition more similar to its pre-construction 
condition. 
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4.0 Stormwater 
4.1 Proposed Stormwater Management Design 
Currently, stormwater runoff from a portion of I-495, the southeast access ramp and the clover 
leaf within the southeast access ramp discharges to the proposed site through a 36-inch culvert 
that crosses King Street.  Stormwater runoff from King Street also discharges to the proposed site 
through a 12-inch pipe.  Flow from these outfalls is conveyed through a man-made ditch to an 
existing stormwater basin that overtops towards Beaver Brook.  All stormwater runoff from the 
site discharges to Beaver Brook.  Most of that impervious area is associated with the off-site 
drainage; approximately 0.35 ac of impervious area is at the proposed site. 

Under proposed conditions stormwater runoff from the I-495 southeast access ramp and King 
Street will continue to discharge on-site as it does under existing conditions and flow into the 
existing stormwater basin.  This stormwater basin will be reconfigured to provide peak 
attenuation at the site.  A sediment forebay will be added to the downstream end of the existing 
man-made ditch prior to flow entering the stormwater basin to provide water quality treatment 
to the off-site highway stormwater runoff.  All stormwater runoff will continue to discharge to 
Beaver Brook.  Construction of the Littleton WRRF will increase the impervious area by 0.53 ac 
(23,100 sf). 

This project is considered a new development project per the 2008 Massachusetts Stormwater 
Handbook because there will be an increase in impervious area.  Stormwater runoff from the 
WRRF will be directed to one of three proposed infiltration basins that will provide groundwater 
recharge and water quality treatment.  Two of the three proposed infiltration basins will overtop 
into the reconfigured stormwater detention basin where peak attenuation will be provided.   

Minimum Control Measure #5, “Stormwater Management in New Development and 
Redevelopment”, in the NPDES Phase II MS4 General Permit (MS4 Permit) requires compliance 
with the MA Stormwater Management Standards for projects that result in total earth 
disturbance equal to or greater than 1 acre, which applies to this project.  Based on the MS4 
permit, the Littleton WRRF is considered a new development project because it will be 
constructed on land that is currently undeveloped.  As a project subject to the requirements of the 
MS4 permit, the project must meet an average annual pollutant removal of 60% of the average 
annual load of total phosphorus related to the total post-construction impervious surface area, in 
addition to 90% total suspended solids.  This requirement will be met by retaining the volume of 
runoff equivalent to 1.0 inch times the total impervious area via the infiltration basins.  

4.2 Drainage Analysis 
CDM Smith performed drainage analyses for the Littleton WRRF under existing and proposed 
conditions.  The drainage analyses determined peak rates of runoff during 2-, 10-, and 100-year, 
24-hour storm events using precipitation data taken from NOAA Atlas 14, Volume 10.  In addition, 
to evaluate future resiliency at the Littleton WRRF, the RMAT Climate Resilience Design 
Standards Tool (Tool) was used.  With regard to extreme precipitation, the Tool indicated that the 
2070, 50-year, 24-hour storm should be considered.  Using the RMAT Total Precipitation Depth 
and Peak Intensity Design Criteria, Tier 2 Methodology, the percent increase for a late century 
(2070/2090) more frequent design storm is 20 percent.  Thus, this percent increase was applied 
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to the e NOAA Atlas 14, Volume 10 present day 50-year, 24-hour precipitation depth. The NRCS 
Web Soil Survey was consulted to determine the hydrologic soil groups (HSG) at the project site 
and off-site areas.  For the project site, the NRCS has classified the soils as a mixture of HSG “A”, 
“C” and “D” soils. 

HydroCAD was used to generate peak discharge rates and runoff volumes for existing and 
proposed conditions.  Assuming a free-discharge condition from the stormwater detention basin, 
peak discharge rates for proposed conditions are equal to or less than those for existing 
conditions during the 10- and 100-year storm events, with a minor increase in the peak discharge 
rate over existing conditions during the 2-year storm event.   

The modeling results for the 2070, 50-year storm event also indicate that peak discharge rates 
are attenuated under proposed conditions.  The peak water surface elevation in the stormwater 
detention basin is elevation 211.4 ft during this storm, which is less than the elevations of the 
proposed entrance driveway and WRRF facilities. 

Since the stormwater basin fills to elevation 211.0 ft during a 100-year flood, a model scenario 
assuming a starting water surface elevation of 211.0 ft in the stormwater basin and a tailwater 
elevation of 211.0 ft was considered for existing and proposed conditions.  For this scenario, peak 
discharge rates for proposed conditions are equal to or less than those for existing conditions 
during all storm events at the Beaver Brook design point, including the 2070, 50-year storm.  
Thus, the proposed conditions modeling results demonstrate that there is sufficient storage in the 
stormwater detention basin above 100-year flood elevation of 211.0 ft to provide peak discharge 
rate attenuation.  Peak water surface elevations for proposed conditions do not exceed elevation 
212.0 ft. 

Since most of the soils in the impervious areas are located on HSG “A” soils, the recharge target 
depth factor of 0.6 inches was applied to all impervious areas within the Littleton WRRF.  The 
total corresponding Rv for the WRRF is 1,680 cf.  The project site is located within a Zone II public 
water supply; therefore, the water quality volume is based on 1-inch times the total impervious 
area, with a total corresponding WQv of 2,820 cf.  The three proposed infiltration basins provide 
the total required recharge volume and water quality volume for the site.   

The drawdown times of the water in the proposed infiltration basins were calculated using the 
total storage volume provided below the outlet and the total bottom surface area of the 
infiltration basin.  The drawdown calculations indicate that stormwater will infiltrate within the 
required 72 hours.  

Stormwater management systems must be designed to remove 80 percent of the average annual 
load (post-construction conditions) of Total Suspended Solids (TSS).  All impervious areas at the 
Littleton WRRF are tributary to one of the three infiltration basins, where stormwater runoff 
from the impervious area will receive 80% TSS removal.  Stormwater runoff will receive 
pretreatment in sediment forebays located just upstream of the infiltration basins.   

Compliance with the MS4 is met with the retention of 1 inch of runoff from impervious areas 
within the infiltration basins. 
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4.3 Floodplain Culvert 
Under existing conditions, the stormwater basin serves as part of the 100-year floodplain.  As 
water rises from Beaver Brook, once the water surface elevation reaches approximately elevation 
210.5 ft, water starts to flow into the stormwater basin.  The proposed entrance driveway cuts 
through this area and would prevent the flow of water from Beaver Brook into the stormwater 
detention basin.  To maintain this hydraulic connectivity and keep this area as part of the 
floodplain, which will be expanded to provided floodplain compensation, a culvert is proposed 
under the entrance driveway.  The culvert is designed to equal or exceed the estimated existing 
flow into the stormwater basin. 

For existing conditions, the natural topography between Beaver Brook and the stormwater 
detention basin was represented as a broad-crested weir with a weir elevation set at 210.5 ft in 
calculations to determine the flow between the two areas.  Since the 100-year flood elevation is 
211.0 ft, it was assumed the head of the weir is 0.5 ft.  The length of the weir between the 211.0 ft 
contours was estimated to be 67 ft.  Using these variables, the flow capacity of the weir was 
calculated to be 64 cfs.  The high point of the entrance driveway was set at the location of the 
culvert.  Culvert options were considered that minimized the vertical profile of the entrance 
driveway, while also providing the required flow at an elevation close to existing weir elevation.  
A 7-ft-wide by 3-ft-high box culvert embedded 18 inches into the subgrade was selected.  The 
invert at the top of the embedment is elevation 210.75 ft.  The length of the culvert is 52 ft, with a 
downstream elevation of 210.2 ft.  The 7-ft-wide by 1.5-ft-high culvert has a capacity of 69 cfs. To 
mitigate potential erosion downstream of the culvert, a riprap apron is proposed.  This apron will 
extend 30 ft beyond the culvert downstream invert.  The downstream width of the apron is 37 ft.   

4.4 Low-Impact Development (LID) Measures 
The proposed stormwater management at the Littleton WRRF incorporates Low Impact Design 
(LID) and integrated management practices.  All of the stormwater runoff from the Littleton 
WRRF will be directed to one of three proposed infiltration basins.  Infiltration basins provide 
groundwater recharge, preserve the natural water balance on the site, and provide water quality 
treatment.  Retention of one inch of runoff from the total impervious area within the proposed 
infiltration basins will provide an average annual pollutant removal of 60% of the average annual 
load of total phosphorus and 90% of total suspended solids.  In addition, infiltration basins 
provide 90% removal of pathogens.   Fecal coliform and TSS are listed as impairments for Beaver 
Brook requiring a TMDL.  Thus, the infiltration basins will address some of the impairments in 
Beaver Brook. 

Stormwater runoff will sheet flow to the sediment forebays, which discharge into the proposed 
infiltration basins.  No closed drainage piping is used at the Littleton WRRF.  Stormwater from the 
sediment forebays will discharge to the proposed infiltration basins through a riprap spillway.  
Similarly, stormwater from the proposed infiltration basins will discharge either to the 
reconfigured stormwater basin or towards Beaver Brook through a spillway.  The sediment 
forebays and infiltration basins will be vegetated with infiltration basin seed mix.   

The proposed stormwater management mimics the predevelopment hydrology.  Most of the 
stormwater runoff is collected in a large stormwater basin prior to discharge to Beaver Brook.  
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The hydraulic conductivity between Beaver Brook and the stormwater basin is maintained with a 
culvert.  Hydraulic modeling indicates that the proposed stormwater management provides peak 
discharge rate attenuation for the 10- and 100-year, 24-hour storms, as well as the 2070, 50-year, 
24-hour storm.  There is a minor increase in the peak discharge rate over existing conditions 
during the 2-yeat storm event. 

The site was designed to minimize disturbance to wetland resource areas and remains outside of 
the 50-ft no-disturb zone with the exception of the riprap pad downstream of the proposed 
culvert.  The post-construction site will be revegetated with a natural area seed mix, 72 trees and 
47 shrubs, which will minimize the amount of landscape maintenance at the site.  The proposed 
trees will replace the trees that are being removed as part of the construction and will return the 
site to a condition more similar to its pre-construction condition. 

5.0 Historical and Archeological Resources 
A Project Notification Form (PNF) was submitted to Mass Historical Commission (MHC) on Feb. 
24, 2022.  MHC provided issued a written response on April 1, 2022, stating that an updated MHC 
Form B be prepared by a qualified architectural preservation planner to evaluate the historic 
significance of the property at 242 King Street.  The Elizabeth and Jonathan Hartwell House, 
office, and New England-style barn on 242 King Street are included in the MHC’s Inventory of 
Historic and Archeological Assets of the Commonwealth (MHC #LIT.224) (see Figure 6: Historical 
Resources).  Furthermore, portions of the parcel at 242 King Street proposed for the WRRF are 
archeologically sensitive and may contain archeological features and deposits that date from 
ancient to historical periods.  MHC requests that an intensive (locational) archeological survey 
(950 CMR 70) be conducted for the WRRF aspect of the project.  The goal of the survey is to locate 
and identify any significant historic or archaeological resources that may affect the project and to 
provide sufficient information to consult to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effect to the 
resources. 

LWD has contracted with The Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc. (PAL) directly to conduct the 
updates MHC Form B for the inventoried Elizabeth and Jonathan Hartwell House, office, and New 
England-style barn.  PAL will also complete the intensive archeological survey of the undisturbed 
portions of where the WRRF is proposed to be located on 242 King Street.  PAL is expected to 
begin their field portion of the intensive survey in June 2022.  LWD will continue to coordinate 
with MHC to avoid, minimize, and mitigate any adverse effects to historical or archeological 
resources. 

MHC’s letter response also requested that a copy of the PNF and EENF/Proposed EIR be provided 
to the Littleton Historical Commission and that any comments from the Littleton Historical 
Commission be sent to MHC.  Representatives LWD and from CDM Smith Inc. attended a public 
meeting with the Littleton Historical Commission on April 13, 2022, to present the project and 
take questions from the Commission.  At that meeting, the Commission requested a site visit 
which was subsequently also held in April 2022.   Removal of any of the buildings on 242 King 
Street requires permit approval from the Littleton Historical Commission under their local 
Demolition By-Law. 
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6.0 Environmental Justice Populations 
This section includes the required SEIR assessment per the MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of 
Project Impacts on Environmental Justice (EJ) Populations.  The MEPA Interim Protocol for 
Analysis of Impacts on Environmental Justice addresses new requirements for MEPA project 
filings as set forth in: (i) Section 58 of Chapter 8 of the Acts of 2021: An Act Creating a Next-
Generation Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy (“the Act”); and the 2021 update to the 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) Environmental Justice Policy (the 
“2021 EJ Policy”). This protocol accompanies the MEPA Public Involvement for Environmental 
Justice Populations which implements public involvement requirements set forth in Section 60 of 
the Act. 

Environmental Justice (EJ) seeks to address disproportionate and adverse human health or 
environmental impacts that projects funded by the Commonwealth may have on minority and 
low-income populations.   

6.1 EJ Populations within 1 and 5 miles 
It should be noted that the proposed Littleton Wastewater expansion project will not meet or 
exceed MEPA review thresholds under 301 CMR 11.03(8)(a)-(b), nor generate 150 or more new 
average daily trips (adt) of diesel vehicle traffic over a duration of 1 year or more, and therefore 
the Designated Geographical Area (DGA) is 1-mile around the project site.  The scope of the SEIR 
as defined in the MEPA Certificate on the EENF/Proposed EIR however asked for an updated map 
from the EEA EJ mapper showing the boundaries for the 1-mile and 5-mile radius from the outer 
limits of all phases of the project work, this requested figure is being included as Figure 7.   

The proposed Project is subject to a mandatory EIR under Section 58 of Chapter 8 of the Acts of 
2021:  An Act Creating a Next-Generation Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy, since the new 
wastewater collection system piping (i.e., gravity sewer) within King Street (Phase 1A) and within 
Beaver Brook Road (Phase 1B) is within 1 mile of an EJ population in the neighboring Westford.  
This EJ Population is listed as Block Group 3, Census Tract 3181, and has an EJ characteristic of 
Minority.  This EJ population is located downstream of the proposed WWRF as Beaver Brook 
flows northeast through the western part of Westford and into Forges Pond. The “Languages 
Spoken in Massachusetts” tab of the EJ Maps Viewer does not identify any languages spoken by 5 
percent or more of the EJ population within this block group.   

The MEPA Certificate mentioned that there are two additional EJ populations located within 1 
mile radius in Boxborough (Porter Road and Taylor Street) and in Ayer (northern end of Ayer 
Road).  Figure 7 in the EENF/Proposed EIR showed collection piping within 1 mile radius of EJ 
populations in Boxborough and Ayer for Phases 3 and 4 which are no longer being constructed 
(refer to Section 1.4). 

6.2 Potential Pollutants and Proximity to Identified EJ Populations 
Under Section 58 of the Act, and consistent with new 301 CMR 11.07(6)(n), each project to which 
the new EIR requirement applies under Part I must submit an EIR that contains “statements about 
the results of an assessment of any existing unfair or inequitable environmental burden and related 
public health consequences impacting the environmental justice population from any prior or 
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current private, industrial, commercial, state, or municipal operation or project that has damaged 
the environment”.  

This assessment describes using the publicly available mapping tools past and current polluting 
activities that may have contributed to an “existing environmental burden” impacting the EJ 
population Block Group 3, Census Tract 3181 in Westford to determine if there is an existing 
“unfair and inequitable” impact compared to the general population.  

New Traffic  
The estimated number of average daily trips (adt) to and from the new WRRF by trucks is less 
than 1 adt.  It is anticipated that truck delivery will be from Route 495 which is located adjacent 
to the preferred site at 242 King Street (see Figure 8).  The new very minor traffic associated with 
operation of the new WRRF will not disproportionately affect the identified or other EJ 
populations. 

Truck Purpose                  Rate                                                                   Total Truck Trips/year 
Sludge Disposal:               4 trucks/week * 52 weeks/yr                       208 
KOH:                                   1 truck/2 weeks * 52 weeks/yr                    26  
Supplemental Carbon:    1 truck/1.5 weeks * 52 weeks/yr                 35 
Sodium Hypochlorite:     1 truck/2 weeks *52 weeks/yr                     26 
Citric Acid:                         1 truck/26 weeks *52 weeks/yr                   2___    
TOTAL                                                                                                            297 
Average Daily Trips: 297 truck trips/year *1 year/365 days = ~ 1 truck trip per day 
 
Potential Sources of Pollution within the Boundaries of the EJ Population 
The following additional data layers of the Massachusetts Department of Public Health (DPH) EJ 
Mapping Tool were evaluated to assess other potential sources of pollution within the boundaries 
of the EJ population:  MassDEP major air and waste facilities, M.G.L. c. 21E sites, “Tier II” toxics 
use reporting facilities, MassDEP sites with AULs, MassDEP groundwater discharge permits, 
wastewater treatment plants, MassDEP public water suppliers, underground storage tanks, and 
EPA facilities.  

Based on the mapping layers available in the DPH EJ Tool, the following sources of potential 
pollution exist within the identified EJ population: 

 The Hitchin’ Post Green Condo Association on Greenbriar Drive in Westford is authorized 
to discharge into the ground from their wastewater treatment facilities 80,500 gpd of 
treated effluent (MassDEP Groundwater Discharge Permit BWR Nos. 386 and 386-5). 

Based on the mapping layers available in the DPH EJ Tool, the following sources of potential 
pollution exist approximately 1,300 feet from the identified EJ population: 

 The last Annual Tier II Report for the Littleton Electric Light and Water Department – 
Substation (Facility ID: 8117) located at 48 Beaver Brook Road was filed on February 15, 
2022.  A Tier II annual federal report is mandatory for facilities that store hazardous 
materials.  This site is not listed as having EHS above TPQ and is not considered a Tier II 
facility. 
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Through the groundwater discharge permit, MassDEP sets discharge limitations for numerous 
effluent characteristics to protect public health in the immediate vicinity of the discharge site as 
well as the surrounding community, including protection of the EJ population in Westford. The 
permittee is required to conduct daily, monthly, and annual monitoring to record the quality of 
the influent and the quality and quantity of the effluent prior to discharge to the leaching 
facilities.  The discharge permit also has monthly and quarterly monitoring and reporting 
requirements for one upgradient and four downgradient monitoring wells.  The effluent 
requirements set and monitored by MassDEP to protect public health (including EJ populations) 
are listed in Table 6-1.   

Table 6-1 Groundwater Recharge Permit Effluent Limits Summary – Not to Exceed 
Parameter Permit 

Flow 208,000 gpd 
BOD5 30 mg/L 
TSS 10 mg/L 

Nitrate Nitrogen 10 mg/L 
Total Nitrogen (NO2 + NO3 + TKN) 10 mg/L 

Oil & Grease  15 mg/L 
 

In addition to the limitations listed in Table 6-1, the following criteria must also be met to protect 
public health. 

 The pH of the effluent shall not be less than 6.5 nor greater than 8.5 at any time or not more 
than 0.2 standard units outside the naturally occurring range. 

 The discharge of the effluent shall not result in any demonstrable adverse effect on the 
groundwater or violate any water quality standards that have been promulgated. 

 The monthly average concentration of BOD and TSS in the discharge shall not exceed 15 
percent of the monthly average concentrations of BOD and TSS in the influent into the 
permitee’s wastewater treatment facility. 

 When the average annual flow exceeds 80 percent of the permitted flow limitations, the 
permittee shall submit a report to MassDEP describing what steps the permittee will take 
in order to remain in compliance with the permit limitations and conditions, inclusive of 
the flow limitations established in the permit. 

The Town of Littleton is required to file Tier II Emergency and Hazardous Chemical Inventory 
Reports annually for the Littleton Electric Light and Water Department – Substation (Facility ID: 
8117).  The last Tier II report filed on February 15, 2022, was for vehicle batteries stored in 
battery racks at the facility and for mineral oil stored in transformers.  Based on the annual Tier II 
Reports, this facility does not have any pollutants emitted that would constitute an inequitable 
environmental burden on the identified EJ population.   

Furthermore, the EJ population would not be unfairly impacted or carry an inequitable 
environmental burden due to the project location having “High” risk rating for extreme 
precipitation (urban or riverine flooding) since the work that is within 1 mile of the EJ population 
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Block Group 3, Census Tract 3181 consist of installation of gravity sewer within Beaver Brook 
Road.  The temporarily disturbed areas for pipe installation will be restored to preconstruction 
conditions with no increase in impervious area or change to the existing street stormwater 
system.  The EJ population may experience some short-term construction related impacts such as 
traffic detours but that would affect the general population the same way.  Traffic management 
plans will be generated during the design phase to mitigate traffic impacts, and the project will 
comply with the requirements of the MassDOT Permit. 

An GHG emissions analysis is not required for this project since it will not generate 2,000 or more 
tpy of GHG (CO2) emissions from conditioned spaces that are likely to be used or occupied by EJ 
populations will not be generated. 

Based on review of the DPH EJ Mapping Tool, the identified EJ population Block Group 3, Census 
Tract 3181 does not appear to have been impacted by an existing “unfair or inequitable” 
environmental burden and related public health consequences as compared to the general 
population.   

6.3 Environmental Benefits to EJ Populations 
The proposed WRRF and collection system will reduce public health impacts by removing Title 5 
systems from Littleton and treating wastewater at a centralized facility. This promotes the 
removal of nitrogen in groundwater and protects potential impacts to drinking water. There are 
no anticipated public health impacts from the construction of the WRRF and sewer system.  

Installing sanitary sewers benefits the EJ populations in the same way as the general public by 
improving drinking and surface water and providing nitrate control as improperly treated 
sewage can lead to increased nitrates in local water supplies. 

7.0 Public Health 
7.1 Existing Public Health Conditions within Project Proximity 
Public health conditions in the immediate vicinity of the project site were evaluated according to 
301 CMR 11.07(6)(g)10).  The DPH EJ Mapping Tool layers for Vulnerable Health EJ by 
Community and Census Tract shows that the Town of Littleton does not meet any of the four 
“vulnerable health EJ criteria” which include childhood blood lead levels, low birth weight, heart 
attack hospitalizations, and childhood asthma (see Table 7-1).   

Westford is identified using the DPH EJ Tool as a municipality that meets the Vulnerable Health EJ 
criteria for heart attack, see Table 7-1.  
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Table 7-1 Existing Vulnerable Health EJ Criteria 

Public Health Conditions Littleton Westford 
State-wide Rate 

per 10,000 

80% of State-
wide Average in 
EPA’s EJ Screen 

Rate of Heart Attack per 10,000 
(2013-2017) 

19.9 29.2 26.423 21.138 

Pediatric Asthma ED Visits per 
10,000 (2013-2017) 

33.1 29.9 83.1 66.48 

Elevated Blood Lead Prevalence 
per 1,000 (2016-2020) 

11.6 13.3 14.985 11.988 

Low Birth Weight per 1,000 
(2011-2015) 

313.4 138.9 216.8 173.44 

 

EPA EJ Screen Tool was used to determine the proximity to wastewater discharge locations of the 
EJ population in Westford (Block Group 3, Census Tract 3181) identified as being within the DGA. 
The EJ Screen Tool Report (see Attachment D) shows that this EJ population does not have 
potential exposure to wastewater discharge locations at a rate of 80th percentile or higher.  

7.2 Potential Project Impact and Effect on Public Health 
One of the potential public health impacts from the proposed project would be pollutants 
discharged into groundwater from the effluent recharge site.  A groundwater discharge permit is 
required from MassDEP’s groundwater discharge permit program. Through the groundwater 
discharge permit, MassDEP sets discharge limitations for numerous effluent characteristics to 
protect public health in the immediate vicinity of the discharge site as well as the surrounding 
community. The Littleton Water Department has applied for a new groundwater discharge 
permit (WP, GW#989) for the proposed site under the Littleton High School athletic fields that is 
currently under review by MassDEP.  The effluent requirements anticipated to be set and 
monitored by MassDEP to protect public health would be similar to those listed above for the 
Hitchin’ Post Green Condo Association (see Section 6.2).   The strict monitoring and reporting 
requirements set by MassDEP have been established for early detection of any increase in 
pollutants that would potentially impact public health.  The EJ population would not be unfairly 
impacted or carry an inequitable environmental burden due to the project. 

8.0 Climate Change 
Governor Baker’s Executive Order 569: Establishing an Integrated Climate Change Strategy for 
the Commonwealth was issued on September 16, 2016. The Order recognizes the serious threat 
presented by climate change and direct Executive Branch agencies to develop and implement an 
integrated strategy that leverages state resources to combat climate change and prepare for its 
impacts. The urgent need to address climate change was again recognized by Governor Baker and 
the Massachusetts Legislature with the recent passage of St. 2021, c. 8, An Act Creating a Next 
Generation Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy, which sets a goal of Net Zero emissions by 
2050. The MEPA statute directs all Agencies to consider reasonably foreseeable climate change 
impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level 
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rise, when issuing permits, licenses and other administrative approvals and decisions (M.G.L. c. 
30, § 61).   

The Town of Littleton is a participant in the Commonwealth’s Municipal Vulnerability 
Preparedness (MVP) program, which is a community-driven process to define natural and 
climate-related hazards, identify existing and future vulnerabilities and strengths of 
infrastructure, environmental resources, and vulnerable populations, and develop, prioritize, and 
implement specific actions the town can take to reduce risk and build resilience. The Littleton 
MVP Community Resilience Building Report dated April 2018 identified heavy precipitation, 
drought, extreme heat and cold, and wind as the most significant climate hazards facing the 
Town.   

Consistent with the MVP findings, the revised RMAT Climate Resilience Design Standards Tool 
Output Report (see Attachment E) indicates a “High” risk rating for extreme precipitation (urban 
or riverine flooding) for the project location.  The proposed project proposes an increase in 
impervious area and tree removal at the WRRF site at 242 King Street.  These impacts will be 
mitigated for by the construction of stormwater management facilities designed to handle the 
100-yr storm event and the 2070, 50-yr storm event as required by the RMAT Climate Resilience 
Design Standards Tool Output Report.  Today, the 50-yr, 24-hour storm is 6.79 inches.  The 
current 100-yr, 24-hour storm is 7.65 inches.  With the SWMM-CAT tool the 2070, 50-yr, 24-hour 
rainfall ranges between 7.18 and 7.47 inches.  Since this is less than today’s 100-yr storm, the 
stormwater system can handle the future 50-yr storm since it can handle today’s 100-yr storm. 

Infiltration basins will be sued to meet peak attenuation, water quality and groundwater recharge 
requirements.  Compensatory flood storage will also be provided to ensure that there will be no 
downstream flooding impacts from the proposed alteration of existing 100-year floodplain 
regulated as BLSF under the MWPA. Furthermore, native trees and shrubs will be planted at the 
WRRF site to replace existing trees.  

Additionally, climate change is an important factor in the design of the new WRRF. Wastewater 
treatment facilities in New England are required to be designed in accordance with the TR-16 
Guide for the Design of Wastewater Treatment Works which are design guidelines for wastewater 
treatment facilities in New England and developed by New England Interstate Water Pollution 
Control Commission (NEIWPCC).  These guidelines require all infrastructure associated with 
wastewater projects to be constructed a minimum of three feet above the effective FEMA 100-
year floodplain elevation which is 211 FT NAVD 88 at the proposed WRRF site (242 King Street).  
Tank covers, lowest building floor elevation, and the effluent pumping station cover will be 
elevated to elevation 214 feet as required by the TR-16 Guide. The proposed pumping stations in 
the collection system are located outside of flood zones.  In compliance with TR-16, the plant 
includes redundant components in the event of system failures.  Additionally, the equalization 
tank at the head of the plant has been sized to handle peak events.  The project has taken all 
available measures to add resiliency components.  
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9.0 Public Involvement 
The Littleton Wastewater Expansion Project is within 1 mile radius of an EJ population in the 
neighboring Westford (see Section 6 above).  This EJ Population is listed as Block Group 3, Census 
Tract 3181, and has an EJ characteristic of Minority.  This EJ population is located downstream of 
the proposed WRRF as Beaver Brook flows through the EJ Population listed as Block Group 3, 
Census Tract 3181. This EJ population has been added to the email distribution list. The 
proponent will include the EJ group contacts as part of the email distribution list for upcoming 
MEPA submissions and public hearings that may occur as part of the project. The “Languages 
Spoken in Massachusetts” tab of the EJ Maps Viewer does not identify any languages spoken by 5 
percent or more of the EJ population within this block group, therefore any written 
communication distributed does not have to be translated.  

As agreed, upon with MEPA staff, a 14-day advance notification was provided to the community-
based organizations and tribal organizations that the LWD would be filing the SEIR on June 15 
(email sent May 27, 2022).  A link to the SEIR is provided to the same COBs as well as information 
about the MEPA consultation session once scheduled.  Any upcoming Town meetings for the 
proposed project will also be shared with the COB mailing list. 

Per MassDOT’s comment letter “Traffic delays associated with construction on King Street in 
Littleton will unavoidably impact all Littleton residents and will not be borne disproportionately 
by EJ populations.” Throughout the construction period, public notices will be displayed to notify 
residents, including this EJ Block Group, of upcoming construction. The contractor will be 
required to comply with all town and state requirements, including the MassDOT Access Permit.  

10.0 Alternatives Analysis 
10.1 Wastewater Resources Recovery Facility (WRRF) Siting Analysis for Off-
Site Alternatives 
The Needs Assessment included a site screening and ranking process utilized for identifying and 
evaluating properties within the Littleton town limits for their potential as a site for a new 
wastewater reclamation facility. The evaluation methodology included review of parcel 
characteristics such as: physical features of each parcel, ownership, and land uses, and 
comparison with the design criteria and site requirements for a future wastewater reclamation 
facility.  

Five sites were selected for further review based on their ranking criteria, as well as local 
knowledge by LWD.  Section 7 of the Needs Assessment describes the site screening and ranking 
process that was performed.  The Needs Assessment is available via this web 
link:  https://www.lelwd.com/sewer-department/.  

242 King Street (Preferred Site) 
This site is an 8.7 acre privately owned parcel located off of King Street, directly abutting the 
northbound side of Interstate 495 and directly across from the northbound on/off ramp. The 
parcel is located in the Merrimack Watershed, outside of municipal well zones of contribution, 
priority habitats, and Zone II areas. There are areas on the parcel that are categorized as wetlands 

https://www.lelwd.com/sewer-department/
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and flood zones, due to a portion of Beaver Brook running adjacent to the property line. Facilities 
could be constructed above the flood elevation. This site received additional 0.5 points in the 
ranking criterion for having an owner that reached out to the Town with interest in selling the 
land.   

This site is considered favorable due to its location between the service area, Littleton Common, 
and the groundwater recharge site at the Littleton High School, 56 King Street. It’s also favorable 
due to its close proximity to Interstate 495 for light delivery and sludge hauling off site which will 
reduce long term traffic impacts and for the owner’s willingness to sell the property.   

165 King Street 
This site is a 3.2 acre privately owned parcel in the Merrimack Watershed located off of King 
Street near a southbound on/off ramp to Interstate 495. The parcel is located outside of 
municipal well zones of contribution, priority habitats, and Zone II areas. A few portions of the 
parcel that abut Mill Pond (North Basin) fall within areas categorized as wetlands and flood 
zones. This site received a high score for its proximity to the groundwater recharge site at 56 King 
Street. This site was ultimately not selected due to its private ownership. The parcel is not 
currently for sale.  

Great Road (U05 2 1 & U05 3) 
This site is a combination of two privately owned parcels in the Concord/SuAsCo Watershed, with 
a combined acreage of 18.5 acres. The parcels are located off of Great Road in close proximity to 
Littleton Common. The parcels are outside of the municipal well zone of contribution, flood zones, 
and Zone II areas. A portion of the parcel falls within priority habitats and wetlands. This site was 
initially considered favorable due to its proximity to Littleton Common, however it was ultimately 
not selected due to its private ownership and far distance to the groundwater recharge site at 56 
King Street. 

36 King Street 
This site is a combination of two privately owned parcels that have a total acreage of 4.3 acres. 
The parcels directly abut Littleton High School, the location of the Town’s current wastewater 
reclamation facility and groundwater recharge site. The parcels fall within the Merrimack 
Watershed, and outside of municipal well zones of contribution, priority habitats, wetlands, flood 
zones, and Zone II areas. LWD initially viewed this site as favorable due to its proximity to the 
existing wastewater reclamation facility and groundwater recharge site. This site was ultimately 
not selected due to its private ownership. The parcel is not currently for sale.  

9 Ayer Road 
This site is a 5.2 acre privately owned parcel in the Merrimack Watershed, located off of King 
Street just north of Littleton High School. The parcel falls outside of municipal well zones of 
contribution, priority habitats, wetlands, flood zones, and Zone II areas.  This site was eliminated 
as of September 2020, the landowners are actively mining the property and constructing private 
homes.  

The WRRF siting analysis ultimately concluded that 242 King Street was the most favorable 
parcel. While some other parcels scored higher, one of the most important factors was the 
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feasibility for LWD to buy the property, if not already town-owned. The owner of 242 King Street 
was interested in selling the property to LWD within a reasonable timeframe that would work 
with the project schedule. In addition to its close proximity to the I-495 ramps, the 242 King 
Street site is centrally located between the service area and the effluent recharge site. As 
discussed in Section 1.4, Phases 2 and 4 identified in the Needs Assessment will no longer be 
sewered by LWD as there has been a significant shift in development in the Littleton Common 
District (Phase 1A). Therefore, potential WRRF sites located in close proximity to Phases 2 and 4 
that scored high in the siting analysis no longer rank as high.  Furthermore, although the 
development of this parcel for a new WRRF will result in alteration to wetland resource areas 
(i.e., BLSF and Riverfront Area), the proposed design is in full compliance with the performance 
standards of the MWPA and Regulations (310 CMR 10.00 et seq.) (see Section 3.2 above).  The 
proposed design avoids alteration of the locally jurisdictional 50-ft No Disturb Zone with the 
exception of 723 square feet for the proposed riprap pad and lowering the area below the new 
culvert from elevation 210.6 ft to 210.2 feet in order to have a constant slope down to the 
wetlands, which have an elevation of 210.0.  This design change was made as maintaining the 
210.6 elevation may cause water to back up between the culvert and the high point of 210.6 with 
potential to erode the driveway.  The proposed design meets the ten (10) Massachusetts 
Stormwater Standards with the exception of peak rate attenuation during the 2-year storm event.  
During the 2-year storm event there will be 0.1 cfs increase in peak discharge rate compared to 
existing conditions.  As discussed in more detail in the Stormwater Reports provided as part of 
the EENF/Proposed EIR, this minor increase in the peak discharge rate is due to a higher overall 
weighted CN for the drainage area that includes the strip of land along the entrance driveway and 
along infiltration basin BB2, and the private single family residential property.  Within this 
drainage area, there is no opportunity to construct stormwater management facilities to provide 
peak attenuation.   

11.0 Environmental Mitigation Measures 
11.1 Construction Measures 
The following summary of mitigation measures will be implemented to protect the downstream 
wetland resource areas during and after construction.  

Construction 
 Prior to commencement of construction, compost filter tubes and silt fence will be installed at 

the limits of work to prevent the transport of sediment to downstream wetlands and 
waterbodies during construction. Sedimentation controls will be inspected weekly and after all 
storm events of a ½ -inch or more of rain and repaired as needed.  The barrier will be left in 
place until the area is permanently stabilized.  Compost filter tubes will be replaced as 
necessary due to sediment build-up and degradation.   

 Stockpiled soils will be enclosed within compost filter tubes or silt fence or covered to prevent 
erosion or siltation into resource areas.  The sedimentation control will be inspected and 
repaired as noted above.  
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 The Contractor will apply for and obtain a Construction General Permit (CGP) from EPA 
pursuant to the NPDES program. The permit requires preparing and submitting a Notice of 
Intent (NOI) for Storm Water Discharges and Notice of Termination Form and preparation of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

 The Contractor will prepare an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan and submit to the 
Engineer for review and approval. Once approved by the Engineer, the Contractor will 
incorporate the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan into the SWPPP. 

 The Contractor will update the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan and the SWPPP as 
necessary so that the documents are always current in accordance with the NPDES regulations 
and describe erosion and sediment control and storm water pollution prevention at all 
locations of construction and for all activities of construction. 

 Topsoil will be stripped, stockpiled separately from the subsoil, and reused unless the area 
contains invasive species. At the Contractor's option, topsoil may be otherwise disposed of and 
replaced, when required, with approved topsoil of equal quality. 

 On slopes, the Contractor will provide against washouts by an approved method. Any washout 
which occurs will be regraded and reseeded until a good sod is established.  

 Work in and adjacent to wetland resource areas will proceed as rapidly as possible.  Limiting 
the exposure time of disturbed soils to wind and precipitation will minimize the soil erosion 
and subsequent sedimentation.  

 Periodic inspections will be made by the applicant to ensure compliance with the permit 
conditions. A resident engineer will be on site during construction activities.  

 Dewatering is anticipated for the force main and gravity sewer within existing streets. 
Removed water will be filtered (i.e., use of a portable sedimentation tank that removes 
suspended solids or other means of filtering) to remove sediment prior to discharge back into 
the ground. 

 Equipment staging, equipment refueling activities, and stockpiling will be located outside of 
resource areas and the 100-foot Buffer Zone.    

 Spill containment equipment (e.g., oil absorbent pads, oil absorbent materials, containment 
booms, shovels, etc.) will be stored in the equipment and refueling area in an easily accessible 
manner for use in the cleanup of accidental releases of fuel or other hazardous substances. 

Post Construction Measures  
The following summary of mitigation measures will be implemented to restore any short-term 
impacts that occur within and adjacent to wetland resource areas.  

 All disturbed soils will be permanently stabilized using seed.  Seeded areas will be 
maintained and re-seeded as necessary until 80 percent cover is achieved, and in paved 
areas, the pavement will be repaired.   
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 If restoration (seeding) occurs outside of the growing season, temporary stabilization 
measures (i.e., mulching or erosion control blankets) will be used to prevent erosion until 
areas can be seeded during the following growing season. 

 The erosion and sedimentation control barrier will not be removed until a vegetative cover 
dense enough to prevent erosion is established in the work area.  

11.2 Other Mitigation Measures 
Potential short-term impacts that may occur during construction include traffic, noise, air quality, 
and aesthetics. These impacts will be temporary and will cease once construction is completed.  
Typical mitigation measures for construction traffic, noise, and air quality are identified below. 

Traffic 
Mitigation measures will be necessary where traffic will be disrupted for the proposed sewer 
force and gravity mains to be constructed within existing streets.  Traffic management plans have 
been developed for Phase 1A and are included in Attachment G.  Traffic management plans will 
also be developed for Phases 1B and 2 during the final design. 

At the existing High School site, a construction traffic control plan to include fencing, signage, and 
parking restrictions will be developed and implemented to provide secure construction areas 
separate from daily operational employee/student and vehicular traffic.  

Noise 
There are no sensitive noise receptors in the vicinity of the proposed WRRF as the site area is 
bordered by Route 495 to the north and west, King Street to the south, and Beaver Brook and 
associated wetlands to the east.  The High School property however is bordered by private homes 
to the north and west. 

As a course of good practice however, noise levels will be mitigated by using new or well-
maintained equipment with standard intake/exhaust mufflers and engine jackets.  In addition to 
these mitigation measures, if it is determined during construction that additional mitigation is 
required, the following mitigation measures could also be applied: 

 Require the contractor to use the most quiet and practical construction techniques, such as 
replacing standard pile drivers with vibratory or sonic drivers to eliminate noise from the 
hammer hitting the sheeting.  

 Make stationary equipment, such as pumps, generators, and compressors, quieter by using 
mufflers and enclosures; and 

 Restrict construction activities to daytime hours. 

Air Quality 
Construction activities, such as site clearing, excavation, grading, and fill placement can generate 
airborne dust (suspended particulate matter), however these impacts are expected to be 
temporary and can be controlled with mitigation measures such as regular watering of active 
construction areas, street sweeping, and covering truck beds containing soil material.  These 
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mitigation measures should significantly reduce fugitive dust impacts to an acceptable level and 
air quality standards are not expected to be exceeded.  

Asbestos 
A pre-demolition hazardous building assessment (HBMA) for the barn structure located at 242 
King Street and to be demolished as part of the proposed project was performed on February 8, 
2022, by Tighe & Bond’s Massachusetts licensed asbestos inspector Francisco J. Rodrigues 
(AI040131).  A HBMA type survey is required prior to any type of building or structure 
demolition to identify and quantify asbestos containing building material (ACM) which may be 
impacted by the demolition activities.  The HBMA showed that the barn building has exterior 
asbestos cement shingles and asbestos cement panel (Transite).  The ACMs identified at barn 
structure must be removed by a licensed asbestos abatement contractor, utilizing trained and 
licensed personnel prior to demolition or any activity that has the potential to disturb these 
materials. A project specific asbestos abatement technical specification for the removal of ACM 
will be developed for Phase 1A by a Massachusetts licensed asbestos project designer and 
address regulatory requirements, notification procedures, insurance considerations, air sampling 
needs and other pertinent information. Abatement activities must be subject to a passing post 
abatement visual inspection by an asbestos monitoring firm not affiliated with the abatement 
contractor.  

The assessment also showed that paint coatings on the barn structure contain several heavy 
metals, including lead. These results will be communicated to workers whose activities have 
potential to disturb the paint and may exceed the Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) as 
established by OSHA. With this information, the Contractor can also identify demolition methods 
that reduce or eliminate worker exposure. For demolition work involving lead, the Contractor 
will be held in compliance to the Federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutant Standards (NESHAPs) regulation governed by MassDEP which prohibits airborne 
emissions from any construction/demolition activity. To achieve this, the use of engineering 
controls to control dusts and measures to protect soils from contamination of paint, paint dust or 
debris resulting from their demolition activity will be necessary. With respect to disposal 
management, the painted wood system was subject to the EPA’s Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) sampling to determine if the painted/coated wood waste stream needs to be 
managed as hazardous or non-hazardous painted solid waste. TCLP testing is often performed 
during the demolition phase while the waste stream is being generated. TCLP is a chemical 
analysis process used to determine whether there are hazardous elements present in a specific 
waste. The test involves a simulation of leaching through a landfill and can provide a rating that 
can prove whether or not the waste could be dangerous to the environment. Analytical results 
reported concentrations of heavy metals well below EPA threshold limits. Based on the sample 
results, painted components comprising the proposed demolition waste stream would likely not 
be subject to hazardous waste disposal nor hazardous waste regulatory requirements. T 

11.3 Best Management Practices 
An erosion and sedimentation control plan will be developed and incorporated into the 
construction specifications to minimize temporary impacts to downgradient wetlands and 
waterways during the construction of the project by minimizing erosion and sedimentation.  The 
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plan incorporates Best Management Practices (BMPs) specified in guidelines developed by the 
MassDEP and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and complies with the requirements of 
the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges from Construction Activities.  All control 
measures will be installed and maintained in accordance with details that will be provided on 
design plans and the manufacturer's specifications.  Proper implementation of the erosion and 
sedimentation control plan (developed for construction) and the long-term Operation and 
Maintenance Plan will mitigate potential adverse impacts to water quantity and quality and 
ensure compliance with federal state and local permit regulations and performance standards.  

12.0 Draft Section 61 Findings 
12.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to identify and present the mitigation measures and Draft Section 
61 Findings as part of the SEIR. Draft Section 61 Findings are outlined in the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) Regulations 301 CMR 11.07, in accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, 
section 61 for all State agency actions. These regulations require that each agency, department, 
board, commission and authority of the Commonwealth “review, evaluate, and determine the 
impact on the natural environment of all works, project or activities conducted by them and shall 
use all practicable means and measures to minimize damage to the environment.” The regulation 
also states that, “Any determination made by an agency of the Commonwealth shall include a 
finding describing the environmental impact, if any, of the project and a finding that all feasible 
measures have been taken to avoid or minimize said impact.” 
The SEIR is required as part of the Certificate of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental 
Affairs to include a separate chapter on mitigation measures associated with the SEIR and that 
this chapter also includes Draft Section 61 Findings for all state agency actions. The Draft Section 
61 Findings shall contain a clear commitment to implement mitigation, an estimate of the 
individual costs of the proposed mitigation, identification of the parties responsible for 
implementing the mitigation, and a schedule for the implementation of mitigation. 

12.2 Draft 61 Findings for State Agency Actions 
The anticipated State agency actions are listed below. These actions summarize permits and 
approvals that will be required for implementation of the preferred alternative. 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) - National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Permitting Program (as applicable), under 40 CFR Chapter 1, Section 
122.26 (15) for NPDES Stormwater Permit for Construction Activities and review of 
developed Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (Phases 1A, 1B, and 2). 

 Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) approval of the 
SEIR (Phases 1A, 1B, and 2). 

 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) - Ground Water 
Discharge Permit Program, pursuant to M.G.L. c. 21 s. 43 and its regulations at 314 CMR 
5.00, Individual Permit for Groundwater Discharge from Sewerage Treatment Plant (BRP 
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WP 79) for facility that discharges 10,000 gallons per day (gpd) or more into the ground 
(Phases 1A, 1B, and 2). 

 MassDEP Sewer extensions are subject to state requirements in 314 CMR 7.00 based on 
their length. Note that sewer extension projects that obtain a Project Approval Certificate 
from MassDEP’s Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program are exempt from permitting 
requirements, due to MassDEP’s detailed review before the certificate is issued. Design 
plans for all phases funded by the State Revolving Fund will undergo MassDEP review and 
comment prior to receiving approval to advertise for construction bids.  

 A MassDOT State Highway Permit application for work along state routes 2A and 119 is 
required for all project phases (Phases 1A, 1B, and 2). 

 MassDEP - Air Quality Permit/Compliance with the Environmental Results Program 
Certification of the pertinent equipment is required within 60 days of startup under the 
Environmental Results Program (Phases 1A, 1B, and 2).  

 MassDEP - Air Quality Permits (as applicable), BWP AQ 04 - Asbestos Removal Notification 
that may be required for Asbestos removal as part of the barn removal in Phase 1A and 
BWP AQ 06 Construction/Demolition Notification also in Phase 1A. 

 Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) - Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) and M.G.L. Chapter 9, Sections 26-27c, as amended by Chapter 
254 of the Acts of 1988 (950 CMR 71.00) approval for construction of the new WRRF at 242 
King Street (Phase 1A). 

 Littleton Conservation Commission – An Orders of Conditions for each Phase for work 
within the BLSF, Riverfront Area, and 100-foot buffer zone, per the wetland regulations at 
310 CMR 10.00 and local wetlands bylaw. 

 Littleton Planning Board – Site Plan Review/Special Permit for the construction of the new 
WRRF at 242 King Street within local Water Resource Overlay Districts (Phase 1A). 

 Town of Littleton building permit for the construction of the WRRF in Phase 1A. 

 Littleton Historical Commission – Approval for the demolition of the existing barn structure 
under Littleton’s Demolition By-Law (Phase 1A). 

12.3 Project Schedule 
The Project includes three construction phases, to take place over approximately 15 years and 
includes construction of a WRRF and an effluent recharge area at the Littleton High which will 
allow the LWD to construct Phases 1A, 1B, and 2 (formerly Phase 3) of the expanded wastewater 
collection system. Construction of Phase 1A will begin in late summer/fall of 2022 and is 
anticipated to have a construction period of approximately 18 months.  Phases 1A and 2 will 
commence approximately five years following the completion of the previous phase.  
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12.4 Summary ofSection 61 Findings 
TheSection 61 Findings provide an overview of the mitigation program for implementation of all 
phases of the Project, describing measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate identified impacts 
to the maximum extent practicable.  LWD is recommending a traditional wastewater program 
that includes installing sewer pipes, pumping stations and a centralized treatment facility. Other 
than the new WRRF, most of the construction will occur within previously disturbed areas such 
as existing roadways, some pumping stations will be outside of town and state roads.  Careful 
layout of facilities was conducted to minimize impacts to the environment.  Most impacts are 
construction-related and temporary.  The most significant post-construction impact is beneficial –
by removing Title 5 systems from Littleton and treating wastewater at a centralized facility. This 
promotes the removal of nitrogen in groundwater and protects potential impacts to drinking 
water. 

Mitigation measures for the project were developed and presented in Section 11. Additional 
mitigation measures are also described herein that pertain to the potential long-term impacts of 
the proposed facilities.  The mitigation measures described in these findings apply to all three 
phases of construction (1A, 1B, and 2) and are split into the following broad areas of concern: 

 General Environmental Protection 

• Resiliency 

• Climate Change  

 Environmental Justice Populations 

 Land Disturbance 

 Public Health 

 Noise and Vibration 

 Air Quality and Dust 

• Vehicle emissions 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

 Vegetation 

 Traffic and Public Safety 

 Water Quality, Wetlands, and Floodplain 

 Significant Historical or Archaeological Resources 

 Materials Management, Construction Debris, Solid Waste and Recycling 

 Management of Hazardous Materials 
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12.5 Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

General Environmental Protection 

The Contractor will be required to comply with all 
applicable federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations concerning environmental pollution 
control and abatement. 

LWD, Design Engineers, and Construction 
Contractors 

The Contractor will be notified in writing of any non-
compliance of environmentally objectionable acts. 
After receipt of such notice, the Contractor will be 
required to take corrective action. If the Contractor 
fails or refuses to comply promptly, the Town may 
issue an order stopping all or part of the work until 
satisfactory corrective action has been taken. 

Construction Contractor 

Prior to commencement of the work, the Contractor 
will meet with the LWD to develop mutual 
understandings relative to compliance with these 
provisions and administration of the environmental 
pollution control programs. 

Construction Contractor, LWD 

Throughout the performance of the work required, 
the Contractor will be subject to environmental 
inspections of his/her equipment, routine daily 
operations, and environmental protection 
procedures. 

Construction Contractors and Resident Engineers/ 
Inspectors 

At the completion of the work, a joint final field 
inspection will be made by the Town and the 
Contractor. 

Town, Construction Contractors and Resident 
Engineers 

The Contractor will not be permitted to use 
procedures, activities, or operations that may 
adversely impact the natural environment to the 
extent practicable or the public health and safety. 

Construction Contractors 

For the duration of each contract, facilities 
constructed for pollution control will be maintained as 
long as the operations creating the particular 
pollutant are being carried out or until the material 
concerned has become stabilized to the extent that 
pollution is no longer being created. 

LWD 

Structures and pipelines will be designed to minimize 
impacts to environmental resources wherever 
feasible.   

Design Engineers 

The town plans to adopt land use controls to limit 
growth by requiring a property to meet Title 5 
requirements before it can be further developed, 
regardless of whether it is served by municipal sewer 
or an on-site septic system. This type of land use 
control will prevent existing unbuildable lots from 
becoming buildable as a result of new sewer service.   

LWD 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

Resiliency and Climate Change 

Base floor elevation to be 3 ft above FEMA Base Flood 
Elevation for WRRF and Wastewater Pumping Stations Design Engineers 

Waterproof Manhole Structures will be used Design Engineers 

Tree Replacement at WRRF Site (242 King Street) Design Engineers 

Stormwater Management Facilities designed to meet 
year 2070, 50-yr storm event Design Engineers 

Environmental Justice Populations 

Ensure effluent Recharge Facility meets the 
requirements of 314 CMR 5.00 to protect Public 
Health for identified EJ Population 

Design Engineers 

Compensatory flood storage will be provided to 
ensure that there will be no downstream flooding 
impacts from the proposed new treatment plant 
construction. 

Design Engineers 

Traffic management plans will be generated during 
the design phase to mitigate traffic impacts Construction Contractors 

Land Disturbance 

Long term post construction control and management 
of Phragmites within the stormwater basin and 
project limits. 

LWD 

The Contractor will not be permitted to enter or 
occupy private land outside of easements, except by 
written permission of the landowner and the Town. 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will be responsible for the 
preservation of all public and private property and 
must use every precaution necessary to prevent 
damage thereto, to the extent practicable. If direct or 
indirect damage is done to public or private property 
by or on account of any act, omission, neglect, or 
misconduct in the execution of the work on the part 
of the Contractor, the Contractor will be required to 
restore such property to a condition similar or equal 
to that existing before the damage was done. 

Construction Contractors 

No work will be permitted within permanent 
easements which may be required for pumping 
stations until written authorization is provided by the 
Town. 

Construction Contractors 

Work areas will be restored to conditions that existed 
prior to construction. Land resources within the 
project boundaries and outside the limits of 
permanent work will be restored to a condition, after 
completion of construction that will appear to be 
natural and not detract from the appearance of the 
project. All construction activities will be confined to 
areas shown on the contract drawings. 

Construction Contractors 

The locations of the Contractor's storage and 
temporary buildings will be cleared portions of the job 
site and will require written approval of the Engineer. 
These sites will not be within wetlands or floodplains. 
The preservation of the landscape will be a 
consideration in the selection of all such sites. 

Construction Contractors 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

All signs of temporary construction facilities such as 
haul roads, work areas, structures, stockpiles of 
excess or waste materials, or any other vestiges of 
construction will be removed by the Contractor. 

Construction Contractors 

All areas disturbed by the installation and removal of 
groundwater control systems and observation wells 
will be restored to their original condition. 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will assume full responsibility for the 
protection of all buildings, structures, pavement, 
sidewalks, curbing, driveway aprons, fencing, 
landscaping, and utilities, public or private, including 
poles, signs, services to buildings, utilities in the 
street, gas pipes, water pipes, hydrants, sewers, 
drains and electric and telephone cables, whether or 
not they are shown on the contract drawings. If 
necessary, curbing, driveway aprons and fencing will 
be removed and restored or replaced after backfilling. 
All existing facilities damaged by the construction will 
be promptly replaced with material equal to that 
existing prior to construction to the satisfaction of the 
Town. 

Construction Contractors 

Topsoil will be stripped, stockpiled, and reused from 
grassed areas crossed by trenches. At the Contractor's 
option, topsoil may be otherwise disposed of and 
replaced, when required, with approved topsoil of 
equal quality. 

Construction Contractors 

When designing and laying out facilities, clearing and 
grading and alteration of natural topography will be 
minimized. 

Design Engineers 

Noise and Vibration 

The Contractor will be required to make every effort 
to minimize noises caused by the operations. 
Equipment will be equipped with silencers or mufflers 
designed to operate with the least possible noise level 
in compliance with state and federal regulations and 
Town of Littleton regulations, whichever are more 
stringent. 

Construction Contractors 

During construction, the following measures will be 
used to control noise: 1) loud pieces of equipment will 
be substituted with quieter equipment, 2) effective 
intake and exhaust mufflers will be used on internal 
combustion engines, and 3) truck loading, unloading, 
and hauling operations will be conducted in a manner 
that keeps noise and vibration to a minimum. 

Construction Contractors 

Effective intake and exhaust mufflers must be used on 
internal combustion engines. Construction Contractors 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

All equipment to be installed, unless specified 
otherwise in the Technical Specifications, will be 
designed to ensure that the sound pressure level does 
not exceed 85 decibels over a frequency range of 37.8 
to 9600 cycles per second at a distance of three feet 
from any portion of the equipment, under any load 
condition, when tested using standard equipment and 
methods.  Noise levels will include the noise from the 
motor.  Mufflers or external baffles will not be 
acceptable for the purpose of reducing post-
construction noise.  Outdoor equipment at the pumps 
stations is anticipated to be limited to odor control 
fans and the standby generator, which will be located 
within an enclosure. 

Design Engineers 

Air Quality and Dust 

The Contractor will perform dust control operations, 
in an approved manner, whenever a nuisance or 
hazard occurs or when directed by the Engineer, even 
though other work on the project may be suspended. 

Construction Contractors 

Methods of controlling dust will meet all air pollutant 
standards as set forth by federal and state regulatory 
agencies. 

Construction Contractors 

All road surfaces will be broomed clean after 
backfilling. Construction Contractors 

Paved streets adjacent to work areas will be swept 
regularly. Construction Contractors 

Dump trucks will be covered with tarpaulins and have 
tightly fitting tailgates. Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will be required to maintain all 
excavations, embankments, stockpiles, access roads, 
plant sites, waste areas, borrow areas, and all other 
work areas within or outside the project boundaries 
free from dust which could cause the standards for air 
pollution to be exceeded, and which would cause a 
hazard or nuisance to others. 

Construction Contractors 

Dust control will be generally accomplished by the use 
of water. An approved method of stabilization 
consisting of sprinkling or other similar methods will 
be permitted. Calcium chloride may be used if 
permitted by the Engineer and the Town. The use of 
petroleum products is prohibited. 

Construction Contractors 

Sprinkling will be repeated at such intervals as to keep 
all parts of the disturbed area at least damp, and the 
Contractor must have sufficient competent 
equipment on the job to accomplish this if sprinkling 
is used. 

Construction Contractors 

Where necessary, carbon filters will be installed at the 
pumping stations to control odors. Design Engineers 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

Vehicle Emissions 

Install an emission control device on each piece of 
diesel construction equipment to reduce emissions, 
including a diesel oxidation catalyst (DOC) or diesel 
particulate filter (DPF). Requires that a verified DOC 
be installed on the equipment. 

Construction Contractors 

Ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel [sulfur content less 
than 15 parts per million (ppm)] in all diesel-fired 
construction equipment. 

Construction Contractors 

Prohibit motor vehicle engines from idling more than 
five minutes (in compliance with the Massachusetts 5-
minute idle law, 310 CMR 7.11), unless the engine is 
being used to operate a lift or refrigeration unit. 

Construction Contractors 

Contractors will be required to comply with the 
Massachusetts Diesel Retrofit Program and the Clean 
Construction Initiative.  These provisions will be 
included in construction specifications. 

Design Engineers 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Demonstrate new tree planting Design Engineer 

Minimize building footprint Design Engineer 

Minimize energy use through proper building 
orientation and use of appropriate landscaping (e.g., 
trees for shading paved areas or southern facing 
facades) 

Design Engineer 

Building Design, Construction, and Operation 

Building Envelope 

Improve building envelope through higher R-value 
insulation in walls, roof, and if appropriate, basement 
walls and ceiling 

LWD, Design Engineers 

Conduct inspection and comprehensive air sealing of 
building envelope to minimize air leakage LWD, Design Engineers 

Install lower U-value windows to improve envelope 
performance  LWD, Design Engineers 

Incorporate window glazing to balance and optimize 
daylighting, heat loss and solar heat gain performance LWD, Design Engineers 

Evaluate use of high-albedo roofing materials to 
reduce heat absorption LWD, Design Engineers 

Maximize interior daylighting through floor plates, 
and use of skylights, clerestories and light wells LWD, Design Engineers 

Building Mechanical Systems and Lighting 

Prevent over-sizing of HVAC or other equipment by 
sizing only after efficiency measures have been 
incorporated to reduce Heating, Ventilating, and Air 
Conditioning (HVAC), lighting and other electrical 
loads 

LWD, Design Engineers 

Install high-efficiency HVAC systems and premium 
efficiency motors LWD, Design Engineers 

Use demand control ventilation LWD, Design Engineers 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

Use energy efficient boilers, heaters, furnaces, 
incinerators, or generators LWD, Design Engineers 

Seal and leak-check all supply air ductwork  LWD, Design Engineers 

Incorporate motion sensors into lighting, daylighting, 
and climate controls LWD, Design Engineers 

Use efficient, directed exterior lighting, such as LED 
technology LWD, Design Engineers 

Install high efficiency lighting, including compact 
fluorescent lamps (CFLs) and LED technology as 
appropriate 

LWD, Design Engineers 

Provide automated energy management control 
system with the capacity to:  
Adjust and maintain set points and schedules  
Indicate alarms and problems  
Provide information on trends and operating history  
Operate mechanical and lighting systems to minimize 
overall energy usage  

LWD, Design Engineers 

Water Conservation 

Plant only native species that need minimal watering 
and/or use xeriscaping  Design Engineer 

Materials 

Use building materials that are extracted and/or 
manufactured within the region  LWD, Design Engineers 

Use low volatile organic compound (VOC) adhesives, 
sealants, paints, carpets, and wood  LWD, Design Engineers 

Energy Information (Data Acquisition)  
Track energy performance of building and develop 
strategy to maintain efficiency by using VFDs and 
SCADA. 

LWD and Design Engineers 

Conduct 3rd party building commissioning to ensure 
energy performance  LWD, Design Engineers 

Other Industrial Process Systems and/or Facilities 

Specify and procure most efficient equipment Design Engineers 

Include sufficient metering and controls for real-time 
monitoring and optimization of the process 
operations  

LWD, Design Engineers 

Construction Period Emissions 

Implement a construction waste management plan  Construction Contractors 

Implement and enforce no-idling policies  Design Engineers, Construction Contractors 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

Vegetation 

Outside of areas requiring earthwork for the 
construction of new facilities, the Contractor will not 
deface, injure, or destroy trees or shrubs, nor remove 
or cut them without prior approval. No ropes, cables, 
or guys will be fastened or attached to any existing 
nearby trees for anchorage unless specifically 
authorized by the Engineer. Where such special 
emergency use is permitted, the trunk will first be 
wrapped with a sufficient thickness of burlap or rags 
over which softwood cleats can be tied before rope, 
cable, or wire is placed. The Contractor will be 
responsible for any damage resulting from such use. 

Construction Contractors 

Trees will be protected by placing boards, planks, or 
poles around them where they may possibly be 
defaced, bruised, injured, or otherwise damaged by 
the Contractor's operations. 

Construction Contractors 

Any trees or other landscape feature scarred or 
damaged by the Contractor's equipment or 
operations will be restored as nearly as possible to its 
original condition. 

Construction Contractors 

Any trees or other landscape feature scarred or 
damaged by the Contractor's equipment or 
operations will be restored as nearly as possible to its 
original condition. 

Construction Contractors 

All scars made on trees by equipment, construction 
operations, or by the removal of limbs larger than 1-in 
in diameter will be coated as soon as possible with an 
approved tree wound dressing. All trimming or 
pruning will be performed in an approved manner by 
experienced workmen with saws or pruning shears. 

Construction Contractors 

Clearing operations shall be conducted in a manner to 
prevent falling trees from damaging trees designated 
to remain. 

Construction Contractors 

Trees that are to remain that are subsequently 
damaged by the Contractor and are beyond saving in 
the opinion of the Engineer will be removed and 
replaced. 

Construction Contractors, Resident Engineers 

Areas outside easements or limits of clearing will be 
protected from damage and no equipment or 
materials shall be stored in these areas. 

Construction Contractors 

All tree trunks, limbs, roots, stumps, brush, foliage, 
other vegetation, and objectionable material will be 
removed from the site and disposed of in an approved 
manner. 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will be responsible for placing sod, 
topsoil, fertilizer, seed, and mulch, and maintaining all 
seeded and sodded areas. Seeding will be required 
where grass existed prior to construction including all 
areas disturbed by installing service connections. 

Construction Contractors 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

Loam will be fertile, natural soil, typical of the locality, 
free from large stones, roots, sticks, clay, peat, weeds, 
and sod and obtained from naturally well drained 
areas.  It will not be excessively acid or alkaline nor 
contain toxic material harmful to plant growth. 
Stockpiled topsoil may be used where available. 

Construction Contractors 

Seed will be from the same or previous year's crop; 
each variety of seed will have a percentage of 
germination not less than 90, a percentage of purity 
of not less than 85, and will have not more than one 
percent weed content and contain no noxious weed 
seed. 

Construction Contractors 

The seed will be furnished and delivered premixed in 
the proportions specified above. Seed shall be 
delivered in accordance with USDA Rules and 
Regulations under the Federal Seed Act and 
applicable state seed laws. 

Construction Contractors 

Mulch will be a specially processed cellulose fiber 
containing no growth or germination-inhibiting 
factors. 

Construction Contractors 

Sod will be as grown by an established sod grower, as 
approved by the Engineer and will consist of the 
following grasses: 

Construction Contractors, Resident Engineers 

Sod will be vigorous, well rooted, healthy turf, free 
from insect pests, disease, weeds, other grasses, 
stones, bare spots, burned spots and any other 
harmful or deleterious matter. Sod shall be machine 
stripped at a uniform soil thickness of approximately 1 
in and not less than 3/4 in. 

Construction Contractors 

Loam shall be placed to a minimum depth of 6 inches. 
Where loam exists prior to construction in depths 
greater than 6 inches, it will be replaced to the full 
depth. 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will keep all seeded areas watered and 
in good condition, reseeding if and when necessary, 
until a good, healthy, uniform growth is established 
over the entire area seeded. 

Construction Contractors 

On slopes, the Contractor will provide against 
washouts by an approved method. Any washout 
which occurs will be regraded and reseeded until a 
good sod is established. 

Construction Contractors 

Topsoil stripped from construction areas will be 
segregated from subsoils.  Topsoil will be stockpiled in 
approved areas and reused onsite. 

Construction Contractors 

In sections where a pipeline passes through grassed 
areas, the disturbed area will be loamed and seeded. Construction Contractors 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

Traffic and Public Safety 

Adequately safeguard all open excavations by 
providing temporary barricades, caution signs, lights, 
and other means to prevent accidents to persons and 
damage to property. Provide suitable and safe bridges 
and other crossings for accommodating travel by 
pedestrians and workmen.  The length or size of 
excavation will be controlled by the particular 
surrounding conditions but will always be confined to 
the limits prescribed by the Engineer.  If the 
excavation becomes a hazard, or if it excessively 
restricts traffic at any point, the Engineer may require 
special construction procedures such as limiting the 
length of the open trench or prohibiting stacking 
excavated material in the street. 

Construction Contractors 

Take precautions to prevent injury to the public. 
Provide adequate light at all trenches, excavated 
material, equipment, or other obstacles, which could 
be dangerous to the public at night. Night watchmen 
may be required where special hazards exist, or police 
protection provided for traffic while work is in 
progress. 

Construction Contractors 

Unless permission to close a street is received in 
writing from the Littleton Police Department, place all 
excavated material so that vehicular and pedestrian 
traffic may be maintained at all times. If the 
Contractor's operations cause traffic hazards, repair 
the road surface, provide temporary ways, erect 
wheel guards or fences, or take other measures for 
safety satisfactory to the Engineer. 

Construction Contractors 

Detours around construction will be subject to the 
approval of the Engineer, the Littleton Police 
Department and MassDOT (for work on state 
roadways). Where detours are permitted, provide all 
necessary barricades and signs as required to divert 
the flow of traffic. 

LWD, Design Engineers 

Under each construction contract, the Contractor will 
submit a traffic management plan for review and 
approval prior to any work commencing within the 
right of way. This plan will include phased plans 
showing the setup, number, and width of open lanes 
and a schedule for approval by the Engineer. Any 
detours will also be shown. 

Construction Contractors 

Expedite construction operations while traffic is 
detoured. Periods when traffic is being detoured will 
be strictly controlled by the Town. 

Construction Contractors, LWD 

All streets not subject to special restrictions may be 
closed between 7:00 AM and 4:00 PM subject to the 
approval of the Littleton Police Department. 

Construction Contractors 

Affected property owners must be notified by the 
Contractor 48 hours prior to road closures or any 
work that will interfere with access to their residences 
or places of business. Residents will be provided 
access to their properties at all times. 

Construction Contractors 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

Work on roads in the immediate vicinity of schools 
must be performed either during school summer 
vacation or during restricted hours, subject to the 
approval of the Town. 

Construction Contractors 

Emergency vehicles and school buses will be provided 
access to all streets at all times. Construction Contractors 

All streets shall be plated, as necessary, every night. 
No open excavations will be allowed after working 
hours. 

Construction Contractors 

All traffic control work performed by the Contractor 
must be in accordance with the Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).  

Construction Contractors 

LWD will work with MassDOT to develop a plan for 
working within Routes 2A and 119 that satisfies the 
needs of residents while complying with MassDOT 
standard requirements for work in state roadways. 

LWD, Design Engineers 

No open excavations on roadways will be allowed 
after working hours. Construction Contractors 

Water Quality and Wetlands 

Necessary permits required for proper execution of 
the project will be obtained prior to commencement 
of work. A copy of each permit will be submitted to 
the Engineer. 

LWD, Design Engineers, Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will apply for and obtain a 
Construction General Permit (CGP) from EPA pursuant 
to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) program. The permit requires 
preparing and submitting a Notice of Intent (NOI) for 
Storm Water Discharges and Notice of Termination 
Form and preparation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will update the SWPPP as necessary so 
that the documents are always current in accordance 
with the NPDES regulations and describe erosion and 
sediment control and storm water pollution 
prevention at all locations of construction and for all 
activities of construction. 

Construction Contractors 

The requirements of any applicable Littleton 
Conservation Commission Order of Conditions for 
each phase of construction will be followed.  
Preconstruction meetings will be held with the 
Conservation Agent for each phase of construction. 

LWD, Design Engineers, Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will submit a dewatering plan for 
review and approval by the Conservation Commission 
prior to the start of work for each phase of 
construction. The plan will include the methods and 
discharge points proposed to be used by the 
Contractor. The Contractor will be required to retain 
the services of a Professional Engineer registered in 
Massachusetts to prepare dewatering and drainage 
system designs and submittals. 

Construction Contractors 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

The Contractor will submit the location of proposed 
stockpile areas to the Conservation Commission for 
approval prior to the start of work.  

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will have a copies of the Order of 
Conditions and the approved SWPPPs on-site at all 
times. 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will take sufficient precautions during 
construction to minimize the runoff of polluting 
substances such as silt, clay, fuels, oils, bitumens and 
calcium chloride into the supplies and surface waters 
of the state. Special precautions will be taken in the 
use of construction equipment to prevent operations 
which promote erosion. 

Construction Contractors 

Disposal of drainage will be in an area approved by 
LWD. Drainage will not be disposed of until silt and 
other sedimentary materials have been removed. 
Particular care will be taken to prevent the discharge 
of unsuitable drainage to a water supply, surface 
water body, or other resource area. 

Construction Contractors 

Staked compost logs will be provided at points where 
drainage from the work site leaves the site, to reduce 
the sediment content of the water. Sufficient compost 
logs will be provided such that all flow will filter 
through the hay. Other methods which reduce the 
sediment content to an equal or greater degree may 
be used as approved by the Engineer. 

Construction Contractors 

When excavating in wetlands or floodplain, where no 
temporary diversion structure is required, excavated 
material will be placed on the uphill side of the 
trench/excavation so that the trench/excavation 
serves as a barrier between the excavated material 
and the wetland or floodplain. 

Construction Contractors 

Erosion and sedimentation control will be installed 
prior to site preparation activities. The Contractor will 
be required to contact the Littleton Conservation 
Agent to inspect siltation controls prior to excavation. 

Construction Contractors 

All work will be scheduled and conducted in a manner 
that will minimize the erosion of soils in the area of 
the work.  Erosion control measures will be provided 
as required to prevent silting and muddying of 
streams, rivers, impoundments, lakes, etc. 

Construction Contractors 

Offsite surface water will be diverted around the site, 
to a downstream channel ahead of siltation barriers. 
Ditches around construction areas will also be used to 
carry away water resulting from dewatering of 
excavated areas. At the completion of the work, 
ditches will be backfilled, and the ground surface 
restored to original condition. 

Construction Contractors 

Water that has been used for washing or processing, 
or that contains oils or sediments that will reduce the 
quality of the water in a surface water body, will not 
be directly returned to the water body.  Such waters 
will be diverted through a settling basin or filter 
before being directed into water bodies. 

Construction Contractors 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

The Contractor will not discharge water from 
dewatering operations directly into any live or 
intermittent stream, channel, wetlands, surface water 
or any storm water. Water from dewatering 
operations will be treated by filtration, settling basins, 
or other approved method to reduce the amount of 
sediment contained in the water to allowable levels. 
Dewatering hose intakes will be kept off the bottom 
of the trench to minimize the pumping of silt. 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will repair any damage caused by 
dewatering and drainage system operations. Construction Contractors 

Existing or new sanitary sewers will not be used to 
dispose of drainage unless written permission is 
obtained from the Town. 

Construction Contractors 

Crushed stone for sediment filtration devices, access 
ways and staging areas will conform to Mass Highway 
Department "Standards and Specifications for 
Highways and Bridges" Section M2.01.3. 

Construction Contractors 

Filter bags will be placed in catch basins that 
discharge into wetlands, water supply or surface 
water bodies. 

Construction Contractors 

Straw mulch will be utilized on all newly graded areas 
to protect areas against washouts and erosion. Construction Contractors 

Silt fences will be positioned as necessary to prevent 
off site movement of sediment. Construction Contractors 

Staging areas and access ways, which in the opinion of 
the Engineer will erode due to truck traffic, will be 
surfaced with a minimum depth of 4 in of crushed 
stone. 

Construction Contractors, Resident Engineers 

The Contractor will visually inspect all sedimentation 
control devices once per week and promptly after 
every rainstorm. If such inspection reveals that 
additional measures are needed to prevent 
movement of sediment to offsite areas, the 
Contractor will promptly install additional devices as 
needed. Sediment controls in need of maintenance 
will be repaired promptly. 

Construction Contractors 

Where silt fence is used, accumulated sediment will 
be removed once it builds up to 1/2 of the height of 
the fabric. Damaged fabric will be replaced or patched 
with a 2 ft minimum overlap. Other repairs will be 
made as necessary to ensure that the fence is filtering 
all runoff directed to the fence. 

Construction Contractors 

Temporary mulch will be applied to areas where 
rough grading has been completed but final grading is 
not anticipated to begin within 30 days. 

Construction Contractors 

Once the site has been fully stabilized against erosion, 
sediment control devices and all accumulated silt will 
be removed and disposed of in a proper manner. 

Construction Contractors 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  

All preventative measures will be taken to avoid the 
spillage of petroleum products and other pollutants. 
Routine vehicle and equipment maintenance and 
refueling will only occur in designated areas located 
more than 100-feet from wetland resource areas. At 
each staging area, spill clean-up equipment (shovels, 
brooms, absorbent pads and materials) will be 
maintained for use in the event of an accidental spill. 

Construction Contractors 

All fuel, oil, solvents, etc. will be stored in original 
containers or in containers manufactured for storing 
such material that are clearly labeled as to the 
contents of the container. Fuel, oil and other 
potentially hazardous materials will be kept secured 
in a locked storage locker designed and properly 
vented for storing such material. Copies of Safety 
Data Sheets (formerly “MSDSs”) for all applicable 
materials will be maintained at the construction site 
and will be readily accessible for employees or 
inspection officials. 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will immediately clean up any and all 
spills of fuel, oil, or other potentially hazardous 
materials. Any and all reportable spills will be 
reported to the proper authorities (Littleton Fire 
Department, Board of Health, MassDEP, and others as 
applicable). 

Construction Contractors 

Wherever feasible, wetland resource areas and 
associated buffer zones were avoided when laying out 
the project.  The majority of work will take place 
within roadways. 

Design Engineers 

Any permanent structures constructed as part of the 
project in areas requiring review of the Littleton 
Conservation Commission, including the proposed 
wastewater resource recovery facility site, will be 
designed to comply with MassDEP’s Stormwater 
Standards.   

Design Engineers 

Cultural Resources 

Conduct intensive (locational) archaeological survey 
at 242 King Street. Historic and Archeologic Subcontractor to LWD 

Comply with any historical and archeological 
mitigation measures as recommended by the 
Massachusetts Historical Commission. 

LWD and Construction Contractors 

Materials Management, Construction Debris, Solid Waste and Recycling 

Provide for the flow of sewers, drains and water 
courses interrupted during the progress of the work, 
and immediately cart away and remove all offensive 
matter. 

Construction Contractors 

During the course of the work, keep the site of 
operations in as clean and neat a condition as 
possible. Dispose of all residues resulting from the 
construction work and, at the conclusion of the work, 
remove and haul away any surplus excavation, broken 
pavement, lumber, equipment, temporary structures, 
and any other refuse remaining from the construction 

Construction Contractors 
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Mitigation Measure Party Responsible for Implementation  
operations and leave the entire site of the work in a 
neat and orderly condition. 

Excavated material will be segregated for use in 
backfilling provided the material meets the 
requirements for its intended use. 

Construction Contractors 

It is expressly understood that no excavated material 
will be removed from the site of the work or disposed 
of, except as directed by the Engineer. When removal 
of surplus materials has been approved by the 
Engineer, dispose of such surplus material in 
approved designated areas. 

Construction Contractors, Resident Engineer 

Should conditions make it impracticable or unsafe to 
stack material adjacent to the trench, the material will 
be hauled and stored at a location provided. When 
required, it will be re handled and used in backfilling 
the trench. 

Construction Contractors 

All debris and excess material will be disposed of in an 
environmentally sound manner. Dumping or disposal 
of debris or excess material in any stream corridors, 
any wetlands, any surface waters, any floodplains or 
at unspecified locations is prohibited. Discharging of 
solid waste deleterious to any public or private 
property not specified for said purpose is prohibited. 

Construction Contractors 

Storing construction equipment and vehicles and/or 
stockpiling construction materials at locations not 
previously specified and approved by the Town for 
said purposes is prohibited. 

Construction Contractors 

Dumping, disposing, or stockpiling of any material at 
any location within the Town of Littleton without 
approval of the Conservation Agent is prohibited. 

Construction Contractors 

Burning at the project site for the disposal of refuse 
and debris or cleared and grubbed materials will not 
be permitted. 

Construction Contractors 

All pieces of ledge and boulders which are not 
suitable for use in other parts of the work will be 
removed and disposed of in an approved manner. 

Construction Contractors 

Surplus imported fill will be removed and disposed off 
site. Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will either be, or employ the services 
of a Subcontractor, who is licensed in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts to perform 
asbestos abatement where applicable 

Construction Contractors 

Management of Hazardous Materials 

Removal of the exterior asbestos cement shingles and 
asbestos cement panels from the existing barn will 
adhere to the special safeguards defined in the Air 
Pollution Control regulations (310 CMR 7.15) 

LWD and Construction Contractors 

ACM or asbestos containing waste material, including 
VAT and asphaltic-asbestos felts and shingles will not 
be disposed of at a facility operating as a recycling 
facility in accordance with 310 CMR 16.05. 

LWD and Construction Contractors 
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For demolition work involving lead, the Contractor 
will be held in compliance to the Federal National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant 
Standards (NESHAPs) regulation governed by 
MassDEP which prohibits airborne emissions from any 
construction/demolition activity. To achieve this, the 
use of engineering controls to control dusts and 
measures to protect soils from contamination of 
paint, paint dust or debris resulting from their 
demolition activity will be necessary.  

Construction Contractors 

Excavated materials will be managed in accordance 
with applicable Massachusetts Contingency Plan 
(MCP) requirements. These provisions include 
identification of contaminated materials, segregation, 
proper stockpiling or containment, and sampling and 
analysis to determine the appropriate facility for 
reuse, recycling, or disposal of these materials. 

Construction Contractors 

For demolition work involving lead, the Contractor 
will be held in compliance to the Federal National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant 
Standards (NESHAPs) regulation governed by 
MassDEP which prohibits airborne emissions from any 
construction/demolition activity. 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will identify demolition methods that 
reduce or eliminate worker exposure to lead. Construction Contractors 

Dewatering discharges will be managed in accordance 
with MCP requirements, including identification of 
contaminated groundwater, proper containment and 
pretreatment, and required sampling and analysis. 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will submit a Hazardous Material 
Health and Safety Plan detailing procedures and 
protocols to protect workers and the general public 
from potential hazards during the construction work. 

Construction Contractors 

The Contractor will submit an Emergency Response 
Plan detailing procedures to address the discovery of 
hazardous materials that could pose an imminent 
hazard to workers and the public, and procedures to 
address emergencies that involve fires and/or 
explosions. 

Construction Contractors 

Hazardous materials management activities will be 
conducted under the supervision of a Licensed Site 
Professional (LSP) in accordance with MCP Utility-
Related Abatement Measure or Immediate Response 
Action provisions, as appropriate. 

Construction Contractors 

 
12.6 Self-Certification 
The mitigation measures in the table above will be implemented during each phase as described 
herein, to minimize, to the maximum extent feasible, the environmental impacts of the proposed 
Project.  Applicable federal, state, and local permits will be obtained during design and 
construction of each phase of the project. 
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13.0 Responses to Agency and Public Comments 
The Certificate of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs require that the issues raised 
by commenters are addressed and includes direct responses to comments to the extent that they 
are within MEPA jurisdiction. 

The following agencies/organizations/residents submitted comments on the EENF/Proposed 
EIR: 

 Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) dated 04/22/22

 R. Zimmerman dated 03/21/22

 Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) dated 04/01/22

 Organization for the Assabet, Sudbury & Concord Rivers (OARS) dated 04/21/22

 Natural Heritage Endangered Species Program dated 4/22/22

 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) dated 04/22/22

Direct Response to Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) dated 
04/22/22  
Comment: “The Proponent should coordinate with the Town of Littleton and MassDOT District 3 to 
minimize traffic disruption during project construction.” 

Response: LWD submitted an Application for a MassDOT Access Permit that is currently under 
review by MassDOT. LWD will continue to coordinate all construction activities with MassDOT. 

Direct Response to R. Zimmerman dated 03/21/22 
Comment:  .. “smart sewer” the commercial zones by subsidizing the cost of the sewer system, mixing 
the organics in the wastewater with food waste and via anaerobic digestion creating methane to use 
to fire a generator. In addition, using a membrane bioreactor for wastewater treatment in the 
facility, treated water would be reclaimed and resold for use in all applications except bathing and 
drinking. The treatment facility, generically called a Community Water and Energy Resource Center 
(CWERC), would then subsidize its cost by collecting tipping fees for food waste, selling electricity, 
through combined heat and power selling heating and cooling to nearby facilities, and reclaiming 
and selling nearly potable water. 

..reclamation and reuse should be a requirement of these MEPA findings.. 

Response:  Refer to Section 2.3. 

Direct Response to Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) dated 04/01/22 
Comment: “The MHC requests that an updated MHC Form B pe prepared for the property by a 
qualified architectural preservation planner, and provided to MHC.” 

Response: Refer to Section 5. 
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Comment: “The MHC requests that a copy of the PNF and ENF be provided to the Littleton Historical 
Commission. Any comments received from the Littleton Historical Commission should be sent to the 
MHC.” 

Response: Refer to Section 5. 

Comment: “The MHC requests that an intensive (locational) archaeological survey (950 CMR 70) be 
conducted for the WRRF aspect of the project.” 

Response: Refer to Section 5. 

Direct Response to Organization for the Assabet, Sudbury & Concord Rivers (OARS) 
dated 4/21/22: 

Comment: The Secretary must require that the applicant properly investigate a legitimate 
alternative that squarely addresses the need for infrastructure that promotes sustainable water use, 
avoids environmental damage, and builds climate resiliency. 

Response: Potential water use is discussed in Section 2.3, refer to Section 10.0 for Alternatives to 
the WRRF, and Section 8.0 for climate resiliency. 

Direct Response to Natural Heritage Endangered Species Program dated 4/22/22: 
Comment: “As the project moves forward to contracting and implementation, the Proponents should 
check the then-current Massachusetts Natural Heritage Atlas to be certain that all the work remains 
outside of Priority and Estimated Habitat.  If work enters or impacts Priority or Estimated Habitat, 
the Proponents should review the exemptions in 321 CMR 10.14 and, as necessary, be in contact with 
MassWildlife.” 

Response: The proponent agrees. 

Comment: “Further, we recommend that all areas not maintained as lawn/grass, should be reseeded 
with a native restoration seed mixes composed off species native to the Middlesex County in 
accordance with “The Vascular Plants of Massachusetts: A County Checklist First Revision” (Dow 
Cullina, M, B Connolly, B Sorrie, and P Somers. 2011. MA NHESP DFW; available online from the 
State Library of Massachusetts at archives.lib.state.ma.us).” 

Response: The proponent is using a seed mix that complies with the above, refer to Section 3.5.3.  

Direct Response to Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(MassDEP) dated 04/25/22 
Comment: “The EENF/Proposed EIR states that “continued monitoring” will determine whether the 
two phases not included in the Project will be implemented but does not describe the monitoring 
program or the results that would trigger the need for those phases.  MassDEP believes that 
monitoring should be described in Proposed Section 61 Findings and may be included in the 
Wastewater Permit.” 

Response: Phases 3 and 4 are no longer proposed, refer to Section 1.5. 
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Comment: “Any future MEPA filings should further define the design flows for each phase of the 
Project further, including a description of the design basis for each phase.” 

Response: Refer to Table 1-1 in Section 1.4. 

Comment: “The EENF/Proposed EIR and MassDEP’s hydrogeologic approval for the Project (issued 
on April 4, 2019, with a follow-up on May 23, 2019) states the treated effluent will be discharged to 
a disposal system designed with a capacity of approximately 208,000 gallons per day (gpd). 
However, information provided after the March 29, 2022, MEPA scoping session shows a final design 
flow of 290,000 gpd, which exceeds the proposed flows. The hydrogeologic analysis examined the 
discharge location’s ability to receive no more than 244,784 gpd of treated effluent. The Proponent 
should explain how this discrepancy will be addressed.” 

Response: Refer to Section 2.2.  

Comment: The Proponent should clarify the ownership, operation, and maintenance responsibilities 
of the proposed pump stations. The Proponent should state whether these pump stations will be 
owned and operated by the Proponent or will be privately owned pump stations that will be 
connected to the municipal sewers.  It is preferable that all pump stations be owned and operated by 
the Proponent. The Proponent shall verify that all existing pump stations that will be used as part of 
the Project shall meet TR-16 standards and be fully capable of conveying full buildout flows to the 
WRRF.” 

Response: Refer to Section 1.3.  

Comment: “The Proponent should clarify that the existing effluent disposal system for the Littleton 
High School wastewater treatment facility will not be utilized as part of the Project. The existing 
disposal system should be abandoned or removed.” 

Response: The existing effluent disposal system will be decommissioned with the 
decommissioning of the existing wastewater treatment facility.  

Comment: “The Proponent indicated during the MEPA scoping meeting that the potential for 
wastewater reuse remains under consideration. Please note that any reuse of treated wastewater 
must comply with 314 CMR 20.00, which may entail more stringent effluent limits.” 

Response: Proponent agrees with MassDEP’s comment.  

Comment: “The EENF/Proposed EIR indicates the treatment of sewage sludge or residuals will take 
place as part of the Project. It is MassDEP’s understanding that no sludge treatment or residuals 
processing is included in the Project. Please confirm whether there will be sludge treatment or 
residuals processing.” 

Response: There will be no sludge treatment at the proposed WRRF. Sludge will be stored in a 
sludge holding tank, decanted, and hauled offsite.  
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Comment: “The EENF/Proposed EIR also mentions that the Project will generate traffic related to 
delivery of septage to the Facility and transportation of girt and sludge from the Facility. The 
Proponent should provide additional information about these processes.” 

Response: There will be no septage delivered to the WRRF. Sludge from the wastewater 
treatment process will be stored in a sludge holding tank, decanted, and hauled offsite. The traffic 
related to sludge hauling is shown in Figure 8. This is considered typical for treatment facilities of 
this size.  

Comment: “Clarification is needed for all wetlands and BZ impacts.  In future MEPA filings the 
Proponent should provide an updated summary table of all temporary and permanent wetland 
resource area and BZ impacts, especially impacts related to the Facility site, the Great Pond Pump 
Station site and roadway work.  In addition, the narrative states that there will be temporary BZ, 
BLSF and RA impacts in Phases 1B & 2 roadway work.  These impacts must be quantified.” 

Response: Refer to Section 3.3. 

Comment: “MassDEP notes that the wetlands impact numbers in the NOI differ from the numbers in 
the EENF/Proposed EIR.  MassDEP may provide additional commentary following technical review 
of the Project.” 

Response: Refer to Section 3.3. 

Comment: “The Proponents should demonstrate in any future MEPA submittals that the Project 
complies with the Performance Standards for BLSF found in 310 CMR 10.57(4), specifically those 
requiring that compensatory storage be incrementally equal to the theoretical volume of flood 
water “at each elevation” and unrestricted hydraulic connection is provided to the same waterway.” 

Response: Refer to Section 3.4. 

Comment: “It is unclear if the proposed culvert beneath the access road provides an unrestricted 
connection to existing BLSF that meets performance standards. The proposed roadway at elevation 
212 feet and multiple emergency spillways may prevent such a connection and could result in 
flooding of the site access road during storm events. Future plans should show the proposed access 
and resultant wetland impacts needed to access the compensatory storage for construction and 
future operation and maintenance.” 

Response: Refer to Sections 3.4 and 4.3. 

Comment: “It appears that BLSF alteration may exceed the 10% or 5,000 sf threshold of significance 
for the protection of wildlife habitat and may require the completion of a wildlife habitat evaluation. 
The Proponent should demonstrate whether the Project meets or exceeds this threshold. To 
adequately compensate for BLSF loss, a long-term vegetation management plan should be submitted 
as part of any future MEPA filings to prevent the establishment and spread of phragmites.” 

Response: Refer to Section 3.4. 
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Comment: “MassDEP recommends that the Proponent evaluate stormwater runoff impacts during 
construction and post-construction, and the Proponent should demonstrate that 1) source controls, 
pollution prevention measures, erosion and sediment controls and the post-development drainage 
system will be designed to comply with the MassDEP Stormwater Management regulations, and 2) 
the standards for water quality and quantity impacts and for impaired waters are being met.” 

Response: Refer to Section 4. 

Comment: “Beaver Brook is an impaired waterbody with the segment adjacent to the proposed 
WRRF listed on the Massachusetts Year 2014 Integrated List of Waters for requiring a TMDL 
(impairments are fecal coliform/dissolved oxygen/low pH/TSS.) The Proponent shall design the 
stormwater management system to address the impairments listed in the TMDL.” 

Response: The proponent agrees. Refer to Section 4. 

Comment: “The Stormwater Management regulations require that the Proponent shall consider 
environmentally sensitive site design that incorporates LID and the use of integrated management 
practices (IMP) for control of stormwater, either alone or in combination with conventional 
drainage control measures.” 

Response: Refer to Section 4. 

Comment: “Before construction begins, the Proponent will be required to file an NOI with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency for coverage under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System’s General Permit for Storm Water Discharges from Construction Activities and will develop 
and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan to address stormwater controls during 
Project construction for Projects that disturb more than one acre.” 

Response: The proponent agrees. 

Comment: “The Proponent should also determine whether the following U.S. EPA NPDES permit is 
necessary prior to commencing Project construction:  Dewatering General Permit -
https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/dewatering-general-permit-dgp-massachusetts-new-
hampshire.” 

Response: The proponent’s selected Contractor will prepare and file a U.S. EPA NPDES 
Construction General Permit (CGP) which allows for dewatering with applicable mitigation 
measures as would be outlined in the SWPPP also to be prepared by the selected Contractor. 

Comment: “MassDEP requests that the Proponent incorporate long-term phragmites management 
into the Section 61 findings as mitigation measures.” 

Response: Refer to Sections 3.5 and 12.5. 

Comment: “Proponent should propose measures to prevent and minimize dust, noise, and odor 
nuisance conditions, which may occur during both construction and demolition. Because the Project 
is located roadways and abuts a school, excessive dust generation is a concern.  The Proponent 

https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/dewatering-general-permit-dgp-massachusetts-new-hampshire
https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/dewatering-general-permit-dgp-massachusetts-new-hampshire
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should consider commercially available dust suppression methods including use of a water truck 
and/or spreading calcium chloride during the construction period.” 

Response: Mitigation of dust, noise, and odor nuisance conditions is a requirement in the contract 
specifications.  

Comment: “MassDEP requests that all non-road diesel equipment rated 50 horsepower or greater 
meet EPA’s Tier 4 emission limits, which are the most stringent emission standards currently 
available for off-road engines. If a piece of equipment is not available in the Tier 4 configuration, 
then the Proponent should use construction equipment that has been retrofitted with appropriate 
emissions reduction equipment. Emission reduction equipment includes EPA-verified, CARB-verified, 
or MassDEP-approved diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) or Diesel Particulate Filters (DPFs). The 
Proponent should maintain a list of the engines, their emission tiers, and, if applicable, the best 
available control technology installed on each piece of equipment on file for Departmental review.” 

Response: The Proponent agrees. 

Comment: “It is unclear whether decommissioning of the existing treatment plant will include 
demolition and if so, whether any building components include asbestos-containing materials. 
Before beginning any demolition or renovation, the Proponent is required to have the structures 
inspected by a licensed asbestos inspector to identify the presence, location, and quantity of any 
asbestos-containing material (ACM) and prepare a written asbestos survey report... If any ACM need 
to be abated through non-traditional methods, the Proponent must apply for and obtain approval 
from MassDEP through Application BWP AQ36-Application for Non-Traditional Asbestos Abatement 
Work Practice Approval.” 

Response: The Proponent agrees. An assessment will be completed prior to decommissioning the 
existing treatment facility and will comply with all requirements.  

Comment: “Demolition activities may generate asphalt, brick, and concrete (ABC) debris. If ABC 
debris will be crushed at the site of generation and used for fill in accordance with 310 CMR 
16.03(2)(b)5, the Proponent must notify MassDEP and the Board of Health at least 30 days before 
beginning the crushing operation.” 

Response: The Proponent agrees. An assessment will be completed prior to demolition activities 
and will comply with all notification requirements. 
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100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
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Karyn E. Polito 
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR 

 
Kathleen A. Theoharides 

SECRETARY 

 

Tel: (617) 626-1000 
Fax: (617) 626-1181 

http://www.mass.gov/eea 
 
 

April 29, 2022 
 

 
CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 

ON THE 
EXPANDED ENVIRONMENTAL NOTIFICATION FORM AND 

PROPOSED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 
 
PROJECT NAME : Littleton Sewer System Expansion  
PROJECT MUNICIPALITY  : Littleton 
PROJECT WATERSHED  : Merrimack 
EEA NUMBER   : 16537 
PROJECT PROPONENT : Littleton Water Department 
DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR : March 9, 2022 
 
 

Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA; M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62L) and 
Section 11.06 of the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I have reviewed the Expanded 
Environmental Notification Form (EENF) and Proposed Environmental Impact Report (EIR) submitted 
by the Proponent in accordance with 301 CMR 11.05(9) with a request that I allow a rollover in 
accordance with 301 11.06(13). As noted below, comments submitted by Agencies identified the need 
for additional information and analyses that were not provided in the Proposed EIR. The Proponent 
requested that, if a rollover EIR were not granted, a Single EIR be allowed to be submitted in 
accordance with 301 CMR 11.06(8) in lieu of the usual two-stage Draft and Final EIR process. I hereby 
grant the request to file a Single EIR, which the Proponent should submit in accordance with the Scope 
included in this Certificate.  

 
Project Description 
 

As described in the EENF/Proposed EIR and further detailed below, the project involves the 
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implementation of three phases (1A, 1B, and 21) of the Town of Littleton (“Town”)’s Wastewater Needs 
Assessment (“Needs Assessment”).2 Phase 1A includes a new centralized Water Resources Recovery 
Facility (WRRF) consisting of 9,935-square-foot Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) treatment system located 
at 242 King Street, and expansion of the existing effluent recharge site at the Littleton High School (56 
King Street). A hybrid collection system consisting of gravity sewers, supplemented with pumping 
stations and force mains at low points, will be constructed in three phases (1A, 1B, and 2) as outlined 
below. The proposed wastewater expansion collection system will consist of approximately 49,226 
linear feet (9.32 miles) of gravity, force main, and pressure sewers, four new submersible sewerage 
pump stations, and upgrades to the existing Middle School and High School pump stations as described 
further below. The project includes demolition of an existing maintenance garage and decommissioning 
of the existing wastewater treatment facility. The project also includes two additional potential phases of 
sewering (Phases 3 and 4), which may proceed based on the results of monitoring as described below. 
 

Needs Assessment 
 
The Needs Assessment evaluated environmental data sets to identify water quality areas of 

concern. The evaluation included a comprehensive review of drinking water Zone II areas, nitrite 
sampling results in Town wells, impaired water bodies, areas of poor soils for infiltration, small lots that 
may inhibit the size of a septic system, high groundwater areas, flood zones, and wetland areas. Based 
on the environmental assessment, six primary water quality areas of concern were identified (Beaver 
Brook, Taylor Street Industrial Area, Mill Pond, Beaver Brook connection, Long Pond neighborhood, 
and Spectacle Pond). Additionally, the Needs Assessment reviewed the Town’s six planning areas 
(Littleton Common, The Point, Great Road Corridor, Industrial Park, Littleton Depot, Taylor/Foster 
Street Area and MBTA Station) and historic sites to determine the potential need for wastewater 
infrastructure to allow smart growth to occur while protecting the Town’s environmental resources. 
Areas of concern were then prioritized and ranked. The EENF/Proposed EIR included a link to the full 
Needs Assessment which is hosted on the Littleton Electric Light and Water Departments (LELWD) 
website. The Needs Assessment describes a five-phase recommended plan (Phases 1A, 1B, 2, 3, and 4). 
The project components described in the EENF/Proposed EIR included only three phases: 1A, 1B, and 2 
(formerly identified as Phase 3). Phases 3 (formerly 2) and 4 will only be implemented if they are 
determined to be beneficial to areas that may be adversely affected by septic systems. The 
EENF/Proposed EIR notes that septic systems may contribute to water quality issues in ponds and 
streams and identifies Beaver Brook as an impaired water body within ½ mile of the project site. The 
EENF/Proposed EIR states that “continued monitoring” will determine whether the two phases not 
included in the project will be implemented but does not describe the monitoring program or the results 
that would trigger the need for those phases. Comments from the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (MassDEP) state that monitoring should be described in the Single EIR and 
included in Section 61 Findings. The Single EIR should also include a conceptual discussion of impacts 
associated with potential future phases (Phases 3 and 4), which may proceed based on the results of 
monitoring. 

 
The Needs Assessment evaluated sixteen potential areas of concern comprised of water quality 

areas and planning areas and rated them on nine different criteria (eight environmental criteria (see 
above) and economic planning). The ranked areas of concern were used to develop alternatives for the 
phased approach of meeting offsite wastewater needs in the highest priority areas of concern. According 

 
1 Phase 2 is formerly Phase 3 of the Wastewater Needs Assessment. 
2 Sewer Division | Littleton Electric Light & Water Departments (lelwd.com), Prepared by CDM Smith, 2020. 

https://www.lelwd.com/sewer-division/
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to the EENF/Proposed EIR, Phases 1A, 1B, and 2 will allow the Town to meet its water and land 
resource management needs while achieving desired smart economic growth and improve impaired 
water resources and are detailed below.  

 
Project Phasing 
 
Phase 1A includes the construction of an MBR treatment system located at 242 King Street. An 

MBR system is an activated sludge reactor with membrane filtration downstream of anoxic and aerobic 
bioreactors. The proposed initial treatment capacity of the new WRRF is 208,000 GPD. The treated 
effluent would then be pumped to the proposed recharge site at Littleton High School, to be recharged in 
a subsurface leaching system below the athletic fields. The Town currently maintains a groundwater 
discharge permit for a package style water resource recovery facility (WRRF) with a capacity of 17,600 
gpd at the High School.3 The current effluent recharge site is permitted through Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)’s groundwater discharge program. The Town has 
requested to increase capacity by 190,400 gpd to 208,854 gpd total, to accommodate the proposed 
project. 

 
The Phase 1A collection system consists of a total of approximately 24,400 linear feet of pipe 

ranging in diameter from 4 to 18 inches. Two new sewerage pumping stations will be constructed, and 
the existing Middle School Pumping Stations will be upgraded. The proposed Great Road Pumping 
Station will pump flow from the Phase 1A parcels north of King Street along Great Road and White 
Street to a gravity sewer at the intersection of Great Road and King Street. The gravity sewer will run 
within King Street and Shattuck Street up to Littleton Town Hall where it will run north to the Middle 
School pumping station within existing paved areas and gravel driveway. Sewerage flows from the 
Middle School pumping station will be pumped via a new force main within Russell Street and King 
Street to the new centralized WRRF MBR treatment system at 242 King Street. A small 2-inch pressure 
sewer will pick up the homes on Russell Street and Highland Lane and pumped that flow to the Middle 
School Pump Station. 

 
The Phase 1B collection system consists of a total of approximately 13,700 linear feet of new 

gravity and force main piping to be installed within Beaver Brook Road, Great Road, and Russell Street. 
The gravity sewer will convey flow to a proposed pumping station on Russell Street. The new force 
main will pump the flow to the Middle School pumping station and from there it would get pumped to 
242 King Street for treatment at the new centralized WRRF. Design plans have not been developed for 
the Phase 1B collection system; however, maps of the sewer routes were included in the EENF/Proposed 
EIR. 

 
The Phase 2 collection system consists of a total of approximately 11,150 linear feet of new 

gravity, force main, and pressure sewer piping to be installed within Goldsmith Street. This collection 
system phase would tie into the Phase 1A collection system via the gravity sewer in Shattuck Street. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
3 The current system serves several Town-owned buildings including the Fire Station, Town Offices, Town Library, Alumni 
Field, Littleton High School, Littleton Middle School and Russell Street Elementary School. 
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Below is a table showing projected flows for each phase (in gallons per day (gpd)).  
 

 
 
The EENF/Proposed EIR states the three construction phases will take place over approximately 

15 years. The Single EIR should address conceptual descriptions of Phase 3 and 4 including potential 
sewer routes and estimated flows. 
 
Project Site 
 
 As noted above, the Littleton Water Department (LWD) currently owns and operates a 
wastewater system comprised of 3,900 feet of gravity sewer, 10,350 feet of force main, three pumping 
stations, and a water reclamation facility located at Littleton High School. The MassDEP-permitted 
effluent recharge site located beneath athletic fields at the High School accepts approximately 17,500 
gpd. The ENNF/Proposed EIR states there are seven private package wastewater treatment plants in the 
Town. The plants range in size and are limited to the amount of wastewater they can treat based on each 
specific discharge permit. The remaining parcels in the Town, not currently connected to the existing 
system or a private package wastewater treatment plant, have Title 5 Septic systems on each individual 
parcel.  
 
 The Needs Assessment included the ranking process utilized for identifying a site for the new 
WRRF. The chosen site at 242 King street is an approximately 9-acre parcel bounded by King Street to 
the south, Interstate 495 to the west and north, and Beaver Brook to the east. The parcel contains a 
former residence and warehouse/shed adjacent to King Street and a former agricultural field at the 
center. The remainder is wooded, except for the eastern side which contains Beaver Brook and 
associated Bordering Vegetated Wetlands (BVW). According to the EENF/Proposed EIR, a man-made 
stormwater basin dominated by common reed (Phragmites australis), which is regulated under the 
Wetlands Protection Act as Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (BLSF), is located at the southwestern 
corner of the parcel, and collects stormwater from King Street and a small portion of Route 495 and exit 
ramps. A small diameter pipe conveys stormwater flows from the manmade stormwater basin into the 
BVW.  
 
 The site is located within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance 
Rating Map (FIRM) (No. 25017C0236F, effective July 7, 2014) area mapped as Zone AE (elevation 
211) that is subject to inundation by the 100-year (1% annual chance) flood event for Beaver Brook. The 
project site includes several wetland resources including BVW, BLSF, Riverfront Area (RA), and buffer 
zone (BZ). The EENF/Proposed EIR included correspondence from the Massachusetts Historic 
Commission (MHC) stating that after review of MHC files and the submitted materials, MHC has 
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determined that the proposed WRRF site includes the Elizabeth and Jonathan Hartwell House. The 
property is included in the MHC’s Inventory of Historic and Archaeological Assets of the 
Commonwealth (MHC #LIT.224). MHC’s comment letter states that other portions of the 242 King 
Street parcel are archaeologically sensitive, and MHC requests an intensive (locational) archaeological 
survey per 950 CMR 70.00. A review of the remaining project elements, including the sewers, effluent 
recharge site, and pumping stations, indicate that those elements of the project are unlikely to affect 
historic and archaeological resources. Based on review of the 2021 Massachusetts Natural Heritage 
Atlas, 15th edition, the site is not located within area of Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife or an area of 
Priority Habitats of Rare Species.  
 
 The project site is located within one mile of an EJ population in the adjacent Town of Westford, 
characterized by Minority. The EJ population borders on the Phase 1B sewer line portion of the project. 
The EENF/Proposed EIR does not identify EJ populations located within five miles of the project but 
does contain a map showing at least 4 additional EJ populations characterized by Minority in the 
adjacent towns of Acton, Ayer, and Boxborough. The Single EIR should list all EJ populations within 
five miles of any proposed project phase including future phases. As described below, the 
EENF/Proposed EIR identified the “Designated Geographic Area” for the project as 1 mile around EJ 
populations, included a review of potential impacts and benefits to the EJ populations within this DGA, 
and described public involvement efforts undertaken to date. 
 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
 
 Potential environmental impacts associated with the construction of the new WRRF at 242 King 
Street include impacts to wetland resource areas including to BLSF, RA, and BZ. Additional potential 
impacts include clearing of forested land and creation of 0.96 acres of new impervious area. Installation 
of the new gravity force main, and pressure sewers will result in additional temporary alteration of RA 
and BZ. The Single EIR should quantify these additional temporary impacts, as well as include a 
conceptual discussion of impacts associated with future phases. The EENF/Proposed EIR states the 
project will increase groundwater discharge at the Littleton High School infiltration site by 190,400 gpd 
for a total expected design flow of 208,854 gpd. 
 

Measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate environmental impacts associated with the 
construction of the WRRF include construction of compensatory flood storage, stormwater management 
(including a long-term operation and maintenance plan), invasive species removal (excavation and 
herbicide treatment of phragmites), and a replanting plan including over 60 trees. The overall goal of the 
project is to improve water quality by reducing nitrogen discharges to groundwater and surface water 
that currently comes from Title V septic systems. Measures to mitigate temporary impacts associated 
with construction of the recharge facility and the new collection system include controlling erosion and 
sedimentation from exposed spoil piles and tracking sediments onto adjacent paved street. A stormwater 
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) will be developed as part of the under U.S. EPA’s NPDES 
Construction General Permit (CGP) and implemented to control and mitigate construction related 
impacts. Further information related to mitigation for all phases should be provided in the Single EIR. 
 
Jurisdiction and Permitting 
 

The project is subject to MEPA review because it requires Agency Action MEPA review 
thresholds at 301 CMR 11.03(5)(b)(3)b, 301 CMR 11.03 (5)(b)1, and 301 CMR 11.03 (3)(b)(1)f for, 
respectively, construction of one or more New sewer mains five or more miles in length; construction of 
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a New wastewater treatment and/or disposal facility by the greater of with a Capacity of 100,000 gpd or 
more; and alteration of ½ or more of any other wetlands. The project requires the preparation of a 
mandatory EIR pursuant to 301 CMR 11.06(7)(b) because it is within 1 mile of an EJ Population. The 
project requires an Individual Permit for Groundwater Discharge from Sewerage Treatment Plant (BRP 
WP 79) from MassDEP and a State Highway Permit from MassDOT. The project is not subject to 
MEPA’s Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Policy and Protocol (GHG Policy) because it does not exceed any 
mandatory EIR thresholds and is not expected to generate 2,000 or more tpy of GHG (CO2) emissions 
from conditioned spaces that are likely to be used or occupied by EJ populations, as indicated in the 
MEPA Interim Protocol on Analysis of EJ Impacts. 
 

The project requires an Order of Conditions (OOC) from the Littleton Conservation Commission 
(or if the order is appealed, a superseding Order of Conditions from MassDEP). The EENF/Proposed 
EIR states that an OOC will be obtained for each phase of the project. The project will also require a 
Special Permit/Site Plan Review from the Littleton Planning Board. A National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit from the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) will also be required.   

 
Because the project is seeking Financial Assistance from the Commonwealth in the form of State 

Revolving Fund (SRF) and Massworks funding, MEPA jurisdiction is broad in scope and extends to all 
aspects of the project that are likely, directly, or indirectly, to cause Damage to the Environment as 
defined in MEPA regulations.   
 

Segmentation  
 

The MEPA regulations include provisions (301 CMR 11.01 (2)(c)) to ensure that a project is not 
phased or segmented to evade, defer, or curtail MEPA review. In determining whether a project is 
subject to MEPA jurisdiction or meets or exceeds any review thresholds, and during MEPA review, the 
Proponent, any Participating Agency, and the Secretary shall consider the entirety of the project, 
including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof. The Proponent, any 
Participating Agency, and the Secretary must consider all circumstances as to “whether various work or 
activities constitute one project, including but not limited to: whether the work or activities, taken 
together, comprise a common plan or independent undertakings, regardless of whether there is more 
than one Proponent; any time interval between the work or activities; and whether the environmental 
impacts caused by the work or activities are separable or cumulative.” 

 
 The EENF/Proposed EIR states that Phases 1A, 1B, and 2 will extend the existing sewer 

collection system by 9.32 miles. It further states that Phases 3 and 4 will only be constructed if ongoing 
monitoring indicates a need in order to meet water quality goals, and, therefore, included no discussion 
of work activities or impacts associated with those future phases. Comments from MassDEP note, 
however, that the final design flow of 290,000 gpd for the wastewater disposal system exceeds the 
proposed flows associated with the earlier phases, as well as the maximum volume of treated effluent 
that can be placed at the discharge location. I am also aware that the sewering effort in Littleton has been 
the subject of a multi-year planning process, which culminated in legislation passed in 2020 (St. 2020, c. 
279). I note that the addition of Phases 3 and 4 would mean that the project cumulatively would exceed 
the mandatory EIR threshold at 301 CMR 11.03(5)(a)(3) for construction of one or more New sewer 
mains ten or more miles in length. In light of these circumstances, I find it appropriate to treat all future 
phases of the project as a common undertaking for purposes of MEPA review. To avoid segmentation of 
the project, I am requiring a Single EIR to allow for a more comprehensive disclosure of the potential 
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cumulative impacts of all phases of the project. A conceptual discussion of future phases, including 
whether infrastructure is being constructed now (such as expansion of wastewater treatment capacity), to 
accommodate those future phases should be discussed. To the extent the design of future phases, were 
they to proceed, are materially different from those disclosed in the Single EIR, a Notice of Project 
Change (NPC) may be required. 
 
Request for Rollover or Single EIR 
 
 The EENF included a request that I allow a Rollover EIR in accordance with 301 CMR 
11.06(13) or alternatively, a Single EIR in accordance with 301 CMR 11.06(8). 
 
 The MEPA regulations provide that for projects required to submit an EIR under 301 CMR 
11.06(7)(b), the Proponent may submit an EENF with a request that I allow a Rollover EIR in 
accordance with 301 CMR 11.06(13). To support this request, the EENF must be accompanied by a 
Proposed EIR, which, if the request for Rollover EIR is granted, would be published as a Final EIR in a 
subsequent Environmental Monitor in lieu of the typical two-stage Draft and Final EIR process.  
 
 In order to allow a Rollover EIR, I must find that the dual EENF and Proposed EIR: 
 

1. presents a complete and definitive description and analysis of the project and its alternatives, and 
an assessment of its potential environmental and public health impacts and mitigation measures 
sufficient to allow a Participating Agency to fulfill its obligations in accordance with M.G.L. c. 
30, §§ 61 and 62K and 301 CMR 11.12(5); 

2. demonstrates that the project will not materially exacerbate any existing unfair or inequitable 
Environmental Burden and related public health consequences impacting an EJ population, and 
will not result in a disproportionate adverse effect or increased climate change effects on an EJ 
population; 

3. describes measures taken to provide meaningful opportunities for public involvement by EJ 
populations prior to filing the dual ENF and Proposed EIR, including any changes made to the 
project to address concerns raised by or on behalf of EJ populations; 

4. shows that comments received on the dual ENF and Proposed EIR do not raise substantial issues 
not previously considered by the Proponent; and 

5. shows that no substantive issues remain to be resolved. 
 

The MEPA regulations at 301 CMR 11.06(8) indicate that a Single EIR may be allowed 
provided I find that the EENF:  

a) describes and analyzes all aspects of the project and all feasible alternatives, regardless of 
any jurisdictional or other limitation that may apply to the Scope;  

b) provides a detailed baseline in relation to which potential environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures can be assessed; and,  

c) demonstrates that the planning and design of the project use all feasible means to avoid 
potential environmental impacts.  

For any project for which an EIR is required in accordance with 301 CMR 11.06(7)(b), I must also 
find that the EENF: 

d) describes and analyzes all aspects of the project that may affect Environmental Justice 
Populations located in whole or in part within the Designated Geographic Area around the 
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project; describes measures taken to provide meaningful opportunities for public involvement 
by Environmental Justice Populations prior to filing the expanded ENF, including any 
changes made to the project to address concerns raised by or on behalf of Environmental 
Justice Populations; and provides a detailed baseline in relation to any existing unfair or 
inequitable Environmental Burden and related public health consequences impacting 
Environmental Justice Populations in accordance with 301 CMR 11.07(6)(n)1. 

Consistent with this request, the EENF/Proposed EIR was subject to an extended comment period 
under 301 CMR 11.05(8). 
 
Review of the EENF/Proposed EIR 
 

The filing was submitted as a “Dual Expanded Environmental Notification Form/Proposed EIR” 
and included a description of the Town’s existing wastewater services. It reviewed and provided maps of 
environmental conditions, including water supply protection areas, flood zones, wetlands, and rare 
species habitat. It describes the proposed location of the WRRF and the expansion of the groundwater 
recharge site. The EENF/Proposed EIR reviewed the WRRF and recharge siting analysis and 
alternatives to the wastewater collection system. It described the components of the recommended plan 
and identified environmental impacts and mitigation measures associated with its construction. This 
information was drawn from the more detailed Needs Assessment which was referenced throughout the 
EENF/Proposed EIR. 4 Consistent with the MEPA Interim Protocol on Climate Change Adaptation and 
Resiliency, the EENF/Proposed EIR contained an output report from the MA Climate Resilience Design 
Standards Tool prepared by the Resilient Massachusetts Action Team (RMAT) (the “MA Resilience 
Design Tool”),5 together with information on climate resilience strategies to be undertaken by the 
project. The Proponent provided supplemental information to the MEPA Office on April 8, 11, and 14, 
2022. Information included updated permit plans for the WRRF, a tree inventory for the 242 King Street 
site, the design flows for each phase of the project, and an updated output from the MA Resilience 
Design Tool for the Middle School Pump Station. For purposes of clarity, all supplemental materials, 
together with the EENF/Proposed EIR filing, are included in references to the “EENF/Proposed EIR” 
unless otherwise indicated. 
 

SCOPE 
 
General 
 

The Single EIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content 
and provide the information and analyses required in this Scope. It should demonstrate that the 
Proponent will pursue all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment 
to the maximum extent feasible 
 
Project Description and Permitting 
 
 The Single EIR should describe the project and identify any changes since the filing of the 
EENF/Proposed EIR. It should include updated calculations of impacts for all phases of the project in a 
tabular format. This includes impact numbers associated with updated plans submitted for the WRRF 

 
4  Review of submitted materials was complicated by having to refer to information in the full Needs Assessment. Comments 
noted that all pertinent information should have been in the EENF/Proposed EIR. 
5 https://resilientma.org/rmat_home/designstandards/ 

https://resilientma.org/rmat_home/designstandards/
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and approximate impact numbers for the collection system including pump stations as detailed below. 
As noted, a conceptual discussion of all phases of the project should be included in the Single EIR, and a 
detailed discussion of the monitoring system that will be implemented after phase 1A, 1B, and 2. 
  
Alternatives Analysis 
 
 The EENF/Proposed EIR references the Needs Assessment for a complete description of the site 
screening and ranking process utilized for identifying and evaluating properties within the Town for 
their potential as a site for a new wastewater reclamation facility. The evaluation methodology included 
review of parcel characteristics such as: physical features of each parcel, ownership, and land uses, and 
comparison with the design criteria and site requirements for a future wastewater reclamation facility. 
With the exception of 9 Ayer Road (dismissed because of current mining activity), the EENF/Proposed 
EIR does not identify the reason other identified parcels were dismissed. Section 7 of the Needs 
Assessment includes a table of ranked parcels. Of 30 parcels, 242 King Street ranks 20th. Section 7 of 
the Needs Assessment states that following site visits to several parcels, 242 King Street is the preferred 
site due to its central location between the service area, Littleton Common, and the groundwater 
recharge site at the 56 King Street and its proximity to the highway for light delivery and sludge hauling 
off site will reduce long term traffic impacts. Given the preferred site’s location within several wetland 
resource areas, including a flood zone, the Single EIR should contain further rationale for choosing this 
site.  
 
  The EENF/Proposed EIR evaluated a No-Build and a Preferred Alternative for the wastewater 
collection system. The No-Build alternative involves the continued use of onsite Title 5 septic systems. 
This alternative promotes maintenance of existing infrastructure and does not involve the construction of 
any new collection system or treatment technology. This no-build option does not meet the Town’s 
goals to achieve desired smart economic growth and improve impaired water resources and was 
therefore dismissed. The EENF/Proposed EIR states that the Needs Assessment also reviewed vacuum 
sewers, septic tank effluent pumping (STEP) systems, and septic tank effluent gravity (STEG) systems, 
but these technologies are not recommended for implementation in the Town of Littleton. 6 Vacuum 
sewers are less flexible for future system expansion, are limited to relatively flat topographic areas, and 
require specialized operator training in order to provide adequate system monitoring response times 
when problems develop. STEP/STEG systems require on-site septic tanks to be in good condition, 
property owners to regularly pump the solids (septage) from the septic tanks, and the water reclamation 
facility in this system is very challenging to operate due to the dilute waste stream without organics 
needed for biological nutrient removal. The preferred alternative uses a combination of sewer collection 
system technologies including conventional gravity sewers, force mains, and low-pressure sewers. The 
proposed collection system for Phases 1A, 1B, and 2 will be installed within existing streets and 
driveways and thereby minimizing disruption to the existing environment.  
 
Environmental Justice 
 
 As noted above, the project site is located one mile of an EJ population in the adjacent Town of 
Westford, characterized by Minority. The EJ population borders on the Phase 1B sewer line portion of 
the project. Within the census tracts containing the above EJ populations within 1 mile of the project 
site, no languages are identified as those spoken by 5% of more of residents who also identify as not 

 
6 Comments from OARS and R.Zimmerman, 4/21/22, reference other alternatives, including a “smart sewer” developed by 
the Charles River Watershed Association and reuse of treated wastewater.  
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speaking English very well. As stated above, the EENF/Proposed EIR does not identify EJ populations 
located within five miles of the project but the included map shows at least four additional EJ 
populations characterized by Minority in the adjacent towns of Acton, Ayer, and Boxborough. The 
Single EIR should list all EJ populations within five miles of each proposed project phase. The Single 
EIR should include an updated map from the EEA EJ mapper7 showing the boundaries for the 1-mile 
and 5-mile radius from the outer limits of the project work areas including potential Phases 3 and 4. Two 
additional EJ populations, characterized by Minority and located within the Towns of Boxborough and 
Ayer, appears to be within 1-mile of  proposed gravity mains at the intersection of Porter Road and 
Taylor Street and at the northern end of Ayer Road as shown on Figure 7 of the EENF/Proposed EIR.8    
 
 Effective January 1, 2022, all new projects in “Designated Geographic Areas” (“DGA,” as 
defined in 301 CMR 11.02, as amended) around EJ populations are subject to new requirements 
imposed by the Chapter 8 of the Acts of 2021: An Act Creating a Next-Generation Roadmap for 
Massachusetts Climate Policy (the “Climate Roadmap Map”) and amended MEPA regulations at 301 
CMR 11.00.9 Two related MEPA protocols—the MEPA Public Involvement Protocol for 
Environmental Justice Populations (the “MEPA EJ Public Involvement Protocol”) and MEPA Interim 
Protocol for Analysis of project Impacts on Environmental Justice Populations (the “MEPA Interim 
Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts”)—are also in effect for new projects filed on or after January 1, 
2022.10 Under the new regulations and protocols, all projects located in a DGA around one or more EJ 
populations must take steps to enhance public involvement opportunities for EJ populations, and must 
submit analysis of impacts to such EJ populations in the form of an EIR. 
 

The EENF/Proposed EIR indicates that the DGA for the project is 1 mile, and states that EJ 
populations within this DGA are not likely to be negatively impacted by the project because the work 
that is within 1 mile of the EJ population consists of installation of gravity sewer within a public road 
(Beaver Brook Road). The temporarily disturbed areas for pipe installation will be restored to 
preconstruction conditions with no increase in impervious area or change to the existing street 
stormwater system. The EENF/Proposed EIR states that the EJ population may experience some short-
term construction related impacts such as traffic detours. The EENF/Proposed EIR states that traffic 
management plans will be generated during the design phase to mitigate traffic impacts, and the project 
will comply with the requirements of the MassDOT Permit.  

 
The Proponent distributed the EENF/Proposed EIR to the EJ Reference List provided for the 

project by the EEA EJ Director. Advance notification under 301 CMR 11.05(4) was not provided by the 
Proponent because the filing was submitted during the transition period for the new MEPA Public 
Involvement Protocol (January 1, 2022 – February 28, 2022); however, the comment period was 
extended by two weeks to accommodate distribution to the EJ Reference list. The Single EIR should 
describe a public involvement plan that the project intends to follow for EJ populations within the DGA 
for the remainder of the MEPA review process and should provide an updated analysis of impacts on EJ 
populations consistent with the Scope below. 

 
 

 
7 https://mass-eoeea.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=535e4419dc0545be980545a0eeaf9b53  
8 According to the Needs Assessment these areas are part of Phases 3 (Formerly 2) and Phase 4. 
9 MEPA regulations have been amended to implement Sections 55-60 of the Climate Roadmap Act and took effect on 
December 24, 2021. More information is available at https://www.mass.gov/service-details/information-about-upcoming-
regulatory-updates.  
10 Available at https://www.mass.gov/service-details/eea-policies-and-guidance.  

https://mass-eoeea.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=535e4419dc0545be980545a0eeaf9b53
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/information-about-upcoming-regulatory-updates
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/information-about-upcoming-regulatory-updates
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/eea-policies-and-guidance
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The EENF/Proposed EIR contained a baseline assessment of any existing unfair or inequitable 
Environmental Burden and related public health consequences impacting EJ Populations in accordance 
with 301 CMR 11.07(6)(n)1. and the MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts. According to 
the EENF/Proposed EIR, the data surveyed do not appear to indicate an existing “unfair or inequitable” 
burden impacting the identified EJ populations. Specifically, the EENF/Proposed EIR notes that the 
DPH EJ Tool does not identify any census tract or municipality in which the EJ populations are located 
as exhibiting “vulnerable health EJ criteria”; this term is defined in the DPH EJ Tool to include any one 
of four environmentally related health indicators that are measured to be 110% above statewide rates 
based on a five-year rolling average.11 In addition, the EENF/Proposed EIR indicates that the following 
sources of potential pollution exist within the identified EJ populations, based on the mapping layers 
available in the DPH EJ Tool: 

 
• Groundwater Discharge Permits: 1 
• Tier II sites: 1 
 
The Single EIR should provide a narrative description of the potential sources enumerated above, 

including the potential pollutants emitted and proximity to the identified EJ population.  
 

In addition to the baseline assessment of existing burdens impacting EJ populations, the 
EENF/Proposed EIR included an analysis of the project’s impacts that may result in disproportionate 
adverse effects, or increase the risks of climate change, on the identified EJ population, in accordance 
with 301 CMR 11.07(6)(n)2. and the MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts. The 
EENF/Proposed EIR states that compensatory flood storage will be provided to ensure that there will be 
no downstream flooding impacts from the proposed new treatment plant construction. Trees removed at 
the WRRF site will be replaced at a ratio of 1:1. A tree inventory of the 242 King Street parcel has been 
completed and a revised mitigation planting plan was submitted. As stated above, a GHG emissions 
analysis is not required for this project since it will not generate 2,000 or more tpy of GHG (CO2) 
emissions from conditioned spaces that are likely to be used or occupied by EJ populations. The 
EENF/Proposed EIR states that the project will not generate “much” traffic related to delivery of septage 
to the WRRF and transportation of grit and sludge from the facility. The Single EIR should estimate the 
number of average daily trips (adt) to and from the WRRF by trucks and analyze proposed routes of 
travel for new truck trips and whether new traffic will disproportionately affect EJ populations. The 
Single EIR should clarify whether any EJ populations are located downstream of the proposed new 
wastewater treatment plant. The Single EIR should also describe the environmental benefits of the 
project that may specifically benefit EJ populations or otherwise further the equitable distribution of 
environmental benefits and burdens in accordance with “Environmental Justice Principles” as defined in 
301 CMR 11.02. 
 
Public Health  
 

In accordance with St. 2021, c. 8, s. 57, the Single EIR should include a separate section on 
“Public Health,” and discuss any known or reasonably foreseeable public health consequences that may 
result from the environmental impacts of the project. Particular focus should be given to any impacts 

 
11 See https://matracking.ehs.state.ma.us/Environmental-Data/ej-vulnerable-health/environmental-justice.html. Four 
vulnerable health EJ criteria are tracked in the DPH EJ Viewer, of which two (heart attack hospitalization and 
childhood asthma) are tracked on a municipal level, and two (childhood blood lead, and low birth weight) are tracked on a 
census tract level. 

https://matracking.ehs.state.ma.us/Environmental-Data/ej-vulnerable-health/environmental-justice.html


EEA# 16537                                  EENF Certificate                                   April 29, 2022 
 

 
12 

that may materially exacerbate “vulnerable health EJ criteria,” in accordance with the MEPA Interim 
Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts. In addition, other publicly available data, including through the 
DPH EJ Tool, should be surveyed to assess the public health conditions in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site, in accordance with 301 CMR 11.07(6)(g)10. Any project impacts that could materially 
exacerbate such conditions should be analyzed. I note that one environmental indicator in the EPA EJ 
Screen Tool relates to proximity of the selected census block to wastewater discharge locations. The 
EPA EJ Screen should be reviewed to determine whether the EJ populations identified within the 
project’s DGA have been identified as having potential exposure to this risk factor at a rate of 80th 
percentile or higher of statewide average. The Single EIR should otherwise document that the project 
design will result in effluent discharge limits that will protect public health in Littleton and surrounding 
communities. It should contain a full discussion of permit requirements for groundwater discharge that 
are intended to be protective of public health.  
 
Wetlands 
 

As noted above, construction of the WRRF results in impacts to wetland resource areas including 
permanent alteration of 19,540 square feet (sf) of BLSF and 37,109 sf of RA and temporary alteration of 
24,711 sf of RA. As stated in the EENF/Proposed EIR and in the MassDEP comment letter, the project 
is exempt from the requirements for RA under 310 CMR 10.58(6)(h). The EENF/Proposed EIR states 
approximately 0.83 acres of BZ will be altered and will be confirmed during preparation of the Notice of 
Intent (NOI). MassDEP comments state that EENF/Proposed EIR lists the temporary impacts to RA as 
25,511 sf, 28,711 sf and 24,711 sf in different sections of the document. MassDEP comments also state 
that the EENF/Proposed EIR indicates that the project will permanently alter 19,540 sf of BLSF and 
temporarily alter 36,155 sf BZ, but revised plans were submitted with no updated impact numbers. The 
Single EIR should provide an updated summary table of all temporary and permanent wetland resource 
area and BZ impacts, especially impacts related to the WRRF site, the Great Pond Pump Station site and 
Phase 1A roadway work. The Single EIR should also quantify all BZ, BLSF and RA impacts in 
proposed Phases 1B and 2 and future Phases 3 and 4 of roadway work.  

 
The Proponent filed an Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation (ANRAD) with the 

Littleton Conservation Commission and MassDEP in December 2021. MassDEP issued a file number 
for the ANRAD on December 21, 2021 with comments regarding clarification of jurisdictional areas 
related to the possible historical stormwater uses on the 242 King Street site. The Commission issued an 
Order of Resource Area Delineation on January 13, 2022 confirming the delineation of BVW, BLSF, 
Bank, RA and Land Under Water (LUW). The Proponent submitted an NOI application for the project 
with the Littleton Conservation Commission and MassDEP on April 4, 2022. The Proponent submitted 
the project as a Limited Project under 310 CMR 10.53(3)(d). MassDEP notes that the wetlands impact 
numbers in the NOI differ from the numbers in the EENF/Proposed EIR.  

 
Comments received from MassDEP state the Single EIR should demonstrate that the project 

complies with the Performance Standards for BLSF found in 310 CMR 10.57(4), specifically those 
requiring that compensatory storage be incrementally equal to the theoretical volume of flood water “at 
each elevation” and unrestricted hydraulic connection is provided to the same waterway. Comments 
further state that it is unclear if the proposed culvert beneath the access road provides an unrestricted 
connection to existing BLSF that meets performance standards. The proposed roadway at elevation 212 
and multiple emergency spillways may prevent such a connection and could result in flooding of the site 
access road during storm events. The Single EIR should contain plans that show the proposed access and 
resultant wetland impacts needed to access the compensatory storage for construction and future 
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operation and maintenance. Per MassDEP comments, it appears that BLSF alteration may exceed the 
10% or 5,000 sf threshold of significance for the protection of wildlife habitat and may require the 
completion of a wildlife habitat evaluation. The Proponent should demonstrate whether the project 
meets or exceeds this threshold. To adequately compensate for BLSF loss, a long-term vegetation 
management plan should be submitted as part the Single EIR to prevent the establishment and spread of 
phragmites. Additional comments from the Natural Heritage Endangered Species Program (NHESP) 
state that all areas not maintained as lawn/grass should be reseeded with a native restoration seed mix 
composed of species native to Middlesex County in accordance with “The Vascular Plants of 
Massachusetts: A County Checklist First Revision” (Dow Cullina, M, B Connolly, B Sorrie, and P 
Somers. 2011. MA NHESP DFW; available online from the State Library of Massachusetts at 
archives.lib.state.ma.us). Updated plans submitted with the Single EIR should reflect the use of native 
seed mixes. 
   
Stormwater 
 
 The EENF/Proposed EIR describes the existing and proposed stormwater management design at 
the WRRF site. The site currently receives stormwater runoff from the southeast ramp of Route 495 via 
a 36-inch pipe that crosses under King Street, as well as stormwater runoff from King Street that 
discharges directly to the site via an outfall. Stormwater runoff from these areas eventually discharge to 
an existing low area on the site that periodically fills and overtops towards Beaver Brook. Under 
proposed conditions, stormwater runoff from the southeast ramp and King Street will continue to 
discharge to the existing low area on the site. 
 

According to the EENF/Proposed EIR, the WRRF project is considered a new development 
project per the 2008 Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook because there will be an increase in 
impervious area of approximately 0.96 acre on a mostly undeveloped site. The project site is located 
within a Zone II public water supply (a designated critical areas under the Massachusetts Stormwater 
Management Standards), therefore, the water quality volume is based on 1-inch times the total 
impervious area. Within the infiltration basins, outlet control structures are set such that the water 
quality and recharge volumes are provided below the lowest outlet elevation to allow for treatment and 
recharge. Comments from MassDEP add that the overflow elevations for stormwater structures should 
be set to an elevation that prevents intrusion of floodwater associated with the 100-year storm. This 
comment should be address in the Single EIR. 

 
The stormwater management system (SMS) will also be designed in compliance with the 

NPDES Phase II MS4 General Permit which requires the project to meet an average annual pollutant 
removal of 60% of the average annual load of total phosphorus related to the total post-construction 
impervious surface area, in addition to 90% total suspended solids (TSS). The EENF/Proposed EIR 
states that this requirement can be met by retaining the volume of runoff equivalent to 1.0-inch times the 
total impervious area via the infiltration basins. 

 
Mass DEP comments also note that Beaver Brook is an impaired waterbody with the segment 

adjacent to the proposed WRRF listed on the Massachusetts Year 2018/20 Integrated List of Waters for 
requiring a TMDL (impairments are fecal coliform/dissolved oxygen/low pH/TSS). The Single EIR 
should address how the design the stormwater management system will address the impairments listed 
in the TMDL. The Stormwater Management regulations require that the Proponent consider 
environmentally sensitive site design that incorporates Low Impact Development (LID) and the use of 
integrated management practices (IMP) for control of stormwater, either alone or in combination with 
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conventional drainage control measures. LID is an approach to stormwater management that minimizes 
runoff impacts by maintaining and mimicking existing hydrologic functions through site design 
techniques such as disconnecting runoff flow pathways and dispersing stormwater control across the 
site, reducing imperviousness, and minimizing clearing and grading while preserving natural resources 
and drainage patterns. When combined with pollution prevention measures, LID can be less costly than 
conventional gutter and pipe drainage system and can provide redundancy for stormwater control. The 
Single EIR should address LID proposed or considered in the design of the SMS. The  
Single EIR should evaluate whether additional LID measures can be incorporated into the project. 
 
Water and Wastewater 
 

As described above, the project includes three phases (possibly five). The Single EIR should 
further define the design flows for each phase of the project, including a description of the design basis 
for each phase. Comments from MassDEP state that the EENF/Proposed EIR and MassDEP’s 
hydrogeologic approval for the Project (issued on April 4, 2019 with a follow-up on May 23, 2019) 
indicate the treated effluent will be discharged to a disposal system designed with a capacity of 
approximately 208,000 gpd. However, supplemental information submitted by the Proponent shows a 
final design flow of 290,000 gpd, which exceeds the proposed flows.12 The hydrogeologic analysis 
examined the discharge location’s ability to receive no more than 244,784 gpd of treated effluent. Mass 
DEP also comments that the EENF/Proposed EIR indicates the treatment of sewage sludge or residuals 
will take place as part of the project. MassDEP states their understanding was that no sludge treatment 
or residuals processing is included in the project. The Single EIR should address these discrepancies. 
 
 The collection system includes construction of four new submersible pump stations and upgrades 
to the existing Middle School and High School pump stations. MassDEP comments state the Single EIR 
should clarify the ownership, operation, and maintenance responsibilities of the proposed pump stations. 
MassDEP comments state that it is preferable that all pump stations be owned and operated by the 
Proponent. The Single EIR should verify that all existing pump stations that will be used as part of the 
project shall meet TR-16 standards and be fully capable of conveying full buildout flows to the WRRF. 
The Single EIR should address additional comments related to the existing disposal system, the potential 
for water reuse, and the treatment of sludge and residuals as outlined in the comment letter from 
MassDEP. 
 
Climate Change 

 
Adaptation and Resiliency 

 
Governor Baker’s Executive Order 569: Establishing an Integrated Climate Change Strategy for 

the Commonwealth was issued on September 16, 2016. The Order recognizes the serious threat 
presented by climate change and direct Executive Branch agencies to develop and implement an 
integrated strategy that leverages state resources to combat climate change and prepare for its impacts. 
The urgent need to address climate change was again recognized by Governor Baker and the 
Massachusetts Legislature with the recent passage of St. 2021, c. 8, An Act Creating a Next Generation 
Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy, which sets a goal of Net Zero emissions by 2050. I note 
that the MEPA statute directs all Agencies to consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, 
including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise, when 

 
12 Email from CDM Smith, April 11, 2022. 
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issuing permits, licenses and other administrative approvals and decisions (M.G.L. c. 30, § 61). 
 

The Town is a participant in the Commonwealth’s Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness (MVP) 
program, which is a community-driven process to define natural and climate-related hazards, identify 
existing and future vulnerabilities and strengths of infrastructure, environmental resources, and 
vulnerable populations, and develop, prioritize, and implement specific actions the town can take to 
reduce risk and build resilience. The Littleton MVP Community Resilience Building Report dated April 
2018 identifies identified heavy precipitation, drought, extreme heat and cold, and wind as the most 
significant climate hazards facing the Town.  
 

Effective October 1, 2021, all MEPA projects are required to submit an output report from the 
MA Resilience Design Tool to assess the climate risks of the project. Based on the output report 
attached to the EENF/Proposed EIR, the project has a high exposure rating based on the project’s 
location for the following climate parameters: extreme precipitation (urban and riverine flooding) and 
extreme heat. Based on the 50-year useful life identified for the WRRF project and the self-assessed 
criticality of the facility, the MA Resilience Design Tool recommends a planning horizon of 2070 and a 
return period associated with a 50-year (2% chance) storm event when designing the WRRF portion of 
the project. The Proponent provided a second output report from the MA Resilience Design Tool as 
supplemental information. This supplemental report assessed the climate risks for the Middle School 
Pump Station based on its location near a flood zone. Based on the 50-year useful life identified for the 
Pump Station, the MA Resilience Design Tool recommends a planning horizon of 2070 and a return 
period associated with a 10-year (10% chance) storm event when designing the Middle School Pump 
Station. I note that a 10-year storm design recommendation appears to be based on a “low” criticality 
assessment of the pump station, based on user inputs. Given the important function of this new 
wastewater infrastructure for Littleton and the surrounding community, this project should be assessed 
as “high” criticality and climate planning centered around recommendations for such infrastructure. The 
MA Resilience Design Tool recommends planning for at least a 50-year (2% chance) storm event to be 
resilient to extreme precipitation as of a future planning year (here, 2070) for “High” critical 
infrastructure assets. 

 
According to the EENF/Proposed EIR, the new WRRF will site is located in the flood plain 

(BLSF). The new WRRF building and structures will have the lowest floors elevated 3 feet above the 
base flood elevation of 211 feet (NAVD88) determined based on the current 100-year storm size. The 
design of the stormwater management facilities will meet the current standards, including peak 
attenuation of the (current) 2-, 10-, and 100-year 24-hour storm events. Rainfall data will be based on 
the NOAA Atlas 14. While I commend the Town for elevating critical water supply infrastructure above 
the current flood plain elevation, I encourage the Town to consider future climate conditions in final 
design and to engage in flexible adaptive planning to allow for future upgrades when conditions dictate. 
The MA Resilience Design Tool could be a resource for obtaining best available climate data when 
designing project components. The Single EIR should comprehensively address whether the project has 
taken all available measures to add resiliency to project components. It should specifically address 
whether elevation and stormwater sizing are expected to meet 50-year storm conditions as of 2070, or 
100-year conditions in later years. 

 
Historic and Archeological Resources 
 

As stated above, the 242 King Street property is included in the MHC’s Inventory of Historic 
and Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth and is located on one of the oldest roads in Littleton. 
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The EENF/Proposed EIR states there will be no disturbance to the residential structure on the property. 
MHC’s comment letter states that an intensive (locational) archaeological survey (950 CMR 70.00) be 
conducted for the WRRF aspect of the project. The Single EIR should detail all measures the project 
will take to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects to historic resources. 
 
Construction Period  
 

The Proponent should consult MassDEP’s comment letter for guidance on relevant construction-
period period regulatory standards. All construction and demolition activities should be managed in 
accordance with applicable MassDEP’s regulations regarding Air Pollution Control (310 CMR 7.01, 
7.09-7.10), and Solid Waste Facilities (310 CMR 16.00 and 310 CMR 19.00, including the waste ban 
provision at 310 CMR 19.017). The Single EIR should describe all measures to reduce construction 
period impacts (e.g., noise, dust, odor, solid waste management) and emissions of air pollutants from 
equipment, including anti-idling measures in accordance with the Air Quality regulations (310 CMR 
7.11). I encourage the Proponent to require that its contractors use construction equipment with engines 
manufactured to Tier 4 federal emission standards, or to select project contractors that have installed 
retrofit emissions control devices or vehicles that use alternative fuels to reduce emissions of volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM) from diesel-powered 
equipment. Off-road vehicles are required to use ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel (ULSD). If oil and/or 
hazardous materials are found during construction, the Proponent should notify MassDEP in accordance 
with the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.00). All construction activities should be 
undertaken in compliance with the conditions of all State and local permits. I encourage the Proponent to 
reuse or recycle construction and demolition (C&D) debris to the maximum extent. 
 
 The project will be required to develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP) in 
accordance with its NPDES CGP to manage stormwater during the construction period. The Single EIR 
should describe stormwater management measures that will be implemented during construction. It 
should describe potential construction period dewatering activities and identify mitigation measures. All 
construction-period mitigation measures should be listed in the draft Section 61 Findings. 
 
Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings 
 

The Single EIR should include a separate chapter summarizing all proposed mitigation measures 
including construction-period measures. This chapter should also include a comprehensive list of all 
commitments made by the Proponent to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the environmental and related 
public health impacts of the project, and should include a separate section outlining mitigation 
commitments relative to EJ populations. The filing should contain clear commitments to implement 
these mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties 
responsible for implementation, and contain a schedule for implementation. The list of commitments 
should be provided in a tabular format organized by subject matter (traffic, water/wastewater, 
environmental justice, etc.) and identify the Agency Action or Permit associated with each category of 
impact. Draft Section 61 Findings should be separately included for each Agency Action to be taken on 
the project. The filing should clearly indicate which mitigation measures will be constructed or 
implemented based upon project phasing to ensure that adequate measures are in place to mitigate 
impacts associated with each development phase. 
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Response to Comments 
 

The Single EIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter 
received. To ensure that the issues raised by commenters are addressed, the Single EIR should include 
direct responses to comments to the extent that they are within MEPA jurisdiction. This directive is not 
intended, and shall not be construed, to enlarge the scope of the Single EIR beyond what has been 
expressly identified in this certificate 
        
Circulation 
 
 The Proponent should circulate the Single EIR to each Person or Agency who previously 
commented on the EENF/Proposed EIR, each Agency from which the project will seek Permits, Land 
Transfers or Financial Assistance, and to any other Agency or Person identified in the Scope.  
 
 The Proponent should consult with the MEPA Office prior to filing the Single EIR to determine 
whether additional distribution requirements may be warranted to surrounding local communities in 
accordance with the EJ public involvement plan required in the Scope. Pursuant to 301 CMR 11.16(5), 
the Proponent may circulate copies electronically. However, the Proponent must make a reasonable 
number of hard copies available to accommodate those without convenient access to a computer and 
distribute these upon request on a first-come, first-served basis. A copy of the Single EIR should be 
made available for review in the Littleton Public Library. 
  
 

         
      April 29, 2022          _____________________________  

   Date      Kathleen A. Theoharides 
 
 
Comments received:  
 
04/01/22 Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) 
04/21/22 Organization for the Assabet, Sudbury & Concord Rivers (OARS) 
03/21/22 R.Zimmerman 
04/22/22 Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) 
04/22/22 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) 
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Ten Park Plaza, Suite 4160, Boston, MA 02116 

Tel: 857-368-4636, TTY: 857-368-0655 

www.mass.gov/massdot 

   

  

  

 

  April 22, 2022  

 

Kathleen Theoharides, Secretary 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA  02114-2150 

 

RE: Littleton Sewer Expansion Project 

 (EEA #16538) 

 

ATTN: MEPA Unit 

 Jennifer Hughes 

 

 

Dear Secretary Theoharides: 

 

 On behalf of the Massachusetts Department of Transportation, I am submitting comments 

regarding the Environmental Notification Form filed for the proposed Littleton Sewer Expansion 

project as prepared by the Office of Transportation Planning. If you have any questions regarding 

these comments, please contact J. Lionel Lucien, P.E., Manager of the Public/Private Development 

Unit, at (857) 368-8862. 

 

 

       Sincerely,       

       

 

 

 

David J. Mohler 

  Executive Director 

  Office of Transportation Planning 

 

 

 

 

 

DJM/jll 
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cc: Jonathan Gulliver, Administrator, Highway Division 

 Carrie Lavallee, P.E., Chief Engineer, Highway Division 

  Barry Lorion, P.E., District 3 Highway Director 

  Neil Boudreau, Assistant Administrator of Traffic and Highway Safety 

  Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

  Planning Board, Town of Littleton 
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Tel: 857-368-4636, TTY: 857-368-0655 

www.mass.gov/massdot 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:   David J. Mohler, Executive Director  

        Office of Transportation Planning  

 

FROM: J. Lionel Lucien, P.E., Manager 

        Public/Private Development Unit  

 

DATE:  April 22, 2022 

 

RE:  Littleton Sewer Expansion Project 

  (EEA #16538) 

 

 

The Public/Private Development Unit (PPDU) has reviewed the Expanded 

Environmental Notification Form (EENF) for the Littleton Sewer Expansion Project (the 

“Project”) submitted by CDM Smith, Inc. on behalf of the Littleton Water Department 

(collectively, the “Proponent”). The Project includes physical improvements to the site of the 

current wastewater treatment plant at 242 King Street as well as excavation and installation of 

approximately 8.5 miles of new sewer infrastructure within existing roadways on King 

Street/Shattuck Street (Route 2A), Great Road (Route 119), and Russell Street. 

 

The Project surpasses MEPA thresholds for review of an ENF due to impacts on 

wetlands per 301 CMR 11.03(3) and wastewater per 301 CMR 11.03(5). The Project 

additionally requires Access Permits from MassDOT as it proposes excavation and 

installation of water infrastructure in jurisdictional roadways on King Street (Route 2A) and 

Great Road (Route 119).  

 

The Project requires a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) per 301 CMR 

11.06(7)(b) as the expanded wastewater treatment facility at 242 King Street falls within one 

mile of an identified minority EJ population in Tract 3183 Block Group 3. The overall Project 

is not anticipated to result in disproportionate impacts to EJ populations as its primary impact 

would be contribution to increased flood levels, which is offset by sufficient stormwater 

systems proposed in the facility expansion. Traffic delays associated with construction on 

King Street will unavoidably impact all Littleton residents and will not be borne 

disproportionately by EJ populations. The Proponent requests a rollover of the EIR per 301 

CMR 11.06(13), to which MassDOT has no objection. 

 

Once completed, the Project is not expected to result in any change in observed traffic 

volumes on jurisdictional or local roadways. As a proposal focusing on non-transportation 

infrastructure, the Proponent estimates that proposed sewer replacements will not generate 

additional vehicle trips above current roadway use. No changes to surface roadways following 

construction are proposed, and the Project is unlikely to impact MassDOT Project #610723 
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(Bolton- Boxborough- Harvard- Littleton- Pavement Preservation on I-495) south of the 

Project site.  

 

As a result, MassDOT recommends that no further environmental review be required 

based on transportation-related issues. The Proponent should coordinate with the Town of 

Littleton and MassDOT District 3 to minimize traffic disruption during project construction. If 

you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 

Curtis.B.Wiemann@dot.state.ma.us. 

 

 

 



Robert L. Zimmerman, Jr. 
83 Sanderson Road 

Littleton, Massachusetts 01460 
617.543.3278 

 
RE: Comments on MEPA Filing 16537: Littleton Sewer System Expansion Project 
 
 
April 21, 2021 
 
Ms. Jennifer Hughes 
MEPA Analyst 
Jennifer.Hughes@mass.gov 
 
 
Dear Ms. Hughes: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
I have been following for some time the vagaries of getting a sewer project for the commercial Littleton 
Common area.  In effect, the project started in 2001 and has been at various stages of rejection or 
acceptance ever since. 
 
The original notion with the project was to provide sewers to the commercial district in Littleton alone, 
avoiding the serious growth impacts of an expanded system for much of the town.  Littleton was and 
remains an exurban more rural community with much forested and agricultural open space.  With a new 
sewer system available across the town, the best crops to grow would quickly become homes with four 
and five bedrooms.  That outcome remains anathema to most all residents. 
 
The problem with limited strategic sewers allowing for greater density and use in the village center is 
that the cost per gallon for treatment becomes prohibitive.  As a consequence, a plan was paid for and 
developed by the Charles River Watershed Association to “smart sewer” the commercial zones by 
subsidizing the cost of the sewer system, mixing the organics in the wastewater with food waste and via 
anaerobic digestion creating methane to use to fire a generator.  In addition, using a membrane 
bioreactor for wastewater treatment in the facility, treated water would be reclaimed and resold for use 
in all applications except bathing and drinking.  The treatment facility, generically called a Community 
Water and Energy Resource Center (CWERC), would then subsidize its cost by collecting tipping fees for 
food waste, selling electricity, through combined heat and power selling heating and cooling to nearby 
facilities, and reclaiming and selling nearly potable water. 
 
The approach has been rejected out by Littleton Water Department and CDM Smith, though their 
proposal is to build a membrane bioreactor to treat the 208,000 gallons per day their system is designed 
to accommodate. 
 
Interestingly, in a separate filing with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
through the Water Management Act, Littleton currently seeks permitting to rehabilitate and build new 
potable water wells near Cobb Pond and Nashoba Brook in Littleton, and just west of Nagog Pond, 



Concord’s drinking water supply.  These new wells would provide the town up to 555,000 gallons daily, 
but not to exceed an annual average of 455,000 gallons daily.   
 
I do not know how much the new wells will cost, nor the cost of the permitting and engineering to 
obtain permission to build and use them.  I do know that Littleton’s own modeling of the wells shows, 
particularly during the months of June, July, August, September, and October, the new wells will have 
serious impact on Nashoba Brook, a coldwater stream, and Cobbs Pond. 
 
What strikes me is that the new wells are utterly unnecessary.  They are a function of 19th Century 
“take/make/waste” thinking, and in the age of climate change and the uncertainty it brings to weather 
and our future, that thinking must be abandoned. 
 
With 208,000 gallons daily of reclaimed and reusable water being produced by the proposed membrane 
bioreactor, LWD could resell that water, helping subsidize the capital and operations cost for the 
treatment plant, and obviating the need for the new wells.  Over time the great likelihood is that the 
original 208,000 gallons treated will grow to something approximating the 455,000 gallons proposed. 
 
A completely new collection system for the treatment plant will be built.  At virtually no additional cost 
to LWD, purple pipes to carry nearly potable water from the treatment plant to the newly sewered 
commercial district to supply the to-be-built mixed use 350 residential units and commercial district on 
the property of the existing IBM facility is a simple straightforward undertaking.  It is remarkable that it 
has not been proposed. 
 
The energy needed to pump the reclaimed water uphill from the treatment facility to the new 
residential and commercial facilities will be no more, and will likely be less, than the energy needed to 
pump the water uphill from the proposed new wells at Cobbs Pond.  Cobbs pond is actually farther 
downhill and farther away from residential and commercial areas in Littleton than the new treatment 
plant site. 
 
Though some argue that the development of the new wells would provide LWD greater “flexibility” in 
their pumping regimes, allowing them to balance demand among their existing well sites.  But, of 
course, the greatest flexibility for LWD comes with reducing demand in the first place, and reclamation 
and reuse will reduce demand, help provide for less damaged natural systems, help reduce the capital 
and operations costs of the treatment plant, and provide a model for similar such projects across the 
Commonwealth. 
 
I would further recommend that this approach be required by MADEP in its Demand Management 
protocols for new water sources.  Pretending that municipalities and water suppliers can continue 
blithely to draw down and hammer groundwater and surface waters all in a game of “necessary 
provision” to meet human demand is fantasy.  The prediction is that of all species on earth we will lose 
approaching 50 percent by 2050 due to climate and the insatiable desires of humans and our 19th 
Century engineering.  That likely outcome will be abject failure. 
 
In addition to the obvious Demand Management aspects to the reclamation and reuse opportunities 
outlined here, there are also State Revolving Fund options.  If, in the point system MADEP has devised to 
identify the best projects in the Commonwealth for SRF funding, points were awarded to those projects 
favoring water reclamation and reuse – for BOTH the wastewater and drinking water projects – the 



likelihood is that the incentives would inspire similar projects and provide for overall reductions in 
demand across Massachusetts. 
 
Finally, the cost benefits to Littleton are obvious.  Eliminating the need for the development, permitting, 
and design and development of new wells is big.  Enhancing the income for the new wastewater facility 
and thereby reducing the costs to sewer users is big.  Eliminating the impacts on Cobbs Pond, Nashoba 
Brook, and Nagog Pond, to me, is the biggest benefit. 
 
There is no question that reclamation and reuse should be a requirement of these MEPA findings, in 
partnership with the findings of the WMA permitting process. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
Robert L. Zimmerman, Jr. 
Littleton Resident 
 
Cc: OARS 
 Massachusetts Rivers Alliance 
 Paul Glavey, Littleton Selectmen 
 Duane Levangie, DEP 
 Vandana Rao, EEA 
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April 25, 2022 

 

Secretary Kathleen A. Theoharides 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 

Boston, MA 02114 

 

Attention: MEPA Unit – Jennifer Hughes 

 

Re: Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF)/Proposed Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR)  

 Littleton Sewer System Expansion Project 

 Littleton 

EEA #16537 

 

 

Dear Secretary Theoharides, 

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection's (“MassDEP”) Central 

Regional Office has reviewed the EENF/Proposed EIR for the Littleton Sewer System Expansion 

Project (the “Project”).   The Littleton Water Department (the “Proponent”) is proposing to 

construct a “Water Resource Recovery Facility” at 242 King Street (the “Facility”) consisting of 

a 9,935-square-foot Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) treatment system and expansion of the 

existing effluent recharge site at the Littleton High School (56 King Street).   The Project also 

includes construction of a hybrid collection system consisting of gravity sewers supplemented 

with pumping stations and force mains at low points. The Project will include approximately 

9.32 miles of gravity, force main, and pressure sewers, four new submersible sewerage pump 

stations, and upgrades to the existing Middle School and High School pump stations.  The 

Project includes demolition of an existing maintenance garage and decommissioning of the 

existing wastewater treatment facility. 

The Project requires an EIR in accordance with 301 CMR 11.06(7)(b).  The Project meets 

or exceeds the following review thresholds: 

• 301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(1)(f) - alteration of ½ or more acres of any other wetlands; 
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• 301 CMR 11.03(5)(b)(1) - Construction of a New wastewater treatment and/or disposal 

facility with a Capacity of 100,000 or more gpd; 

• 301 CMR 11.03(5)(b)(3)(b) - Construction of one or more New sewer mains five or more 

miles in length. 

The Project requires the following State Agency Permits: 

• MassDEP - Individual Permit for Groundwater Discharge from Sewerage Treatment 

Plant (BRP WP 79, filed on August 6, 2021 (the “Wastewater Permit Application”)); 

• MassDEP – Superseding Order of Conditions (if pending local Order of Conditions is 

appealed); 

• Massachusetts Department of Transportation – State Highway Permit. 

 

The Proponent is requesting a Single Environmental Impact Report, a Rollover EIR or a 

Special Review Procedure.  MassDEP respectfully suggests that the EENF/Proposed EIR may 

not meet the standard for a Rollover EIR under 301 CMR 11.06(13)(a) given the scope of 

MassDEP’s comments below but we offer the comments for the purpose of any further MEPA 

review. The Proponent will receive funding from a MassWorks Grant and from the 

Massachusetts Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF 2022 #7020), so MEPA jurisdiction 

is broad.  MassDEP offers the following comments: 

Project Description 

Much of the description of the Project is contained in a Wastewater Needs Assessment 

(“Needs Assessment”) available as a web link in the Proposed EIR.  MassDEP’s review of the 

materials was complicated by having to refer to certain information that could possibly have 

been in the Proposed EIR itself. From its review of the EENF/Proposed EIR, the Needs 

Assessment, and the pending Wastewater Permit application, MassDEP understands that the 

Needs Assessment describes a five-phase recommended plan (Phases 1A, 1B, 2, 3, and 4).  The 

Project includes only three phases: 1A, 1B, and 2 (formerly identified as Phase 3). Phases 3 

(formerly 2) and 4 will only be implemented if they are determined to be beneficial to areas that 

may be adversely affected by septic systems.  The EENF/Proposed EIR notes that septic systems 

may contribute to water quality issues in ponds and streams and identifies Beaver Brook as an 

impaired water body within ½ mile of the Project site.  The EENF/Proposed EIR states that 

“continued monitoring” will determine whether the two phases not included in the Project will be 

implemented but does not describe the monitoring program or the results that would trigger the 

need for those phases.  MassDEP believes that monitoring should be described in Proposed 

Section 61 Findings and may be included in the Wastewater Permit. 

Wastewater 

 As noted above, the Project includes three phases (possibly five).  Any future MEPA 

filings should further define the design flows for each phase of the Project further, including a 

description of the design basis for each phase. The EENF/Proposed EIR and MassDEP’s 

hydrogeologic approval for the Project (issued on April 4, 2019 with a follow-up on May 23, 
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2019) states the treated effluent will be discharged to a disposal system designed with a capacity 

of approximately 208,000 gallons per day (gpd). However, information provided after the March 

29, 2022 MEPA scoping session shows a final design flow of 290,000 gpd, which exceeds the 

proposed flows. The hydrogeologic analysis examined the discharge location’s ability to receive 

no more than 244,784 gpd of treated effluent. The Proponent should explain how this 

discrepancy will be addressed.  

The Wastewater Permit Application includes the Phase 1A components of the Project:  

construction of the Facility, the Phase 1A collection system, the Great Road pump station, and 

the high school pump station; expansion of the effluent recharge site; and decommissioning of 

the existing wastewater treatment plant. 

The Proponent should clarify the ownership, operation, and maintenance responsibilities 

of the proposed pump stations. The Proponent should state whether these pump stations will be 

owned and operated by the Proponent or will be privately owned pump stations that will be 

connected to the municipal sewers.  It is preferable that all pump stations be owned and operated 

by the Proponent. The Proponent shall verify that all existing pump stations that will be used as 

part of the Project shall meet TR-16 standards and be fully capable of conveying full buildout 

flows to the WRRF. 

The Proponent should clarify that the existing effluent disposal system for the Littleton 

High School wastewater treatment facility will not be utilized as part of the Project. The existing 

disposal system should be abandoned or removed. MassDEP’s hydrogeologic review did not 

authorize any further use of the existing disposal system.  Similarly, MassDEP assumes that all 

sewer pipes will be new and any of the existing sewer pipes will either be removed or 

abandoned.  

The Proponent indicated during the MEPA scoping meeting that the potential for 

wastewater reuse remains under consideration. Please note that any reuse of treated wastewater 

must comply with 314 CMR 20.00, which may entail more stringent effluent limits. 

The EENF/Proposed EIR indicates the treatment of sewage sludge or residuals will take 

place as part of the Project. It is MassDEP’s understanding that no sludge treatment or residuals 

processing is included in the Project. Please confirm whether there will be sludge treatment or 

residuals processing.  The EENF/Proposed EIR also mentions that the Project will generate 

traffic related to delivery of septage to the Facility and transportation of girt and sludge from the 

Facility. The Proponent should provide additional information about these processes.  

Wetlands 

Although wetlands impacts are discussed in the EENF/Proposed EIR, some of the 

numbers are inconsistent throughout the document.  The EENF/Proposed EIR states that the 

Project will permanently alter 37,109 square feet (sf) of Riverfront Area (RA), but the temporary 

impacts to RA are listed as 25,511 sf, 28,711 sf and 24,711 sf in different sections of the 

document. The EENF/Proposed EIR says that the Project will permanently alter 19,540 sf of 

Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (BLSF) and temporarily alter 36,155 sf Buffer Zone (BZ), 
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but revised plans were submitted with no updated impact numbers. Clarification is needed for all 

wetlands and BZ impacts.  In future MEPA filings the Proponent should provide an updated 

summary table of all temporary and permanent wetland resource area and BZ impacts, especially 

impacts related to the Facility site, the Great Pond Pump Station site and roadway work.  In 

addition, the narrative states that there will be temporary BZ, BLSF and RA impacts in Phases 

1B & 2 roadway work.  These impacts must be quantified.  

Temporary impacts to RA for the construction of the Facility will be associated with 

erosion control installation/removal, compensatory storage construction, and incidental grading. 

Other temporary impacts to RA are associated with the installation of gravity sewers and force 

main within King Street (Phase 1A) and Great Road (Phase 1B.) All temporary impact areas will 

be stabilized through seeding or planting.  Permanent impacts to RA will be associated with 

proposed buildings, drive and parking lot.  The Project is exempt from the requirements for RA 

under 310 CMR 10.58(6)(h). 

Impacts to BZ proposed under the EENF/Proposed EIR will be directly associated with 

the work related to the Facility. The proposed installation of sewer mains within various roadway 

rights-of-way will temporarily impact Buffer Zone in some locations. 

The Proponent filed an Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation (ANRAD) with 

the Littleton Conservation Commission (the “Commission”) and MassDEP in December 2021. 

MassDEP issued a file number for the ANRAD on December 21, 2021 with comments regarding 

clarification of jurisdictional areas related to the possible historical stormwater uses on the 242 

King Street site. The Commission issued an Order of Resource Area Delineation on January 13, 

2022 confirming the delineation of BVW, BLSF, Bank, RA and Land Under Water.  The 

Proponent submitted an NOI application for the Project with the Littleton Conservation 

Commission and MassDEP on April 4, 2022. The Proponent submitted the Project as a Limited 

Project under 310 CMR 10.53(3)(d). MassDEP notes that the wetlands impact numbers in the 

NOI differ from the numbers in the EENF/Proposed EIR.  MassDEP may provide additional 

commentary following technical review of the Project.   

The Proponents should demonstrate in any future MEPA submittals that the Project 

complies with the Performance Standards for BLSF found in 310 CMR 10.57(4), specifically 

those requiring that compensatory storage be incrementally equal to the theoretical volume of 

flood water “at each elevation” and unrestricted hydraulic connection is provided to the same 

waterway. It is unclear if the proposed culvert beneath the access road provides an unrestricted 

connection to existing BLSF that meets performance standards. The proposed roadway at 

elevation 212 feet and multiple emergency spillways may prevent such a connection and could 

result in flooding of the site access road during storm events. Future plans should show the 

proposed access and resultant wetland impacts needed to access the compensatory storage for 

construction and future operation and maintenance. It appears that BLSF alteration may exceed 

the 10% or 5,000 sf threshold of significance for the protection of wildlife habitat and may 

require the completion of a wildlife habitat evaluation. The Proponent should demonstrate 

whether the Project meets or exceeds this threshold. To adequately compensate for BLSF loss, a 

long-term vegetation management plan should be submitted as part of any future MEPA filings 

to prevent the establishment and spread of phragmites. 
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 Stormwater 

The Facility portion of the Project is considered new development and therefore must 

fully comply to the Massachusetts Stormwater Standards. Future phases of the Project that occur 

within the existing roadways are exempt from stormwater regulations. The proposed pump 

stations and the Facility will increase the extent of impervious surfaces by approximately 37,109 

sf and there is a new stormwater conveyance proposed from the Facility. The Proponent states 

they have designed the stormwater management systems associated with the WWRF to fully 

meet the Massachusetts Stormwater Standards. The overflow elevations for stormwater 

structures should be set an elevation that prevents intrusion of floodwater associated with the 

100-year storm.  

MassDEP recommends that the Proponent evaluate stormwater runoff impacts during 

construction and post-construction, and the Proponent should demonstrate that 1) source 

controls, pollution prevention measures, erosion and sediment controls and the post-development 

drainage system will be designed to comply with the MassDEP Stormwater Management 

regulations, and 2) the standards for water quality and quantity impacts and for impaired waters 

are being met.  

As noted above, Beaver Brook is an impaired waterbody with the segment adjacent to the 

proposed WRRF listed on the Massachusetts Year 2014 Integrated List of Waters for requiring a 

TMDL (impairments are fecal coliform/dissolved oxygen/low pH/TSS.) The Proponent shall 

design the stormwater management system to address the impairments listed in the TMDL. 

The Stormwater Management regulations require that the Proponent shall consider 

environmentally sensitive site design that incorporates LID and the use of integrated 

management practices (IMP) for control of stormwater, either alone or in combination with 

conventional drainage control measures. LID is an approach to stormwater management that 

minimizes runoff impacts by maintaining and mimicking existing hydrologic functions through 

site design techniques such as disconnecting runoff flow pathways and dispersing stormwater 

control across the site, reducing imperviousness, and minimizing clearing and grading while 

preserving natural resources and drainage patterns. When combined with pollution prevention 

measures, LID can be less costly than conventional gutter and pipe drainage system and can 

provide redundancy for stormwater control. 

 

Other Permits and Considerations 

Before construction begins, the Proponent will be required to file an NOI with the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency for coverage under the National Pollution Discharge 

Elimination System’s General Permit for Storm Water Discharges from Construction Activities 

and will develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan to address stormwater 

controls during Project construction for Projects that disturb more than one acre.    
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The Proponent should also determine whether the following U.S. EPA NPDES permit is 

necessary prior to commencing Project construction:  Dewatering General Permit -

 https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/dewatering-general-permit-dgp-massachusetts-new-

hampshire.  

MassDEP requests that the Proponent incorporate long-term phragmites management into 

the Section 61 findings as mitigation measures. 

Air Quality 

Construction and demolition activity must conform to Massachusetts Air Pollution 

Control regulations governing nuisance conditions at 310 CMR 7.01, 7.09 and 7.10 and not 

cause or contribute to a condition of air pollution due to dust, odor or noise. As such, the 

Proponent should propose measures to prevent and minimize dust, noise, and odor nuisance 

conditions, which may occur during both construction and demolition. Because the Project is 

located roadways and abuts a school, excessive dust generation is a concern.  The Proponent 

should consider commercially available dust suppression methods including use of a water truck 

and/or spreading calcium chloride during the construction period. 

The Proponent should be aware of and review the Department’s Noise Policy, Policy 90-

001, dated January 16, 1990.  Copies of this Policy can be obtained from any of the 

Department’s Regional Offices, Bureau of Air and Waste.  Proper and considered placement of 

HVAC equipment and emergency generator(s), with the potential addition of noise abatement 

enclosure for HVAC roof top units or a noise abatement enclosure for generators, could prevent 

future noise complaints from nearby residents or abutters. The EENF/Proposed EIR states that 

noise from the new emergency generators will be mitigated by mufflers and enclosures. 

MassDEP requests that all non-road diesel equipment rated 50 horsepower or greater 

meet EPA’s Tier 4 emission limits, which are the most stringent emission standards currently 

available for off-road engines. If a piece of equipment is not available in the Tier 4 configuration, 

then the Proponent should use construction equipment that has been retrofitted with appropriate 

emissions reduction equipment. Emission reduction equipment includes EPA-verified, CARB-

verified, or MassDEP-approved diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) or Diesel Particulate Filters 

(DPFs). The Proponent should maintain a list of the engines, their emission tiers, and, if 

applicable, the best available control technology installed on each piece of equipment on file for 

Departmental review. 

Asbestos 

The EENF/Proposed EIR notes that the existing maintenance garage to be demolished 

contains asbestos materials.  It is unclear whether decommissioning of the existing treatment 

plant will include demolition and if so, whether any building components include asbestos-

containing materials.  

Before beginning any demolition or renovation, the Proponent is required to have the 

structures inspected by a licensed asbestos inspector to identify the presence, location and 
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quantity of any asbestos-containing material (ACM) and prepare a written asbestos survey 

report.  At least 10 working days before beginning work, the Proponent must submit to 

MassDEP an Asbestos Removal Notification Form AQ04 (ANF-001) and/or a 

Construction/Demolition Notification (Form BWP AQ06).  The removal of asbestos from the 

buildings must adhere to the special safeguards defined in the Air Pollution Control regulations 

(310 CMR 7.15).  If any ACM need to be abated through non-traditional methods, the Proponent 

must apply for and obtain approval from MassDEP through Application BWP AQ36-Application 

for Non-Traditional Asbestos Abatement Work Practice Approval.   

Except for vinyl asbestos tile and asphaltic-asbestos felt and shingles, the disposal of 

ACM within the Commonwealth must be at a facility specifically approved by MassDEP, in 

accordance with 310 CMR 19.061.  Materials containing any amount of asbestos as well as 

materials contaminated by asbestos are defined in 310 CMR 7.15 as asbestos-containing waste 

material.  No ACM or asbestos containing waste material, including VAT and asphaltic-asbestos 

felts and shingles may be disposed at a facility operating as a recycling facility in accordance 

with 310 CMR 16.05 and are classified as a special waste as defined in the Solid waste 

Management regulations (310 CMR 19.061).  MassDEP Asbestos, Construction and Demolition 

Notifications can be found at: https://www.mass.gov/guides/MassDEP-Asbestos-Construction-

Demolition-Notifications. 

Demolition activities may generate asphalt, brick and concrete (ABC) debris.  If ABC 

debris will be crushed at the site of generation and used for fill in accordance with 310 CMR 

16.03(2)(b)5, the Proponent must notify MassDEP and the Board of Health at least 30 days 

before beginning the crushing operation.  If the debris is not crushed on-site and used for fill, 

then other requirements may apply. Asphalt paving, brick, concrete, and metal are banned from 

disposal at Massachusetts landfills and waste combustion facilities.  Wood wastes are banned 

from Massachusetts landfills.   For more information see 

http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/recycle/solid/massachusetts-waste-disposal-

bans.html and http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dep/recycle/solid/a-thru-cd/cdbanfaq.pdf . 

MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Project.  If you have any 

questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact JoAnne Kasper-Dunne, 

Central Regional Office MEPA Coordinator, at (508) 767-2716. 

Very truly yours, 

 

Mary Jude Pigsley 

Regional Director 

cc:  Commissioner’s Office, MassDEP 

https://www.mass.gov/guides/MassDEP-Asbestos-Construction-Demolition-Notifications
https://www.mass.gov/guides/MassDEP-Asbestos-Construction-Demolition-Notifications
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/recycle/solid/massachusetts-waste-disposal-bans.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/recycle/solid/massachusetts-waste-disposal-bans.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dep/recycle/solid/a-thru-cd/cdbanfaq.pdf






 
 
April 21, 2022 
 
Jennifer Hughes, Analyst 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
 
Via: Jennifer.Hughes@mass.gov 
 
Re: MEPA 16537 Littleton Sewer System Expansion Project 
 
 
Dear Ms. Hughes: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project. We also appreciate the 
information you provided at the virtual site visit on March 29, at which we asked several questions. I will 
focus our comments to elaborate on the same, below.  
 
Littleton sits astride two watersheds: the Merrimack and the Sudbury-Assabet-Concord (SuAsCo). 
Although this proposed project is not in the SuAsCo watershed, it will have major implications for that 
watershed, particularly Nashoba Brook subwatershed. It also has the potential to have a very positive 
impact on the Commonwealth as a whole, showing an important path forward in making our communities 
more resilient to climate change. MEPA’s policies require climate change to be taken into account in the 
Secretary’s decisions. This is the focus of our comments.  
 
Littleton is in the process of requesting permitting of water withdrawals at Cobbs Pond, in the Nashoba 
Brook watershed of 0.44 MGD. The pump tests show that this will impact the adjacent wetlands, reduce 
pond levels, and significantly impact the already low flow-stressed Nashoba Brook downstream. It is 
required in that permitting process to properly examine alternatives to these new wells. It is clear that the 
treated wastewater from this MBR wastewater treatment plant would be suitable for all but drinking and 
bathing purposes and could readily provide an alternative supply to new sources. As part of the same 
construction process and hence quite inexpensively, purple pipe could be laid to return the treated water 
to the town center where it could be used in the planned new construction at the old IBM campus. It could 
also be used by Aggregate Industries in their gravel processing facility, which currently uses treated 
drinking water. These and other appropriate uses for reclaimed water would cover the new demand needs 
and the need for flexibility in the town’s water supply system. Unfortunately, the only water reuse option 
investigated during this MEPA process, as I learned at the site visit, was to irrigate the playing fields. This 
is a consumptive use and would not provide any of the benefits cited above for use of high-quality 
reclaimed water. It is very cost-effective to install water reuse systems in new construction and Littleton 
is poised to have both a supply of reclaimed water and new construction that can use it.  
 
It is abundantly clear that we cannot expect to keep building water management infrastructure (supply, 
stormwater, wastewater) in the same way as we have in the past. We must urgently advance new 
approaches. We appreciate that recharging groundwater is a better use than discharging it to surface 
waters. But we need to do much better if our communities are to have adequate drinking water supplies in 
the coming decades. This is true throughout the Commonwealth, and particularly in this part of the state 
where almost all communities depend on very limited and already-stressed groundwater sources. If 
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MEPA’s Interim Protocol on Climate Change and Climate Resiliency (2021) is to have any meaning, 
analysis of proposed projects must take water reuse seriously. Water reuse has been stalled for decades 
despite clearly successful examples nearby and afar (see: Fay School in Southborough, Gillette Stadium 
in Foxborough, an entire section of New York City and beyond). Significantly increasing water reuse in 
the Commonwealth would be transformative and an overwhelmingly positive environmental impact. This 
fact can no longer be ignored by state agencies.  
 
In conclusion, under MEPA’s policies and protocols the Secretary must require that the applicant properly 
investigate a legitimate alternative that squarely addresses the need for infrastructure that promotes 
sustainable water use, avoids environmental damage,  and builds climate resiliency.  
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

 
 

Alison Field-Juma 
Executive Director 
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Hughes, Jennifer (EEA)

From: Marold, Misty-Anne (FWE)
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2022 10:54 AM
To: Hughes, Jennifer (EEA)
Cc: Cheeseman, Melany (FWE)
Subject: EEA 16537, Littleton Sewer System Expansion

RE: EEA 16537, Littleton Sewer System Expansion 
 
Hi Jennifer, 
 
The MA Division of Fisheries & Wildlife (MassWildlife) reviewed the DUAL EXPANDED ENVIRONMENTAL NOTIFICATION 
FORM/PROPOSED EIR for the LITTLETON SEWER SYSTEM EXPANSION PHASES 1A, 1B, 2. The work proposed does not appear to 
occur within Priority or Estimated Habitats for state-listed species according to the Massachusetts Natural Heritage 
Atlas’ 15th edition. Further, much of the work would likely be considered exempt from review pursuant to 321 CMR 
10.14(6, 7, 8, 12, 13) as it is immediately adjacent to or within existing paved roads and lawn areas.  As the project 
moves forward to contracting and implementation, the Proponents should check the then-current Massachusetts 
Natural Heritage Atlas to be certain that all the work remains outside of Priority and Estimated Habitat.  If work enters 
or impacts Priority or Estimated Habitat, the Proponents should review the exemptions in 321 CMR 10.14 and, as 
necessary, be in contact with MassWildlife.  
 
Further, we recommend that all areas not maintained as lawn/grass, should be reseeded with a native restoration seed 
mixes composed off species native to the Middlesex County in accordance with “The Vascular Plants of Massachusetts: A 
County Checklist First Revision” (Dow Cullina, M, B Connolly, B Sorrie, and P Somers. 2011. MA NHESP DFW; available 
online from the State Library of Massachusetts at archives.lib.state.ma.us).   
  
Best, Misty-Anne 
 
Misty-Anne R. Marold (she/her/hers) 
Senior Endangered Species Review Biologist 
Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife 
Natural Heritage Endangered Species Program 
1 North Drive, Rabbit Hill Road 
Westborough, MA 01581 
misty-anne.marold@mass.gov  
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Distribution List 
  



  

Agency Email Address Address 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy 
Act (MEPA) Office 

 
MEPA@mass.gov 

MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02144 

Department of Environmental 
Protection, Boston Office 

 
helena.boccadoro@mass.gov 

Commissioner's Office 
One Winter Street 
Boston, MA 02108 

 

 

andrea.briggs@mass.gov 

DEP/Central Regional Office 
Attn: Attn: Mary Jude Pigsley, 

Regional Director/  
MEPA Coordinator  
8 New Bond Street 

Worcester, MA 01606 

Massachusetts Department of 
Transportation - Boston 

 
MassDOTPPDU@dot.state.ma.us 

Public/Private Development Unit 
J. Lionel Lucien,  P.E., Manager 

Ten Park Plaza, Suite #4160 
Boston, MA 02116 

Massachusetts Department of 
Transportation - Boston 

 
MassDOTPPDU@dot.state.ma.us 

Office of Transportation Planning 
David J. Mohler, Executive 

Director 
Ten Park Plaza, Suite #4160 

Boston, MA 02116 
 

 

jeffrey.r.gomes@dot.state.ma.us 

District #3 
Attn: MEPA Coordinator 
499 Plantation Parkway 
Worcester, MA 01605 

Massachusetts Historical 
Commission 

 
Mail a hard copy of the filing to MHC. 

The MA Archives Building 
Ms. Brona Simon, State 

Historic Preservation 
Officer 

220 Morrissey Boulevard 
Boston, MA 02125 

 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council 

(MAPC) 

 
mpillsbury@mapc.org 

afelix@mapc.org 

 
60 Temple Place 

Boston, MA 02111 

  
 Littleton Board of Selectmen 

 
Selectboard@littletonma.org 

Littleton Town Offices 
37 Shattuck Street 

3rd Floor, Room 306 
Littleton, MA 01460 

 
Littleton Planning Board 

 
MToohill@littletonma.org 

Littleton Town Offices 
37 Shattuck Street 

3rd Floor, Room 303 
Littleton, MA 01460 

 
Littleton Conservation Commission 

 
agreen@littletonma.org 

Littleton Town Offices 
37 Shattuck Street 

3rd Floor, Room 302 
Littleton, MA 01460 

mailto:MEPA@mass.gov
mailto:helena.boccadoro@mass.gov
mailto:andrea.briggs@mass.gov
mailto:MassDOTPPDU@dot.state.ma.us
mailto:MassDOTPPDU@dot.state.ma.us
mailto:jeffrey.r.gomes@dot.state.ma.us
mailto:mpillsbury@mapc.org
mailto:afelix@mapc.org
mailto:MToohill@littletonma.org


  

Agency Email Address Address 
 

Littleton Board of Health 
 

health@littletonma.org 
Littleton Town Offices 

37 Shattuck Street 
3rd Floor, Room 302 
Littleton, MA 01460 

 
If the Project implicates public 

health impacts 

 

DPHToxicology@State.MA.US 

Department of Public Health 
Director of Environmental Health 

250 Washington Street 
Boston, MA 02115 

Commented on EENF/Proposed EIR  Robert L. Zimmerman, Jr. 
83 Sanderson Road 
Littleton, MA 01460 

Commented on EENF/Proposed EIR office@oars3rivers.org 
 

OARS 
Attn: Alison Field-Juma, 

Executive Director 
23 Bradford Street 

Concord, MA 01742 
MA Division of Fisheries & Wildlife 

(MassWildlife) 
Misty-anne.marold@mass.gov 

 
Massachusetts Division of 

Fisheries & Wildlife 
Natural Heritage & Endangered 

Species Program 
Attn: Misty-Anne R. Marold, 
Senior Endangered Species 

Review Biologist 
1 North Drive, Rabbit Hill Road 

Westborough, MA 01581 
 

 

mailto:DPHToxicology@State.MA.US
mailto:office@oars3rivers.org
mailto:Misty-anne.marold@mass.gov


 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Attachment C 

Tree Inventory for 242 King Street 
  



Tag No. Common Name Scientific Name

Squared DBH in 

inches (for multi 

trunk trees only)

DBH in Inches Condition Notes

428 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 422.5 21 Good Twin trunk

429 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 464.5 22 Good Twin trunk

430 Northern catalpa Catalpa speciosa 8 Good

431 Red maple Acer rubrum 24.5 Good

432 American  elm Ulmus americana 10.5 Good

433 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 35 Good

434 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 21.5 Good

435 Black cherry Prunus serotina 94.5 9.7 Good Multi trunk (4)

436 Box elder Acer negundo 378.25 19.4 Good Multi trunk (3)

437 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 15.5 Fair

438 Red oak Quercus rubra 16 Good

439 Northern catalpa Catalpa speciosa 6 Good

440 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 17 Good

441 Red oak Quercus rubra 24.5 Good

442 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 1241 35.2 Good Twin trunk

443 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 12 Good

444 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 8.5 Good

445 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 17 Good

446 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 15 Good

447 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 7 Good

448 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 856.5 29.3 Good Multi trunk (3)

449 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 29 Good

450 Box elder Acer negundo 13 Fair

451 Red maple Acer rubrum 20 Good

452 Red maple Acer rubrum 24 Good

453 Tag not used

454 Red maple Acer rubrum 501.25 22.4 Good Twin trunk

455 Red maple Acer rubrum 20.5 Good

456 Red maple Acer rubrum 11.5 Good

457 Red maple Acer rubrum 17 Good

458 Red maple Acer rubrum 11 Good

459 Red maple Acer rubrum 9.5 Good

460 Red maple Acer rubrum 254.25 15.9 Good Twin trunk

461 Red maple Acer rubrum 15 Good

462 Red maple Acer rubrum 10 Good

463 Red maple Acer rubrum 13 Fair
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Tag No. Common Name Scientific Name

Squared DBH in 

inches (for multi 

trunk trees only)

DBH in Inches Condition Notes

464 Red maple Acer rubrum 9 Good

465 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 100 10.0 Good Twin trunk

466 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 13.5 Fair

467 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 164 12.8 Fair
Twin trunk, branches dead 3/4 up 

from ground

468 Red maple Acer rubrum 13 Good

469 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 8 Good

470 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 164 12.8 Good Twin trunk

471 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 9.5 Good

472 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 596.25 24.4 Fair Multi trunk (6)

473 Red maple Acer rubrum 19.0 Good

474 Red maple Acer rubrum 15.0 Good

475 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 662.5 25.7 Good Twin trunk

476 Red maple Acer rubrum 17.0 Good

477 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 13.0 Good

478 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 26.0 Good

479 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 12.5 Good

480 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 23 Fair

481 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 10.5 Fair

482 Red maple Acer rubrum 6 Good

483 Red maple Acer rubrum 6 Fair Lacking branches lower 3/4 

484 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 20 Fair Needles on top of crown only

485 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 250 16 Fair
Twin trunk, needles on top of crown 

only

486 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 13.5 Fair Needles on top of crown only

487 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 286 17 Fair
Multi trunk (3), needles on top of 

crown only

488 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 12.5 Fair Needles on top of crown only

489 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 16 Fair Needles on top of crown only

490 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 10 Fair

491 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 596 24 Good
Twin trunk, needles on top of crown 

only

492 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 13.5 Good

493 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 14.5 Good

494 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 10 Good

495 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 591.25 24 Good Multi trunk (3)
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Tag No. Common Name Scientific Name

Squared DBH in 

inches (for multi 

trunk trees only)

DBH in Inches Condition Notes

496 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 19 Fair Needles on top of crown only

497 American elm Ulmus americana 11 Good

498 Northern catalpa Catalpa speciosa 17.5 Good

499 White ash Fraxinus americana 12 Fair Emerald ash borer

500 American elm Ulmus americana 10 Good

501 White ash Fraxinus americana 12.5 Fair

502 Box elder Acer negundo 13 Good

503 Northern catalpa Catalpa speciosa 18 Good

504 Red oak Quercus rubra 357.25 19 Good

505 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 22 Good

506 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 30 Good

507 White ash Fraxinus americana 9 Good

508 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 202 14 Fair Twin trunks, split trunks

509 Red maple Acer rubrum 32 Good

510 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 7 Good

511 White ash Fraxinus americana 7 Poor Emerald ash borer

512 White ash Fraxinus americana 7 Poor Emerald ash borer

513 White ash Fraxinus americana 6 Poor Emerald ash borer

514 White ash Fraxinus americana 13 Poor Emerald ash borer

515 White ash Fraxinus americana 5 Poor Emerald ash borer

516 Red maple Acer rubrum 18.5 Poor Growing along the ground

517 White ash Fraxinus americana 11 Poor Emerald ash borer

518 Red maple Acer rubrum 8 Poor

519 White ash Fraxinus americana 11 Poor Emerald ash borer

520 White ash Fraxinus americana 16 Poor Emerald ash borer

521 Northern catalpa Catalpa speciosa 6 Good

522 Box elder Acer negundo 6 Good

523 Red maple Acer rubrum 680 26 Good Twin trunk

524 Box elder Acer negundo 19 Good

525 Box elder Acer negundo 16.5 Good

526 Box elder Acer negundo 12 Good

527 Box elder Acer negundo 7.5 Good

528 White ash Fraxinus americana 9 Poor Emerald ash borer

529 Black cherry Prunus serotina 317 18 Good Twin trunk

530 Box elder Acer negundo 205 14 Good Twin trunk

531 Box elder Acer negundo 10 Good
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Tag No. Common Name Scientific Name

Squared DBH in 

inches (for multi 

trunk trees only)

DBH in Inches Condition Notes

532 Norway spruce Picea abies 27 Good

533 Norway spruce Picea abies 23 Good

534 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 369 19 Good Twin trunk

535 Red maple Acer rubrum 8 Fair

536 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 15 Dead

537 White ash Fraxinus americana 8.5 Poor Emerald ash borer

538 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 450 21 Good Multi trunk (3)

539 American elm Ulmus americana 9 Good

540 White ash Fraxinus americana 7 Poor Emerald ash borer

541 American elm Ulmus americana 292 17 Good Twin trunk

542 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 7 Poor

543 Crab apple Malus sp. 56.25 8 Good Twin trunk

544 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 23 Good

545 American elm Ulmus americana 8.5 Fair Growing close to white pine tree

546 Black cherry Prunus serotina 6 Poor Appears dead

547 American elm Ulmus americana 6.5 Fair

548 White ash Fraxinus americana 229.5 15 Fair Multi trunk (4), emerald ash borer

549 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 11 Good

550 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 16 Fair Emerald ash borer

551 White ash Fraxinus americana 10.5 Dead Emerald ash borer

552 American elm Ulmus americana 7 Dead

553 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 11.5 Good

554 White ash Fraxinus americana 8 Dead

555 White ash Fraxinus americana 181.25 13 Dead Twin trunk

556 Sugar maple Acer saccharum 249 16 Good Multi trunk (3)

557 Black cherry Prunus serotina 6 Fair

558 White ash Fraxinus americana 80 9 Dead Twin trunk

559 Unknown 8 Good

560 Red maple Acer rubrum 677 26 Good Multi trunk (3)

561 Red maple Acer rubrum 159.25 13 Good Twin trunk

562 Red maple Acer rubrum 6 Good

563 Willow Salix sp. 16 Good

564 White ash Fraxinus americana 11.5 Poor Appears dead

565 White oak Quercus alba 24 Good

566 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 19.5 Good

567 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 22 Good
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Tag No. Common Name Scientific Name

Squared DBH in 

inches (for multi 

trunk trees only)

DBH in Inches Condition Notes

568 White ash Fraxinus americana 15 Dead

569 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 11.5 Good

570 American elm Ulmus americana 10 Good

571 White ash Fraxinus americana 7 Fair

572 American elm Ulmus americana 12 Good

573 American elm Ulmus americana 10.5 Good

574 American elm Ulmus americana 11 Good

575 American elm Ulmus americana 10 Good

576 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 13 Good

577 Eastern white pine Pinus strobus 25 Good
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Attachment D 

EPA EJ Screen Tool Report 
  



State

Percentile

EPA Region

Percentile

USA

Percentile

1/3

Selected Variables

EJ Index for Particulate Matter 2.5

EJ Index for Ozone

EJ Index for 2017 Diesel Particulate Matter*

EJ Index for Underground Storage Tanks 

Environmental Justice Indexes

This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the 
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the 
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this 
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the 
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is 
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of 
these issues before using reports.

EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk*

EJ Index for 2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI*

EJ Index for Traffic Proximity
EJ Index for Lead Paint 

EJ Index for Superfund Proximity

EJ Index for RMP Facility Proximity

EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity

EJScreen Report  

EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge

 48

 45

 44

 45

 39

 15

 62

 52

 63

 41

 48

 37

 45

 45

 37

  8

 62

 46

 60

 39

33

27

29

34

28

2

25

20

43

18

Blockgroup: 250173183003, MASSACHUSETTS, EPA Region 1

Approximate Population: 1,764

May 27, 2022

Input Area (sq. miles): 1.59

(Version 2.0)

 59  56 43

 77  80 63



2/3

EJScreen Report 

Superfund NPL
Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDF)

Sites reporting to EPA

Blockgroup: 250173183003, MASSACHUSETTS, EPA Region 1

Approximate Population: 1,764

May 27, 2022

Input Area (sq. miles): 1.59

(Version 2.0)

0
0

zhuangv
Highlight

zhuangv
Underline



EJScreen Report  

Value State

Avg.

%ile in

State

EPA 

Region

Avg.

%ile in

EPA 

Region

USA

Avg.

%ile in

USA

3/3

RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance)
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance)

Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance)

Demographic Index

Over Age 64 

People of Color
Low Income
Unemployment Rate 

Less Than High School Education
Under Age 5 

Demographic Indicators

EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not 
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial 
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this 
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see 
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports.  This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and 
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge 
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.

Selected Variables

Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (µg/m3)
Ozone (ppb)
2017 Diesel Particulate Matter* (µg/m3)
2017 Air Toxics Cancer Risk* (lifetime risk per million)
2017 Air Toxics Respiratory HI*

Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road)
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing)
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance)

*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s 2017 Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s 
ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for 
further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country, 
not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and 
any additional significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-
toxics-data-update.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

Socioeconomic Indicators

Linguistically Isolated

Underground Storage Tanks (count/km2)

Blockgroup: 250173183003, MASSACHUSETTS, EPA Region 1

Approximate Population: 1,764

May 27, 2022

Input Area (sq. miles): 1.59

(Version 2.0)
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Revised Output Report from RMAT Climate Resilience  
Design Standards Tool 

  



RMAT Climate Resilience Design Standards Tool Project Report
Littleton Sewer System Expansion Project
Date Created: 2/25/2022 12:36:59 PM Created By: lofstedtmh Download

Project Summary Link to Project

Estimated Construction Cost: $50000000.00
End of Life Year: 2072
Project within mapped Environmental Justice
neighborhood: No

Ecosystem Benefits Scores

Project Score Moderate
Exposure Scores

Sea Level Rise/Storm Surge Not Exposed
Extreme Precipitation -
Urban Flooding

High Exposure

Extreme Precipitation -
Riverine Flooding

High Exposure

Extreme Heat High Exposure

Asset Summary Number of Assets: 3

Asset Risk Sea Level Rise/Storm
Surge

Extreme Precipitation
- Urban Flooding

Extreme Precipitation
- Riverine Flooding

Extreme Heat

Wastewater Treatment Facility Low Risk High Risk High Risk High Risk

Compensatory Flood Storage ⎯⎯⎯ Natural Resource project assets do not receive a preliminary climate risk rating. ⎯⎯⎯

Middle School Pump Station Low Risk High Risk High Risk High Risk

Project Outputs
Target Planning
Horizon

Intermediate Planning
Horizon

Percentile Return Period Tier

Sea Level Rise/Storm Surge
Wastewater Treatment Facility
Compensatory Flood Storage
Middle School Pump Station
Extreme Precipitation
Wastewater Treatment Facility 2070 50-yr (2%) Tier 3
Compensatory Flood Storage 2030 Tier 1
Middle School Pump Station 2070 10-yr (10%) Tier 2
Extreme Heat
Wastewater Treatment Facility 2070 90th Tier 3
Compensatory Flood Storage 2030 50th Tier 1
Middle School Pump Station 2070 10th Tier 2

Scoring Rationale - Exposure

Sea Level Rise/Storm Surge

This project received a "Not Exposed" because of the following:

■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 

■ 
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Not located within the predicted mean high water shoreline by 2030
No historic coastal flooding at project site
Not located within the Massachusetts Coast Flood Risk Model (MC-FRM)

Extreme Precipitation - Urban Flooding

This project received a "High Exposure" because of the following:

Increased impervious area
Maximum annual daily rainfall exceeds 10 inches within the overall project's useful life
No historic flooding at project site
Existing impervious area of the project site is between 10% and 50%

Extreme Precipitation - Riverine Flooding

This project received a "High Exposure" because of the following:

Part of the project is within a mapped FEMA floodplain, outside of the Massachusetts Coast Flood Risk Model (MC-FRM)
Part of the project is within 100ft of a waterbody
Project is potentially susceptible to riverine erosion
No historic riverine flooding at project site

Extreme Heat

This project received a "High Exposure" because of the following:

30+ days increase in days over 90 deg. F within project's useful life
Increased impervious area
Existing trees are being removed as part of the proposed project
Existing impervious area of the project site is between 10% and 50%
Located within 100 ft of existing water body

Scoring Rationale - Asset Risk Scoring

Asset - Wastewater Treatment Facility
Primary asset criticality factors influencing risk ratings for this asset:

Asset must be operable at all times, even during natural hazard event
Loss/inoperability of the asset would have impacts limited to local area and/or municipality
Inoperability of the asset would be expected to result in minor impacts to people’s health, including minor injuries or minor impacts to chronic illnesses
Cost to replace is between $30 million and $100 million
Spills and/or releases of hazardous materials are expected with difficult remediation and pose a severe threat to public health or safety

Asset - Compensatory Flood Storage
Primary asset criticality factors influencing risk ratings for this asset:

No score available

Asset - Middle School Pump Station
Primary asset criticality factors influencing risk ratings for this asset:

Asset can be inaccessible/inoperable more than a week after natural hazard event without consequences
Loss/inoperability of the asset would have impacts limited to local area and/or municipality
Inoperability of the asset would not be expected to result in injuries
Inoperability may moderately impact other facilities, assets, or buildings, but is not expected to affect their ability to operate
Impact on natural resources can be mitigated naturally with the inoperability of the asset

Project Design Standards Output

Asset: Wastewater Treatment Facility Infrastructure

Sea Level Rise/Storm Surge Low Risk

Applicable Design Criteria

Projected Tidal Datums: No
Projected Water Surface Elevation: No
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Projected Wave Action Water Elevation: No
Projected Wave Heights: No
Projected Duration of Flooding: No
Projected Design Flood Velocity: No
Projected Scour & Erosion: No

Extreme Precipitation High Risk

Target Planning Horizon: 2070
Return Period: 50-yr (2%)

Applicable Design Criteria

Tiered Methodology: Tier 3

Projected Total Precipitation Depth & Peak Intensity for 24-hr Design Storms: Yes

Asset Name Recommended
Planning Horizon

Recommended Return Period
(Design Storm)

Projected 24-hr Total Precipitation
Depth (inches)

Step-by-Step Methodology for
Peak Intensity

Wastewater
Treatment Facility 2070 50-Year (2%) 9.2 Downloadable Methodology PDF

Limitations: While precipitation depth is useful for project planning and design, rainfall distribution and peak intensity of the design storm is
recommended to also be considered. Lower-intensity, longer-duration storms allow time for infiltration and reduce the load on the infrastructure system
over the duration of the storm. Higher-intensity, shorter-duration storms often have higher runoff volumes because the water does not have enough
time to infiltrate and infrastructure systems (e.g., catch basins) and may overflow or back up during such storms. In the Northeast, short -duration high
intensity rain events are becoming more frequent, and there is often little early warning for these events, making it difficult to plan operationally. These
events can result in the rapid inundation of the asset project location. Design should consider both short- and long-duration precipitation events and
how they may impact the asset.

The precipitation values provided by this Tool (version 1) are recommended to inform planning and design, but they do not guarantee that the asset will
be protected from or be able to withstand an extreme precipitation event. The planning, design, and review guidance accompanying these values is
general and projects are encouraged to do their own due diligence to understand the vulnerability of their asset.

Projected Riverine Peak Discharge & Peak Flood Elevation: Yes

Extreme Heat High Risk

Target Planning Horizon: 2070
Percentile: 90th Percentile

Applicable Design Criteria

Tiered Methodology: Tier 3

Projected Annual/Summer/Winter Average Temperatures: Yes
Projected Heat Index: Yes
Projected Growing Degree Days: No
Projected Days Per Year With Max Temp > 95°F, >90°F, <32°F: Yes
Projected Number of Heat Waves Per Year & Average Heat Wave Duration: Yes
Projected Cooling Degree Days & Heating Degree Days (base = 65°F): No

Asset: Compensatory Flood Storage Natural Resources

Sea Level Rise/Storm Surge

Applicable Design Criteria

Projected Tidal Datums: No
Projected Water Surface Elevation: No
Projected Wave Action Water Elevation: No
Projected Wave Heights: No
Projected Duration of Flooding: No
Projected Design Flood Velocity: No
Projected Scour & Erosion: No

Extreme Precipitation

Target Planning Horizon: 2030

Applicable Design Criteria

Tiered Methodology: Tier 1

Projected Total Precipitation Depth & Peak Intensity for 24-hr Design Storms: Yes
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Asset Name Recommended
Planning Horizon

Recommended Return Period
(Design Storm)

Projected 24-hr Total Precipitation
Depth (inches)

Step-by-Step Methodology for
Peak IntensityAsset Name Recommended

Planning Horizon
Recommended Return Period

(Design Storm)
Projected 24-hr Total Precipitation

Depth (inches)
Step-by-Step Methodology for

Peak Intensity
Compensatory
Flood Storage 2030 25-Year (4%) 6.9 Downloadable Methodology PDF

Limitations: While precipitation depth is useful for project planning and design, rainfall distribution and peak intensity of the design storm is
recommended to also be considered. Lower-intensity, longer-duration storms allow time for infiltration and reduce the load on the infrastructure system
over the duration of the storm. Higher-intensity, shorter-duration storms often have higher runoff volumes because the water does not have enough
time to infiltrate and infrastructure systems (e.g., catch basins) and may overflow or back up during such storms. In the Northeast, short -duration high
intensity rain events are becoming more frequent, and there is often little early warning for these events, making it difficult to plan operationally. These
events can result in the rapid inundation of the asset project location. Design should consider both short- and long-duration precipitation events and
how they may impact the asset.

The precipitation values provided by this Tool (version 1) are recommended to inform planning and design, but they do not guarantee that the asset will
be protected from or be able to withstand an extreme precipitation event. The planning, design, and review guidance accompanying these values is
general and projects are encouraged to do their own due diligence to understand the vulnerability of their asset.

Projected Riverine Peak Discharge & Peak Flood Elevation: Yes

Extreme Heat

Target Planning Horizon: 2030
Percentile: 50th Percentile

Applicable Design Criteria

Tiered Methodology: Tier 1

Projected Annual/Summer/Winter Average Temperatures: Yes
Projected Heat Index: No
Projected Growing Degree Days: No
Projected Days Per Year With Max Temp > 95°F, >90°F, <32°F: No
Projected Number of Heat Waves Per Year & Average Heat Wave Duration: No
Projected Cooling Degree Days & Heating Degree Days (base = 65°F): No

Asset: Middle School Pump Station Building/Facility

Sea Level Rise/Storm Surge Low Risk

Applicable Design Criteria

Projected Tidal Datums: No
Projected Water Surface Elevation: No
Projected Wave Action Water Elevation: No
Projected Wave Heights: No
Projected Duration of Flooding: No
Projected Design Flood Velocity: No
Projected Scour & Erosion: No

Extreme Precipitation High Risk

Target Planning Horizon: 2070
Return Period: 10-yr (10%)

Applicable Design Criteria

Tiered Methodology: Tier 2

Projected Total Precipitation Depth & Peak Intensity for 24-hr Design Storms: Yes

Asset Name Recommended
Planning Horizon

Recommended Return Period
(Design Storm)

Projected 24-hr Total Precipitation
Depth (inches)

Step-by-Step Methodology for
Peak Intensity

Middle School
Pump Station 2070 10-Year (10%) 6.7 Downloadable Methodology PDF

Limitations: While precipitation depth is useful for project planning and design, rainfall distribution and peak intensity of the design storm is
recommended to also be considered. Lower-intensity, longer-duration storms allow time for infiltration and reduce the load on the infrastructure system
over the duration of the storm. Higher-intensity, shorter-duration storms often have higher runoff volumes because the water does not have enough
time to infiltrate and infrastructure systems (e.g., catch basins) and may overflow or back up during such storms. In the Northeast, short -duration high
intensity rain events are becoming more frequent, and there is often little early warning for these events, making it difficult to plan operationally. These
events can result in the rapid inundation of the asset project location. Design should consider both short- and long-duration precipitation events and
how they may impact the asset.

The precipitation values provided by this Tool (version 1) are recommended to inform planning and design, but they do not guarantee that the asset will
be protected from or be able to withstand an extreme precipitation event. The planning, design, and review guidance accompanying these values is
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general and projects are encouraged to do their own due diligence to understand the vulnerability of their asset.

Projected Riverine Peak Discharge & Peak Flood Elevation: Yes

Extreme Heat High Risk

Target Planning Horizon: 2070
Percentile: 10th Percentile

Applicable Design Criteria

Tiered Methodology: Tier 2

Projected Annual/Summer/Winter Average Temperatures: Yes
Projected Heat Index: Yes
Projected Growing Degree Days: No
Projected Days Per Year With Max Temp > 95°F, >90°F, <32°F: Yes
Projected Number of Heat Waves Per Year & Average Heat Wave Duration: Yes
Projected Cooling Degree Days & Heating Degree Days (base = 65°F): Yes

Project Inputs
Core Project Information
Name: Littleton Sewer System Expansion Project
Given the expected useful life of the project, through what year do you estimate the project
to last (i.e. before a major reconstruction/renovation)?

2072

Location of Project: Littleton
Estimated Capital Cost: $50,000,000
Who is the Submitting Entity? City/Town Littleton Magdalena H Lofstedt

(lofstedtmh@cdmsmith.com)
Is this project identified as a priority project in the Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness
(MVP) plan or the local or regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP)?

No

Is this project being submitted as part of a state grant application? No
Which grant program?
What stage are you in your project lifecycle? Design
Is climate resiliency a core objective of this project? No
Is this project being submitted as part of the state capital planning process? No
Is this project being submitted as part of a regulatory review process or permitting? Yes
Brief Project Description: To construct a new centralized Water Resources Recovery Facility

(WRRF) consisting of a Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) treatment
system located at 242 King Street and expansion of the existing
effluent recharge site at the Littleton High School (56 King
Street) to be constructed under Phase 1A and a hybrid collection
system comprising of gravity sewers, supplemented with
pumping stations and force mains at low points (Phases 1A, 1B,
and 2). The proposed wastewater expansion collection system
will consist of approximately 49,226 linear feet (9.32 miles) of
gravity, force main, and pressure sewers, four new submersible
sewerage pump stations, and upgrades to the existing Middle
School and High School pump stations. The Project is subject to
MEPA review.

Project Submission Comments:
Project Ecosystem Benefits

Factors Influencing Output
✓ Project protects public water supply
✓ Project recharges groundwater
✓ Project filters stormwater using green infrastructure
✓ Project improves water quality
✓ Project protects fisheries, wildlife, and plant habitat
✓ Project provides pollinator habitat
✓ Project remediates existing sources of pollution
✓ Project prevents pollution

Factors to Improve Output
✓ Incorporate nature-based solutions that may provide flood protection
✓ Incorporate nature-based solutions that may reduce storm damage
✓ Incorporate strategies that reduce carbon emissions
✓ Incorporate nature-based solutions that sequester carbon carbon
✓ Preserve, enhance, and/or restore coastal shellfish habitats
✓ Provide opportunities for passive and/or active recreation through open space
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✓ Increase plants, trees, and/or other vegetation to provide oxygen production
✓ Mitigate atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations and other toxic air pollutants through nature-based solutions
✓ Incorporate education and/or protect cultural resources as part of your project

Is the primary purpose of this project ecological restoration?
No
Project Benefits
Provides flood protection through nature-based solutions No
Reduces storm damage No
Recharges groundwater Yes
Protects public water supply Yes
Filters stormwater using green infrastructure Yes
Improves water quality Yes
Promotes decarbonization No
Enables carbon sequestration No
Provides oxygen production No
Improves air quality No
Prevents pollution Yes
Remediates existing sources of pollution Yes
Protects fisheries, wildlife, and plant habitat Yes
Protects land containing shellfish No
Provides pollinator habitat Yes
Provides recreation No
Provides cultural resources/education No
Project Climate Exposure
Is the primary purpose of this project ecological restoration? No
Does the project site have a history of coastal flooding? No
Does the project site have a history of flooding during extreme precipitation events
(unrelated to water/sewer damages)?

No

Does the project site have a history of riverine flooding? No
Does the project result in a net increase in impervious area of the site? Yes
Are existing trees being removed as part of the proposed project? Yes
Project Assets
Asset: Wastewater Treatment Facility
Asset Type: Utility Infrastructure
Asset Sub-Type: Wastewater
Construction Type: New Construction
Construction Year: 2022
Useful Life: 50
Identify the length of time the asset can be inaccessible/inoperable without significant consequences.
Infrastructure must be accessible/operable at all times, even during natural hazard event.
Identify the geographic area directly affected by permanent loss or significant inoperability of the infrastructure.
Impacts would be limited to local area and/or municipality
Identify the population directly served that would be affected by the permanent loss or significant inoperability of the infrastructure.
Less than 5,000 people
Identify if the infrastructure provides services to populations that reside within Environmental Justice neighborhoods or climate vulnerable
populations.
The infrastructure does not provide services to populations that reside within Environmental Justice neighborhoods or climate vulnerable populations.
Will the infrastructure reduce the risk of flooding?
No
If the infrastructure became inoperable for longer than acceptable in Question 1, how, if at all, would it be expected to impact people's health and
safety?
Inoperability of the infrastructure would be expected to result in minor impacts to people's health, including minor injuries or minor impacts to chronic illnesses
If there are hazardous materials in your infrastructure, what are the extents of impacts related to spills/releases of these materials?
Spills and/or releases of hazardous materials are expected with difficult remediation and pose a severe threat to public health or safety (E.g. wastewater
treatment plant; biohazard laboratory)
If the infrastructure became inoperable for longer than acceptable in Question 1, what are the impacts on other facilities, assets, and/or infrastructure?
Moderate – Inoperability may impact other facilities, assets, or buildings, but cascading impacts do not affect the ability of other facilities, assets, or buildings to
operate
If the infrastructure was damaged beyond repair, how much would it approximately cost to replace?
Between $30 million and $100 million
Does the infrastructure function as an evacuation route during emergencies? This question only applies to roadway projects.
No
If the infrastructure became inoperable for longer than acceptable in Question 1, what are the environmental impacts related to natural resources?
Impact on natural resources will require remediation/rehabilitation
If the infrastructure became inoperable for longer than acceptable in Question 1, what are the impacts to government services (i.e. the infrastructure is
not able to serve or operate its intended users or function)?
Loss of infrastructure may reduce the ability to maintain some government services, while a majority of services will still exist
What are the impacts to loss of confidence in government resulting from loss of infrastructure functionality (i.e. the infrastructure asset is not able to
serve or operate its intended users or function)?
No Impact
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Asset: Compensatory Flood Storage
Asset Type: Wetland Resource Area - Inland
Asset Sub-Type: Lower Floodplains
Construction Type: New Construction
Construction Year: 2022
Useful Life: 5
Asset: Middle School Pump Station
Asset Type: Typically Unoccupied
Asset Sub-Type: Pump Station - Sanitary
Construction Type: Renovation
Construction Year: 2022
Useful Life: 50
Identify the length of time the asset can be inaccessible/inoperable without significant consequences.
Building may be inaccessible/inoperable more than a week after natural hazard event without consequences
Identify the geographic area directly affected by permanent loss or significant inoperability of the building/facility.
Impacts would be limited to local area and/or municipality
Identify the population directly served that would be affected by the permanent loss of use or inoperability of the building/facility.
Less than 1,000 people
Identify if the building/facility provides services to populations that reside within Environmental Justice neighborhoods or climate vulnerable
populations.
The building/facility does not provide services to populations that reside within Environmental Justice neighborhoods or climate vulnerable populations.
If the building/facility became inoperable for longer than acceptable in Question 1, how, if at all, would it be expected to impact people’s health and
safety?
Inoperability of the building/facility would not be expected to result in injuries
If there are hazardous materials in your building/facility, what are the extent of impacts related to spills/releases of these materials?
There are no hazardous materials in the building/facility
If the building/facility became inoperable for longer than acceptable in Question 1, what are the impacts on other facilities, assets, and/or
infrastructure?
Moderate – Inoperability may impact other facilities, assets, or buildings, but is not expected to affect their ability to operate
If this building/facility was damaged beyond repair, how much would it approximately cost to replace?
Less than $10 million
Is this a recreational facility which can be vacated during a natural hazard event?
No
If the building/facility became inoperable for longer than acceptable in Question 1, what are the public and/or social services impacts?
Many alternative programs and/or services are available to support the community
If the building/facility became inoperable for longer than acceptable in Question 1, what are the environmental impacts related to natural resources?
Impact on natural resources can be mitigated naturally
If the building/facility became inoperable for longer than acceptable in Question 1, what are the impacts to government services (i.e. the building is
not able to serve or operate its intended users or function)?
Loss of building is not expected to reduce the ability to maintain government services.
If the building/facility became inoperable for longer than acceptable in Question 1, what are the impacts to loss of confidence in government (i.e. the
building is not able to serve or operate its intended users or function)?
No Impact

Report Comments

N/A
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Attachment F 

Environmental Screening Form and Email Correspondence of 
Advance Notification to applicable State, Tribal, and Local CBOs 
  



1  

Environmental Justice Screening Form 
 

Project Name Littleton Sewer System Expansion Project, Phases 1A, 1B, and 
2 

Anticipated Date of MEPA Filing Single EIR (SEIR) to be filed on June 15, 2022 

Proponent Name Littleton Water Department (LWD) 

Contact Information (e.g., consultant) CDM Smith Inc. (Attn. Magdalena Lofstedt) 
Email: lofstedtmh@cdmsmith.com 

Public website for project or other 
physical location where project 
materials can be obtained (if available) 

 
https://www.lelwd.com/sewer-department/ 

Municipality and Zip Code for Project 
(if known) 

01460 

Project Type* (list all that apply) Wastewater – Treatment/Conveyance 

Is the project site within a mapped 
100-year FEMA flood plain? Y/N/ 
unknown 

Yes 

Estimated GHG emissions of 
conditioned spaces (click here for 
GHG Estimation tool) 

Unknown 

 
Project Description 

 

1. Provide a brief project description, including overall size of the project site and square footage of 
proposed buildings and structures if known. 

       The project involves the implementation of three phases (1A, 1B, and 2) of the Town of 
Littleton’s Wastewater Needs Assessment.  Phase 1 includes a new centralized Water Resources 
Recovery Facility (WRRF) consisting of 9,935 square foot Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) treatment 
system located at 242 King Street in Littleton, and expansion f the existing effluent recharge site 
at the Littleton High School (56 King Street). A hybrid collection system consisting of gravity 
sewers, supplemented with pump stations and force mains at low points, will be constructed in 
three phases (1A, 1B, and 2).  The proposed wastewater expansion collection system will consist 
of approximately 49,226 linear feet (9.32 miles) of gravity, force main, and pressure sewers, four 
submersible sewerage pump stations, and upgrades to the existing Middle School and High 
School pump stations.  Note that Phases 3 and 4 which were included in the Expanded 
Environmental Notification Form/Proposed Environmental Impact Report which would have 
involved a combination of new collection piping and pump stations will no longer be constructed 
due to increased demand for sewering in the Littleton Common (Phase 1A area). The WRRF will 
not have capacity to treat wastewater from the Phase 3 and 4 areas. These two areas will 
continue to be served by onsite septic systems and be monitored via the Littleton Board of 
Health’s management of septic systems and MassDEP’s management for on-site treatment 
systems with groundwater discharge permits.  

 

https://www.mass.gov/media/2382671/download
https://www.mass.gov/media/2382671/download
https://www.mass.gov/media/2382671/download


2  

2. List anticipated MEPA review thresholds (301 CMR 11.03) (if known) 

• Construction of an existing wastewater treatment and/or disposal facility by the greater of 

100,000 gpd or 10% of existing Capacity [301 CMR 11.03 (5)(b)(1)].   

• Construction of one or more new sewer mains five or more miles in length [301 CMR 

11.03(5)(b)3. b]. 

• Alteration of ½ or more of any other wetlands [301 CMR 11.03 (3)(b)1. f]. 

3. List all anticipated state, local and federal permits needed for the project (if known) 
Individual Permit for Groundwater Discharge from Sewerage Treatment Plant (BRP WP 79), Order of 
Conditions from Littleton Conservation Commission, Site Plan review/Special Permit from Littleton 
Planning/Zoning, and Demolition Permit from the Littleton Historical Commission. 

4. Identify EJ populations and characteristics (Minority, Income, English Isolation) within 1 and 5 miles 
of project site (can attach map identifying 5-mile radius from EJ Maps Viewer in lieu of narrative) 

Within 1 mile radius: Block Group 3, Census Tract 3183, Middlesex County, Massachusetts. 
This 2020 block group in Westford is an EJ population with the criteria: Minority 
See attached Figure for EJ Populations within 5-mile radius. 

5. Identify any municipality or census tract meeting the definition of “vulnerable health EJ criteria” 
in the DPH EJ Tool located in whole or in part within a 1 mile radius of the project site 

Westford meets the definition of “vulnerable health EJ criteria” for Heart Attack. 

6. Identify potential short-term and long-term environmental and public health impacts that may 
affect EJ Populations and any anticipated mitigation:  

No long-term impacts to EJ populations will result from this project. Short-term construction 
impacts are associated with installation of new sewer collection piping within Beaver Brook 
Road and King Street and would be mainly traffic and noise both which will be mitigated for 
via approved plans. 

7. Identify project benefits, including “Environmental Benefits” as defined in 301 CMR 11.02, that 
may improve environmental conditions or public health of the EJ population. 

Installing sanitary sewers and constructing a centralized treatment facility benefits the EJ population 

by improving drinking and surface water and providing nitrate control as improperly treated sewage 

can lead to increased nitrates in local water supplies.  

8. Describe how the community can request a meeting to discuss the project, and how the 
community can request oral language interpretation services at the meeting . Specify how to 
request other accommodations, including meetings after business hours and at locations near 
public transportation. 

Please contact Magdalena Lofstedt at CDM Smith Inc., at lofstedtmh@cdmsmith.com or by 
calling (617) 452-6597. 

 

https://mass-eoeea.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=535e4419dc0545be980545a0eeaf9b53
https://matracking.ehs.state.ma.us/Environmental-Data/ej-vulnerable-health/environmental-justice.html
mailto:lofstedtmh@cdmsmith.com
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Attachment G 

90% Design Plans 
WRRF 242 King Street Site Plans 

  

























 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Attachment H 

Littleton Common Sewer Expansion Project 
90% Design Plans 
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