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Minutes of Joint Meeting 

Route 20 Sewer - Citizen’s Advisory and Steering Committees 

November 14, 2012 

CAC Attendees:  Craig Blake (Chairman), John Baranowsky (Clerk), Steve Eppich, Mark Minassian, 

Andrew Sullivan, Peter Cramer, Peter Abair, Jon Danielson, Kirsten Roopenian and Dan Kenn.  

Steering Committee Attendees:  Jody Kablack, Bob Haarde (Co-Chair), Eric Poch (Co-Chair), Stephan 

Grande, Mike Coutu, Ted Pasquarello and Bill Cossart. 

Public: Pat Brown  

Chairman Craig Blake having determined quorums present called the joint-meeting to ORDER at 7:32 

PM.  

Old Business  

 Review October 10,2012 Meeting Minutes  

Old business taken out of order (moved back) to accommodate member scheduling needs.  

Approve October 10, 2012 Meeting Minutes 

This agenda item was also moved back. 

New Business 

 Update on Evaluation of Two Sewer Alternatives (Marlborough and Framingham) – Andrew 

Sullivan 

Marlborough – Andrew Sullivan remarked that he has not met with Marlborough yet to discuss 

this alternative. Other members reiterated prior talking points such as 1) East Marlborough has 

500k gallons excess flow capacity, they may be interested if an agreement could generate 

revenue, they face $40m in construction costs for the upgrade ($20m will be reimbursed 

through a grant). The source of some of this was attributed to the Marlborough Ward 1 City 

Councilor.  

Mr. Sullivan concluded by stating that the first meeting is expected by the end of this year. 

 Framingham – Andrew Sullivan presented a report summarizing discussions his sub-committee 

had on October 25, 2012 with the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA). See 

Attachment I for meeting notes. Contact persons at MWRA are Pam Heidell (617-788-1102), Leo 

Norton (617-788-2256) and Carl Leone (617-788-4356). 
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Costs are uncertain at this time but might be in the $9.5 million range based upon three cost-

components gleaned during the meeting and an estimated construction/hookup cost furnished 

subsequently by Jody Kablack (also included in Attachment I). 

Mr. Sullivan cautioned that all four of these are upfront costs pending prior approval by the 

MWRA Advisory Board and are very preliminary and subject to change. Additional follow-up 

investigation on both cost structure and process implementation are required. 

Should wastewater be transported to the MWRA Framingham Sewer from the Rt. 20 Sewer 

Service Area, the service area would need to purchase water from the MWRA according to inter-

basin transfer regulatory (Mass DEP and US-EPA) concerns over aquifer deletion. 

All of these preliminary costs were estimated for the 0.180 MGD initial flow rate requirement 

(not the maximum build-out rate of 0.4 MGD). 

The four cost categories are: 

A – Infiltration/Inflow (I/I) Fee of $5 to $8 per gallon for the trailing three year flow average or 

$3.6 to $5.76 million. 

B – Sewer Entrance Fee (flow based as above) estimated as $720k. 

C – Water Entrance Fee (flow based as above) estimated as $900k. 

D – Supplemental per Jody Kablack, Construction and Connection Costs in the range of $4.25 

million. 

Mr. Sullivan also described “on-going costs” which go beyond the above described “up-front 

costs”. As more flow (greater than 0.18 MGD equal to or less than 0.4 MGD) is brought in, 

additional “up-front costs” to account for these will be charged (same rates and formulae as 

above). 

The estimated sewer transport and treatment rate would be assessed at an estimated rate of 

$3.2k per MG or $217k per year initially. 

 The Water supply rate shall be assessed at $3.2k per MG or $210k per year initially. 

Mr. Sullivan also described the need for follow-up discussion in four areas of concern (see report 

page 2) as: 

1.A – Annual Sudbury Operation and Maintenance (O&M) costs.  

1.B – Framingham’s position as a gateway between the “Sudbury Route 20 Sewer District” and 

the regional service utility (MWRA), any costs (including I/I) are marked up, shared, allocated 

between these (Framingham and Route 20) parties.   
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1.C – The concern expressed in the Meeting Summary is the unknown cost Framingham will 

mark-up user fees charged to them by MWRA for the proposed new customer , i.e. “Sudbury 

Route 20 Sewer District”. 

1.D – Expands on the concern expressed above in C with focus given to trying to get a better 

handle on the I/I upfront fee cost (try to come in at the low end of the $5 to $8 range) with 

Framingham’s cooperation.  

 Community Preservation Committee – Public Hearing (December 5, 2012)  

Jody Kablack explained that the CPC public hearing was to discuss future CPC funded projects 

and that the Rt. 20 Sewer Project would not qualify for CPC funding.  

 Project Cost Allocation 

Craig Blake projected the cost allocation spreadsheet onto the screen stating that after review 

of cost-allocation scenarios, he would hope to be in a position to poll individual members for 

their preference followed by discussion of the pros and cons of each allocation scenario. As the 

selection of cost- allocation has been a major stumbling block that must be overcome before we 

can move forward with the project, the expectation is that the joint committee (CAC and 

Steering) could render a preferred cost-allocation this evening.   

Five spreadsheets exist, one for each cost-allocation scenario. The five scenario’s are 100/0, 

75/25, 50/50, 25/75, 0/100 tax to betterment ratio. Print-outs as formatted require two sheets 

per scenario so that a full set consists of ten sheets (Attachment II).  

Review Cost Allocation Spreadsheet  

Moving from left to right across, Mr. Blake provided context for values shown in each of twenty-

five (25) columns for the first of five allocation scenarios (100/0% tax/betterment) while 

entertaining questions along the way. 

Columns 1 through 3 provide descriptions of the street address, assessors map and parcel 

number, and property use or ownership name sorted by address.  

Column 4 added to the Weston and Sampson, Engineers (WSE) spreadsheet by Mr. Blake, allows 

one to differentiate between residential and commercial properties. These are taxed at different 

rates. 

Column 5 shows the need for a grinder-pump for the parcel as there are additional costs 

associated with this appurtenance (typically required in the Western portion). 

Existing water use is shown in Column 6 (in accordance with 2009 to 2011 water-use records; 

source Sudbury Water District). This column is not used to develop user costs. 

Column 6 values are doubled and placed in Column 7 as “200 percent of existing water use”. 
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When applicable, the “Board of Health approved Title V flows” appear in Column 8. For seventy-

eight (78) properties no data was available; these cells were left blank.  

“Estimated Title V design-flows” appear in Column 9. For fifty-three (53) of the one-hundred and 

eighteen (118) properties the cell is left blank.  

“Existing design-flows based upon Title V Regulations” appear in Column 10 for all one-hundred 

and eighteen (118) properties. When values appear in Column 9, identical values are shown in 

Column 10. 

Column 11 shows “estimated betterment units based on existing flow” values. For residential 

properties, the formula is the value of Existing Water Use (Column 6) divided by 330 and 

rounded up to the next whole number. For commercial properties, the formula depends on use.   

Column 12 is labeled “projected increase” formatted as decimal percent. MAPC calculated the 

build-out water use for each Zoning District as part of their December 2000 built-out analysis. 

The build-out wastewater flow was calculated at 85% of the MAPC’s build-out water use for that 

zoning district. The “projected increase” was the calculated factor for each Zoning Disctrict to 

convert the existing design wastewater flow to estimated build-out wastewater flow for each 

property. The range of values reported here is from zero to 1.09. No cells were left blank in 

Column 12. 

Column 13 is labeled as “estimated build-out flow” values. In many cases values given 

represents the product of Column 9 or 10 multiplied by (1 + Column 12).   

Column 14 shows “estimated additional betterment units based on future flows”. 

Column 15 shows “total betterment units existing and future” as the sum of values in Columns 

11 and 14. 

Column 16 shows the “assessed value” of the property. 

Column 17 shows the “betterment assessment”. 

Column 18 shows the “average annual betterment cost (20-year loan period)”. 

Column 19 shows the “average annual tax increase”. 

Column 20 shows the “average annual capital cost”. 

Column 21 shows the “average annual operations and maintenance cost”. 

Column 22 shows the “average grinder pump installation cost”. 

Column 23 shows the “average sewer hook-up cost”. 
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Column 24 shows the ‘total estimated first year cost” as the sum of the values in Columns 20, 

21, 22 and 23. 

Column 25 shows the “estimated annual total sewer cost” taking into account both capital cost 

over the term and operation and maintenance cost. 

After some time and having answered a variety of general questions on the particulars of the 

various spreadsheet column entries, Craig Blake opened up the floor to questions. 

Mr. Blake invited property owners from the Steering Committee to comment on how they felt 

about the incurred costs for this particular cost-allocation (100/0 tax/betterment ratio). 

A fair amount of discussion centered around allocation formulae based more on future flow 

rather than existing flow particularly for those owners who do not plan to expand as we move 

forward. 

Ted Pasquarello commented that at the current tenant rental-rate of $12 per square foot, these 

increased costs as a result of the sewer do not work out for him although they may be viewed 

more favorably at the Shaw’s Plaza for example. 

Eric Poch expressed the need to look ahead through the more growth-oriented vision that has 

been presented previously to include mixed-use development, over-lay zoning district and so 

forth as was discussed in 2011 by the MAPC under a grant study for this corridor.   

Stephan Grande mentioned that he could live with this allocation viewing these costs as a de-

facto insurance policy against future septic-system failures.  

John Baranowsky expressed concern that a property owner currently using 31 gpd would get hit 

with one full betterment-unit having a flow equivalent of 330 gpd which is more than 10 times 

its actual “fair” value. 

Peter Cramer had a somewhat similar concern. 

Dan Kenn spoke as to how he supports the project up to a point, but will derive little direct 

benefit. Should the cost-allocation scenario chosen be one where the tax burden is not shared 

across the entire Town, he does not believe he could survive in this economy.    

Bill Cossart informed those present that this meeting will be his last as he has sold his home and 

will be leaving for Florida. 

Jon Danielson stated that he intends to protect South Sudbury from even more hostile 40B 

projects and is concerned that until a clear vision of the proposed district is brought forward, he 

will not support the project fearing additional 40B developers will exploit the situation should a 

sewer with excess capacity become available. 
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Peter Abair remarked that we now have a housing plan and should be positioned to fend off 

these hostile 40B developers at least for the time being. 

Mark Minassian made reference in support of the original concept plan given to justify the 

project as a way to grow revenue through commercial development thereby offsetting other 

municipal costs associated with the large number of families with school aged children that tend 

to drive the budget to yearly over-rides in a bad economy.  

Kirsten Roopenian stated that there are a number of municipal needs that will compete directly 

with this one such as the rail-trail, school needs and Police Station.   

Selection of Appropriate Cost Allocation  

Polling of the membership and preferred alternative cost-allocation scenario was deferred in the 

interest of time given that only one scenario had been vetted before time expired. 

Discussion Pros/Cons Selected Alternative  

Postponed and rescheduled for the December meeting.  

 Old Business – Discussion and Approval of October Minutes 

 

Postponed. 

 

 Schedule Next Meeting 

The next meeting is scheduled for December 12, 2012. 

 Adjourn 

At 9:20PM a MOTION to ADJOURN was made, SECONDED, and VOTED unanimously for. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Attachment I – Andrew Sullivan Report on MWRA/Framingham Up-Front Tie-in Costs 

Attachment II – Five Cost Allocation Scenarios 

 






























