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Introduction 
 
This report presents responses to the comments received on the Massachusetts Integrated List of Waters 
for the Clean Water Act 2018/2020 Reporting Cycle – Draft for Public Comment (Draft 2018-2020 
Integrated List) that was prepared by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(MassDEP) in fulfillment of reporting requirements of sections 305(b) (Summary of Water Quality Report) 
and 303(d) (List of Impaired Waters) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  
 
The integrated list format provides the current status of all previously assessed waters in a single multi-part 
list. Each waterbody or segment thereof is placed in one of the following five categories: 
 

1) Unimpaired and not threatened for all designated uses; 
2) Unimpaired for some uses and not assessed for others; 
3) Insufficient information to make assessments for any uses; 
4) Impaired or threatened for one or more uses, but not requiring the calculation of a Total Maximum 

Daily Load (TMDL); or 
5) Impaired or threatened for one or more uses and requiring a TMDL. 

 
Thus, the waters in Category 5 comprise the 303(d) List and, as such, are reviewed and approved by the 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  The remaining four categories are submitted in fulfillment 
of the requirements under § 305(b).  
 
The Draft 2018-2020 Integrated List was placed on the MassDEP web site at 
https://www.mass.gov/lists/integrated-lists-of-waters-related-reports on 4/28/21. Notice of its availability for 
public review and comment was provided by electronic mail to approximately 150 different watershed 
associations and other interested parties (see Appendix). The notice also appeared in Vol. 98, Issues 09 and 
10 of the Massachusetts Environmental Monitor (5/10, 5/26). The initial public comment period end date of 
May 28th was extended on 5/12 to June 21, 2021.  
 
A total of 25 comment letters were received by the end of the public review period. Several commenters 
included with their letters data reports, graphical data displays and/or photographs in support of their 
comments. All of the comment letters are included in this responsiveness document, in their entirety, unless 
otherwise noted. Lengthy attachments or appendices to the letters were not reproduced here in order to 
save space.  
 
This response document consists of two parts. Part I presents the responses to general, often recurring 
comments that convey broad programmatic areas of concern.  Part II provides the comments of the individual 
parties, each followed by MassDEP’s responses. Where appropriate, explanations are provided on whether or 
not adjustments have been made to the final 2018/2020 Integrated List based on each comment received. 
 
For the 2018/2020 reporting cycle, MassDEP focused its efforts on the assessment of the aquatic life use 
for the watersheds that were not completed for the 2016 IR. Therefore, MassDEP is limiting its responses to 
comments pertaining to the aquatic life use to those watersheds for which the aquatic life use was assessed. 
Specific comments submitted as part of the 2018/2020 Integrated List review that pertain to the other 
unassessed watersheds will be considered at a future appropriate time.  Comments related to the other 
designated uses for all waters statewide were addressed as appropriate on a case-by-case basis.   
 
A final version of the 2018/2020 Integrated List, consistent with the comments and responses presented in 
this document, was submitted to EPA for final approval of the 303(d) List (i.e., Category 5). 
 

 
 

https://www.mass.gov/lists/integrated-lists-of-waters-related-reports
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Part I - Responses to General or Recurring Comments 
 
 
COMMENT:  MassDEP should provide more documentation supporting the assessment and listing 
of waters. 
 
While several commenters acknowledged the efforts MassDEP made for the 2018/2020 IR to improve the 
level of documentation and rationale for individual delisting decisions, there were concerns that the level of 
transparency can be improved by providing supporting data for all assessment, listing and delisting 
decisions.   
 
MassDEP Response:  MassDEP appreciates the importance of providing transparency and detailed 
information with respect to the rationales applicable to the assessment, listing and delisting of waters for 
305(b)/303(d) reporting. The improvements in documentation made for the 2018/2020 IR included basin-
specific decision documents, and appendices describing the changes made from the previous cycle. To 
specifically address EPA’s previous request, the decision documents included references to the supporting 
data used for delisting decisions.  These data were pulled from internal watershed “repository” documents 
where data and information supporting the assessments are stored. MassDEP intends to continue to 
explore enhanced transparency opportunities for future IR cycles, including the inclusion of supporting data 
for listing decisions and enhanced data presentations (e.g., graphics).    
 
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should provide more rationale for utilizing data that are over five years old. 
 
Several commenters questioned the reasonableness of using data over five years old, in light of the fact 
that the 2018 Consolidated Assessment and Listing Methodology (CALM) document states that it is 
MassDEP’s goal “to use the most recently validated data for making the use assessment decisions. Ideally 
these data are five years old or less.”   The use of seven years was suggested as a more appropriate 
maximum data age, especially given MassDEP’s current 7-year rotating basin schedule. 
  
MassDEP Response: Given MassDEP’s rotating basin monitoring schedule and the biennial IR cycle, it is 
difficult to set and maintain a firm data age threshold.  While MassDEP strives to use the most recent data 
available for assessments and integrated reporting (IR) purposes, data greater than five years old are 
sometimes used. For the 2018/2020 IR, MassDEP utilized a significant amount of previously unused 
biological, toxicological, and physico-chemical data that were greater than 5 years old.  
 
As noted in the CALM, MassDEP analysts consider the representativeness of older data on a case-by-case 
basis.  Depending on the location, data can be considered representative of current conditions unless 
significant changes in land uses, infrastructure and/or practices have occurred in the contributing 
watershed. If major changes that could affect water quality conditions in a receiving water occurred after 
water quality data were collected, then data collected prior to the changes may not be considered 
representative of current conditions and if so, would not be used for use attainment decisions.  
 
As MassDEP eliminates its data backlog, streamlines its use of quality-controlled external data, and stays 
on schedule for future Integrated Reports, we expect to progressively and incrementally reduce the use of 
older data as time goes on.  
 
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should utilize more data from external sources, and provide feedback to 
external groups on how they can improve the quality of their data. 
 
More than one commenter expressed concern that MassDEP is not using enough data from science-based 
watershed associations to inform assessment and listing decisions. Also, insufficient feedback regarding 
MassDEP’s review and evaluation of the data (for usability in assessment and listing decisions) is provided 
by MassDEP back to external groups that have submitted data.   
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MassDEP Response:  MassDEP values its strong partnership with other agencies and citizen groups in 
protecting, monitoring, and restoring waters of the Commonwealth.  We strive to use quality-controlled 
external data where appropriate and applicable in assessment and listing decisions.  For the 2018/2020 IR, 
MassDEP utilized data from 15 outside groups (including agency and non-government organizations) in 
assessing the aquatic life use (only) in nineteen watersheds.  External data relevant to other uses (e.g., 
recreation) were not applicable (i.e., not used) due to the primary focus on the aquatic life use.  Also, any 
data submitted to MassDEP after the data submittal deadline for the 2018/2020 IR (November 1, 2019) 
was not used. 
 
MassDEP continues to provide technical assistance to outside citizen monitoring groups for review and 
approval of Quality Assurance Project Plans (QAPPs) for monitoring, coordination of data submittals, and 
funding for data collection through the Water Quality Monitoring Grant program.  MassDEP also recently 
hired an External Monitoring & Data Coordinator who is currently working to increase feedback to groups 
on potential improvements to quality and usability of submitted data, to streamline MassDEP’s evaluation 
and use of outside data for 305(b)/303(d) decisions, and to explore expansion of volunteer monitoring in 
Massachusetts. 
     
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should provide more complete assessments of fish community status related 
to fish passage barriers and dam removals. 
 
While several commenters acknowledged MassDEP’s efforts to better utilize data available from the MA 
Division of Marine Fisheries (DMF) to assess fish population status with respect to diadromous fish 
passage, they noted the lack of a statewide approach.    
 
MassDEP Response:  For the 2018/2020 IR, MassDEP leveraged available data from DMF on fish 
passage barriers and removals to develop an assessment & listing methodology to assess the status of 
diadromous fish habitat in coastal streams when evaluating the aquatic life use.  We acknowledge that 
other data sources related to dams and fish passage also exist, such as local volunteer group information, 
project data from the Division of Ecological Restoration (DER), and information from the Connecticut River 
Atlantic Salmon Commission. For future IR cycles, it is MassDEP’s intent to better utilize all available dam 
removal and fish passage information to conduct more comprehensive fish habitat quality assessments. 
 
 
COMMENT: MassDEP’s assessments of coldwater fisheries should be consistent with the Division 
of Fisheries and Wildlife’s (DFW) Coldwater Fishery Resource (CFR) list.  
 
MassDEP Response: As part of MassDEP’s triennial review process, new Cold Waters are identified and 
designated in updated Surface Water Quality Standards (314 CMR 4.06). For example, MassDEP is 
currently proposing revisions to add 153 Cold Water streams to the tables of the SWQS. These Cold Waters 
are listed by MassWildlife as Coldwater Fish Resources (CFR)(321 CMR 5.00). MassDEP plans to continue 
to coordinate with MassWildlife on CFR listings and future SWQS classifications. 
 
For MassDEP’s assessments of cold waters, both the current cold water classifications in the Surface Water 
Quality Standards (314 CMR 4.06) and the MassWildlife Coldwater Fishery Resource List are used to 
evaluate the designated use.  CFRs that are not designated as Cold Waters are still protected as “existing 
uses” (uses attained in a waterbody on or after November 28, 1975). For waters designated as a Cold 
Water or for those waters on the MassWildlife Coldwater Fishery Resource List, an impairment decision is 
made if cold water fish are absent or, in some cases, where their numbers are dramatically reduced when 
compared to historic data.   
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should finalize the fecal coliform TMDL covering central and western 
Massachusetts watersheds. 
 
MassDEP Response: Regarding the status of the fecal coliform TMDL covering 129 
waterbody segments within 13 central and western Massachusetts watersheds, MassDEP to have a public 
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release of the TMDL for review and public comment in summer 2022. This watershed TMDL will reflect the 
revisions to the SWQS anticipated in 2021, including adoption of the 2012 EPA recreational criteria for 
bacteria.  
 
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should clarify the listing of “Trash” and “Debris” as impairments, and 
should consider employing more effective management tools to better control trash in the 
environment. 
 
MassDEP Response:  For the 2018/2020 IR, MassDEP re-mapped the “Trash” impairment from “pollution” 
to a “pollutant”, as defined by 40 CFR §122.2. This resulted in a category change from 4c (non-pollutant) 
to 5 (pollutant) for many Assessment Units (AUs). Trash and debris were previously listed together as a 
single cause of impairment in EPA’s ADB database, but are now separate impairments in the ATTAINS 
database.    
 
Minimization of trash in the environment is a serious challenge nationwide, especially in urbanized 
watersheds.  Effective solutions require both regulatory and non-regulatory approaches. As EPA noted in 
their comments, “Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permits can be written to set standards 
to limit the amount of trash released from stormwater outfalls into municipal rivers and streams. In addition, 
a small number of municipal governments have set Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) limits for trash 
entering water bodies, to comply with state and regional water quality standards. The Clean Water Act does 
not mandate the use of these regulatory mechanisms for trash, but they are tools that localities may use 
together with other non-regulatory measures to reduce trash entering local waters.”. EPA encourages 
MassDEP to consider utilizing these tools to address the trash impairments in Massachusetts waters.  
MassDEP is committed to exploring the design and implementation of practical measures at the state and 
local levels to control trash polluting the land and waters of the Commonwealth.  
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Part II - Responses to Individual Commenters 
 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA): 
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MassDEP response:  See also MassDEP responses to General Comments (above) for EPA comments 
related to age of data, trash as a pollutant, fish passage, and coldwater fisheries. 
 
MassDEP appreciates EPA’s recognition of efforts we have made to increase transparency by providing 
better IR documentation with respect to data used and rationales for decisions.  Going forward, it is our 
intent to continue making improvements in this area where feasible.  
 
Information related to EPA’s request for additional mapping showing the original and new AU delineations 
where assessment unit (AU) re-segmentation had occurred (and associated water quality sampling 
locations) was provided to EPA. 
 
In response to EPA’s comment regarding the use of available eelgrass bed mapping data for estuarine 
aquatic life use assessment, MassDEP has the following explanation. At the recommendation 
of MassDEP’s Eelgrass Mapping Project program manager (now retired), MassDEP revised the eelgrass 
bed mapping evaluation procedures between the 2012 and 2016 reporting cycles (see the 2012 and 2016 
Consolidated Assessment and Listing Methodology Guidance Manuals available 
online https://www.mass.gov/service-details/water-quality-assessments). Specifically, rather than 
utilizing the estimated eelgrass habitat from a set of 1951 black and white aerial photos which were 
only anecdotally validated, he recommended the initial round of the statewide mapping effort (referred to 
as the 1995 dataset) be used as the baseline for future quantitative comparisons and use attainment 
decisions. This change was implemented to standardize the comparisons using accurate, reliable, and well 
documented eelgrass bed habitat maps (protocols described in Costello and Kenworthy 2011), providing a 
consistent approach for MassDEP to use the best available information on general eelgrass extent in 
Massachusetts.  The Eelgrass Mapping and Monitoring Program commenced in 1994 as an extension 
of MassDEP’s on-going Wetlands Mapping Program and prior to this time little was known of the areal 
extent of the eelgrass resource statewide (although isolated reports had suggested that the resource was 
in significant decline). The first attempts to quantitatively map seagrass distribution and abundance in 
selected portions of the Massachusetts coast on a large scale was in the late 
1980s.  MassDEP acknowledges the lack of accurate, standardized statewide documentation of eelgrass 
bed habitat in Massachusetts coastal waters since November 28, 1975 (the promulgation date for EPA’s 
water quality standards policy, including the definition of existing uses), however the best and most reliable 
information currently available is the Eelgrass Mapping Project data. MassDEP is willing to explore with 
EPA staff the potential and availability of other data that may suggest earlier indicators of declining water 
quality and bed impacts, such as depth distribution, shoot density and/or aboveground biomass of eelgrass 
beds for future iterations of CALM guidance related to eelgrass bed habitat.   
 
Concerning the Dissolved Oxygen (DO) assessment methodology and the current SWQS for DO, the 
rationale for allowing occasional and infrequent (1-day minimum) excursions up to 1 mg/l below the 
designated SWQS threshold value in the likely absence of early life stages is described in Appendix D of 
the 2018 CALM.  When extensive and/or long-term continuous datasets for DO are available, MassDEP 
evaluates the entire dataset, applying an appropriate level of reason to listing and delisting decisions. With 
such datasets, one or two excursions below the SWQS do not justify impairment of the use when the DO 
levels meet or exceed the threshold almost the entire time. With regard to delisting a DO impairment, very 
minor excursions below the WQS are acknowledged but if the vast majority (e.g., >90-99%) of the DO data 
indicate that the aquatic life use is supported (and other indicators show the same in a weight-of-evidence 
approach), then MassDEP considers delisting the DO impairment justified as long as the excursions are 
infrequent and of very short duration.  MassDEP reevaluated the proposed DO delistings as requested by 
EPA.  Each of the proposed delistings involved extremely limited excursions below the SWQS criteria, 
and/or there were very limited excursions within the spatial extent of the AU.  Except for those DO delistings 
being deferred due to age of data, MassDEP did not initially propose any other changes to the proposed 
DO delisting decisions contained in the draft 2018/2020 IR. However, based on additional comments from 
EPA questioning the draft delisting decisions for MA70-02 and MA51-03, MassDEP agreed to defer to 
EPA’s recommendation to retain the D.O. impairment cause for these two AU’s.  
 

https://www.mass.gov/service-details/water-quality-assessments
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There were three AUs in the Cape Cod Coastal Watershed Area when the first estuarine 
bioassessment impairments (eelgrass bed habitat loss) were made using 1951 baseline estimates during 
the 2012 reporting cycle that were identified as incorrect based on 1994 baseline comparisons during the 
2018/2020 reporting cycle update.  The information on these AUs is summarized below:  
  
Areys Pond (MA96-70)   
AU Size: 0.02 Square Miles    
Classification: SA\ORW   
2012 IR INFO:    
There was an estimated 0.5 acres (~4.3% of the segment area) of eelgrass bed habitat present in 1951 
however the confidence in the data were described as low.   
2018/2020 IR INFO:    
Proposed Estuarine Bioassessment impairment delisting: no eelgrass bed habitat has been mapped 
in Areys Pond at any time during the Eelgrass Mapping Project (1995 – 2013). Original basis for listing was 
incorrect. Furthermore, the removal of the estuarine bioassessment impairment does not change the status 
of this waterbody with respect to overall listing. Aquatic Life Use is still assessed as Not Supporting 
with TN and Nutrient/Eutrophication Biological Indicator impairments (4A).   
   
Barnstable Harbor (MA96-01)   
AU Size: 3.2 Square Miles    
Classification: SA\ORW   
2012 IR INFO:    
There was an estimated 60.3 acres (~3% of the segment area) of eelgrass bed habitat present in 1951 
offshore of Millway Beach and Cobbs Village but none was found in the harbor in 1995 or 2001. No mapping 
was done in 2006.    
2018/2020 IR INFO:    
Proposed Estuarine Bioassessment impairment delisting: In Barnstable Harbor AU, no eelgrass has been 
documented 1995 to 2017.   Furthermore, according to the MEP project reports and information the harbor 
experiences high tidal velocities, unstable sediments (shifting sands), and winter storm exposures that 
offer less than ideal conditions for eelgrass bed habitat growth.  The overall MEP analysis for the 
Barnstable Harbor AU indicates healthy habitat conditions, so the estuarine bioassessment impairment is 
being delisted. Original basis for listing was incorrect. This delisting will change the overall listing. Aquatic 
Life Use will change from Not Supporting to Fully Supporting, resulting in listing from Cat 5 to 4A 
because of an approved bacteria TMDL.   
   
The River (MA96-76)   
AU Size: 0.41 Square Miles    
Classification: SA\ORW   
2012 IR INFO:    
There was an estimated 65.4 acres (~25% of the segment area) of eelgrass bed habitat present in 1951 
(51.6 acres were described as having high confidence). In 1995 this area was estimated to have 35.5 acres 
(~13%), and in 2001 there were approximately 21.6 acres (~8%) of eelgrass bed habitat available. In 2006 
there were 10.7 acres (~4.0% of segment area) of eelgrass beds.   
2018/2020 IR INFO:    
Proposed Estuarine Bioassessment impairment delisting: There was an increase in eelgrass bed habitat in 
The River -- eelgrass area 0.05549mi2 in 1995 with 0.05814mi2 in 2017 (an increase of 4.78%).   The 
removal of the estuarine bioassessment impairment does not change the status of this waterbody with 
respect to overall listing.  Aquatic Life Use still assessed as Not Supporting with TN impairment.   
 
In response to EPA’s comment regarding the age of data used for ~38 proposed delisting decisions, 
MassDEP reevaluated each one. Based on this review and in coordination with EPA on the rationales for 
each decision, MassDEP will defer 26 proposed pollutant delistings until a future cycle when new data are 
available that corroborate the delisting decision. The decision changes made can be found in Table 1. The 
remaining proposed impairment delistings were discussed with EPA and will be retained with removal 
reason changes in a few cases.   



   
 

   9 
Massachusetts Year 2018/20 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments      CN: 505.2 
 
 

Table 1:  Changes to Proposed Pollutant Delistings Contained in the Draft IR, Based on Age of Data 

 



   
 

   10 
Massachusetts Year 2018/20 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments      CN: 505.2 
 
 

Additional changes and clarifications made by MassDEP to the 2018/2020 IR based on consultation with 
EPA as part of their review and approval of the IR included the following (these comments from EPA were 
not included in their formal comment letter): 

• MassDEP clarified that any delistings due to TMDL approvals (i.e., Category 5 to 4a) in basins not 
assessed in the 2018/20 cycle will be included in the 2022 cycle. 

• For the MA94-16 Nutrient/Eutrophication Biological Indicators delisting, MassDEP concurred with 
EPA’s recommendation to change the delisting reason in ATTAINS from Applicable WQS attained; 
original basis for listing was incorrect to Clarification of listing cause (based on the “remapping” to 
Estuarine Bioassessments).   

• For the MA62078 delistings of Benthic Macroinvertebrates, Fish Bioassessments, and 
Sedimentation/Siltation (and Physical Substrate Habitat Alterations), MassDEP and EPA agreed 
that the delisting basis/explanation should be changed from Applicable WQS attained; reason for 
recovery unspecified to Applicable WQS attained; original basis for listing was incorrect.  

• For MA62-62, EPA and MassDEP agreed that the reason for the delistings of Physical Habitat 
Substrate Alterations, Benthic Macroinvertebrates, Fish Bioassessments, and Sedimentation/ 
Siltation should be changed from Applicable WQS attained; reason for recovery unspecified to 
Applicable WQS attained; original basis for listing was incorrect. 

• Regarding MassDEP’s use of Google Earth imagery analysis (and other supporting data and 
indicators as available) for delisting decisions, MassDEP explained that online imagery, such as  
Google Earth imagery available over multiple years, is used when available and appropriate to 
inform decisions. While not specifically identified in the 2018 CALM (which describes the commonly 
used assessment methods, but not necessarily all data tools/sources), mention of this data source 
will be included in the 2022 CALM update.   

• Regarding the draft MA71-20 Copper delisting, MassDEP agreed with EPA that the proposed 
delisting needed additional clarification.  The original impairment was due to sediment copper 
concentrations (not water column copper) in excess of sediment threshold guidelines identified in 
the CALM. A Copper in Sediment impairment will be added, and the Copper delisting reason 
changed to Clarification of listing cause.  

• Regarding the proposed MA73-01 Metals delisting, MassDEP reevaluated this decision in 
consultation with EPA and deferred to EPA’s conclusions that a metal-specific cadmium impairment 
is appropriate based on the available data. 

• Regarding the MA61-07 Temperature delisting, EPA suggested that the delisting be removed until 
the more recent 2019 data can be evaluated. They cited the 2018 data indicating 2 days of acute 
criteria exceedance.  MassDEP reevaluated this decision in light of EPA’s comments. The two 
MassDEP marine monitoring buoys in Mount Hope Bay provide an extensive dataset of continuous 
temperature (both surface and bottom) data at two locations (the Cole buoy in AU MA61-07 and 
one very nearby in AU MA61-06).  These data provide for a more complete assessment of hourly, 
daily and seasonal variability. Similar to other parameters amenable to continuous data collection, 
MassDEP evaluates the entire dataset, applying an appropriate level of reason to listing and 
delisting decisions. This allows flexibility in cases where a very small number or percentage of 
readings fall above/below the applicable WQS, and where impairment of the designated use may 
not be justified. For this AU, the observed acute exceedances were neither frequent nor prolonged 
(exceedance time was calculated as follows: On August 9th, Cole Buoy sonde readings at the 
surface were above 29.4°C at 1415, 1430, 1530, and 1545 and on August 10th, at 1400, 1415, and 
1500 so the maximum possible time above 29.4°C on August 9th was 90 minutes and on August 
10th 75 minutes (total of 165 minutes, or 0.05% of the temperature measurements taken over 3900 
hours at the Cole Buoy)).  The maximum water temperature measured was 29.7°C.  Additional 
information related to NPDES cooling water discharges in the near vicinity of the Mount Hope Bay 
buoys.  The largest facility, Brayton Point Power Station had ceased all operations as of May 2017, 
Somerset Power (MA0001856) was decommissioned in 2010, and the third discharger of cooling 
water, the Taunton Municipal Lighting Plant (MA0002241) further upstream in the Taunton River, 
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reported minimal discharges during the month of August 2018 (see flow and temperature 
information from EPA ECHO database below).  None of these discharges were considered to be 
factors in the elevated temperatures in the Mount Hope Bay AU MA61-07, nor were POTW 
discharges (none contain temperature monitoring requirements or limits since they do not 
contribute thermal stress to receiving waters). MassDEP also reviewed weather conditions at the 
time of the exceedances and documented that a heat wave (temperatures exceeding 90°F on three 
or more consecutive days) was occurring in the Mount Hope Bay area at that time. Based on the 
review of these data, the temperature exceedances at the Cole buoy in Mount Hope Bay are 
considered to be the result of the naturally occurring heat wave conditions and not a result of 
anthropogenic influences.  Since excursions from criteria due to natural conditions should not be 
interpreted as violations of standards, the delisting of the temperature impairment for MA61-07 is 
considered to be appropriate.    
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Massachusetts Rivers Alliance: 
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MassDEP response:  See MassDEP responses to General Comments (above) for MRA comments related 
to age of data, referencing specific data for listings, fish passage, coldwater fisheries, graphic data 
presentations, the use of external data, and the status of the fecal coliform TMDL covering 13 central and 
western Massachusetts watersheds. 
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Indian Ponds Association: 
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MassDEP response: MassDEP appreciates and acknowledges the more current data contained in the 
pond reports (for Hamblin Pond, Middle Pond and Mystic Lake) submitted by the Indian Ponds 
Association.  Using these new data (submitted after the external data submittal deadline for the 2022 IR), 
we plan to re-assess these ponds for the draft 2024 IR.     
 
We welcome future data submittals from IPA. Please see MassDEP external data submittal guidance here: 
external-data-submittals-to-the-WPP. 
 
 

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
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City of Framingham: 
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MassDEP response: MassDEP appreciates the efforts the City of Framingham is taking to minimize the 
impacts of road salt and associated chloride impacts to surface waters, including the use of best 
management practices for salt storage and application, and stormwater management planning.    
  
Chloride assessment is best conducted using both discrete and continuous monitoring data, in order 
to capture worst-case conditions (which depending on the stream can be observed in the winter months or 
during the summer baseflow period).  For the Cochituate Brook assessment unit, we did not have 
continuous specific conductance data to utilize to estimate chloride concentrations in-stream over an 
extended time in either 2010 or 2015. Note: the Concord watershed was not assessed for the aquatic life 
use and toxicants (i.e., chloride) for the previous 2014 and 2016 IRs, so the current IR was the first 
opportunity to utilize the albeit aged data from 2010.  We always attempt to use the most current data (<5 
years old) when possible, and take into consideration land-use and other changes when using older data.   
  
The discrete chloride lab and specific conductance (SC) probe data from 2010 indicated impairment due 
to chronically elevated chloride (3 of 5 chloride samples > 230 mg/l chronic criterion;  2 of 6 
SC measurements exceeded the 994 µs/cm target for estimated data, which includes a 10% margin of error 
above the 904 µs/cm calculated criterion, and 1 more SC measurement exceeded 
the 904 µs/cm calculated criterion by 9.5%). In 2015, limited chloride and 
SC data were collected for Cochituate Brook. When watershed assessments began for the 2018/20 cycle, 
however, the complete 2015 dataset was not yet final and therefore was not used. Since then, the 2015 
data have been validated and finalized. None of the 2015 chloride samples exceeded 
the chronic criterion (although 2 of 5 were close at 200 and 220 mg/l) and all three SC readings were 
estimated to be below the chloride criteria (with SCs at ~700-900 µS/cm).   
  
When the more recent 2015 data are considered, there appears to have been improvement in ambient 
chloride levels from 2010, but the 2015 dataset is very limited. Lacking more definitive indications of 
impairment in the most recent data, MassDEP plans to remove the chloride pollutant 
cause for Cochituate Brook,- but will identify an Alert status on this AU for chloride, and will call for 
additional future collection of continuous SC data (and chloride samples) to inform a more confident 
reassessment in a future IR reporting cycle.  Given regional water quality trends indicating increasing 
instream chloride/SC, as well as the urbanized characteristics of the Cochituate Brook sub-watershed (i.e., 
25% impervious cover and the presence of I-90 in the sub-watershed), MassDEP strongly urges the City of 
Framingham to continue to pursue aggressive best management practices regarding road salt application, 
both as a municipality and in outreach efforts to private landowners.  Furthermore, 
MassDEP strongly suggests that the City voluntarily conduct chloride and/or conductivity 
monitoring of Cochituate Brook (continuous conductivity monitoring and/or discrete chloride monitoring), 
capturing both winter storm/melt and summer baseflow conditions, to reevaluate the success of municipal 
road salt reduction BMPs.   
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City of Chicopee: 
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MassDEP response:  MassDEP acknowledges the City of Chicopee’s efforts to improve effluent quality 
with upgrades at the WPCF including a new aeration system and improvements to the secondary 
clarifiers in 2018, plans to pilot a new coagulant in the secondary clarifiers, and the extensive and on-
going efforts regarding CSO abatement (reduction in number of outfalls from 42 in 1988 to 18 as of 
December 2018).   
 
For the 2018/2020 IR Connecticut River Watershed Aquatic Life Use reporting cycle update, MassDEP 
reviewed the City of Chicopee’s whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing data collected 
from November 2007 to May 2018.  During this timeframe, 47 valid acute WET tests were conducted 
on the Chicopee WPCF effluent (Outfall 010) as required by their NPDES permit. An additional 15 
tests were taken at the wet weather bypass (BYPS) that is sampled for toxicity prior to blending with 
effluent during periods of high flow/storm situations as required by the facility’s Consent Decree.  Acute 
whole effluent toxicity to P. promelas on Outfall 010 was detected in 12 of 47 tests (26%), ranging 
from LC50s 28.2 to 96.6% effluent, which did not meet the LC50 >100% effluent permit limit.  The LC50s for 
the BYPS samples ranged from 1.69 - 98.4% effluent for the five (of 15) tests where toxicity 
was detected.  Episodes of acute WET occurred in different years and most seasons, though not usually 
during the August tests (typically the low flow time of year).  
 
Based on further review of the City’s comment, the overall decision summary language related to the 
Chicopee WPCF will be clarified and revised in the 2018/2020 IR documentation as follows: While the 
Chicopee WPCF experienced episodic acute whole effluent toxicity in some tests (26% had LC50’s<100% 
effluent), they were usually in compliance with their WET testing limits.  Upgrades and improved treatment 
have been implemented at the Chicopee WPCF including a new aeration system and improvements to the 
secondary clarifiers in 2018, plans to pilot use of a new coagulant in the secondary clarifiers, and the 
extensive and ongoing efforts regarding CSO abatement (reduction in the number of CSOs outfalls from 
42 in 1988 to 18 as of December 2018).  
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Town of Auburn: 
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MassDEP response:  The following MassDEP response was provided via email during the comment 
period.   Also, see MassDEP response to EPA comment regarding Kettle Brook. 
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Hyde Park Historical Society: 
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MassDEP response:  From a planning perspective, MassDEP continues to explore mechanisms for 
enhanced documentation and reporting of the draft IR decisions, rationales and supporting data.  While 
MassDEP was not able to provide the specific type of information requested by the commenter, clarification 
was provided regarding the informational materials contained in the draft 2018/2020 Integrated Report 
package, including the availability of a filterable Excel file containing changes from the previous (2016) 
cycle for each cause of impairment. This file was found on the draft IR web page and if unprotected was 
sortable for search purposes. MassDEP also clarified that categorizations, descriptions and causes for 
Assessment Units were also provided in the main report tables, which included the Category 5 303(d) list. 
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City of Worcester: 
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MassDEP response:  MassDEP appreciates efforts by the City of Worcester to monitor its lakes and ponds. 
We look forward to future data submittals using our email portal: external-data-submittals-to-WPP.  In 
addition to lake management purposes, aquatic macrophyte surveys are also helpful in assessing the 
aesthetics and aquatic life uses.  We do not currently have any specific format or content requirements 
relating to the submittal of aquatic plant survey data. Providing the contractor’s final report based on the 
City’s review and approval is sufficient for submittal.  The work should be done by experienced limnologists 
in consultation with the City.  The report should provide detailed descriptions of methods employed and 
results.  Ideally, all field procedures, calculations and identifications (natives and non-natives) should be 
guided by a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) completed prior to initiation of work and clearly outlining 
objectives of the monitoring. Data for both rooted and non-rooted macrophytes are useful, the latter being 
more relevant to water column nutrient concentrations. In terms of data collection, use of Survey123 for 
ArcGIS and related apps are encouraged to collect aquatic plant data for invasive and native plants. 
 
    

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
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Upper Blackstone Clean Water: 
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MassDEP response: MassDEP appreciates the past and on-going efforts by Upper Blackstone Clean 
Water to monitor the health of the Blackstone River. We look forward to future collaborations and data 
submittals via our email portal: external-data-submittals-to-WPP. 
 
Based on additional comments from EPA questioning the draft delisting decisions for MA51-03, MassDEP 
agreed to defer to EPA’s recommendation to retain the D.O. impairment cause for this AU.  EPA concluded 
the data were inconclusive to warrant delisting at this time, citing evidence of significant diel changes in 
D.O. greater than 3 mg/l at several stations and levels less than 4 mg/l at site UBWPAD2. 
  

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program


   
 

   33 
Massachusetts Year 2018/20 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments      CN: 505.2 
 
 

Organization for the Assabet, Sudbury and Concord Rivers (OARS): 
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MassDEP response: See MassDEP responses to General Comments above for OARS comments related 
to age of data, trash and the use of external data.  
 
Regarding Cold Water designations and CFRs, please see general responses to comments (Part 1 
above). MassDEP’s assessments of coldwater fisheries should be consistent with the Division of Fisheries 
and Wildlife’s (DFW) Coldwater Fishery Resource (CFR) list.  MassDEP incorporated all designated Cold 
Waters as AUs in the 2016 IR reporting cycle and is continuing to add new AUs in the 2018/2020 and 2022 
IR cycles for waterbodies that will become designated Cold Waters in the next SWQS revision. We 
will also continue to add, as time/resources allow, additional AUs where cold water fish species have been 
documented in our efforts to continue to protect, maintain, and restore these resource areas.  The named 
tributaries locally known as Cranberry Brook (MA82A-36) and Trout Brook (MA82A-36) should both be 
protected a Tier 1 Existing Use Cold Waters.  It is recommended that additional deployed probe temperature 
data be collected from both streams.  
 
MassDEP’s use of the most recent data is often complicated by factors related to timing.  In the case of 
OARS data, there was a delay in finalizing the 2016 IR and the work for the next reporting cycle (2018; 
which was then ultimately combined with 2020) was already underway to update the Aquatic Life Use in 
the Concord (Assabet, Sudbury, Concord) River Watershed.  The external data submittal for the combined 
2018/2020 IR was November 1, 2019 and based on our records all 2018 - 2020 OARS data were submitted 
after that date (12.17.19, 1.29.20, and 1.12.21 for 2018 through 2020 data).  Please note that the deadline 
for the 2022 IR was January 15, 2021. The deadline for the 2024 IR is TBD but will likely be mid-January 
2023, so there is a delay between the data collection year and the IR reporting cycle.  MassDEP data, while 
not often collected annually in any given watershed, are specifically designed for CWA reporting purposes 
so are always utilized for the IR as are usable external data whenever possible and appropriate.    
 
Regarding excess nitrogen (N) in freshwaters, this is typically not listed as an impairment for the primary 
reason cited by OARS --- that nitrogen is usually not the limiting nutrient to primary productivity.  Because 
phosphorus (P) is generally considered to limit growth in freshwaters, it is listed as the pollutant for nutrient-
impaired inland waters. Measures to control P (e.g., TMDL, Non-Point Source controls, MS4) can also be 
useful in decreasing nitrogen, which can decrease loading to coastal areas where the impacts from excess 
nitrogen are more pronounced.  Also, regional efforts to specifically control N in coastal waters can include 
upstream controls, such as stricter N discharge limits for upstream NPDES permits and best management 
practices aimed at reducing erosion and sediment transport. Nutrient source identification would most likely 
be identified and/or accounted for in a NPDES permits and/or TMDLs. 
 
Concerning current mercury testing and resulting impairments, MassDEP recognizes the limitations of  
existing monitoring programs.  MassDEP and other state and federal agency staff as well as several 
consultants have conducted fish toxics sampling/monitoring as part of mercury and other waste site 
contaminants in rivers, lakes and coastal waters depending on the project needs. In addition to the  
lake/pond sampling conducted by the MassDEP Office of Research & Standards (ORS), WPP samples a 
few selected waterbodies each year based on public requests. There are also project-specific reports, such 
as the cited DEP BWSC Nyanza report for the Sudbury River. The MA DPH reviews these data and is 
responsible for the development of Fish Consumption Advisories to protect public health.  Fish tissue 
mercury data specifically for rivers would also be useful to compare to mercury concentrations found in 
lakes, as well as to allow for site-specific riverine assessments of the fish consumption use based on the 
latest DPH Freshwater Fish Consumption Advisory List.    
 
Regarding Assabet phosphorus, aquatic plants and algal levels, MassDEP recognizes the aquatic plant 
biomass and algae concerns in the main impoundments in the middle three segments, including at Allen 
St. in Northborough.  
 
Regarding mercury impairments in the Sudbury and Concord, MA DPH reviews all fish contaminant 
monitoring data collected by MassDEP and other state and federal agency staff as well as several 
consultants and revises their Fish Consumption Advisory List periodically as needed based on any new 
data.  And MassDEP coordinates with MA DPH staff regarding any updates/changes to the Freshwater 
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Fish Consumption Advisory List and updates the status of the Fish Consumption Use for waterbodies based 
on the most recent list as needed for the next IR reporting cycle. 
 
Regarding biomass trends in the Assabet River, the OARS March 2020 report was not available at the time 
the Aquatic Life Use updates were being completed for the 2018/2020 IR reporting cycle.  OARS concerns 
are noted and the available data will be reviewed during the next IR reporting cycle when the Assabet River 
AUs are being updated. 
 
Regarding bacteria levels in the Concord watershed, MassDEP plans to utilize external bacteria data 
considered usable for assessment and listing purposes submitted prior to January 15, 2021 for the 2022 
IR reporting cycle. For the 2018/2020 reporting cycle, only the Aquatic Life Use was updated for the 
Concord and other watersheds, not primary and secondary contact recreation.   
 
Regarding the delisting of dissolved oxygen in Hop Brook (AU MA82A-05), MassDEP will defer the delisting 
decision until sufficient and more recent data are collected that confirm the appropriateness of the DO 
delisting. 
 
Regarding nutrient levels in Carding Mill Pond (AU MA82015), MassDEP appreciates the concern of OARS 
staff regarding water quality conditions in Carding Mill Pond and consistency in IR reporting. We agree that 
Nutrient/Eutrophication Biological Indicators should also be identified as an impairment for the Aquatic Life 
Use for Carding Mill Pond (excessive algal growth was already identified as impairment to Primary and 
Secondary Contact Recreation and Aesthetic uses).  This impairment will be added for consistency with 
changes being made in this reporting cycle for both the upstream and downstream AUs (Grist Mill Pond 
and Hop Brook).   
 
Regarding chloride in River Meadow Brook (AU MA82A-10), MassDEP acknowledges and shares OARS’ 
concerns regarding elevated chloride concentrations in River Meadow Brook.  For the 2018/2020 reporting 
cycle, MassDEP included usable data OARS submitted by the 11/1/2019 deadline for external data; this 
included OARS data for the years 2009-2017.  Unfortunately, OARS conductivity data from these years did 
not meet Level 3 status (Regulatory/Assessment Level) when an external data usability review was 
conducted.  MassDEP will provide feedback forms to OARS staff for the data usability QC reviews that have 
been completed.  For the 2022 IR cycle, all data available for this waterbody (including data collected as 
part of MassDEP’s 2015-2016 River Meadow Brook Chloride Study, as well as any OARS data meeting 
external data usability requirements, i.e. Level 3 status) will be incorporated into use attainment decisions 
for River Meadow Brook. 
 
Regarding the Nashoba Brook delisting for Fish Bioassessment (AU MA82B-14), MassDEP has determined 
that the Fish Bioassessment delisting is appropriate for Nashoba Brook. The presence and dominance of 
fluvial specialist fish species are indicative of good conditions in this low gradient stream and the original 
listing decision would not have been made (DFG sample #155, collected in June 2000 included a fluvial 
species (creek chubsucker), as well as a large proportion of a moderately tolerant macrohabitat generalist 
fish (chain pickerel)).  EPA does not stipulate in any of its listing guidance that more recent data must be 
collected when a state changes its assessment methods.   
 
Regarding requested minor edits: 

• For MA82B-06 each impairment has to be delisting individually so the text is repeated three times 
(once each for algae, aquatic plant (macrophytes), and total phosphorus).   

• The locations for sites W0698 and NSH-047 will be described near the footbridge at the USGS staff 
gage near Wheeler Lane in Acton.  

• Lastly, MassDEP staff utilize SARIS (Stream and River Inventory System; see 2018 CALM, Section 
III) stream names for AUs but can acknowledge local names in the descriptions.  We will revisit the 
suggestions you’ve made for these waterbodies and incorporate local names into the AU 
descriptions as part of the 2022 reporting cycle. 
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Nashua River Watershed Association:  
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MassDEP response: 
 
Regarding the Phillips Brook fishery classification status, the Massachusetts Surface Water Quality 
Standards (SWQS) that were in effect for the 2018/2020 IR identify Phillips Brook as a Class B, Warm 
Water Fishery, CSO (Headwaters, outlet Winnekeag Lake, Ashburnham to Westminster Street (Route 
2A/31), Fitchburg (segment includes McTaggarts Pond and unnamed tributary to North Nashua River).  Any 
changes to SWQS classification of Phillips Brook must undergo public review and comment prior to 
promulgation as part of a SWQS update.  However, this stream is protected as a Tier 1 Existing Use Cold 
Water since a reproducing population of Eastern brook trout was documented in the brook in August 2002 
and 2011.     
 
Regarding the presence of invasive aquatic plants in the Nashua River (MA81-05), MassDEP would 
appreciate it if NRWA staff could provide date and location information, through our data portal, as it relates 
to observations of the non-native aquatic macrophyte species, Cabomba caroliniana (fanwort) and 
Myriophyllum heterophyllum (variable milfoil). MassDEP typically requires confirmatory reports by state 
agency staff before an AU is listed as impaired due to the presence of most non-native aquatic macrophyte 
species (Trapa natans is an exception).  At this time, an Alert status will be identified for the Nashua River 
MA81-05 AU due to the potential presence of C. caroliniana and M. heterophyllum.  Also, a 
recommendation will be made for MassDEP field crews to help identify these and any other non-native 
species infesting this AU.  
 
Regarding additional monitoring to confirm the removal of the Total Phosphorus impairment for the Nashua 
River MA81-07 AU, further monitoring of this AU will be considered as part of MassDEP’s future monitoring 
plans.  [Note: Town name has been corrected from Holliston to Hollis]   
 
Regarding the removal of the Total Phosphorus impairment for the MA 81-09 Nashua River AU, MassDEP 
plotted mean daily discharge values from two USGS Nashua River gages (1095505 and 1095503) and 
MassDEP raw total phosphorus data (W0681; May – September) for samples collected between June 2007 
and September 2013 (flow data were not available for 2005 and 2006).  The figure indicates that samples 
were collected under a variety of flow conditions.  Note that use attainment decisions incorporated 
seasonally averaged total phosphorus data (May – September), rather than the raw data depicted in the 
figure.  
 

 * USGS 
gage 01095505 (Nashua River, 0.4 miles upstream from Rt 110 at Clinton, MA), located 1.5 miles downstream from the Water Street 
gage (see below), was discontinued on Nov. 1, 2011.  
* The period of record for USGS gage 01095503 (Nashua River, Water Street Bridge, at Clinton, MA) began on June 24, 2011.  
* Data from both gages were used in this figure.   
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Neponset River Watershed Association: 
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MassDEP response: See MassDEP responses to General Comments (above) for NepRWA comments 
related to age of data, referencing specific data for listings, fish passage, coldwater fisheries, graphic data 
presentations, and the use of external data.   
 
Regarding feedback on external data submittals, MassDEP intends to provide feedback forms to NepRWA 
staff for the data usability QC reviews that have been completed. These include the 2017-2018 basin-wide 
monitoring data (bacteria, nutrients, DO, pH, temp) submitted on 3/19/2019, 2019 bacteria data submitted 
on 12/17/2019, 2020 bacteria data submitted 11/11/2020, and the 2019-2020 basin-wide monitoring data 
(bacteria, nutrients, DO, pH, Chl a, Phaeophytin) submitted 1/15/2021 (the later two submitted for the 2022 
IR reporting cycle). 
 
Regarding the potentially omitted impairments, the continuous temperature data for the above-mentioned 
brooks have not yet been submitted to MassDEP’s external data submittal portal so have not yet been 
reviewed for usability.  MassDEP would appreciate NepRWA staff submitting these continuous data as well 
as the deployed probe sampling station locations and all QC data (e.g., side-by-side checks of the loggers 
against a field probe, NIST thermometer checks in water bath before or after deployment, etc.) to our 
external data portal so that these data can be considered for use in the 2024 IR reporting cycle (the deadline 
for the 2022 IR was January 15, 2021 and the preparation/evaluations are already well underway and 
should include NepRWA data if submitted by that date while the deadline for the 2024 IR is TBD but will 
likely be mid-January 2023).  Guidance for submitting can be found online: external-data-submittals-to-the-
watershed-planning-program.  
 
Data from NepRWA used for the 2018/2020 IR reporting cycle included DO data from 2017 and 2018 
however the 2016 DO data, while submitted in time for use, lacked QC information so was not considered 
useable for Level 3 assessment decisions.  DO data from 2019 and 2020, although presented in this 
comment letter, was not submitted by the 11/1/2019 deadline for use in the 2018/2020 IR reporting cycle.   
Please note that MassDEP analysts did evaluate the 2017 and 2018 NepRWA DO data in these 
waterbodies (with some caution due to sporadic issues with meter QC where noted) along with all other 
biological and water quality monitoring data according to the weight-of-evidence approach for Aquatic Life 
Use attainment decisions as described in the 2018 CALM guidance manual.  While no DO impairment 
decisions were made based on these specific data, alerts were identified because of low DO in Ponkapoag 
Brook and the Unnamed Tributary locally considered part of Spring Brook.  These streams will be examined 
closely in light of NepRWA concerns in future IR reporting cycles.   
 
Although pH tends to often be slightly acidic in School Meadow Brook (MA73-06) and Mill Brook (MA73-
08), both are described as being influenced by wetlands so the slightly low pH conditions are considered 
naturally occurring.  None of the NepRWA pH data at either sampling location (n=51 and 45 measurements 
generally 5 or 6 times a year from 2008 to 2014 and 2017 to 2018 in these brooks, respectively) was <6.0SU 
(guidance in CALM allows for slight pH excursions considered the result of natural conditions (i.e., 0.5SU 
from the 6.5SU criterion) so no impairment decision will be made for these waterbodies.    
 
Only the Aquatic Life Use was updated for the 2018/2020 IR so the Primary and Secondary Contact 
Recreation Use attainment decisions using NepRWA bacteria data for these waterbodies will be addressed 
in the 2022 IR reporting cycle.  It is noted here that Purgatory Brook (MA73-24) is already listed for E. coli 
but is in Category 4A as it is covered by an approved TMDL.   
 
Regarding the potential nutrient impairments, MassDEP will consider nutrient indicator sampling as part of 
future monitoring efforts (e.g., deployed probes, chlorophyll a, and nutrient sampling) in the those 
waterbodies requested by NepRWA staff that exhibited seasonal total phosphorus concentrations >0.1mg/L 
sometime between 2016 and 2020 but are not yet listed as nutrient impaired.  These AUs include MA73-
34, -27, -02, -29,  -27, and –08.   It is noted here that the Neponset River (MA73-01) and Meadow Brook 
(MA73-33) are already listed in Category 5 for total phosphorus. 
 

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
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Muddy River Restoration Project: 
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MassDEP response:  MassDEP appreciates the longstanding efforts of the Muddy River Oversight 
Committee to improve the water quality in the Muddy River. MassDEP would welcome receipt of project 
monitoring data via our email portal:  external-data-submittals-to-WPP. 
 
Regarding inaccuracies in the Appendix 12 of the 2018/2020 IR involving Phase II of the project, we have 
deleted the cited two sentences and replaced them with the suggested text from the U.S Army Corps.   
 
Concerning the potential presence of the non-native P. crispus at the mouth of the Muddy River, we are 
unable to confirm its presence at this time, and will recommended that an aquatic macrophyte survey be 
conducted to identify any non-native aquatic macrophyte impairments for a future reporting cycle.   
   

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
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MassBays-South Shore Region: 
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MassDEP response:  See MassDEP responses to General Comments (above) for MassBays-South Shore 
Region comments related to age of data, fish passage, more detailed documentation, and the use of 
external data. We appreciate the monitoring and stewardship efforts of MassBays and the North & South 
Rivers Watershed Association (NSRWA), in assisting MassDEP generate the Integrated Report.  
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Lake Archer Association: 
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MassDEP response:  MassDEP applauds the recently formed Lake Archer Association for their committed 
stewardship and for initiating monitoring to assess lake health, including the development of a Quality 
Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for DEP review and approval.  The newly acquired data will help inform 
future Integrated Reports (IR) with respect to determining the trophic status and assessing the aquatic life 
use for the lake. In addition to data collected under the QAPP, other available and recent corroborative 
information would also be helpful to submit to DEP (such as the cited 2020 HAB report and photo-
documentation of episodic events).  MassDEP welcomes receipt of monitoring data from outside groups 
via our email portal:  external-data-submittals-to-WPP. 
 
 
 

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
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Jones River Watershed Association: 
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MassDEP response:   Regarding the fishery designation status for the Jones River, the Massachusetts 
Surface Water Quality Standards (314 CMR 4.00; SWQS) in effect for the 2018/2020 IR identify the 
freshwater portion of the Jones River as a Class B, Warm Water Fishery (and from the outlet of Silver Lake, 
Kingston to former dam (NATID: MA00396) near Wapping Road, Kingston as a High Quality Water - HQW).  
At the time MassDEP analysts were updating the Aquatic Life Use status of the Jones River AUs for the 
2018/2020 IR reporting cycle, there were no fish population sampling data available to indicate the presence 
of cold water fish species in the freshwater portion of the Jones River. The Massachusetts Department of 
Fish and Game (DFG), Division of Fisheries and Wildlife staff has very recently mapped the Jones River 
mainstem as a Coldwater Fish Resource (CFR) (~February 2021) based on fish sampling data they 
collected in the river near Elm Street, Kingston on 6 June 2020.  These data, along with any other data and 
information associated with the Elm Street Dam and fishway removal project in summer/fall 2019 will be 
reviewed as part of the 2022 IR.  In the interim, the presence of cold water fish species (excluding stocked 
trout), and resultant designation by DFG as a CFR, will allow the Jones River habitat to be protected as an 
Existing Use Cold Water pursuant to 314 CMR 4.06(1)(d)7.    

Regarding the description of the outlet of Silver Lake, the fish passage description in the decision document 
will be reworded slightly to aid in clarity.  There are three barriers along the upper end of the Jones River 
in Kingston that do not allow passage of river herring and American eel into Silver Lake: the natural sand 
berm at the Silver Lake outlet i.e., at the point of discharge to Forge Pond (passage score of 7- severe 
impediment), the Forge Pond (aka Brockton) Dam, located just upstream of Lake Street (passage score of 
10—no possible passage), and the Lake Street culvert (passage score of 5 – restricted passage). 

MassDEP appreciates the local historical perspective provided concerning Silver Lake and the City of 
Brockton, and we acknowledge the frustration and efforts of the Jones River Watershed Association 
members to restore and protect water quality in the Jones River Watershed.  We also strongly recommend 
that any water quality monitoring project proposed to be conducted in Silver Lake and/or the Jones River 
Watershed receive all appropriate DEP reviews/approvals (QAPPs, etc.) to maximize the potential for 
assessment-level data (Level 3) usable for 305(b) and 303(d) decision-making.  Details of these 
requirements can be found online: external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program. 

 

 
 
  

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
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Fore River Residents Against the Compressor Station (FRRACS): 
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MassDEP response: 
 
MassDEP acknowledges the many and varied comments made by the Fore River Residents Against the 
Compressor Station (FRRACS) in their Draft 2018/2020 Integrated Report (IR) comment letter. Several 
issues raised, however, are outside the scope of the MassDEP’s Draft IR. Nonetheless, comments 
pertaining to Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSO) and Warning Signs/Communication have been forwarded to 
responsible MassDEP personnel for follow-up if appropriate. Responses to FRRACS’ comments directly 
related to the Draft 2018/2020 Draft IR are presented below.  
 
The 2018/2020 CALM document (pp. 26-27) presents how MassDEP uses the most recent Diadromous 
Fish Restoration Priority List available from the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries 
(MarineFisheries) to assess the Aquatic Life Use support status based on diadromous fish habitat.  
Released in 2016, this list documents the status of the State’s diadromous fish passageways and barriers 
and prioritizes waters for fish passage restoration projects using a scoring system made up of 13 valuation 
parameters and 15 location attributes. When evaluating the status of the Aquatic Life Use based on 
diadromous fish habitat, MassDEP uses the scoring criteria for two MarineFisheries valuation parameters: 
“Population Status” and “Passage”. “Population Status“ scores range from 0 (no run present) to 10 (one of 
largest local runs). “Passage” scores range from 0 (no obstruction) to 10 (no possible passage). The CALM 
document presents, in considerable detail, how these scores and other data and information were used for 
the 2018/2020 reporting cycle to determine that the Aquatic Life Use would be assessed as 1) supported, 
2) not supported due to the presence of one or more fish passage barriers, or that 3) insufficient information 
is available to make an assessment. Only those diadromous fish passageways that have been evaluated 
and scored by MarineFisheries were used for assessment, and MassDEP acknowledges that additional 
barriers to fish migration may exist that are not included on the 2016 priority list.    
 
MassDEP consulted with MarineFisheries to determine whether any of the potential barriers cited in the 
FRRACS comment letter should be added as impairments to the 2018/2020 assessment and listing 
decisions. The final decisions are presented in the responses below.   
 

• Smelt Brook. MassDEP appreciates the information regarding the manual passage of eels at the 
Pond Meadow Lake Dam eel ladder.  It will be added to MassDEP’s internal repository document 
as well as the Weymouth-Weir public decision document.  DMF biologists had identified the Pond 
Meadow Lake Dam as having no present passage (score =10) for river herring and American eel 
with an existing population score of 0 and this information had not been included.  The Aquatic Life 
Use in Smelt Brook Pond (MA74018) will also be impaired because of the Fish Passage Barrier at 
the Pond Meadow Lake Dam.  

 
• Old Swamp River.  MassDEP analysts brought this to the attention of DMF biologists who concur 

with the addition of this dam as a fish passage barrier on Old Swamp River (they assigned a 
passage score = 10 based on the lack of passage during all of their site visits and a population 
score =10).  So, a fish passage barrier impairment will be added, which will change the Aquatic Life 
Use attainment decision from Fully Supporting to Not Supporting.   

 
• Mill River. MassDEP analysts also brought this to the attention of DMF biologists who concur with 

the addition of the dams (riprap dam behind 824 Washington Street and dam at 134 Mill Street) as 
fish passage barriers on the Mill River as well as the dam at Great Pond Reservoir in Weymouth 
(an unnamed tributary connects the two waterbodies) (passage scores =10 and population scores 
= 10 for all three dams).  DMF biologists indicate a Mill River Watershed habitat assessment is 
needed and, in addition to the dams, there are also several long culverts that need to be evaluated. 
A fish passage barrier impairment will be added to the Mill River AU which will change the Aquatic 
Life Use attainment decision from Fully Supporting to Not Supporting. Additional AUs that also have 
fish passage impairments (Great Pond Reservoir in Weymouth and the unnamed tributary) will be 
added for the 2022 reporting cycle.  

 
Regarding the Monatiquot River delisting for Dissolved Oxygen, MassDEP appreciates this request and the 
local knowledge of these reaches of the Monatiquot River and will request additional monitoring of DO in 
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the river near Union Street to confirm whether a dissolved oxygen impairment delisting is warranted in the 
future. Due to the need for additional data, the draft dissolved oxygen impairment delisting will be removed 
from the 2018/2020 IR. 
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Charles River Watershed Association: 
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MassDEP response: See MassDEP responses to General Comments (above) for CRWA comments 
related to age of data, referencing specific data for listings, fish passage, coldwater fisheries, and the use 
of external data. 
 
For Cold waters, MassDEP incorporated all designated Cold Waters as AUs in the 2016 IR reporting cycle 
and is continuing to add new AUs in the 2018/2020 and 2022 IR cycles for waterbodies that will become 
designated Cold Waters in the next SWQS revision. We will also continue to add, as time/resources allow, 
additional AUs where cold water fish species have been documented in our efforts to continue to protect, 
maintain, and restore these resource areas. In the cases of Trout, Shepherds and Stony brooks, these 
streams were evaluated as Tier 1 Existing Use cold waters. 
 
Regarding the data source(s) used for non-native species impairments, MassDEP plans to include more 
specificity in future IRs that indicate where the data were sourced from.  The refinement of the non-native 
aquatic species from a generic to a species-specific name became more available to MassDEP analysts 
as part of the transition from EPA’s ADB to ATTAINS databases.  During the 2018/2020 IR cycle, MassDEP 
staff went through a careful validation process to reevaluate the validity of the Department’s non-native 
aquatic invasive species for the watersheds, including the Charles, that were being updated for the Aquatic 
Life Use.  MassDEP will be striving to improve the transparency regarding data sources in future reporting 
cycles. There appears to be a misunderstanding reflected in this comment pertaining to 4C impairments 
and TMDLs. The impairments appearing in Category 4C are not pollutants as defined by the CWA and, 
therefore, do not require TMDLs. Pollutant impairments appear in Category 4A if approved TMDLs cover 
all pollutants in the assessment unit, or in Category 5 if TMDLs are still needed for some or all pollutants 
impairing the waterbody. Approved TMDLs or alternative TMDLs (i.e., “Actions”) are identified in these two 
list categories.   
 
Concerning the pace of review and updating of the Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards, 
MassDEP has been working diligently in coordination with EPA to complete and seek approval for much 
needed revisions to the standards that reflect the latest scientific information available. This regulatory 
package is more comprehensive than originally planned and will include, among other changes, 
improvements to the surface water classification tables 1 through 27 (within section 314 CMR 4.06) 
including the listing of approximately 150 new cold water streams; an update to the Site-specific Criteria in 
Table 28; the adoption of EPA's 2012 recommended recreational criteria for bacteria; and the incorporation 
of a new toxic pollutants table listing EPA ambient water criteria for aquatic life and human health (new 
Table 29). The current timeline for EPA approval of the draft revisions (which were submitted for public 
review and comment in 2019) is Fall, 2021. Going forward, MassDEP is following national and state 
development of surface water criteria for PFAS, cyanobacteria biovolumes and algal toxins for potential 
incorporation into the SWQS and/or CALM.  
 
Regarding the proposed delistings, MassDEP will defer the following proposed delistings until more recent 
data are collected that confirm the appropriateness of the delistings (despite improved conditions being 
documented in several AUs) as follows:  
 

• Stop River (MA72-09) dissolved oxygen and total phosphorus,   
• Mine Brook (MA72-14) temperature,  
• Trout Brook (MA72-19) Nutrient/Eutrophication Biological Indicators  

 
Regarding the proposed temperature delisting for Stop River (MA72-10), this delisting is different than the 
other proposed delistings mentioned above in that the original impairment (2008 IR cycle) was prior to the 
development of assessment methods for continuous temperature data that are described in the 2016 and 
2018 CALM guidance manuals and in this case, no impairment decision would have ever been made (both 
CRWA 2002 to 2005 and MassDEP summer 2007 continuous temperature data met temperature criteria).  
EPA does not stipulate in any of its listing guidance that more recent data must be collected if a state 
changes (and in this case improves) its assessment methodology.  Therefore, MassDEP has determined 
that this temperature delisting is appropriate.  
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The Houghton Pond (MA72050) non-native aquatic plant impairment is also being delisted due to an error. 
During the 2018/2020 IR cycle, MassDEP staff went through a careful validation process to reevaluate the 
validity of the Department’s non-native aquatic invasive species for the basins being assessed.  It was 
during this effort that staff noted the Non-Native Aquatic Plants impairment was made in error, since it was 
not based on a species identification (and only on a note of Myriophyllum sp. needing confirmation).  In fact, 
an Alert for Myriophyllum sp. was identified in the Charles River Watershed 2002-2006 Water Quality 
Assessment Report (published in 2008), so it is apparent that the impairment was a clerical error.  In the 
2018/2020 IR cycle, MassDEP, in addition to reviving the Alert status for a non-native species in Houghton 
Pond, also made an internal recommendation that an aquatic macrophyte survey should be conducted at 
Houghton Pond with timing to coincide with when Myriophyllum heterophyllum would be flowering if present 
in the pond. 
 
Regarding the EPA buoy data, MassDEP will make note to incorporate EPA buoy data in future IR reporting 
cycles.  
 
Regarding Crystal Lake (MA72030), the City of Newton should be encouraged to coordinate with DPH on 
HAB related incidents. MassDEP utilizes statewide data reported to DPH for IR reporting.  Unless the city 
plans to submit their data directly to MassDEP via the external data portal or to EPA’s WQX database, the 
information would likely not be considered readily available information and therefore possibly not utilized.  
 
Regarding Lake Archer (MA72002), MassDEP acknowledges CRWA’s concern for Lake Archer. Please 
note that the deadline for the 2022 IR was January 15, 2021 and the preparation/evaluations for the 2022 
IR are already well underway and will include any usable (i.e., Level 3) Lake Archer data if submitted by 
that date.  The deadline for the 2024 IR is TBD but will likely be mid-January 2023.  
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Connecticut River Conservancy: 
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MassDEP response: See MassDEP responses to General Comments (above) for CRC comments related 
to age of data, referencing specific data for listings, fish passage, graphic data presentations, the use of 
external data, and the status of the fecal coliform TMDL covering 13 central and western Massachusetts 
watersheds. 
 
Regarding the scope of 2018/2020 assessments, MassDEP’s focus was to complete Aquatic Life Use 
updates that were not completed during the 2016 IR reporting cycle which included water quality and 
biological monitoring data from MassDEP’s 2008 survey in the Connecticut River Watershed.  Results of 
MassDEP water quality monitoring from 2011 through 2018 (excluding MAP2 lake survey project data) will 
be utilized in the 2022 reporting cycle. 
 
Regarding SWMI, MassDEP along with the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
and its member agencies, worked with numerous stakeholder groups to develop a new policy framework 
for comprehensively managing water withdrawals throughout the Commonwealth to ensure an appropriate 
balance among competing water needs and the preservation of water resources. MassDEP has reviewed 
the SWMI framework and associated research performed by the USGS in an effort to determine its 
applicability to the Massachusetts’ Surface Water Quality Standards (SWQS) and the assessment and 
listing of waters under the CWA and has concluded that it is inappropriate to list waters as impaired based 
solely on the biological categories (BC) or groundwater withdrawal categories (GWC) (formerly GWL) 
derived from the SWMI models. While these predicted BC and GWC values are appropriate for their 
intended use, that is, permitting under the Water Management Act (WMA), they have no direct relationship 
to the SWQS and are not sufficient, in and of themselves, for determining the use-support status of specific 
water bodies. The objectives, analytical techniques, types of data used, and methodologies for these two 
different programs are quite different.  The resulting categorizations cannot be expected to be the same or 
comparable.  MassDEP presents its methodology for assessing and listing waters pursuant to sections 
305(b), 314 and 303(d) of the CWA in its Consolidated Assessment and Listing Methodology (CALM) 
document. This document describes, in considerable detail, how physico-chemical, biological, flow and 
habitat data, and other information are used as multiple lines of evidence to assess aquatic life use support. 
Critical to this assessment process is the availability of credible scientific data obtained from the actual 
water bodies under assessment. BC and GWC values, however, do not represent actual instream 
measurements of water quality and biological integrity but are derived from GIS large-scale overlays (such 
as impervious surface, watershed area, wetland area) or are themselves modeled (August flow alteration), 
to facilitate permitting activities. Therefore, they cannot be used as surrogates for the site-specific data and 
information required for assessing and listing waters in accordance with the requirements of the CWA. 
MassDEP will continue to list in Category 4c those waters for which site-specific flow data, field observations 
or habitat assessments indicate impairments from low-flow conditions. 
 
Regarding the data source(s) used for non-native species impairments, MassDEP plans to include more 
specificity in future IRs that indicate where the data were sourced from, as well as seek additional sources, 
such as the CRC portal. MassDEP would appreciate CRC staff providing the data related to location of 
water chestnut and other non-native aquatic plants along with any other water quality data to our external 
data portal.  Guidance for submitting data can be found online: external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-
planning-program. 
 
Regarding the Biodrawversity/FirstLight Power report, MassDEP had previously reviewed the 2012 
Biodrawversity/FirstLight Power mussel survey data as part of the ongoing Turners Falls and Northfield 
Mountain Hydroelectric FERC project #1889, 2485 relicensing process. Results of the mussel survey were 
considered usable biological data and incorporated into the 2018/2020 IR Aquatic Life Use update for the 
Connecticut River. The primary objective of the survey was to provide up-to-date information on the 
distribution, abundance, and habitat of the freshwater mussels in the Connecticut River impoundment, 
bypass reach, and power canal of the Turners Falls hydroelectric facility (the survey also included areas 
influenced by the Northfield Mountain pumped storage facility). Mussels were found in a wide range of 
water depths, flow and substrate conditions.  The mussel study was used as part of the overall evaluation 
to corroborate the assessment decisions for the AUs in question. 
  

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
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Regarding the new USGS gaging station just upstream of the Route 10 bridge, MassDEP will be utilizing 
the USGS data from this location in a future IR reporting cycle. 
 
Regarding MA34‐02, MassDEP confirms that there appear to be no relevant data from MassDEP or MA 
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife (DFW).  
 
Regarding MA34‐03: 

• the ambient and whole effluent toxicity testing information available from the facility located within 
this AU were relevant for this IR reporting cycle, so were reviewed and included.   

• the boat electrofishing was conducted by Midwest Biodiversity Institute biologists in 
August/September 2009. All three samples were dominated by macrohabitat generalist species 
including smallmouth bass, bluegill, American eel, yellow perch, rock bass, common carp, spottail 
shiner while fluvial specialist/dependant species were documented including Atlantic salmon, 
brown trout, tesselated darter, longnose dace, and white sucker.  Two sea lamprey (not classified) 
were also collected and released.  The sampling information is in the DFG fish population database, 
but the collectors will be corrected to indicate Midwest Biodiversity Institute staff rather than DFG 
biologists. 

• Like the upstream impounded reach of the river four species were found in the bypass reach while 
three were found in the power canal.  The average richness/site was less than that found in the 
impounded reach but the habitat in the bypass reach and power canal are different than those in 
the upstream impounded reach of the river.  The bypass reach generally has a high gradient, 
moderate to strong flows, shallow depths (less than 2-3 meters, with some isolated deeper pools), 
with substrate comprised of gravel, cobble, boulder, and bedrock. In contrast, the power canal has 
a lower gradient, more uniform and strong flows, deeper water, and predominantly finer substrates 
(silt, sand). While the summary statistics were slightly different between the bypass reach and the 
power canal, no specific judgements were made regarding the adequacy of the habitat since 
mussels were present in both areas. See also response to similar comment in Connecticut River 
MA34-01 above. 

• For the USGS nutrient sampling in the river at Main Street, Greenfield, the USGS describes their 
station 01167305 as CONNECTICUT RIVER @ MAIN STREET, NR GREENFIELD, MA.  The 
coordinates for this site are 42.5805556 -72.5797222 placing it at the Montague City Road bridge 
crossing the Connecticut River just upstream from the confluence of the Deerfield River. The slight 
correction will be made.  The limited nutrient sampling data from this site fell into the window of 
information being used to update Aquatic Life Use attainment decisions, albeit dated, for the 
2018/2020 IR reporting cycle so was included. 
 

Regarding MA34‐04: 
• The decision documents made available to the public for the 2018/2020 IR reporting cycle contain 

an abbreviated summary of information used to make the Aquatic Life Use attainment decision.  
The repository documents on file at MassDEP contain the more detailed information (e.g., fish 
sample species counts, lengths, etc.).  Prior published water quality assessment reports for the 
Connecticut River Watershed available online (2003 CT WQAR) provide more detailed information 
related to hydropower licenses and flows. 

• The reference to USGS “nutrients” data will be clarified to total phosphorus. 
• The statement mentioning Chang Farms will be corrected to include the current discharge location 

information. 
 
Regarding MA34‐05: 

• The Kleinschmidt report fish sampling data were readily available through the DFG database, the 
primary source of finfish survey data used by MassDEP for assessment, and therefore, were used 
in the 2018/2020 IR reporting cycle (Kleinschmidt was identified as the collector).  As mentioned 
above, the decision documents made available to the public for the 2018/2020 IR reporting cycle 
contain an abbreviated summary of information used to make the Aquatic Life Use attainment 
decisions, but additional information related to hydropower licenses and flows can be found in 
online water quality assessment reports.    
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• For invasive plant species present in the Connecticut River in Massachusetts, alerts will be made 
for the presence of these non-native aquatic macrophyte species with a recommendation that 
surveys be conducted with the intention of confirming their presence in the Connecticut River near 
the MA/CT border.  Additionally, as mentioned above, MassDEP would appreciate CRC staff 
providing the data related to location of these non-native aquatic plants along with any other water 
quality data to our external data portal.  Guidance for submitting can be found online: external-data-
submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program. 
 
   

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
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City of Taunton: 
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MassDEP response: 
 
MassDEP appreciates the comments received from the City of Taunton regarding the draft nutrient-related 
impairments for the Taunton River (MA62-02, MA62-03 and MA62-04).  We also applaud the efforts taken 
to lower nitrogen inputs to the river, including upgrades to the Taunton WWTF. As part of our re-evaluation 
of the draft impairments, we reviewed the comment letter from Dr. Howes in support of the City’s comments, 
and reexamined the SMAST 2018 data report, which was used to inform the draft impairment decisions.   
 
We agree with Dr. Howes that actions taken and planned by the POTWs (in MA62-02) to reduce nitrogen 
effluent concentrations are key factors in improving water quality in the Taunton River estuary and Mount 
Hope Bay (MHB).  These improvements, in compliance with the NPDES Permit No. MA0100897, are 
intended to limit ambient nitrogen levels below levels that would lead to excess algal production and impacts 
to dissolved oxygen levels. As part of the draft 2018/2020 assessments, the 2018 SMAST study report and 
associated data were helpful in providing additional information to evaluate the aquatic life use in the 
Taunton River estuary.  We do not disagree that 2018 TN levels have generally decreased from historic 
averages at the subset of 2018 sites samples, and that the tidal action and movement of water from MHB 
into the Taunton River may be contributing to increased nutrient levels and reduced bottom DOs in the 
river.  We also concur that nutrient dynamics in the Taunton estuary and MHB system are complex, and 
that improvement in WQ conditions in the bay could have positive impacts to the WQ in the lower Taunton 
estuary. 
 
While MassDEP has documented chronically low DO in the bottom waters at the “Taunton” marine buoy in 
MHB and these conditions are likely contributing to the low DO’s observed upstream in the Taunton River 
estuary due to tidal movement, the Taunton River watershed is contributing a significant percentage of 
nitrogen to the river through both point- and non-point sources. The impacts from these loads may be 
exacerbated by ambient nitrogen moving upstream during tidal action, but the nitrogen inputs from the 
watershed are a significant contributing factor impacting the estuary and downstream MHB waters.  As 
described in the 2018 SMAST report, the levels of nitrogen and chlorophyll observed in 2018 within the 
Taunton River Estuary clearly indicate nitrogen enrichment and the sources of impairment appear to be a 
combination of nitrogen loading from the watershed and the nitrogen influx from MHB tidal flows. Based on 
the elevated TN and chlorophyll values and often marginal DO levels in the estuary (and downstream), the 
combined nutrient inputs are resulting in impairment of the aquatic life use in the estuary and impacting 
downstream waters.  
 
We disagree that the 2018 dataset confirms the lack of spikes in Taunton estuary TN and related algal 
indicators. In MA62-02, the concentration of chlorophyll a ranged from 0.75 to 27.5µg/L with 9 of 26 
measurements above 10µg/L and the total nitrogen concentrations ranged from 1.143 to 1.887mg/L 
(average = 1.396mg/L). Further downstream in MA62-03, chlorophyll-a values were lower (max= 8.72µg/L) 
but the total nitrogen concentrations were well elevated ranging from 0.594 to 1.887mg/L (average = 
0.915mg/L n=38). And in MA62-04, just upstream of MHB, surface chlorophyll a ranged from 1.46 to 
18.35µg/L (n=66) and surface total nitrogen concentrations ranged from 0.368 to 1.065mg/L (average = 
0.568mg/L n=65).  While surface DOs generally were above 5 mg/l in 2018 in the estuary, the elevated 
upstream nitrogen levels are likely contributing to the observed spikes in algal biomass in the estuary.   
 
Based on our re-evaluation, we are retaining the TN pollutant cause in MA62-02, -03 and 04, and retaining 
the chlorophyll-a (and TP) pollutant cause in MA62-02. Recognizing the potential for tidal influence to 
contribute to the TN impairments in MA62-03 and MA62-04, we have added the hydromodification group 
pollutant Source ID 897 (“Contribution from downstream waters due to tidal action”) to the list of potential 
sources for the TN and low DO impairments, in addition to the other sources already listed (e.g., “Municipal 
Point Source Discharges”, Wet-Weather Discharges). 
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Town of Middleborough: 
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MassDEP response: 
 
MassDEP appreciates the comments received from the Town of Middleborough and Dr. Howes regarding 
the draft nutrient-related impairments for the Taunton River (MA62-02, MA62-03 and MA62-04).  Please 
see MassDEP’s responses to the City of Taunton.  
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Town of Raynham: 
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MassDEP response: 
 
MassDEP appreciates the comments received from the Town of Raynham and Dr. Howes regarding the 
draft nutrient-related impairments for the Taunton River (MA62-02, MA62-03 and MA62-04). Please see 
MassDEP’s responses to the City of Taunton. In addition, we have the following responses to the additional 
comments provided in the “Comments on the 2018-2020 Draft Massachusetts 303(d) List” attachment. 
 
Regarding the added impairments for MA62-02 (TN, Chlorophyll-a and TP) contained in the draft 2018/2020 
IR, there is clear evidence of elevated phosphorus, nitrogen and chlorophyll-a in this estuarine AU based 
on the 2018 data at station MHB-A (located upstream of the Taunton wastewater facility). While the majority 
of this AU is freshwater during ebb tides, the lower limits of this transition reach (approaching the Berkeley 
Bridge) are significantly more saline during flood tides based on the 1970 and 1986 MA DWPC water quality 
salinity surveys. We concur that the limiting nutrient in freshwater is typically phosphorus, but this roughly 
8 mile long AU is not entirely freshwater.  Also, use of molar N:P ratios to estimate nutrient limitation is often 
inconclusive especially at ratios near numerical thresholds for N vs. P limitation (e.g., Redfield). We 
acknowledge that the molar N:P ratios for DIN and PO4 at station MHB-A appear to indicate P-limitation. 
However, the molar DIN:TP ratios for individual 2018 MHB-A surface results show several instances with 
ratios less than 10 indicating the potential for N limitation at times (using TP accounts for P bioavailability 
from readily-bioavailable dissolved P fractions such as total reactive and soluble reactive P, as well as non-
refractory particulate P).  Although more data would be useful throughout this estuarine AU to better 
characterize summer nutrient and indicator conditions, the existing 2018 data showing high nutrient and 
chlorophyll-a levels support impairment decisions for TN, TP and chlorophyll-a. 
 
Regarding the added impairment for MA62-03 (TN) and the existing low DO impairment, the 2018 data at 
MHB-21 show significantly elevated TN concentrations (0.6-1.8 mg/l), in addition to the elevated levels 
found in the upstream and downstream AUs.  These nutrient levels and evidence of some DO excursions 
below the water quality standard support the listing of the TN pollutant, given that nitrogen levels within the 
estuary are caused by watershed nitrogen inputs as well as nitrogen entering from Mt. Hope Bay tidal 
movement. There are currently insufficient data to justify delisting DO as a cause of impairment. Continuous 
DO data containing magnitude, frequency and duration information would be useful in DEP’s evaluation of 
worst-case conditions during ebbing tides.  The discrete DO data at MHB-21 were generally above 5 mg/l, 
but the minimums of 3.65 mg/l (bottom) and 4.5 mg/l (surface) indicate that DO can fluctuate below the 5 
mg/l threshold at times.  Continuous data would help to determine if these excursions were isolated 
incidents or indicative of more frequent violations of the 5 mg/l threshold. MassDEP is retaining the TN and 
low DO (existing) pollutant causes in this AU. Recognizing the potential for tidal influence to contribute to 
the impairments, we have added the hydromodification group pollutant Source ID 897 (“Contribution from 
downstream waters due to tidal action”) to the list of potential sources for the TN and low DO impairments 
in this AU. 
   
Regarding the added impairment for MA62-04 (TN) and the existing low DO impairment, the 2018 data at 
MHB-1, MHB-2, MHB-18 and MHB-19 show average summer TN concentrations of approximately 0.57 
mg/l in both surface and bottom waters (with a maximum of 1.07 mg/l at the surface) and surface chl-a 
values as high as 18 ug/l.  The high nitrogen levels and evidence of elevated chl-a in this AU support the 
listing of the TN pollutant. Because the nitrogen levels within the estuary are likely the result of both 
watershed nitrogen inputs and nitrogen entering from Mt. Hope Bay tidal movement, we have added the 
hydromodification group pollutant Source ID 897 (“Contribution from downstream waters due to tidal 
action”) to the list of potential sources for the TN and low DO in this AU. 
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City of Brockton: 
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MassDEP response: 
 
MassDEP appreciates the comments received from the Town of Brockton and Dr. Howes regarding the 
draft nutrient-related impairments for the Taunton River estuary. Please see also MassDEP’s responses to 
the City of Taunton.  
 
Regarding the City’s request that MassDEP remove the dissolved oxygen (DO) impairment for Silver Lake 
(MA94143), MassDEP reviewed the City of Brockton’s comment as well as the SolarBee installation and 
removal reports submitted as Attachment 1 to the comment letter.  MassDEP notes that the SolarBees and 
sampling locations were in shallower water than where oxygen depletion was measured by DMF biologists 
during the summers of 2008 and 2009 when the lake was stratified and anoxic conditions ranged between 
depths of 8 to 12m to the bottom estimated to be ~40% of the lake surface area using 9m (30’) contour).  
The maximum depth for the five more recent DO profile reports attached to the City’s comment letter 
(October 2016, May 2017, November 2018, March 2019, and November 2020) was only 7.6m except for 
one (T#3 of the November 2018 report maximum depth was 9.14m).  Additionally, while the City’s more 
recent DO data were indicative of excellent conditions (well above 8.0mg/L, except for the March 2019 
report which the City notes the meter was most likely not properly calibrated), the sample collection times 
were in the spring and fall and not during the worse-case summer stratification timeframe (i.e., no data from 
June through September). While MassDEP acknowledges the City’s investment and efforts to improve 
oxygen concentrations in Silver Lake with the installation of three SolarBee aerators, without any DO data 
collected at the deep hole of the lake during the summer stratification period the dissolved oxygen 
impairment will be retained at this time.  We recommend additional DO profile data be collected under an 
approved QAPP at the deep hole during the worse-case summer stratification period to better evaluate the 
effectiveness of the SolarBee aerators on in-lake water quality conditions (specifically DO). 
 
Regarding the assessments of the Salisbury Plain River and the Matfield River, the City requested that data 
collected from the Salisbury Plain River in 2006 (AUs MA62-05 and MA62-06) and the Matfield River in 
2006 and 2007 (MA62-32) not be utilized in the IR reporting documentation since the nutrient related 
treatment upgrades at the Brockton Advanced Water Reclamation Facility (AWRF) were not reflected in 
those data.  The City also pointed out their Receiving Water Assessment Supplemental Environmental 
Project (SEP) study completed under an approved QAPP in September 2010 had not been utilized.  This 
SEP project was done in part to quantify improvements to water quality and biological communities in the 
Salisbury Plain River and Matfield River resulting from the first three Phase upgrades at the Brockton 
AWRF.  Because of the significant changes in effluent quality at the AWRF, the City requested that 
MassDEP remove the nutrient/biological enrichment indicator impairment that was added to the Matfield 
River AU (MA62-32) since the data utilized were no longer representative of current water quality 
conditions. MassDEP staff acknowledge the City’s substantial capital investment and efforts to improve 
effluent quality with nutrient related treatment upgrades at the AWRF to meet NPDES permit limits for total 
phosphorus and to maximize total nitrogen removal. MassDEP agrees that older data collected prior to 
these upgrades and improved treatment at the AWRF do not reflect the most current water quality 
conditions in the Salisbury Plain and Matfield rivers. MassDEP routinely presents historical data in 
watershed repositories and assessment decision documents to provide historical context and to document 
water quality conditions over time. Historical data provide the baseline for demonstrating improvement or 
other changes in water quality when compared with more recent data. Because MassDEP’s 2006 and 2007 
data were not recorded in any previous assessment and listing cycles, they will be retained here for future 
reference. The Brockton AWRF, while the major point source discharge, is not the only source of nutrients 
to these rivers.  MassDEP recommends that water quality monitoring be conducted to evaluate whether 
there are improved conditions (e.g., benthic macroinvertebrate and algal sampling, deployed DO 
multiprobes, and nutrient sampling) in the Salisbury Plain and Matfield rivers since the nutrient-related 
facility upgrades at the AWRF have been implemented.  While improvements in water quality conditions, 
particularly those associated with nutrient-related stressors should be occurring (the AWRF reports 
compliance with the stringent 0.101mg/L total phosphorus limit since summer 2020), the existing 
impairments (moderately impacted benthic community, low DO, and elevated total phosphorus) will be 
carried forward until such time as biological and water quality data are collected that document Aquatic Life 
Use attainment. The nutrient/biological enrichment indicator impairment, which was proposed to be added 
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based on the evidence of dense/very dense filamentous algae documented during the summer of 2006, 
will be removed given these observations in summer 2006 were made prior to any of the nutrient treatment 
upgrades at the Brockton AWRF and the existing impairments in place already appropriately address the 
nutrient-related impairment that has affected the Matfield River AU (MA62-32).    
 
Regarding the Taunton River (MA62-01) assessment, MassDEP staff agrees that older data collected prior 
to upgrades and improved treatment at the AWRF and other POTWs upstream of this Taunton River AU 
(MA62-01) does not reflect the most current water quality conditions in the river.  However, as explained in 
the prior response, these data will be retained in the watershed decision document to provide a record of 
historical conditions and ongoing changes in the water quality of the Taunton River.  USGS documented 
DO concentrations in the Taunton River that were below standards (4 and 4.5mg/L in July and August) at 
their gaging station 01108000 near Titicut Road, Bridgewater during the summer of 2019.  These USGS 
measurements did not represent worse-case (pre-dawn) conditions.  Therefore, the low DO impairment will 
not be removed at this time.  MassDEP recommends that additional water quality monitoring be conducted 
to evaluate whether DO conditions have improved in this Taunton River AU (MA62-01) since the nutrient-
related upgrades at the NPDES facilities upstream, including the Brockton AWRF (online/functioning well 
since summer 2020), have been implemented. 
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Blackstone River Coalition: 
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MassDEP response: See MassDEP responses to General Comments (above) for the BRC comments 
related to age of data and the need for greater transparency. 
 
We acknowledge the importance of considering retention times for rivers with impounded reaches (such as 
the Blackstone River) and the potential effects of elevated nutrient concentrations. In defining Assessment 
Units (AUs), MassDEP reviews available morphometric and hydrological data for man-made impoundments 
to estimate whether they should be defined and assessed as lake AUs or incorporated into river AUs. As a 
general rule, those impoundments exhibiting unidirectional flow and retention times of less than fourteen 
days (at flow rates greater than 7Q10) are considered river AUs. For Blackstone River impounded 
segments, they are all currently assessed as rivers.  
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Blackstone River Valley National Heritage Corridor:   
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MassDEP response: See MassDEP responses to General Comments (above) for the BHC comments 
related to age of data, the use of external data, and coldwater fisheries. 
 
Regarding the question pertaining to impairment delistings, the availability of future water quality data 
indicating impairment may cause the pollutant in question (e.g., dissolved oxygen) to be added back to the 
303(d) List of Impaired Waters in a future reporting cycle when the associated designated use (e.g., aquatic 
life) is reassessed for that location. 
 
The two brooks impaired for temperature (Bacon Brook (MA51-41) and Center Brook (MA51-34)) are 
considered “existing use” Tier 1 Cold Water resources based on their CFR designations, and were 
assessed as Not Supporting based on elevated temperature above the Tier 1 CWF criteria. The 
methodology for this analytical approach is described in the MassDEP 2018 Consolidated Assessment & 
Listing Methodology (CALM): 2018 CALM.  As the MA Surface Water Quality Standards (SWQS) are 
periodically updated, we are working to add CFR qualifiers to the SWQS as appropriate. 
 

https://www.mass.gov/doc/2018-consolidated-assessment-and-listing-methodology-guidance/download
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Buzzards Bay Coalition: 
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MassDEP response: MassDEP acknowledges recent receipt of supporting data and information from BBC 
with their comments that are relevant to potential impairments of the aquatic life use due to excess nitrogen 
for the six waterbodies. MassDEP assessments and listings for the aquatic life use for Buzzards Bay 
assessment units last occurred for the 2016 Integrated Report (IR).  Because the 2018/2020 IR was limited 
to the assessment of the aquatic life use for the nineteen watersheds that were not completed for the 2016 
IR, we plan to specifically include the six waterbodies identified by BBC as AUs to be updated as part of 
the 2022 IR reporting cycle. 
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