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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection  
MassDEP’s mission is to protect and enhance the Commonwealth's natural resources – air, water, and land 
– to provide for the health, safety, and welfare of all people, and to ensure a clean and safe environment 
for future generations. In carrying out this mission MassDEP commits to address and advance 
environmental justice and equity for all people of the Commonwealth; provide meaningful, inclusive 
opportunities for people to participate in agency decisions that affect their lives; and ensure a diverse 
workforce that reflects the communities we serve.   
  
Watershed Planning Program  
The Watershed Planning Program is a statewide program in the Division of Watershed Management, 
Bureau of Water Resources, at MassDEP. We are stewards of the water resources of Massachusetts. 
Together with other state environmental agencies, we share in the duty and responsibility to protect, 
enhance, and restore the quality and value of the waters of the Commonwealth. We are guided by the 
federal Clean Water Act and work to secure the environmental, recreational, and public health benefits of 
clean water for the residents of Massachusetts. The Watershed Planning Program is organized into five 
Sections that each have a different technical focus under the Clean Water Act: (1) Surface Water Quality 
Standards; (2) Surface Water Quality Monitoring; (3) Data Management and Water Quality Assessment; 
(4) Total Maximum Daily Load; and (5) Nonpoint Source Pollution.  

 
Disclaimer  
References to trade names, commercial products, manufacturers, or distributors in this report constituted 
neither endorsement nor recommendation by MassDEP.  
  
Contact Information  
Watershed Planning Program  
Division of Watershed Management, Bureau of Water Resources  
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection  
8 New Bond Street, Worcester, MA 01606  
Website: https://www.mass.gov/guides/watershed-planning-program   
Email address: dep.wpp@mass.gov  

 
Notice of Availability 
This report is available via the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection’s (MassDEP) 
website: https://www.mass.gov/lists/integrated-lists-of-waters-related-reports.  
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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 2022 Reporting Cycle – Draft for Public Comment (Draft 2022 Integrated Report) 
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 Report (IR) 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 2022 IR was placed on the MassDEP web site (Draft 2022 ILW) on 11/16/22. Notice of its 
availability for public review and comment was provided by electronic mail to approximately 150 watershed 
associations and other interested parties. The notice also appeared in Vol. 95, Issues 22 and 24 of the 
Massachusetts Environmental Monitor (11/23 and 12/23 publication dates). The initial public comment 
period end date of December 23 was extended to January 6, 2023.  
 
A total of 14 comment transmittals were received by the end of the extended public review period (or soon 
thereafter; one comment letter was received on 1/13). Several commenters included with their letters data 
reports, graphical data displays and/or photographs in support of their comments. In addition, a formal 
comment letter was received from EPA on April 14, and informal EPA comments on the draft Responses 
to Comments document were received on May 12. All of the formal comment letters are included in this 
Responses to Comments document in their entirety, except for lengthy attachments or appendices to the 
transmittals which are not reproduced here. Comments are briefly summarized prior to each MassDEP 
response. 
 
This response document consists of two parts. Part I presents the responses to general or recurring comments 
that convey broad programmatic areas of concern or specific topics of interest.  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 2022 IR based on each comment received. 
 
A final version of the 2022 IR and supporting documents, consistent with the comments and responses 
presented in this document, was submitted to EPA on May 24, 2023 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: Prior to issuing the draft IR for public comment, MassDEP should provide more explicit 
feedback and rationale to external groups on why submitted data were not utilized for assessment and 
listing decisions, as part of improving communication with external partners. 
 
MassDEP Response:  For the 2022 IR involving updated assessments in 21 watersheds for all designated 
uses, MassDEP utilized external data from over 20 different sources (including volunteer organizations, 
sister agencies, and non-government groups). These data partnerships are critical to DEP’s mission to 
protect, monitor, and restore waters of the Commonwealth.  Regardless of data origin, all existing and 
readily available data used by MassDEP must be of a known and documented quality that support its use 
for Clean Water Act reporting purposes. For many years, MassDEP has worked with partners on 
development and maintenance of their quality assurance documentation (e.g., QAPPs and SOPs) for data 
collection. For data submittal to MassDEP, we ask that data are submitted using MassDEP’s template for 
Electronic Data Deliverables (EDD) or using available tools for transmittal to EPA’s Water Quality Exchange 
(WQX). MassDEP’s external data submittal guidance can be found here: external-data-submittals-to-the-
WPP. Adherence to this guidance enables greater efficiencies for MassDEP when processing data from a 
wide variety of groups.  Data submitted in other formats are often more difficult to process and utilize. 
 
Data submitted to MassDEP after the submittal deadline for the 2022 IR (January 15, 2021) were not 
reviewed or used (by default) but may be considered in a future IR cycle update. For data submitted prior 
to the deadline, MassDEP completes data quality/usability reviews for all submitted data that are considered 
applicable to designated use assessments, which are based on procedures outlined in the Consolidated 
Assessment and Listing Methodology Guidance Manual (CALM) (2022 CALM). If not specifically described 
in the CALM, certain types of data may or may not be considered. If submitted data are appropriate based 
on CALM guidance, then data considered usable based on the quality review are available for use in the 
current reporting cycle.  Occasionally, due to timing and workload capacity, some data for a watershed may 
be held for use in a future IR reporting cycle (e.g., OARs physico-chemical data from 2018 –2020 were not 
included in the 2022 Concord Watershed update since the Aquatic Life Use for that watershed was just 
updated using their data up through 2017 in the 2018/2020 IR reporting cycle just approved by EPA in 
November 2021, while their bacteria data up through 2020 were utilized to update recreational use 
attainment decisions as part of the Concord 2022 IR update). Any data can be considered insufficient based 
on the quality review for one or more reasons, including lack of a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) 
planning document, poor quality control results, metadata indicating field- or lab-related anomalies, 
insufficient information to complete the review, and others.  The reasons for poor scores on usability for 
assessments can be based on systematic or datum-specific issues or both. Specific reasons for non-use 
of external data are documented internally by MassDEP quality review staff, but we acknowledge that more 
effective feedback following data reviews is still needed to provide the groups generating the data 
opportunities to improve data quality deficiencies where possible for future data submittals. During the data 
review process MassDEP quality review staff will often contact external data providers regarding certain 
data quality deficiencies that potentially could be corrected in time for that dataset to be integrated into the 
current assessments. In addition, external data providers have begun receiving feedback forms to help 
inform them of the results of the quality review at the parameter level. Also, while performing assessments, 
case-by-case decisions are sometimes made regarding external data usability for data that passed the QC 
review.  Causes for this may include insufficient sample quantity or lack of corresponding CALM guidance. 
In these cases, the IR decision documents are not necessarily the ideal vehicle for feedback on data not 
used and tend to focus more on the data that were used for decisions. 
 
MassDEP continues to provide technical assistance to outside citizen monitoring groups i.e., 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 staff, including 
our External Monitoring & Data Coordinator, also continue to work on more effective feedback mechanisms 
and outreach to groups related to data collection, submittal and review for data quality and usability. In 
general, MassDEP will also seek to improve communication with external data partners prior to the release 
of future draft IRs. 

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
https://www.mass.gov/doc/2022-consolidated-assessment-and-listing-methodology-guidance/download
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COMMENT: MassDEP’s IR and Surface Water Quality Standards (SWQS) should be consistent with the 
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife’s (DFW) Coldwater Fishery Resource (CFR) list where applicable. 
 
MassDEP Response: As part of MassDEP’s recent promulgation of the 2021 amendments to the SWQS, 
EPA approved the addition of 153 Cold Water stream designations (314 CMR 4.06) and the perennial 
portions of these streams were added as Assessment Units (AU) in the watersheds/coastal drainage areas 
updated in the 2022 IR cycle. All remaining perennial portions of designated Cold Waters in the twelve 
remaining watershed/coastal drainage areas not updated in 2022 will be included in a future IR update. 
MassDEP will continue to coordinate with MassWildlife on Coldwater Fish Resources (CFR)(321 CMR 5.00) 
listings and future SWQS classifications of these streams. It is important to emphasize that for MassDEP’s 
assessments of cold waters, both the Cold Water classifications in the SWQS and the MassWildlife CFR 
list are used to evaluate the designated use. CFRs that are not designated as Cold Waters in the SWQS 
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 CFR 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 include definitions of impairment causes used in the IR to help clarify what 
is meant by each and what MassDEP intends when each is used (for example, “Trash” vs. “Debris”). 
 
MassDEP Response:  While EPA’s ATTAINS database provides a standardized list of impairment causes, 
they do not provide explicit definitions for the impairments. MassDEP assessment staff select the most 
appropriate cause of impairment based on the data available when making a designated use impairment 
decision.  To improve transparency, MassDEP will explore inclusion of a definitions list for impairment 
causes in a future Massachusetts CALM Guidance Manual update.  
 
With respect to the use of “trash” versus “debris”, “trash” is considered a “pollutant”, as defined by 40 CFR 
§122.2, and results in a category 5 impairment.  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. 
For specific detail related to Trash and Debris impairments, please see MassDEP’s response to OARS.  
 
For more detail related to flow-related impairment causes, please see MassDEP’s response to the Ipswich 
River Watershed Association. 
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should provide more rationale for utilizing data that are over five years old. 
 
MassDEP Response: As noted in the 2022 CALM (and in previous responses), MassDEP strives to use 
the most recent data available for assessments and integrated reporting purposes but in some cases data 
greater than five years old are used. Given MassDEP’s current monitoring schedule involving rotating 
basins, it is difficult to set and maintain a firm data age threshold. However, as MassDEP continues to 
improve with respect to its use of quality-controlled external data and IR timeliness, we are striving to 
minimize the use of older data in future cycles. When older data are used, MassDEP analysts consider 
data representativeness 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.  
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should provide more information on the methodologies used to impair waters due 
to fish passage barriers. 
 
MassDEP Response:  For a future iteration of the CALM, MassDEP plans to provide additional clarification 
on how fish passage and dam removal data and related information are used to inform decisions related to 
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fish passage impairments.  This information includes available data from the DMF on fish passage barriers 
and from the DCR-Division of Ecological Restoration on dam removals. We acknowledge the existence of 
other agency and local data sources related to dams and fish passage, and we intend to better utilize all 
available dam removal and fish passage information for future aquatic life assessments. Specifically, 
MassDEP will note in the 2022 IR report that the diadromous fish habitat methodology described in the 
2022 CALM applied to near shore coastal waterbodies, and refinement of methods for larger mainstem 
freshwater rivers and their tributaries (i.e., Connecticut and Merrimack rivers) will be part of a future CALM 
update, in coordination with DMF biologists and other state and federal environmental agency staff. 
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Part II - Responses to Individual Commenters 
 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA):  

 



   
 

  6 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

 
 
 
 



   
 

  7 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

 
 
 
 



   
 

  8 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

 



   
 

  9 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

 



   
 

  10 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

 



   
 

  11 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

 



   
 

  12 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

 



   
 

  13 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

 
 
 
 



   
 

  14 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

COMMENT: Regarding transparency of decision-making, some clarifying changes are needed to the 
Appendices for the presentation of proposed secondary contact recreation delistings where the same 
indicator is retained for primary contact recreation.  

MassDEP response:  MassDEP’s methodology for determining and documenting delistings follows the 
rules EPA has set forth in the ATTAINS database for IR reporting and which is the official system of record. 
In this approach, a delisting is defined when a cause of impairment is removed entirely from an Assessment 
Unit (AU) on the 303(d) list (category 5) to another category (4a: TMDL is established; 4c: impairment was 
determined to not be a pollutant; or 2: the impairment no longer exists). Therefore, although each 
designated use is assessed separately, a delisting only occurs at the overall AU level. While MassDEP 
acknowledges EPA’s concern for tracking cause removals from individual uses, these changes do not 
constitute delistings and therefore are not provided in the delisting tables in the Appendices. Per EPA’s 
request for differentiation between primary vs. secondary contact delistings, MassDEP has added 
additional information related to designated uses for cause removals listed in Appendix 4. Although it has 
not been MassDEP’s standard practice to provide delisting documentation at the designated use level, we 
will continue to provide impairment removal documentation at the designated use level in a similar fashion 
for future IRs. 

 
COMMENT: EPA and the public should be provided an opportunity to provide input and comment on 
proposed changes to assessment procedures. 

MassDEP response: Comments and suggestions from EPA and the public related to current assessment 
methodologies contained in the CALM guidance manual can be provided at any time. Any comments 
received are considered for future versions of the CALM. Due to current MassDEP workflows and timing 
constraints for the development, submittal, and approval of the biennial IR, it is not currently feasible to 
solicit, receive, evaluate and reconcile comments on proposed changes to the CALM within a given cycle. 

 
COMMENT: MassDEP should withdraw from consideration delisting decisions based on the assessment 
schematic in Tables 6 and 7 of the 2022 CALM. Also, MassDEP should work with EPA and members of 
the public to develop protective, defensible bacteria data assessment procedures which account for the 
size of the dataset under consideration.  
 
MassDEP response:  For the five AUs with bacteria delistings proposed for the primary contact use, 
MassDEP has withdrawn the proposed E. coli bacteria delisting for MA95-36 and retained the four others, 
as requested by EPA in their comment letter. MassDEP will coordinate with EPA to refine the Primary and 
Secondary Contact Recreational Use attainment guidance to address EPA concerns and to ensure that 
protective and defensible procedures are used for the 2024 IR reporting cycle. 
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should work with EPA to update their Secondary Contact Recreational Use criteria 
and assessment methodology to be consistent with EPA recommendations as contained in a 9/25/20 EPA 
memo submitted to MassDEP in 2022 for consideration. 
 
MassDEP response:  MassDEP acknowledges EPA’s clarification on the applicable SWQS for secondary 
contact recreation and their advice on an alternate methodology for secondary contact use assessment. 
For the upcoming 2024 IR reporting cycle, MassDEP intends to use EPA’s suggested secondary contact 
assessment thresholds for E. coli and enterococcus bacteria for secondary contact recreational use 
attainment decisions.  
 
COMMENT: EPA requested delisting explanations be changed for several specific AUs. 
 
MassDEP response: MassDEP imposed EPA’s recommended changes for delisting explanations 
(removal rationales) for the specific AUs as requested (MA95-63 for both the metals and other organics 
impairments, as well as MA41047 and MA41048). 
 
COMMENT: There are additional USGS data sources available to assess waters for chloride impairments. 
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MassDEP response:  MassDEP is aware of the paired chloride and specific conductance data available 
from USGS and has been recently working to update WPP’s regression equation by including these USGS 
data in the derivation. The revised regression tool incorporating more recent WPP data and applicable 
USGS data will be used for assessments starting with the 2024 IR reporting cycle. Additionally, the USGS 
data can be utilized for evaluating chloride toxicity at the AU level. 
 
COMMENT: For eelgrass assessments, better site-specific metrics may be possible to assess individual 
eelgrass bed health using the mapping data. Also, the dataset used as “baseline” represents a diminished 
resource and not a true baseline. Context related to eelgrass bed loss should be examined in the 
determination of impairment status (e.g., significant storm events, bed size, macroalgae presence, nutrient 
levels). 
 
MassDEP response:  MassDEP appreciates EPA’s concern regarding the timeline and quality of the 
baseline data used for tracking trends in eelgrass extent. Use of the 1995 dataset as the baseline for 
quantitative comparisons and use attainment decisions was determined to be the most appropriate and 
reliable reference point given the initiation at that time of a consistent set of standard protocols for data 
collection, documentation, and analysis. We are coordinating with MassDEP Wetlands Program staff who 
are managing the eelgrass monitoring effort, which is undergoing some changes in data collection 
methodology. As part of this coordination, we will continue to explore potential changes to the use 
attainment methodology based on the eelgrass bed habitat mapping information (and related data as 
appropriate) for future IR reporting cycles. 
 
COMMENT: EPA would like to request the assignment of an AU ID(s) to Massachusetts Bay, so that the 
MWRA data can be used in MA Assessments and 303(d) reporting. EPA would also like to request the 
assignment of an AU ID(s) to Cape Cod Bay. Also, please coordinate with your colleagues at MA DMF to 
collect available data related to DO impairments in Cape Cod Bay. 
 
MassDEP response:  MassDEP will consider adding marine water AUs within the jurisdiction of the 
Commonwealth for all or portions of Massachusetts and Cape Cod bays in future IR reporting cycles. 
Review of readily available data pertinent to these AUs for potential use in assessments and listings will 
follow standard WPP evaluation protocols for data usability. 
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Massachusetts Rivers Alliance:  
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MassDEP response:  We appreciate MRA’s recognition of improvements made by MassDEP in the 2022 
IR. For MRA’s comments related to transparency and use of external data, impairment definitions, and 
coldwater fisheries, see MassDEP responses in Part 1.  
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City of New Bedford: 
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MassDEP response: We welcome future data submittals from the City. Please see MassDEP external 
data submittal guidance here: external-data-submittals-to-the-WPP. 
 
COMMENT: Buzzards Bay (MA65-62) [sic] (with a newly listed Estuarine Bioassessments impairment 
based on eelgrass loss 1995 to 2017) should be subdivided to provide a more representative basis for 
assessing water quality in this area. 
 
MassDEP response: There are three Assessment Unit (AU) types used by MassDEP in IR reporting: 
Rivers, Lakes, and Estuaries and there is no distinction made between near shore and deeper water habitat 
in any of these AU types. As was explained in a prior (2016) cycle response to public comment it is 
MassDEP’s goal to limit changes to existing AUs as much as possible, with the goal of having relatively 
fixed boundaries which will allow for more efficient management and reporting through EPA’s ATTAINS 
assessment database. Periodic or ad-hoc re-segmentation of AUs to account for individual beaches, 
shellfish beds, eelgrass meadows, etc. would be impractical and unmanageable when presenting the 
condition of all of Massachusetts’ surface waters on a state-wide or major watershed scale, particularly 
when multiple designated uses are considered. While MassDEP analysts recognize this AU is very large 
and is comprised primarily by deep water habitat, the estimated loss of approximately 32 acres of eelgrass 
since 1995 in MA95-62 is significant.  Despite the very small percentage of eelgrass bed habitat in this 
Buzzards Bay AU, the more landward AUs draining into it (i.e., Apponagansett Bay (MA95-39), Clarks Cove 
(MA95-38), and Outer New Bedford Harbor (MA95-63)) are also assessed as impaired as a result of 
eelgrass bed habitat loss (estuarine bioassessment impairment) and/or other nutrient stressors including 
dissolved oxygen and total nitrogen. As part of the IR reporting process, MassDEP analysts typically 
document data gaps and highlight monitoring data types that would help with future use attainment 
decisions.  MassDEP welcomes the City’s offer to share their previous monitoring program design and data 
and would appreciate the opportunity to coordinate future monitoring efforts with the City and any other 
engaged stakeholders to acquire data that supports future use attainment decisions in this Buzzards Bay 
AU. 
 
COMMENT:  The City has several concerns and comments about MassDEP’s findings related to DO and 
TN in the Clarks Cove AU. 
  
MassDEP response: MassDEP plans to continue planning efforts to update the SWQS saltwater DO 
criteria but until such time that an update is promulgated and approved by EPA, the current criteria and 
evaluations of DO data compiled for AU MA95-38 must follow the current SWQS and 2022 assessment 
and listing guidance (2022 CALM)). With respect to the concern that the Total Nitrogen data evaluations do 
not meet the CALM criteria for impairment, we consider the addition of the Total Nitrogen impairment to be 
appropriate (seasonal average total nitrogen concentrations at the five sites sampled in Clarks Cove ranged 
between 0.35-0.52mg/L, with average concentrations >0.4mg/L five of 11 times) and supported by 
indications of nutrient-related stress in this AU (~58% loss of eelgrass bed habitat in Clarks Cove between 
1995 and 2017). MassDEP will continue to evaluate nutrient related data available for Clarks Cove in future 
IR cycle updates undertaken for the Buzzards Bay Coastal Drainage Area and hopes to see improved 
conditions. MassDEP certainly recognizes the City’s efforts to improve water quality conditions in its 
receiving waters through improvements in its wastewater and stormwater systems. Infrastructure 
investment and commitment to environmental stewardship are essential to achieving water quality 
conditions that support designated use goals. 

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
https://www.mass.gov/doc/2022-consolidated-assessment-and-listing-methodology-guidance/download
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Hoosic River Watershed Association: 
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COMMENT: Test and sampling data collected over the last decade by HooRWA, Williams College, and 
the Housatonic Valley Association previously submitted to state agencies appears missing so requesting 
MassDEP reach out to establish a better way to transmit data. 
 
MassDEP response: The Hudson River Watershed (including the Hoosic, Bashbish, and Kinderhook river 
basins) was updated in the 2022 IR reporting cycle, however the Housatonic River Watershed was not.  
MassDEP notes the HVA bacteria data from 2017 to 2020 for sites in the Hoosic River Watershed were 
used.  HVA’s recent data in the Housatonic River Watershed, however, were not used because the 
Housatonic was not included in the 2022 update. Unfortunately, the HVA 2021-2022 bacteria data and 2022 
physico-chemical and continuous probe data for the Hoosic were not submitted in time for the 2022 IR cycle 
reporting.  MassDEP recommends HVA, Williams College, and/or HooRWA continue to submit data to the 
WPP by the data submittal deadline ( external-data-submittals-to-the-WPP) and request assistance from 
WPP’s External Monitoring and Data Coordinator (Dr. Bob Smith) as needed with any questions. 
  

https://www.mass.gov/guides/external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-planning-program
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Ipswich River Watershed Association: 
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COMMENT:  Explain the distinction between Dewatering and Flow Regime Modification listed for Unnamed 
Tributary MA92-12. We note that Dewatering is listed as an impairment (non-pollutant) for the Ipswich River 
(MA92-06, MA 92-15), Lubbers Brook (MA92-05) and Maple Meadow Brook (MA92-04). First, what is the 
distinction between Dewatering and Flow Regime Modification listed for an unnamed tributary (MA92-12)? 
 
MassDEP response: A Dewatering impairment is used when water is anthropogenically removed from a 
surface waterbody/waterway that results in extended periods of no or low flows (e.g., low flow alterations 
due to diversions, subsurface drainage, etc.), while a Flow Regime Modification impairment is used when 
the natural flow pattern in a waterbody is anthropogenically altered (e.g., decrease in flood pulses due to 
hydrostructures, flow modification resulting from dams, etc.). Since the low flow conditions observed in 
Unnamed Tributary MA92-12 by MassDFG staff during July 2018 were likely due to lack of adequate 
release from Middleton Pond, rather than direct water diversions from the stream or groundwater 
withdrawals (there are no wellhead protection areas in the subwatershed), the impairment is Flow Regime 
Modification and the source of the impairment is Dam or Impoundment.  
 
COMMENT:  Describe the rationale for Dewatering, Flow Regime Modification vs Low Flow Alterations 
impairments. And what is the rationale for using dewatering and/or Flow Regime Modification vs. Low Flow 
Alterations used in the 2016 IR and prior? 
 
MassDEP response: Low flow alterations was used as an impairment cause through the 2016 IR reporting 
cycle. Beginning in the 2018/2020 IR cycle with MassDEP’s implementation of the EPA ATTAINS 
(Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load Tracking and Implementation System) Database reporting 
system all Low flow alterations impairments were converted to the new impairment, Dewatering. The 
distinction between Dewatering and Flow Regime Modification is described above, in the response to the 
question regarding Unnamed Tributary MA92-12. 
 
COMMENT:  Martins Brook (MA92-08) should be impaired for dewatering with baseflow depletion from 
groundwater withdrawals cited as a source for this as well as dissolved oxygen. We also note that Baseflow 
Depletion from Groundwater Withdrawals is cited as a source of for dewatering and dissolved oxygen 
impairments for the Ipswich River (MA92-06), Lubbers Brook and Maple Meadow Brook. We feel that 
Martins Brook (MA92-08) should also be listed as impaired for dewatering with baseflow depletion from 
groundwater withdrawals cited as a source for this as well as dissolved oxygen. Martins Brook experiences 
severe flow depletion during times of low water, reducing the stream to isolated pools and dry streambed. 
Groundwater withdrawals are present in the Martins Brook sub-basin. 
 
MassDEP response: MassDEP understands and appreciates IRWA’s concern regarding low/no flow 
conditions in Martins Brook (MA92-08). MassDEP coordinated with IRWA staff to obtain streamflow data 
from the RIFLS gage on Martins Brook at Park Street in North Reading. Although several low flow periods 
occurred between 2015 and 2020, the only significant one of these to occur during a non-drought period 
was in September 2015. MassDEP WPP staff consulted with regional DEP staff and reviewed pumping 
records for the municipal wells located adjacent to the stream. Overall, pumping rates from these wells 
have decreased since 2015, or in some cases wells have been taken entirely off-line. Given the recent 
reduction in groundwater withdrawals near Martins Brook, MassDEP does not consider a Dewatering 
impairment to be appropriate at this time. However, the RIFLS streamflow data corroborate the prior Alert 
for Martins Brook (MA92-08) for Low flow alterations (which is now known as Dewatering), so the Alert will 
remain in place. MassDEP welcomes further communications from IRWA regarding streamflow data and 
any low/no flow events occurring in Martins Brook particularly during non-drought periods. 
 
COMMENT: What are the implications of the Lack of Coldwater Assemblage impairment for Gravelly Brook 
(MA92-18) and will additional fish surveys be performed in response? This is a newly added impairment 
based on fish surveys in 2015 and 2017. 
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MassDEP response: MassDEP recommends long-term temperature monitoring be conducted to evaluate 
the magnitude, duration and frequency of thermal stress. Opportunities for IRWA and the community of 
Ipswich to protect the riparian corridor and instream habitat in Gravelly Brook should be explored to 
minimize high summertime temperatures (e.g., increased shading, stormwater BMPs such as infiltration, 
etc.). Periodic fish population sampling is also being recommended. 
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Charles River Watershed Association: 
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COMMENT:  We request that a public comment period be available for each update to the CALM and if 
impairments are going to be reevaluated solely on the basis of updated methodologies, the public should 
be able to comment on the updated methodologies. 
    
MassDEP response: Unlike both the Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards (SWQS) 
regulations and the IRs that include public comment, a specified public comment period is not required for 
the CALM guidance. MassDEP staff appreciate the expertise of other local, state, and federal water quality 
scientists, including within organizations such as CRWA, as we attempt to continually improve assessment 
and listing methodologies. Suggestions/recommendations related to the current CALM guidance are always 
welcome and can be provided at any time, including during the IR public comment period, for future 
consideration. Where a change in assessment methodology from one cycle to the next has taken place, 
data are reevaluated using the updated methods. In these cases for delistings, the selected rationale (based 
on “good cause”) available in EPA’s ATTAINS database may be “Applicable WQS attained, according to 
new assessment method” or in very limited scenarios “Data and/or information lacking to determine WQ 
status, original basis for listing was incorrect”. 
 
EPA’s 2004 Guidance for Assessment, Listing and Reporting Requirements Pursuant to Sections 303(d) 
and 305(b) of the Clean Water Act states that “[t]here are some situations where a previously listed segment 
may be delisted without relying on data and information collected after the date of the previous list. For 
example, if the State evaluates the pre-existing data and information using a methodology that EPA has 
determined to be technically reasonable, and the results of that evaluation provide a “good cause” basis for 
not including the segment on the next list, the segment would no longer need to be included in Category 5. 
However, the delisting should only occur if it is determined by EPA that the new methodology is technically 
sound, consistent with the State’s WQSs, and is deemed statistically reasonable.” 
 
COMMENT:  We ask that MassDEP provide more information, and references in the CALM, about how a 
low flow impairment is assessed so that we can develop a more robust monitoring program around low 
water, we encourage MassDEP to use its review of Water Management Act permits to inform the dewatering 
impairment for Massachusetts waterways, and encourage MassDEP to fully use its authorities to restore 
flow impaired waters. 
 
MassDEP response: The current assessment methods used to evaluate flow/habitat rely primarily on 
recorded observations of instream habitat attributes recorded by MassDEP biologists, diadromous fish 
passage information provided by DMF biologists, and estimates of streamflow conditions using USGS 
streamflow data at gaged and ungaged sites in relation to estimated 7Q10 flows.  The CALM guidance 
does not currently specify any other data sources to evaluate flow related stress.  Clarification on how low 
flow impairments are determined can be provided in a future iteration of the CALM. 
 
MassDEP continues to explore improved assessment methodologies and monitoring strategies, including 
methods to evaluate low flows impacting aquatic life (e.g., use of trail cameras to evaluate flow/habitat 
stress).  On an as-needed and case-by-case basis, MassDEP analysts review water withdrawal information 
(e.g., WMA permittees) if/when there is concern related to flow depletion impacts.  A Dewatering impairment 
is used when water is anthropogenically removed from a surface waterbody/waterway that results in 
extended periods of no or low flows (e.g., low flow alterations due to diversions, subsurface drainage, etc.). 
MassDEP appreciates CRWA staff concern related to the recent increase in drought frequency. While 
SWMI model predictions of biological categories (BC) and groundwater withdrawal categories (GWC) are 
used in WMA permitting decisions, they are not useable 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, habitat assessments or other information indicate impairment of the aquatic life use due to 
low-flow conditions. 
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should provide more information on the methodologies used to impair waters due 
to fish passage barriers. 
 
MassDEP response:  See Part 1. 
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COMMENT:  We ask that the following urban waterbodies in the Charles River watershed be included in 
the 2022 IL as Category 3: Bussey Brook, Boston (Jamaica Plain), Ponds in the Arnold Arboretum, Boston 
(Jamaica Plain), Goldsmith Brook, Boston (Jamaica Plain) Canterbury Brook, Boston (Mattapan) Wigwam 
Pond, Dedham. 
 
MassDEP response:  For the next Charles River Watershed IR update, the perennial portion of Bussey 
Brook in Boston and Wigwam Pond in Dedham can both be added as Assessment Units (AU) providing 
there are usable data to evaluate one or more designated uses.  The other streams requested --- 
Canterbury, Goldsmith, and an Unnamed brook in George Wright Golf Course --- are either intermittent or 
do not appear in the hydrography coverage, so it is unlikely that these can be added as AUs.  The Ponds 
in Arnold Arboretum all appear as deep marsh wetlands so these will not be added as lake AUs. 
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Jones River Watershed Association: 
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COMMENT: Request to present the information on rivers and ponds according to the watersheds they 
inhabit and local names do not always align with the ones MassDEP staff use. 
 
MassDEP response:  We recognize the South Coastal Drainage Area is comprised of smaller basins and 
the alphabetical ordering of Assessment Units (AU) is not always easy to navigate.  However, the watershed 
decision documents (Appendices to the IR) are all organized in the same manner so no change in AU order 
will be made at this time. Common or local names, however, have been incorporated into AU descriptions 
where appropriate and as requested, since local names of waterbodies should help to improve usability. 
 
COMMENT:  Request for statewide repository of watershed documents, information be developed. 
 
MassDEP response:  While MassDEP does not have dedicated resources to maintain a statewide library 
of watershed reports and information, we suggest that important reports and watershed specific information 
can be submitted to WPP’s external data portal. This includes reports specific to Silver Lake, as mentioned 
in JRWA’s comment letter, as well as other studies that the JRWA wants MassDEP to be aware of. 
 
COMMENT:  Request for additional information related to any South Coastal Drainage Area TMDLs be 
made available affording sufficient time for public to be prepared. 
 
MassDEP response:  Public participation is an essential part of the TMDL development process. In 
advance, MassDEP will announce dates for public meetings in the MEPA Environmental Monitor, provide 
press releases, and email stakeholders and town officials within the affected watershed area. After the 
public meeting, a 30-day public comment period on the draft TMDL is typically provided to give ample 
time/opportunity for public input. 
 
COMMENT:: Additional info was tabulated for Jones River Watershed AUs ranging from notes and 
observations to comments about uses and users. 
 
MassDEP response:  MassDEP appreciates the information provided by JRWA. Based on this input, local 
names have been added to AU descriptions where appropriate, notes have been made to acquire 
information where habitat restoration projects may be implemented in the future, and information will be 
passed on to other agency staff (e.g., DMF biologists, DOT staff) as needed.  MassDEP also appreciates 
the local historical perspective provided concerning Silver Lake and the City of Brockton, and we 
acknowledge the frustration and efforts of the JRWA members to restore and protect water quality in the 
Jones River Watershed.  We recommend that any water quality monitoring project proposed for Silver Lake 
and/or the Jones River Watershed receive all appropriate and prior DEP reviews/approvals (e.g., QAPP) to 
maximize the potential for generating assessment-level data (Level 3) for 305(b) and 303(d) decision-
making.  Details of these requirements can be found online: external-data-submittals-to-the-watershed-
planning-program. 
 
As required by the Administrative Consent Order (ACO) between the City of Brockton and MassDEP, a 
Resource Management Plan (RMP) has been developed which recommends implementation of the TMDL, 
increased water quality monitoring, continued alum treatments for West and East Monponsett Ponds, and 
operational adjustments to water transfer rates. A Watershed Based Plan (WBP) for West Monponsett Pond 
was completed in May 2020 (WBP-Monponsett). Nonpoint pollution reduction activities in the watershed 
continue to be implemented via CZM CPR grants (CZM Grant Viewer), 319/604(b) grants, and/or the US 
EPA SNEP program. Example MassDEP grants have included: 

• 91-09/604 Old Colony Planning Council - Old Colony Planning Council provided assistance to 
communities within the Silver Lake watershed and other areas to conduct contingency planning 
and resolution of short-term to mid-term problems for the Brockton/Whitman Water Supply. 

• 94-09/319 The Pilgrim Resource Conservation & Development (RC&D) Area Council, Inc. - The 
Pilgrim RC&D Area Council, Inc. implemented new management measures to address the proper 
design, siting, and installation of new on-site septic systems (OSSS) in the Billington Sea area, 
including providing training for town boards of health and selected OSSS professionals, and 
conducting a public participation program to foster project support. 

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
https://prj.geosyntec.com/MassDEPWBP/Content/ShowAcceptedPlan?pid=1456
https://mass-eoeea.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=55671f1a117c4139874543bba50b8a3c
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• 03-04/604 Kingston - Town of Kingston collected and analyzed water quality and flow data of its 
coastal waters (Duxbury Harbor, Jones River, Kingston Bay, Plymouth Harbor, Ellisville Harbor, 
Eel River, and Town Brook) to support the Massachusetts Estuaries Program. 

• 05-07/319 Kingston - North and South Rivers Watershed Association retrofitted the Kingston 
Intermediate School with various previously designed LID techniques to improve the water quality 
of the Jones River Watershed and reestablish the site’s natural hydrology.   

• 17-01/604 Kingston - Town of Kingston continued to assess and address bacterial water quality 
impairments to the lower Jones River and Duxbury Bay. This phase sampled and assessed water 
quality, developed conceptual BMP designs for all sampled outfalls, performed subsurface 
investigations, developed preliminary BMP designs, and estimated costs for three priority sites. 

• 17-05/319 Halifax - The Town of Halifax sequestered phosphorus in the lake sediment of the 
Monponsett Ponds and reduced the concentration of cyanobacteria through aluminum sulfate 
treatment. 

 
In coordination with MassDEP, EPA approved the TP TMDL for the Monponsett Ponds system in July, 
2022. Implementation of this TMDL will improve the water quality in Monponsett Ponds and downstream 
waters by limiting phosphorus loading. An alum treatment was conducted at both East and West 
Monponsett Pond in 2022. Both basins were treated with 8 g/m2 of aluminum using a buffered application 
of liquid aluminum sulfate and sodium aluminate. The initial series of alum treatments in 2013-2019 applied 
a total of 50 g/m2 of aluminum to West Monponsett Pond to address internal loading of phosphorus from 
the sediments. The ACO also requires development of a Comprehensive Water Management Plan (CWMP) 
for Brockton’s water system.  The CWMP is currently in development and is intended to improve water 
quality and aquatic habitat through improved management of water withdrawals, enhanced water 
conservation and drought management, and comprehensive long-term water supply management 
strategies.  
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Berkshire Environmental Action Team: 
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COMMENT:  MassDEP should remove Fecal Coliform as an impairment, or at least remove it as a 
requirement for testing in stormwater for MS4 communities. 
 
MassDEP response: Per the 2022 CALM, MassDEP uses E. coli (freshwater) and Enterococcus (salt 
water) bacteria data to evaluate primary and secondary contact risk due to pathogens. Fecal coliform has 
been and continues to be the indicator for salt waters designated for shellfishing. Prior to the adoption of E. 
coli and Enterococcus as indicators in non-shellfishing waters, fecal coliform was used as the pathogen 
indicator, resulting in (historical) fecal coliform impairments. A fecal coliform impairment cannot be removed 
from waterbodies until appropriate pathogen indicator data (E. Coli, Enterococci) have been collected, 
analyzed and used to make a use attainment decision. The process for removing an impairment is 
described in the CALM guidance (see details of the impairment removal documentation process in the 2022 
CALM, Section VI (2022 CALM) and is generally consistent with EPA guidance for delisting impairments. 
Comments related to NPDES (including MS4) permits should be made directly to agency program staff and 
as part of the NPDES public comment period.  This comment will be forwarded to NPDES (MS4) permitting 
staff at MassDEP for awareness purposes. 
    
  

https://archives.lib.state.ma.us/handle/2452/863981
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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 cold water streams, trash, and the use of external data.  

Since OARS’ data had recently been used to update the Aquatic Life Use in the 2018/2020 IR cycle, 
MassDEP analysts prioritized use of OARS’ bacteria data for the 2022 update and did not utilize OARS’ 
other data that typically informs Aquatic Life Use attainment decisions. MassDEP analysts revised overall 
statements OARS mentioned as having been sampled and also reviewed specific Assessment Unit (AU) 
comments and concerns.  Responses to AU specific comments can be found below. 

COMMENT: MassDEP did not mention OARS’ chloride or specific conductance data for AUs MA82A-08 
and MA82A-10 (Concord River and River Meadow Brook)  
 
MassDEP response: MassDEP acknowledges that OARS staff/volunteers collected chloride and 
conductivity/specific conductance data from 2018-2020 in Concord River AU MA82A-08 (stations OARS-
CND-045, -CND-017, -CND-012, -CND-009). However, MassDEP notes that OARS’ chloride/specific 
conductance data did not exceed impairment thresholds for discrete data as described in Table 4 and 
Appendix F of MassDEP’s 2022 CALM document (only one chloride concentration exceeded 230 mg/L and 
only one specific conductance measurement exceeded 904 µs/cm). MassDEP appreciates OARS’ 
leadership in collecting scientific data tracking chloride levels in the watershed and hopes these monitoring 
efforts continue. 
 
MassDEP acknowledges that OARS’ 2020 specific conductance data (three consecutive monthly samples, 
June-August, ranging from 1262-1823 µs/cm) collected at Thorndike St/Rt 3A, Lowell (OARS-RVM-005) 
further corroborate the addition of a chloride impairment for the Aquatic Life Use of River Meadow Brook 
(MA82A-10). 
 
COMMENT:  MassDEP should list AU MA82B-06 as impaired for bacteria. 
 
MassDEP Response: MassDEP shares OARS’ concern regarding bacteria concentrations in the Assabet 
River AU MA82B-06. Because OARS’ high frequency E. coli bacteria data were collected at station OARS-
ABT-077 (Rt 27/USGS, Maynard) on the border between AUs MA82B-05 and MA82B-06 (during summers 
2019 and 2020), these data can be used to extrapolate an impairment of the Primary Contact Recreational 
Use from the upstream MA82B-05 AU to the short (~1 mile in length) downstream MA82B-06 AU. Also, 
historical E. coli data collected by MassDEP in summer 2006 a short distance downstream into the MA82B-
07 AU (Station W1479, at the first Rt 62 bridge crossing below the "Powdermill Dam," Acton) indicated 
exceedances of both the Primary and Secondary Contact recreational uses (geometric mean 708 
cfu/100mL) per the 2022 CALM. MassDEP analysts agree that an Escherichia Coli (E Coli) impairment is 
warranted, so it will be added to the Primary Contact Recreational Use for the Assabet River AU MA82B-
06. 
 
COMMENT:  Chloride in Upper Assabet AU MA82B-02.   
 
MassDEP Response: Although MassDEP shares OARS’ concerns over what appears to be increasing 
specific conductance measurements in the upper Assabet River mainstem, additional information is needed 
before an impairment can be made for this AU. When a waterbody is highly influenced by wastewater 
treatment plant discharges, as the Assabet River is, MassDEP cannot impair such a waterbody based only 
on specific conductance data.  Discrete chloride data of sufficient frequency are also needed to confirm that 
concentrations warrant an impairment decision (see Table 4 of MassDEP’s 2022 CALM). Review of OARS’ 
2018-2020 chloride data for the upper Assabet River stations (OARS-ABT-301, -ABT-237, -ABT-162) did 
not indicate exceedances had violated the impairment threshold (or there were no accompanying chloride 
data for some stations). At this time, retention of the Alert status for possible chloride toxicity in the Assabet 
River MA82B-02 AU is appropriate. MassDEP hopes that OARS will continue to monitor chloride and 
specific conductance in this sub-watershed to track trends over time.  
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should list Hop Brook (MA82B-20) as impaired for chloride. 
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MassDEP response: MassDEP shares OARS’ concerns regarding chronic chloride toxicity in Hop Brook 
(MA82B-20). MassDEP has reviewed OARS’ chloride data for this AU. Four of seven chloride samples 
OARS staff/volunteers collected from 2018-2020 at their OARS-HOP-011 station (Hop Br, Northborough, 
downstream of Otis St) exceeded the 230 mg/L chloride chronic criterion (exceedances 258-294 mg/L). Of 
note, impervious cover (including highways, roads, and residential and commercial areas) comprises a 
large percentage (20%) of the sub-watershed. Per guidance in the 2022 CALM document, if >50% of 
discrete, limited frequency toxicant samples collected in a three-year period exceed the toxicant’s chronic 
criterion, an impairment should be identified. MassDEP analysts agree that a chloride impairment is 
warranted so it will be added to the Aquatic Life Use for this Hop Brook AU (MA82B-20). 
 
COMMENT: MassDEP should list the lower Sudbury River AU MA82A-04 as impaired for Dissolved 
Oxygen. 
 
MassDEP Response:  MassDEP shares OARS’ concern regarding low dissolved oxygen (DO) 
concentrations measured in the lower Sudbury River AU (MA82A-04). MassDEP analysts have reviewed 
OARS’ DO data collected from 2018 through 2020 at the four stations in this AU to address OARS’ comment 
on the draft 2022 IR. From upstream to downstream the four monitoring station locations and number of 
samples collected are as follows:  OARS-SUD-096 (Rt 20, Wayland; n= 5/yr), OARS-SUD-086 (River Rd, 
Wayland; n= 4-5/yr), OARS-SUD-064 (Sherman Br Rd, Wayland; n= 4-5/yr), and OARS-SUD-005 (Rt 62 
Boat House, Concord; n= 7/yr). Since this AU is qualified as an Aquatic Life segment (AQL) in the 
Massachusetts SWQS, the data evaluation included whether any DO measurements were <3.0 mg/L (the 
minimum SWQS Class C DO criteria that applies to AQL segments). OARS’ data documented DO 
measurements <3.0 mg/L at all four sites at least once during the three years sampled (range 0 to 3 times 
per year at each site) while concentrations were often less than 4.0 mg/L (2 to 4 times per year in most 
sample-years for the three upstream stations with slightly higher overall concentrations documented at the 
most downstream sampling site). The Class C criteria for DO that apply to “Aquatic Life” qualified segments 
were not met, and the low DO conditions could not be attributed to natural conditions alone. Additionally, 
when compared to OARS’ 2009-2017 DO dataset for these stations (summarized in the 2018/2020 IR) in 
which there typically was not more than one measurement per year lower than 4.0 mg/L, the 2018-2020 
data indicate impairment.  Therefore, an impairment for Dissolved Oxygen is being added to the Aquatic 
Life Use of this Sudbury River AU (MA82A-04). 
 
COMMENT: In the response to comments last round, MassDEP stated that MassDEP was proposing to 
add 153 cold water streams to the Surface Water Quality Standards (SWQS).  These streams still don’t 
show up as cold water fisheries in this report (examples: Cranberry Brook MA82A-36 and Trout Brook 
MA82A-35), while Jackstraw Brook MA82A-32, for example, does show up as a CWF.  What is the status 
of this proposal to add CWF streams to the SWQS? 
 
MassDEP Response:  See response to general comments. 
 
COMMENT: Please clarify the difference between Debris impairments and Trash impairments (both listed 
for MA82A-09, MA82A-10, MA82A-13, MA82A-22). 
 
MassDEP Response:  MassDEP does not consider there to be any difference between a Debris or Trash 
impairment. However,  during the 2018/2020 IR cycle, EPA required MassDEP to “remap” all Trash 
impairments as a pollutant (see Category 5 waters with impairment changes in 
https://www.mass.gov/doc/epa-review-of-massachusetts-2018-2020-section-303d-list/download), rather 
than allow these impairments to continue to be categorized as pollution impairments (Debris is still currently 
categorized as a pollution impairment). Pollutant impairments require TMDL or alternative restoration plans 
be developed whereas a pollution impairment does not require a TMDL. The Trash and Debris impairments 
were originally one pollution category impairment (Debris/Floatables/Trash) in EPA’s older Assessment 
Database (ADB) but was split into separate Debris and Trash impairments with the transition to EPA’s 
Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load Tracking and Implementation System Database (ATTAINS). 
So AUs with the former Debris/Floatables/Trash impairments are listed with both Trash and Debris 
impairments at this time (e.g., MA82A-09, MA82A-10, MA82A-13, and MA82A-22). EPA notes that the term 

https://www.mass.gov/doc/epa-review-of-massachusetts-2018-2020-section-303d-list/download
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“trash” is not specifically included in the definition of “pollutant” under the CWA, however the CWA definition 
includes “garbage,” “solid waste,” and “industrial, municipal, and agricultural waste,” thereby encompassing 
trash.  EPA contends that all of the tools established by the CWA to reduce the amount of trash in U.S. 
waterways have not been widely applied (trash pollution in water bodies is challenging to control as it is 
made of up many substances including diverse materials such as plastic [and microplastics], food waste, 
used tires, and construction debris and comes from a variety of sources including illegal dumping and 
stormwater runoff making it both a point- and nonpoint-source pollutant). EPA can require NPDES permits 
for municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) to contain language to limit the amount of trash being 
discharged or released from stormwater outfalls into neighboring water bodies.  To manage trash pollution 
from nonpoint sources, states and communities can use a variety of approaches, including prohibitions and 
fines for littering, and nonregulatory initiatives, including trash capture, source reduction, and cleanup 
events.  The EPA Office of Water Trash Free Waters Program supports state and local efforts to reduce 
trash and plastic pollution from U.S. waterways by disseminating information and providing technical and 
financial assistance.  
 
COMMENT: It seems unnecessary to duplicate E.coli statistics calculations for secondary contact 
recreation after calculating statistics for primary contact recreation. The data and graphs are all the same. 
MassDEP could save pages and effort and make the report easier to read if those were calculated in a 
single step. 
 
MassDEP Response:  There are differences between the calculation of E. coli data statistics for primary 
and secondary contact recreation, including the use of different intervals (30-day vs. 90-day), different data 
collection timeframes (the Primary Contact Recreational Season is April 1 through October 31 and the 
Secondary Contact Recreation Season is Year-Round), and different thresholds for the two uses (please 
see the 2022 CALM for details).  Therefore, the data analyses and graphics do have differences and are 
presented for each use as is needed. 
 
COMMENT: Is there any possibility of adjusting the data submission deadline (for inclusion in each IR 
report) to the end of January? In recent years it has been early January. It would be much easier to meet 
this deadline if it was at the end of January. Our last sampling round is in November, with data available 
from the lab in December, so it is very hard to prepare and submit the data by early January. Also, the 
long holiday period at the end of December makes early January very hard to achieve. 
 
MassDEP Response:  MassDEP staff understand the request for additional time before the external data 
submission deadline (typically set for early to mid-January of an odd year) but must balance the workload 
associated IR preparation for the following even year April submittal. Sufficient time is needed after the data 
submittal date to accomplish data review, data processing and analysis, documenting use attainment 
decisions, etc. For each IR reporting cycle, a significant effort is made by WPP assessment staff with a goal 
of timely, comprehensive, and effective reporting to EPA and the public on the quality of water resources 
in the Commonwealth. It is our experience that the workload continues to increase with each reporting 
cycle, the amount of data and information exchange continues to rise, and the need for transparent and 
effective reporting requires continuous effort for improvement. Nevertheless, we will consider extending the 
data submission deadline to the late January timeframe for future IR reporting cycles. 
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Buzzards Bay Coalition: 

 



   
 

  58 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 



   
 

  59 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 



   
 

  60 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 



   
 

  61 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 



   
 

  62 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 



   
 

  63 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 



   
 

  64 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

 
 
 
 



   
 

  65 
Massachusetts Year 2022 Integrated List of Waters  
Responses to Comments / CN: 568.2 
 
 

COMMENT: The Coalition supports the addition of Dissolved Oxygen impairment to eight waterbodies and 
the addition of impairments associated with nitrogen pollution to 19 waterbodies. 
 
MassDEP Response: MassDEP appreciates the thorough review by BBC staff and the consensus on 
these use attainment decisions. 
 
COMMENT: The Coalition does not support the removal of the “Nutrients” impairment from two segments 
of the Acushnet River as it flows from the New Bedford Reservoir to the culvert at Main Street, Acushnet 
(MA95-31, MA95-32). 
 
MassDEP Response: MassDEP analysts followed guidance described in the 2022 Consolidated 
Assessment and Listing Methodology (CALM) Guidance Manual to evaluate all of the data available for the 
Acushnet River AUs (MA95-31, MA95-32), including nutrient-related indicators. The evaluation of the data 
and the justification for the removal of the Nutrients impairment for these two freshwater AUs is consistent 
with this methodology. MassDEP appreciates the importance of nitrogen levels in coastal areas, including 
coastal rivers, where high nitrogen levels can impact downstream marine waters and may in some cases 
contribute to synergistic responses in freshwater. However, further analysis of total N:P ratios for data at 
these two stations appear to indicate P-limitation of productivity (N/P>16).  The observed low levels of 
phosphorus in these freshwater AUs support the delisting of the “nutrients” impairment. Importantly, the 
downstream estuarine AUs (MA95-33, MA95-42 and MA95-63) remain impaired for TN.  
 
COMMENT: The Coalition asserts that since Back River and Eel Pond, Bourne are included in the Phinneys 
Harbor Embayment System Total Maximum Daily Loads for Total Nitrogen 95-TMDL-2 CN#247.0, Back 
River and Eel Pond, Bourne should have the impairment Total Nitrogen added to their designations on the 
Category 4a (TMDL is Completed) list. 
 
MassDEP Response: MassDEP acknowledges that both the Back River (MA95-47) and Eel Pond (MA95-
48) AUs are covered as part of the Phinneys Harbor Embayment System Total Maximum Daily Loads for 
Total Nitrogen report CN#247.0. However, neither AU is currently assessed as having a Total Nitrogen 
impairment. The Back River is considered to have a protective (pollution prevention) TMDL for Total 
Nitrogen. The Eel Pond coverage under the TMDL is considered to be restorative (with a restoration target) 
given its impairment for nutrients at the time of TMDL development.  
 
For Eel Pond, MassDEP would like to see additional physico-chemical and biological response data for this 
AU prior to considering a TN impairment. The recent data evaluated for Eel Pond were similar to those 
documented during MEP studies conducted in 2002-2005 and that benthic macroinvertebrate sampling 
data (Fall 2003) were indicative of a generally healthy infaunal community for the Eel Pond habitat 
(generally good number of species and individuals, mollusks and crustaceans accounted for 34% of the 
species and deeper burrowing forms were observed). Therefore, the Aquatic Life Use of Eel Pond (MA95-
48) will continue to be assessed as Fully Supporting based on the generally good water quality conditions 
(consistent with those of a relatively deep drowned kettle pond with a narrow tidal channel connection to 
lower Back River) as documented by the BBC staff/volunteers in 2015-2019.  An Alert is being identified 
due to some evidence of nutrient enrichment documented by the BBC between 2015-2019 (i.e., elevated 
chlorophyll a and intermittently elevated total nitrogen). Recommendations will be made for additional 
monitoring including benthic sampling to better evaluate the nature of any possible impairments. 
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Neponset River Watershed Association: 
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MassDEP response: See MassDEP responses to General Comments (Part I) for NepRWA comments 
related to cold water streams and improved feedback to watershed partners. 
 
COMMENT:  Typographical error in Category 3 table. 
 
MassDEP response:  Thank you for noting the need for a clerical fix to the Category 3 Table in the IR 
(page 66 of the draft).  A “Boston Harbor: Neponset” heading has been added between the MA71 
Assessment Unit (AU) and MA73 AU rows. 
 
COMMENT:  Several impairments within the Neponset River watershed are not listed and should be 
included the 2022 IR. 
 
MassDEP response:  MassDEP appreciates NepRWA’s comments and will review and utilize all available 
assessment level data/information to update the Neponset River Watershed and Coastal Drainage Area in 
a future IR reporting cycle. Particular attention will be taken to review E. coli bacteria in MA73-12, MA73-
17, MA73-19, MA73-22, pH in MA73-06, and total phosphorus along with any other nutrient response 
indicator data in MA73-08, MA73-22, MA73-27, and MA73-29. MassDEP has noted the request for follow-
up sampling of biological and nutrient response indicators for these latter four AUs. MassDEP will utilize 
NepRWA’s physico-chemical (2019 forward) and bacteria (2011 forward) data that have passed usability 
reviews for the next Neponset River Watershed update in a future IR reporting cycle (tentatively 2024). 
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Lake Archer Association: 
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MassDEP response:  MassDEP has reviewed the 2021 Lake Archer nutrient data and the 2020-2022 Lake 
Archer HABs data that was submitted by LACC with this comment letter and also through the External Data 
Portal. MassDEP acknowledges the documented scientific procedures submitted along with the HABS data 
and the approved QAPP that was submitted to accompany the nutrient data. Both datasets have cleared 
the preliminary review process and are deemed useable for assessment purposes.  The data will henceforth 
undergo the formatting and analysis necessary for inclusion in the next assessment update for the Charles 
River Basin in a future IR cycle.   
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Sustainable Hyde Park: 
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MassDEP response:  Thank you for noting the need for a clerical fix to the Category 3 Table in the IR 
(page 66 of the draft).  A “Boston Harbor: Neponset” heading has been added between the MA71 
Assessment Unit (AU) and MA73 AU rows.  Regarding Davenport Creek near Hallet Street, this stream 
reach can be added as an Assessment Unit (AU) for the next Neponset River Watershed and Coastal 
Drainage Area update in a future IR cycle, provided sufficient quality-controlled data are available for 
assessment of one or more designated uses and upon confirmation of perennial streamflow. 
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Sustainable Roslindale: 
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MassDEP response: Thank you for providing input to MassDEP’s draft 2022 IR.  The perennial portion of 
Bussey Brook in Boston and Wigwam Pond in Dedham can both be added as Assessment Units (AU) 
providing there are sufficient quality-controlled data to evaluate one or more designated uses, for the next 
Charles River Watershed IR update in a future IR cycle.  The other streams requested --- Canterbury, 
Goldsmith, and an Unnamed brook in George Wright Golf Course --- are either intermittent or do not appear 
in the hydrography coverage, so it is unlikely that these can be added as AUs. 
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Connecticut River Conservancy: 
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MassDEP response: See MassDEP responses to General Comments (Part I) for CRC comments related 
to age of data, and fish passage.   
 
Additionally, MassDEP is clarifying that new impairment (i.e., listing) decisions made in the Deerfield River 
Watershed based on data collected between 2011 and 2015 (MassDEP survey year was 2012) is not 
contrary to the CALM guidance which states that for the 2022 reporting cycle, MassDEP WPP data from 
2011 through 2018 will be utilized for use attainment decisions. Lacking recent data and in cases where 
quality-controlled data greater than five years old are readily available and considered appropriate to use, 
it is reasonable to not limit the use of data to only the five most recent years. This is especially true for 
contributing basins showing very little land use changes since the data were collected. 
 
Regarding fish passage, MassDEP will note in the 2022 IR report that the diadromous fish habitat 
methodology described in the 2022 CALM applied to near shore coastal waterbodies, and refinement of 
methods for larger mainstem freshwater rivers and their tributaries (i.e., Connecticut and Merrimack rivers) 
will be part of a future CALM update, in coordination with DMF biologists and other state and federal 
environmental agency staff. 
 
COMMENT:  MassDEP should utilize MassDPH freshwater beach data and 2020 algal bloom data for 
Ashfield Specifically on fish pasage, Pond (MA33001), and MassDPH freshwater beach data for Pelham 
Lake (MA33016), the Green River Assessment Unit (AU) (MA33-02), and Lake Mattawa (MA35112) to 
assess the recreational uses for listing/delisting decisions. 
 
MassDEP response:  MassDEP appreciates CRC’s concern regarding data availability to evaluate use 
attainment for Ashfield Pond (MA33001), Pelham Lake (MA33016), the Green River AU (MA33-02), and 
Lake Mattawa (MA35112). For the 2022 IR cycle, cyanobacteria harmful algal blooms (C-HABs) posting 
data were obtained by MassDEP from MA DPH for the 2015-2019 recreational seasons. Regarding the 
public beach bacteria monitoring data (except for posting information from inland beaches managed by 
MassDCR) and as stated in the 2022 CALM guidance, “MassDPH has expressed concern that more 
uncertainty exists with the reporting accuracy of freshwater beach posting information than with coastal 
beaches, and… this concern has precluded MassDEP analysts from making assessment decisions based 
on the information from freshwater beaches” (pers. comm., Celona).  For this reason, the bacteria data 
collected at the municipal beaches at Ashfield Pond (MA33001), Pelham Lake (MA33016), the Green River 
AU (MA33-02), and Lake Mattawa (MA35112) were not utilized. Please know that both C-HABs posting 
data including 2020 up through the currently available year as well as the freshwater public and semi-public 
beach bacteria posting data (if considered usable) will be utilized for the Deerfield and Millers River 
Watershed updates in a future IR reporting cycle and available C-HAB and bacteria postings data to make 
use attainment decisions for these waterbodies will be summarized. 
 
COMMENT:  CRC would like to make DEP aware that CRC completed restoration projects in the East 
Branch North River AU (MA33-19). 
 
MassDEP Response:  MassDEP greatly appreciates CRC’s work on restoration projects that may improve 
the thermal regime in the East Branch North River (MA33-19) and kindly requests that information about 
the projects (basic description of project including completion date, location, partners, expected outcomes) 
be provided to MassDEP WPP program staff via the external data submittal portal (Submit, WQData (DEP) 
<wqdata.submit@mass.gov>) for consideration in a future IR cycle. 
 
COMMENT:  Do bacteria data collected in 2012 from an Unnamed Tributary (MA33-137) constitute enough 
evidence to justify an impairment decision? 
 
MassDEP Response:  MassDEP appreciates CRC’s concern regarding the new E. coli bacteria 
impairment for the Primary Contact Recreational Use of this Unnamed Tributary (MA33-137) in the 
Deerfield River Basin. As CRC staff are probably aware, MassDEP promulgated a revision to the 

mailto:%3cwqdata.submit@mass.gov
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Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards (314 CMR 4.00) in November of 2021, with revisions 
made to bacteria criteria based on EPA’s 2012 recreational water quality recommendations. EPA’s 2012 
criteria require calculation of geometric means for rolling or static windows throughout the recreational 
season (rather than just calculation of a seasonal geometric mean), require use of a statistical threshold 
value, and are intended to be more protective than the prior recommended criteria. In its 2022 CALM 
document, MassDEP introduced the Use Attainment Impairment Decision Schema (Appendix J) adapting 
the Massachusetts 2021 bacteria criteria for use attainment decisions. The E. coli data from this Unnamed 
Tributary (MA33-137) were evaluated according to the 2022 guidance in a consistent manner with other 
data evaluated in the 2022 IR cycle. Of note, the Primary Contact Recreational Use impairment of Unnamed 
Tributary MA33-137 would have been made under the prior CALM guidance, as well as the new 2022 
CALM guidance. Consultation of satellite imagery indicates that while there is not excessive development 
in the sub-watershed (4% impervious cover), much of the upstream portion of this small stream runs through 
agricultural land, so an anthropogenic source of elevated bacteria concentrations cannot be ruled out. At 
this time, a use impairment is deemed appropriate, but please note that MassDEP analysts have 
recommended follow-up bacteria monitoring to facilitate reevaluation of this decision. 
 
COMMENT:  For the five AUs where temperature impairments were added based on 2012 data, the data 
may not be representative of current conditions since they were collected one year after Hurricane Irene. 
 
MassDEP response:  MassDEP appreciates CRC’s concern regarding sample data representativeness 
for the new Temperature impairments identified for five AUs:  the East Branch North River (MA33-19), 
Green River (MA33-30), Hinsdale Brook (MA33-21), South River (MA33-102), and an Unnamed Tributary 
to Creamery Brook in Ashfield (MA33-137). The Temperature impairments were determined in a manner 
consistent with the 2022 CALM guidance and the data considered representative.  Recommendations will 
be added to conduct follow-up sampling in all five AUs so that the appropriateness of the impairments can 
be reevaluated. 
 
COMMENT:  Why is Lake Mattawa (MA35112) listed as impaired for non-native aquatic plants when the 
use attainment summary specifically lists variable milfoil? 
 
MassDEP Response:  When MassDEP analysts identify an impairment for a waterbody, the name of the 
impairment is determined by what codes are available in EPA’s ATTAINS database. Not all non-native 
species are individually listed in ATTAINS, and variable milfoil (Myriophyllum heterophyllum) is one such 
species. For non-native plants where a specific species code is not available, the generic code Non-Native 
Aquatic Plants is used. 
 
COMMENT:  CRC requests the addition of the non-native aquatic macrophyte water chestnut (Trapa 
natans) to two   additional AUs in the Westfield River Watershed: Pond Brook (MA32-24) and Powdermill 
Brook (MA32-09). 
 
MassDEP Response:   MassDEP WPP staff followed up with CRC staff regarding this comment, and it 
was agreed that until CRC can provide MassDEP with more information regarding these infestations, 
MassDEP will identify Alerts for the Pond Brook (MA32-24) and Powdermill Brook (MA32-09) AUs and will 
also make recommendations to acquire more information about the infestations before the next IR cycle for 
the Westfield River Watershed. 
 
COMMENT:  CRC agrees with the need to collect more temperature data to potentially delist Temperature 
for the Westfield River AU MA32-04 and/or to split the AU into two new AUs. 
 
MassDEP response:  MassDEP acknowledges and appreciates CRC’s comment agreeing with the need 
to collect more temperature data to potentially support a delisting decision for Westfield River AU MA32-
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04, or to potentially split the AU into two new AUs, one upstream of the ACOE Knightville Flood Control 
Project and one downstream of the project, in a future IR cycle. 
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