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Attendees 

Committee Chairs:  Laurie Burt, MADEP; David Cash, EOEEA; Mary Griffin, MADFG; Rick Sullivan, 

MADCR  

Committee Members: Kathy Baskin, EOEEA; Jon Beekman, SEA; Lee Breckenridge, Northeastern Univ.; 

Jack Buckley, MADFG; Anne Carroll, MADCR; Alan Cathcart, Mass Water Works Assoc.; Jack Clarke, Mass 

Audubon; Mike Domenica, CH2M Hill; Stephen Estes-Smargiassi, MWRA; Wendi Goldsmith, Bioengineering 

Group; Nancy Goodman, Environmental League of Mass.; Phil Guerin, Worcester DPW; Glenn Haas, MADEP; 

Michael Hanlon, ACEC-MA; Scott Horsley, Horsley & Whitten; Jeff Lafleur, Cape Cod Cranberry Growers 

Assoc.; Ken Moraff, USEPA; Jennifer Pederson, Mass Water Works Assoc.; Martin Pillsbury, Metropolitan 

Area Planning Commission; Sarah Slaughter, MIT; Mark Smith, Nature Conservancy; Margaret Van Deusen, 

Charles River Watershed Assoc.; Tom Walsh, Upper Blackstone WPAD; Peter Weiskel, US Geological Survey  

Other Attendees:  Ralph Abele, USEPA; Sue Beede, Mass Rivers Alliance; Alison Bowden, Nature 

Conservancy; Margaret Callanan, EEA; John Clarkeson, EOEEA; Sara Cohen, DCR; Karen Crocker, MADEP; 

Rebecca Cutting, MADEP; Jeff Davis, Donahue Center; Jen D’Urso, MADEP; Lucy Edmondson, MADEP; 

David Glater, Trout Unlimited; Bruce Hanson, MADCR; Linda Hutchins, MADCR; Steve Kaiser, Assoc. of 

Cambridge Neighborhoods; Tom Lamonte, MADEP; Duane LeVangie, MADEP; Steve Long, Nature 

Conservancy; Kerry Mackin, Ipswich River Watershed Assoc.;  Elizabeth McCann, MADEP; Dan Nally, 

Nature Conservancy; Peter Newton, SEA; Steve Pearlman, Watershed Action Alliance; Vandana Rao, EOEEA; 

Jonathan Yeo, MADCR; Audrey Lamb, EEA 

 

May 25 Meeting Objectives 

 Categorize and consolidate draft goals 

 Develop an understanding of USGS draft accelerated Fish and Habitat study results 

 Provide advice on next steps to moving the sustainable water management initiative forward 

 

Update on Technical Subcommittee Progress – The Technical Subcommittee has met twice, on 5/11 to 

review and discuss the safe yield proposal outlined below, and on 5/19 to review and discuss implementation 

and an alternative proposal from CRWA. 

 The Technical Subcommittee does not have a proposal for the Advisory Committee at this time 

 This Safe Yield Proposal is now being Piloted in Nashua/SuAsCo Basins  

 

5/11 - Safe Yield Approach with an Environmental Protection Factor presented by Linda Hutchins, 

DCR 

Safe Yield  =  Total Flow at Q95 or Q98 – Environmental Protection Factor of 30% to 50% 

 Q95 and Q98 represent reasonable rage of risk within current planning practices 

o Q95 = 1 in 20 year drought 

o Q98 = 1 in 50 year drought 

 Example presented with an Environmental Protection Factor (EPF)= 40% of Q95  

o EPF was shown to be approximately comparable to typical environmental flows such as 

median wetted perimeter, median R2 cross, and August ABF.  EPF was substantially 

higher than 7Q10. 

 

5/11 Technical Advisory Committee discussion included: 

 Do we need break point to use regression curves as basis for Environmental Protection 

Factor (EPF)?  Could we choose a particular % decline in fluvial density as our 

EPF/threshold?  Or other sources of data to help us suggest cutoff marks along the curve 

that correspond to environmental protection? 
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 There is no science showing 30% to 50% EPF will protect biology.   

o Safe Yield and the EPF are Step 1 – Step 2 will be allocation criteria 

o Streamflow/allocation criteria are the next step.  That is the point where available 

science will be incorporated 

 Safe Yield (as proposed) is not directly connected to Fish and Habitat study.  The Fish and 

Habitat Study will be incorporated into the streamflow/allocation criteria.  

 Committee members are uneasy about determining Safe Yield before the 2
nd

 step 

(determining allocation criteria) is complete.   

5/25 Advisory Committee discussion included: 

 Do we have to live with definition of safe yield in the Water Management Act 

o Yes, unless/until an act of the Legislature changes it 

 DEP’s preamble to statement of Safe Yield should be shared and considered 

o SWMI’s charge is to look across ALL previous efforts to define safe yield and 

water management and lay out an overarching process for the WMA and other 

water statutes 

 Concern about timing:  Safe Yield and WMA permits are required before the Fish and 

Habitat Report will be available 

 

USGS Accelerated Fish and Habitat Study 

Peter Weiskel presented the updated summary results of the USGS “Preliminary Assessment of 

Factors Influencing Riverine Fish Communities in Massachusetts”.  This is an accelerated portion 

of a larger, more in-depth “Fish and Habitat Study”.  The accelerated study has been done to provide the 

best available information to the SWMI. 

 The report has now gone through internal peer and cooperating agency review.  It will go to GS 

Headquarters within a week for approval with peer comments. 

 

Discussion included: 

Accelerated study results - 

 MA naturally has fewer fluvial species because of glaciation – MA has 8 while GA has 20 

 One species may be lost for every 10% flow alteration 

 Fluvial fish show impacts when there are relatively low levels of impervious surface in a basin 

 Fluvial fish show differences going east to west across MA, the are many non-anthropogenic 

differences between eastern and western MA that might explain differences in fish communities 

 The study results do not show fish populations going to 0 during times of  no flow because 

sampling is not done in no flow rivers and the data has gone through a “best fit” analysis 

 Full Fish and Habitat Study Scope - 

 The full study will include many variables in addition to flow and impervious cover and will 

analyze the data using additional statistical methods to get a fuller analysis of fish habitat in 

Massachusetts 

Committee comment - 

 Committee members continue to want to see the full study and data as well as sampling 

protocols used to collect the data used in the study 

 

Continuation of Goal Setting 

At the April 27 SWMI Advisory Committee meeting, this group drew up a list of approximately thirty goals that 

the SWMI should consider.  Staff then organized the rough list into a draft Themes and Goals document.  (See 

below) 

 Themes are staff synthesis of committee discussion 

 Goals were actually stated during the discussion. 



May 25, 2010 

DRAFT 

 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

This summary is offered for discussion purposes only and does not necessarily represent current statute, regulation, or 

policy positions of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts unless specifically acknowledged.  This summary is not to be 

cited as a reference.  Its purpose is to foster open and broad discussion of the issues of sustainable water management 

as well as help assure public awareness of the discussions as of the date of the presentation.  

 

3 

 

GUIDING PRINCIPALS/VALUES 

Key Themes: 

 Create holistic, integrative management tools that consider both human and ecological needs 

 Support and draw from existing programs, regulations, and resources 

 Draw on innovative technologies that meet multiple purposes 

 Maximize efficiency and minimize waste of water and energy use in water sector 

 Consider costs and equity in decision-making 

 Use targeted, site-specific management, but consistent guiding principles/goals  

 Create transparent, predictable management tools 

Goals: 

1. Do all this in an integrated way to serve and draw from other water programs– craft our goals to serve multiple water 

programs; Create a flexible array of management options that achieve multiple water goals 

2. Keep water local 

3. Manage movement of water resources through the environment holistically, withdrawing water for use does not 

necessarily mean it is lost to ecosystem 

4. Triple bottom-line – quality, economics and equity  

5. One size does not fit all – make goals site specific 

6. Make explicit the connections between water quality and water quantity 

7. Prevent heat and energy users from using river water for cooling 

8. Support, demonstrate and promote innovative technologies across silos of drinking water, wastewater, stormwater – with 

a focus on technologies and management techniques that mimic natural systems which by their nature address/maximize 

quality and quantity 

9. Address costs 

10. Reduce energy use in water sector – pumping, transporting, treating, etc. 

11. Ease of establishing, implementing and administering policies and incentive options – transparency that influences 

sustainable behavior among all actors who have an impact 

12. Clear and predictable regulatory process 

ECOLOGICAL GOALS 

Key Themes: 

 Natural, diverse, healthy, and resilient ecosystems 

 Prevent degradation 

 Prepare for ecological responses to climate change 

Goals: 

1. Restore and maintain ecological integrity including natural flow regimes, aquatic habitat, biological diversity 

2. Rivers should have river fish 

3. Protect the structure and function of watersheds 

4. Protect high quality ecosystems/habitat 

5. Foster resilient ecosystems 

6. Anti-degradation including minimize impacts on environment/mitigate impacts/use water efficiently 

7. Plan for habitat change resulting from climate change 

8. Protect and improve water quality 

HUMAN SERVICES GOALS 

Key Themes: 

 Water sufficiency, reliability, and sustainability for multiple human uses 

 Protection of the built environment, now and in the future 

 Protection of key areas for future supply, wastewater disposal, and stormwater recharge 

Goals: 

1. Ensure sufficient water for public health and safety, economic development, food production & recreation 

2. Prepare for shortages 

3. Minimize flood damage to the built environment 

4. Protect areas suitable for supply development, wastewater discharge and stormwater recharge 

5. Recognize need to manage for hydropower (along with supply, wastewater, recreation, stormwater and ecosystem goals) 

6. Plan for, prepare for, and adapt to climate change 

7. Protect and improve water quality 
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Discussion included: 

How do goals fit into process? 

 Intended to identify high level goals as we work on some specific management policies 

 Help ensure the all members are focused on the same issues and understand those issues in the 

same way 

 Goals become guideposts for policy decisions and a reference point to ensure decisions are on 

point 

Alternative proposal for organizing goals 

The first three goals are overarching themes.  Reorganize the document with these are a vision/mission 

statement – the staff themes and remaining goals flow from there  

 
1. Do all this in an integrated way to serve and draw from other water programs– craft our goals to serve 

multiple water programs; Create a flexible array of management options that achieve multiple water goals 

2. Restore and maintain ecological integrity including natural flow regimes, aquatic habitat, biological 

diversity 

3. Ensure sufficient water for public health and safety, economic development, food production & recreation 

 

 Points highlighted by Committee 

 Themes very high level – should not set expectation for achievement through near-term policies  

 Concern about whether KEEP WATER LOCAL is captured 

 Guiding principles seem elevated above other groups  

 Goals are generally missing some emphasis on ecology 

 Do the goals adequately acknowledge importance of scale 

 Clarify costs includes both economic and ecological costs 

 

Moving the Sustainable Water Management Initiative Forward 

 

Chair’s Overview  

 Existing laws have bifurcated water management in the Commonwealth into WMA requirement for safe 

yield vs.  streamflow criteria and mitigation.  Addressing both has proved difficult scientifically and 

politically.   

 The SWMI will not be satisfactory without a final product that integrates both Safe Yield and 

streamflow criteria, but the Initiative has time constraints – 

o Ipswich and North Coastal Water Management permits by the end of June 

o Safe Yield  for the whole state by November 

 Can we do a thorough job and find the right answer on that timeline? 

 

Proposes the revised “Sustainable Water Management Initiative – Coordinating Schedules with Water 

Management Act Permits – May 25, 2010 Draft”  
o The draft schedule better coordinates safe yield and streamflow criteria  

o The regulatory timeline is not longer included, drafting regulations will begin in the fall 2010 

but will not be complete by 12/31/10 

o WRC would adopt Safe Yield and streamflow criteria in October 

 

Discussion included: 

 Will Ipswich/ N Coastal safe yield be same as rest of state 

o In perfect world, yes, but may still be refined after that 
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 Can Ipswich/N Coastal permits be issued based on interim safe yield definition (Charles and 

Blackstone) 

o We would like to keep this option on the table 

 Are Ipswich water needs forecasts higher/lower than current allocations 

o Generally lower 

 Could issuing permits in the Ipswich/N Coastal before the final Safe Yield and streamflow criteria are 

adopted adopted set a precedent that the SWMI does not intend? 

o That is a question to consider 

o Ipswich and N Coastal are “on one side of the bell curve”, could measures used in permitting 

basins at one extreme become a precedent and binding in other/different basins? 

o SWMI should keep calculations for safe yield methodology clear – not simply report safe yield 

in gallons 

 Will allow adaptive management as the we move forward with new/better scientific 

information  

 SWMI should consider studies on impacts to communities related to streamflow – high 

flows and flooding can cause irreversible damage to ecosystems 

 What if August 31
st
 deadline in not met fpr Ipswich/N Coastal permits 

o DEP must issue a permit by that date 

 Committee requested information on the allocation, use/demand and demand  forecasting that DEP uses 

in permitting 

o SEE Action item below 

 

Chair’s Summary 

Is there a consensus growing that the SWMI should work toward a safe yield/criteria/mitigation package 

by the end of 2010 rather than producing one (safe yield) before the others? 

 There was no disagreement with this general idea 

 Committee members are concerned about cramming too much into a short time, which will 

make a safe yield/criteria/mitigation package difficult by the end of 2010 

 

Wrap-up & next steps 

Chair’s closing remarks: 

SWMI is working in a difficult statutory context, and the Chair would like to thank all members for 

their effort, to give a shout out to the state staff and USGS staff working on the Initiative and to 

encourage all to continue with open minds and flexibility as we move forward. 

 

The schedule and goals document will be updated  

 

Next meeting  

 Tuesday, June 22
nd

 from 1:00 to 3:30 

 

Action Items 

MAPC has some data relevant to allocation, use/demand, forecast at watershed and community 

scale – request that needs also include water supply planning (contingency, emergency, long-

term, etc) 

 

 

 


