
 
 

 
 
 

MWRA ADVISORY BOARD 
 

Summary of: 
 

MWRA BOARD OF DIRECTORS’ MEETING 
 

February 9, 2005 
 

 

A meeting of the Board of Directors of the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority was held on February 
9, 2005 at the Charlestown Navy Yard.  Present:  Chair Ellen Roy Herzfelder and Lucile Hicks, 
Gubernatorial Appointees; John Carroll, Andrew Pappastergion, and Joseph Foti, Advisory Board 
Representatives; Vincent Mannering, Antonia Pollak, and Kevin Cotter, City of Boston Representatives; 
Joseph MacRitchie, City of Quincy Representative; Marie Turner, Town of Winthrop Representative.  
 

AGENDA 
 

Report of the Chair 
Chair Ellen Roy Herzfelder moved that the Board appoint Joseph F. McCann to the MWRA Retirement 
Board for a three-year term, effective February 10, 2005.  Mr. McCann currently serves as the Authority’s 
Controller.  The motion was approved. 
 
Secretary Roy Herzfelder announced in light of recent events at the Department of Conservation and 
Recreation (DCR), Steve Pritchard has assumed the role of acting Commissioner for that department.  The 
Secretary assured the Board that Mr. Pritchard has a good understanding of the MWRA and will work 
closely with staff and the Board. 
 
The Chair announced that Jonathan Yeo, Communications Director for the MWRA, was recently hired as the 
Director of DCR’s Division of Water Supply Protection.  She said Mr. Yeo’s experience and history working 
for the MWRA will promote a continued working relationship between the two agencies and congratulated 
Mr. Yeo on his recent appointment. 
 
Mr. Yeo said he was the MWRA’s first intern and has moved through seven jobs within the MWRA since he 
was first hired.  He added he looks forward to working with the Secretary and with the Board in his new 
position. 
 
Report of the Executive Director 
MWRA Executive Director Fred Laskey joined the Chair in congratulating Mr. Yeo.  He said Mr. Yeo has 
been a valuable employee to him because he knows so much about so many things.  In appreciation of Mr. 
Yeo’s service to the MWRA, Mr. Laskey presented him with a day-glow orange MWRA jacket, as he is now 
in charge of managing the annual deer hunt at the Quabbin Reservoir.  
 
Mr. Laskey said the court appeal associated with the Blue Hills Covered Storage Tank Project continues to 
move forward in a tortuous fashion.  The judge in the case delivered some good news to the Authority this 
month, ruling in favor of the MWRA on two of three issues.   Specifically, the judge agreed with the MWRA 
on Issue 1, “Are there no reasonable conditions or alternatives that would allow the project to proceed in 
compliance with the regulations of the Wetlands Protection Act” and Issue 2, “Is the variance necessary to 
accommodate an overriding community, regional state or national public interest.”  On Issue 3, relating to 
mitigation efforts at the Blue Hills site, the judge deferred his decision until March. 
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Mr. Laskey announced Rudolph Banks will be sworn in by the Governor tomorrow as the newest member of 
the MWRA Board of Directors. 
 
Yesterday, the American Council of Engineering Companies of Massachusetts announced the MWRA, in 
conjunction with Black & Veatch Corporation, received an award for its work on ozone and ultraviolet light 
at the Walnut Hill Water Treatment Plant.  Mr. Laskey especially noted the work of individual crew 
members who constructed the facility. 
 
Additionally, Mr. Laskey announced two MWRA employees, Joseph Del Greco and Edward Luongo 
recently received public safety awards from the New England Interstate Wastewater Association.   
 

APPROVALS 
 

Transmittal of Proposed FY06 Current Expense Budget to Advisory Board 
The Board voted to approve transmittal of the FY06 Current Expense Budget to the MWRA Advisory Board 
for review and comment. 
 
Chief Financial Officer Laura Guadagno said the Fiscal Year 2006 Current Expense Budget incorporates a 
5.7% rate increase.  She noted this incorporated a reduction in direct expenses and was accomplished 
through a variety of ways, including holding staffing levels, prioritizing maintenance, and absorbing greater 
risks for fuel and chemical spending.  Overall, she said the budget makes reasonable assumptions. 
 
In response to direction by Board members, and in preparation for a discussion of rates management tools 
available to the MWRA, staff prepared a summary detailing three ways the Authority could transition from a 
5.7% rate increase to a 3% rate increase.  Each scenario includes different rates management tools and the 
benefits and/or risks associated with each.   
 
Scenario #1 assumes that MWRA receives a net amount of $12.5 million of debt service assistance from the 
Commonwealth in FY06.  Scenario #2 assumes the MWRA receives no debt service assistance from the 
Commonwealth but utilizes only monies from its bond redemption and rate stabilization funds to reach a 3% 
rate increase.  Scenario #3 assumes the MWRA receives no debt service assistance from the Commonwealth 
and achieves full reduction by cutting expenses. 
 
Board Member Jay MacRitchie noted the Authority completes its budget process before it knows whether 
Debt Service Assistance will be available; it is best to plan for the worst-case scenario and assume the 
Authority will receive no assistance in preparing its budget. 
 
Mr. Laskey agreed and said the Authority currently follows that line of thinking so that communities can 
prepare for the possibility of no debt service assistance. 
 
Mr. Carroll said that Scenarios 1 and 2 are pretty straightforward.  He indicated that Scenario 3 is the most 
revealing.  Mr. Laskey commented that with Scenario 2, we would be raiding the reserves prematurely and 
that would not be wise.  Ms. Guadagno also noted that accelerated use of the reserves would signal that 
something is wrong, which would have to be explained to the rating agencies. 
 
Ms. Guadagno said that Scenario 3 makes several important assumptions including a $4.4 million reduction 
in wages and salaries, which translates to a reduction of 70 employees by July 1, 2005.  Additionally, it 
assumes a $5.4 million expense reduction through maintenance, the elimination of vehicle and computer 
purchases, and a reduction in watershed operations by $1.7 million.  She said scenario 3 demonstrates the 
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cuts that would be needed in order to find $12.2 million in rate revenue reductions.  Sixty percent of the 
Proposed FY06 budget is debt service, which limits the Authority’s discretionary abilities. 
 
Mr. Laskey added the amount of debt service restricts the areas available to incur cuts so the “heart of the 
operation” is most affected in Scenario 3; 75% of the increases in expenses for FY06 is debt service and if 
you include increases for utilities and chemicals, these categories of spending represent 90% of the increases 
in FY06. 
 
Chief Operating Officer Michael Hornbrook reiterated Scenario 3 is a “what if” scenario and cuts into the 
Authority’s core functions. 
 
Mr. Laskey added the Black & Veatch report conducted a few years ago laid out a staffing reduction plan 
that the Authority has beaten every year.  Now, the Authority is at a steady level in terms of staffing.  
Reducing staff by an additional 70 positions would impact the ability to maintain targets. 
 
Mr. Carroll said staffing levels have decreased dramatically, yet the Authority has maintained operations; 
therefore, in the past, it seems there were a significant number of positions that were not needed.  Perhaps 
staffing levels warrant further review.  He added the Board needs to look at Scenario 3 in some additional 
form because the Board needs to do everything possible to keep rates affordable.  He noted that a 3% rate 
increase today is different from a 3% rate increase five years ago.  He added this conversation is the intent of 
this exercise and he is glad the Board is having the discussion. 
 
Board member Vincent Mannering agreed this is a good exercise.  He commended staff on their efforts and 
added that whatever the rate increase is, the Board needs to be able to justify it. 
 
Mr. MacRitchie noted costs associated with fuel and chemical spending, as well as the purchase of trucks 
and computers.  He said the Authority makes assumptions about the cost of fuel and regardless of whether 
those assumptions end up being accurate, staff always finds the money to pay for it because fuel is a 
necessity.  The Board has never discussed where that money comes from.  Perhaps the Board should 
consider putting money aside for the purchase of new vehicles at the end of a fiscal year with the 
understanding that if additional money for fuel and chemicals is needed, that’s where the money comes from.  
He added the Authority can assume greater risk if it knows where the additional money is coming from.  Mr. 
Laskey likened the suggestion to the decision made between the Authority and the Advisory Board each year 
in determining the interest rate.  Specifically, in determining whether to be conservative at 3 or 4% or to keep 
it at 3%, but have reserves to tie into. 
 
Board Member Andrew Pappastergion said Scenario 3 does not really affect the out years, as those estimates 
come in only slightly lower than the estimates attached to a 5.7% rate increase.  Staff said the percentage 
does carry through to out years. 
 
Mr. Pappastergion noted Scenario 3 incurs $12.5 million in reductions to achieve a one-year savings.  Ms. 
Guadagno added the most significant savings are in the first year but that as the base becomes lower, so do 
the percentages so savings are not as clear as reflected as a percentage. 
 
Mr. Laskey said the brunt of the rate increases will be felt over the next four or five years so it is important 
that the Board discuss this.  He said it is important to investigate any and all ways to ease the burden on 
ratepayers.  However, he said we can see the light at the end of the tunnel. 
 
Mr. Mannering said a rate increase of 4% is not manageable for cities and towns.  
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Mr. Carroll said the Board has not fully explored the possibilities of tapping into the Authority’s reserve 
accounts.  Mr. Laskey said Scenario 2 involves raiding the Authority’s reserves prematurely, which may be 
unwise.  All three scenarios show the reserves depleting themselves in two or three years and this is 
something staff will talk to the Advisory Board about. 
 
Ms. Guadagno noted that raiding reserves early could be a signal to rating agencies and could impact the 
Authority’s future ability to secure bonds and loans.  She added the reserves are driven by debt covenants 
that would need to be broken in order to get to the reserves. 
 
Mr. Carroll asked why reserves cannot be used to get through this crunch, as reserves are designed to help in 
these situations.  Mr. Laskey said reserves are primarily designed to offer a reduced rate in borrowing.  Ms. 
Guadagno added reserves are put aside and generally used to pay debt service at the end of a deal. 
 
Mr. Carroll asked about the Commonwealth’s debt reserves.  Staff responded their debt reserves are based on 
the ability to raise taxes.  The Authority is under a different structure; all revenue bonds have reserves. 
 
Mr. Mannering suggested staff meet with a money manager to justify the reserves.  Board Member Antonia 
Pollack suggested any review include risk analysis associated with utilizing reserve money. 
 
Board Member Lucile Hicks said an objective means to determine the point at which bondholders would say 
the Authority broke its contract(s) should also be included.  Ms. Guadagno said the Authority would have to 
disclose its use of debt service for other purposes, which would cause concern in the markets.   
 
Board Member Kevin Cotter asked if federal funding is still available like it was when the MWRA projects 
first started.  Staff said there is no federal funding available.  Mr. Laskey said he went to Washington DC to 
advocate for assistance but was not successful.  Additionally, he noted the administration is proposing a 
phase-out of the State Revolving Fund (SRF).  The trend in this regard seems to be going the wrong way. 
 
Mr. Cotter asked if the Black & Veatch staffing study is still accurate.  Mr. Laskey responded staff has had 
healthy debate on where the Black & Veatch study ends, especially now that the Walnut Hill Water 
Treatment Plant is near completion.  He expects to have something for the Board on this issue soon. 
 
Mr. Laskey said staff will examine the issue of accessing reserves and the staffing study related to Black & 
Veatch. 
 
Approval of the Forty-Eighth Issuance Resolution 
The Board voted to adopt the forty-eighth Supplemental Resolution authorizing the issuance of up to 
$650,000,000 of Massachusetts Water Resources Authority General Revenue Refunding Bonds (2005 Series 
A) and the supporting Issuance Resolution.  
 
Based upon current market conditions, proceeds of this issuance would refund approximately $462 million of 
outstanding debt.  Staff anticipate this refunding could result in net present value savings of approximately 
$18.5 million.  Staff will continue to work with MWRA’s financial advisors to determine the most 
appropriate size and structure for the refunding. 
 
Extend Letter of Credit on Tax Exempt Commercial Paper 1994 Series to 2015 
The Board voted to: (1) authorize the Executive Director, Chief Financial Officer, or Treasurer to execute an 
extension with election of an option to grandfather the Letter of Credit Agreement so that the state guarantee 
will continue to apply to the Letter of Credit Agreement with Bayerische Landesbank for the Tax Exempt 
Commercial Paper Notes Series 1994 until 2015 should the MWRA elect to renew it; and (2) authorize the 
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Executive Director, Chief Financial Officer or Treasurer to execute necessary changes in the twelfth 
Supplemental Resolution. 
 
Since 1995, the MWRA has used Tax Exempt Commercial Paper Notes (TECP) to provide funding for 
capital programs during construction.    To receive a high short-term rating, credit enhancements are often 
included as part of the security for TECP.  The TECP Notes Series 1994 is currently enhanced with a letter 
of credit by Bayerische Landesbank, which are supported by a guarantee of its owners, the Free State of 
Bavaria and the Bavarian Savings Bank and Clearing Association.  This agreement is set to expire in March 
2008.  On July 17, 2001, an agreement was reached whereby a four-year transition period was established for 
the abolition of state guarantees afforded to Landesbanks.  Any outstanding obligations incurred up to and 
including July 18, 2005 will be covered.  By electing the option to lock in the State guarantee, the credit 
ratings on the letter of credit are anticipated to remain at the current high level through 2015. 
 
February PCR Amendments-FY05 
The Board voted to approve amendments to the Position Control Register. 
 
Ms. Guadagno said her department has determined an effective use of resources is to consolidate job 
functions in the Rates and Budget unit and specifically to not fill the currently vacant position of Assistant 
Budget Manager.  This action would allow her department to address staffing levels in the Risk Management 
unit, which has undergone various changes over the last several years in terms of the number of staff 
assigned and the scope of work being performed.  
 
Mr. Mannering asked why IT people are in finance.  Staff responded the primary role of these positions is 
not managing the database systems; however, these individuals manage the stand-alone system that manages 
the budget and work with MIS to sweep data into the system. 
 
Appointment of Senior Systems Analyst-Network, MIS Department, Support Services Division 
The Board voted to approve the Executive Director’s recommendation to appoint Mr. Syrus Ataii to the 
position of Senior Systems Analyst-Network in the MIS Department, Support Services Division (Unit 6, 
Grade 10) at an annual salary of $65,905 to be effective on the date designated by the Executive Director. 
 
Appointment of Hardware Maintenance Specialist, MIS Department, Support Services Division 
The Board voted to approve the Executive Director’s recommendation to appoint Mr. Robert Thibodeau to 
the position of Hardware Maintenance Specialist in the MIS Department, Support Services Division (Unit 6, 
Grade 10) at an annual salary of $65,905 to be effective on the date designated by the Executive Director. 
 
Appointment of Chemist III, Laboratory Services, Operations Division 
The Board voted to approve the Executive Director’s recommendation to appoint Ms. Ellen West to the 
position of Chemist III, Laboratory Services, Operations Division (Unit 9, Grade 22) at an annual salary of 
$65,349.96 effective February 12, 2005. 
 
Mr. Mannering asked for a clarification between Chemist II and Chemist III and the reason for the vacancy.  
Staff responded that Chemist III is the most senior chemist position and requires an elevated degree of 
experience and ability to conduct testing.  Staff added the position is available because of a promotion at 
Deer Island. 
 
Approval of Calendar Year 2005 Affirmative Action Plan 
The Board voted to approve the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority’s Affirmative Action Plan, 
effective for a one-year period from January 1, 2005 through December 31, 2005. 
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CONTRACT AWARDS 
 

Revenue Bond Consulting Engineer:  Camp Dresser & McKee Inc., Contract F169 
The Board voted to approve the recommendation of the Consultant Selection Committee to select Camp 
Dresser & McKee Inc. to provide revenue bond consulting engineer services and to authorize the Executive 
Director, on behalf of the Authority, to execute a contract with Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. in an amount 
not to exceed $293,921 for a term of 36 months from the Notice to Proceed.  
 
Mr. Carroll asked why the Authority needs to spend $300,000 to hire someone to review its financial plans.  
Ms. Guadagno responded that this type of review is required in order for the Authority to issue bonds.  She 
added it ensures the Authority is operating efficiently. 
 
Mr. Mannering asked why an engineer is conducting this sort of review.  Ms. Guadagno responded the firm 
will investigate the operations and engineering aspects of the Authority’s systems to ensure they are sound 
and meet the appropriate standards. 
 
Mr. Mannering noted 19 Requests for Qualification Statements and Proposals (RFQ/P) were requested from 
the procurement department but only two firms submitted proposals.  Ms. Guadagno indicated staff did a lot 
of pre-marketing for this proposal in order to ensure a competitive field. 
 
Mr. Carroll asked Mr. Laskey to provide a list of administrative consultants (non-construction related) 
currently contracted with the Authority and the amount paid to each.  Mr. Laskey agreed to provide the 
information. 
 
Insurance Consultant Services:  Kevin F. Donoghue & Associates, Contract F174 
The Board voted to approve the recommendation of the Consultant Selection Committee to select Kevin F. 
Donoghue & Associates to provide Insurance Consultant Services and to authorize the Executive Director, 
on behalf of the Authority, to execute Contract No. F174 with Kevin F. Donoghue & Associates in an 
amount not to exceed $150,000 for a term of three years from March 1, 2005 to February 29, 2008. 
 
Staff explained this procurement involves the selection of an independent insurance consultant to provide 
services on an as-needed basis for items such as review, evaluation and report preparation on the adequacy of 
the MWRA Insurance Reserve Fund and overall Risk Assessment as required by the General Bond 
Resolution.  The Insurance Consultant will also serve as an advisor to the MWRA during the marketing of 
the insurance program renewal, provide detailed analysis of proposals received and assist selection 
committee members with cost and coverage comparisons. 
 
Staff added this company is an independent insurance consultant and is not involved in selling insurance. 
Rather, they are paid hourly for services such as reviewing the Authority’s finances to determine whether it 
has an adequate insurance reserve fund. This contract would replace the existing Insurance Consultant 
contract.  The Authority has employed an independent insurance consultant for ten years.   
 
Mr. Laskey said last year the Board discussed the possibility of becoming self-insured and decided against 
that route.  Staff had determined a better approach to achieve reasonable rates was to reserve the right during 
the procurement to pick certain proposals from certain bids.  The staff then selected companies with the best 
proposal for each line of insurance.  This strategy helped derive lower costs. 
 
Mr. Mannering indicated he was not sure he was satisfied with last year’s advisor.   
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Construction Administration and Resident Inspection Services for the BOS019 CSO Storage Conduit: 
Fay, Spofford & Thorndike, Inc., Contract 7008 
The Board voted to approve the recommendation of the Consultant Selection Committee to select Fay, 
Spofford & Thorndike, Inc. to provide Construction Administration and Resident Inspection Services for the 
BOS019 Storage Conduit and to authorize the Executive Director, on behalf of the Authority, to execute a 
contract with Fay, Spofford & Thorndike, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $1,121,656 for a term of 1,125 
days from the Notice to Proceed. 
 
Mr. Pappastergion asked why this project is moving forward at this time.  Staff responded the court schedule 
mandates that this project proceed.  If the Authority does not do the project, it will be in violation of the court 
schedule.  Staff added this is not a contentious area in terms of Combined Sewer Overflows (CSO) control.  
Mr. Pappastergion asked if the Authority is still in negotiations with the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA).  Staff answered in the affirmative and offered more information during executive session. 
 
Ms. Hicks asked if Contract 6258 included both design and construction services.  Staff responded that 
Contract 6258 was a design contract only.  Originally, the contract included both; however, due to 
construction duration staff felt it best to re-procure the construction phase services in order to ensure 
competitive pricing.  
 
NPDES Compliance Program-Aquatic Toxicity Testing: EnviroSystems, Inc., Contract S405 
The Board voted to approve the award of Contract No. S405, NPDES Compliance Program-Aquatic Toxicity 
Testing, to EnviroSystems, Inc., and to authorize the Executive Director, on behalf of the Authority, to 
execute and deliver said contract in the bid amount of $65,000 for a term of 730 calendar days from the 
Notice to Proceed. 
 
Contract S405 consists of toxicity testing of Deer Island, Clinton, and CSO effluents to comply with the 
monitoring requirements for MWRA’s NPDES permits.  These toxicity tests require specialized facilities for 
culturing small aquatic animals, thus warranting the use of outside contractors. 
 
Technical Assistance Consulting Services:  Earth Tech International, Contract 6976, and Green 
International Affiliates, Inc., Contract 6988 
The Board voted to approve the recommendation of the Consultant Selection Committee to select Earth Tech 
International and Green International Affiliates, Inc. to provide technical assistance consulting services and 
to authorize the Executive Director, on behalf of the Authority, to execute Contract No. 6976 with Earth 
Tech International and Contract No. 6988 with Green International Affiliates, Inc., each in an amount not to 
exceed $750,000 for contract terms of two years, and to authorize Notices to Proceed for the first year of 
each contract in an amount not to exceed $375,000.  Further, to authorize the Executive Director to approve 
separate Notices to Proceed for a second one-year term for each contract, if recommended by staff, for the 
same yearly not-to-exceed amounts of $375,000. 
 
The purpose of these technical assistance contracts is to make available, on a continuing, as-needed basis, the 
services of qualified, professional engineering firms to assist MWRA staff on engineering and/or design 
initiatives. 
 

CONTRACT AMENDMENTS/CHANGE ORDERS 
 

North Maintenance (Chelsea) Facility Design Review Consultant: STV Incorporated, Contract 6510, 
Amendment 2 
The Board voted to authorize the Executive Director, on behalf of the Authority, to approve Amendment No. 
2 to extend the time for completion of Contract No. 6510 with STV Incorporated, North Maintenance 
(Chelsea) Facility Design Review Consultant, by 15.5 months to June 30, 2006.  
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STV Incorporated assisted MWRA in ensuring the North Maintenance (Chelsea) Facility was constructed in 
accordance with MWRA’s specifications and quality standards.  On January 14, 2001, the Board approved 
Amendment 1, which extended the contract duration by 30 months and increased the contract amount by 
$40,000.  Amendment 1 provided for design and construction phase services to complete the installation of 
the paint booth and the sandblasting booth in the Maintenance Building.  Amendment 2 will extend the 
contract completion date to June 30, 2006 to allow STV to complete the scope of work added under 
Amendment 1. 
 
There will be no impact to the adjusted contract amount as a result of this amendment. The original contract 
amount for Contract 6510 was $338,890.  The change order approved in January of 2004 increased the 
contract amount by $40,000 for a sub-phase total of $378,890.  The FY05 CIP includes $378,890 for 
Contract 6510.  
 
Walnut Hill Water Treatment Plant—Ozonation Treatment Facilities: Barletta-Shea, J.V., Contract 6489, 
Change Order 105 
The Board voted to authorize the Executive Director, on behalf of the Authority, to approve Change Order 
No. 105 to increase the amount of Contract No. 6489 with Barletta-Shea, JV, Walnut Hill Water Treatment 
Plant-Ozonation Treatment Facilities, in an amount not to exceed $121,600.  
 
Ms. Hicks asked for an update on progress at the facility.  Staff responded that progress remains steady.  The 
ozone manufacturer’s representatives are currently at the site running and testing each unit.  So far, 
everything is going well.  There are some nagging issues as staff progresses through testing. 
 
Ms. Hicks asked if the nagging issues will be dealt with in the form of Change Orders.  Staff responded in 
the affirmative.  For example, staff is investigating alternative means of operating the control panels.  
Currently, safety features on the control panels mean they must be reset manually following a power outage.  
As there are a significant number of control panels, this safety feature makes it difficult for the facility to 
recover quickly from a power outage.  Staff is investigating ways to reset the control panels from the control 
room.  
 
Including this Change Order, the cumulative value of all change orders to this contract totals $18,769,535 or 
16.6% of the original contract amount of $116,844,000, for a sub-phase total of $135,613,535.  The FY05 
CIP includes a budget of $131,731,000 for Contract 6489. 
 

INFORMATION 
 

CY03 Rate Basis Data Adjustments Affecting Preliminary FY06 Water Assessments for CVA 
A report was given summarizing changes to Calendar Year 2003 (CY2003) and CY2004 water meter data 
used to calculate water assessments for the Chicopee Valley Aqueduct (CVA) system. 
 
Staff said between now and June the Board will see some adjustment requests from communities because the 
rate assessments have been sent.  Towns are encouraged to review their rate assessments and ask questions.   
 
The CVA and particularly the Town of Wilbraham have been notified of adjustments to Wilbraham’s water 
use.  Inaccurate water use numbers were assessed to the Town of Wilbraham because the town’s long-term 
meter failed.  The Town has since installed a Panametric ultrasonic meter to record water flow.  Further 
testing has led MWRA to adjust Wilbraham’s CY2004 water use downward by 52.756 million gallons.  
CY2004 water use relative to the system as a whole will be used to allocate the FY06 CVA water system 
assessment. 
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Discussion of Rates Management Tools: Three Scenarios for FY06 
Board discussion prior to the vote to transmit the proposed FY06 Current Expense Budget to the Advisory 
Board included a lengthy discussion of several rates management scenarios.  Please refer to the Approval 
section for additional information. 
 
Report on Impact of Blizzard of 2005 
Mr. Hornbrook explained during the January blizzard the Authority was able to operate all facilities 
including both water and wastewater.  There was a temporary loss of power at the Cosgrove Facility and the 
Braintree-Weymouth facility.  Additionally, electrical transformer problems were experienced at Deer Island 
and the Fore River Staging area.  The MWRA was present at the Massachusetts Emergency Management 
Agency (MEMA) bunker in Framingham during the storm.  Extensive overtime was incurred in order to 
ensure coverage at all facilities.  Preliminary impact estimates for overtime total approximately $90,000. 
 
John Vetere, Director of the Deer Island Wastewater Treatment Plant, said in ten years of storms, the 
Blizzard of 2005 was the coldest and delivered the highest average winds and peak winds ever seen at Deer 
Island. This was a tough storm for Deer Island. Dry and powdery snow entered the transformers through 
vents and the resulting snow pileup caused fuses to blow, shutting down three transformers on Deer Island.  
The remaining transformer stayed on and fed the affected portions of the system.  The cost of replacing the 
transformers is $50,000 each.  Additionally, three low break switches failed, which will incur replacement 
and testing costs. 
 
Mr. Carroll asked if costs associated with these failures can be taken from insurance reserves.  Staff 
responded in the negative.  Rather, costs will be absorbed in the maintenance budget.  Mr. Carroll said he 
would like to know why the money cannot be taken from the reserves.  Mr. Hornbrook said he would look 
into it.  Mr. MacRitchie indicated even if the money could be taken from reserves, it would have to be paid 
back in the following fiscal year. 
 
Mr. Mannering said snowstorms are foreseeable events and asked why the venting problem could not have 
been addressed beforehand.  Staff responded there has never been a failure of this type, even though snow 
has drifted into the transformers through vents in the past.  This particular storm was comprised of very fine 
snow that entered the transformers.  Staff will put plates in front of the vents to eliminate this problem in the 
future.  Some of the transformers have vents already installed, depending on what substation contractor was 
used. 
 
Mr. Mannering indicated this problem should have been addressed before, assuming the operators are 
reporting to each other about various problems.  Mr. Hornbrook indicated there have been trace amounts of 
snow in the past but nothing like what was seen with this particular blizzard. 
 
Mr. Mannering maintained this was foreseeable and all the transformers should have been protected.  Mr. 
Vetere agreed in hindsight this is true.  He added three transformers remain out of service and will take 6-8 
weeks to repair.  Staff is taking a calculated risk by not bringing backup generators into Deer Island due to 
the cost of $10,000/month.  Staff feels the secondary treatment available will be sufficient until repairs can 
be made. 
 
Wastewater Meter Replacement Update, RJN Group, Contract 6793 
A report was presented updating Board members on the progress of the Wastewater Metering Replacement 
Program.  All the meters are installed; however, some relocations may still be necessary.  A total of 34 
meters still need to be accepted, including 19 rate meters.  Staff’s goal is to have all meters accepted by the 
end of this month.  Preliminary flow results indicate some significant changes in certain communities.  
Communities with relatively large initial flow changes include Brookline, Natick, Needham, Reading and 
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Waltham.  It must be remembered that the initial determination of old versus new meter flow differences is 
based on just a snapshot of data from the approximate time of meter installation.  These numbers will change 
and in some cases, large differences will be evident. 
 
The Fiscal Year 2007 flow and assessment data were calculated using the Advisory Board’s recommended 
three-year averaging policy.  These data are presented for example purposes only. 
 
Staff has a meeting with the Advisory Board on February 16th to conduct a more detailed meter update for 
the communities.  At this time, MWRA staff will review for attendees how the sewer rate methodology 
works, provide an overview of program progress and an updated schedule, as well as other items.  After the 
meeting, staff will determine whether to begin collecting new meter data on March 1st or delay the startup 
date to April 1st when all meters have been accepted.  Staff would like to report to the Board in March on 
their decision. 
 
Mr. MacRitchie said there are always going to be a couple of meters that need work.  Are the numbers 
accurate even without certain meters?  Staff responded in the affirmative. 
 
Update on Framingham Extension Sewer Corrosion and Odor Control Program 
A report was presented on the status of the corrosion and odor problems, and work being done to resolve 
these problems, in the Framingham Extension Sewer, Framingham Extension Relief Sewer and downstream 
interceptors. 
 
Staff indicated that Natick Paperboard’s flow is significantly lower and they are cooperating with the 
Authority.  Staff will meet with the company to discuss its ability to meet a loadings based limit calculated 
on the basis of its long-term average flow and the cooperation based limit of 2,000 mg/l on Friday.  Staff 
reiterated the company is trying to cooperate; however, they are an older company with aged operations.  
The company claims it cannot afford to install the treatment technology required. 
 
Mr. Pappastergion inquired if the Authority should start playing hardball with some of these companies, as 
compliance problems are not going away but rather, are getting worse.  At the same time, we are taking 
corrosion control projects out of the capital budget.  Staff responded most companies are sticking to their 
compliance schedules.  For example, Good Humor-Breyers expects to be in compliance by October of 2006.  
Additionally, since the last Board meeting Nyacol withdrew its appeal of its compliance schedule and is 
cooperating in the hopes of achieving compliance within one year.  There are interim milestones the 
industries have to meet. 
 
Staff added Ashland continues to implement its compliance schedule and recently agreed to proceed with 
chemical addition to address an increased number of violations evident in the 2004 sampling.   
 
Mr. Mannering asked if there are interim dates set for municipalities to achieve compliance.  Staff answered 
in the affirmative.  There are interim milestones established for municipalities. 
 
Ms. Hicks asked why the Authority is more lenient with compliance dates for municipalities and staff 
responded the budget process for towns is different from that of large corporations.  Oftentimes, a town will 
need to wait until the annual town meeting or special town meeting in order to secure funds for a project.  
Staff added testing is different between municipalities and corporations too.  Staff can obtain better flow 
numbers with corporations because it can do calculations of loading that cannot be done with municipalities 
whose flow numbers and loadings are harder to calculate. 
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Ms. Hicks asked how the Authority determines that it is where it needs to be with enforcement.  Staff 
answered with municipalities, the Authority has been conducting aqueous sampling to determine what, if 
any, changes have occurred as a result of the implementation of the municipal sulfide limit and the industry-
specific BOD and sulfate limits.  The comparison between data shows a dramatic decrease in sulfate and 
sulfide, demonstrating the municipalities and corporations are making progress but more work still needs to 
be done. 
 
Mr. Mannering asked if the Authority is able to achieve 100% compliance, will the sewers maintain their 
lifecycle such as for the West Roxbury Tunnel.  Staff answered that once 100% compliance is reached, staff 
will review the conditions and determine if additional requirements are necessary. 
 
Ms. Hicks noted communities are working to get to a limit but no one knows if that limit will be enough.  
Staff said the program is geared to assessing everything and then making the appropriate adjustments.   
 
Ms. Hicks reiterated concern that the Authority is being too lenient.  Mr. Hornbrook responded there are 
interim milestones, compliance deadlines, and feedback that ensure communities are proceeding with 
compliance efforts.  He assured the Board that staff continues to make sure communities stay on track. 
 
Draft CSO Annual Report-2004 
A report was given to the full Board on the MWRA’s Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control Plan 
Annual Progress Report-2004, which must be submitted to the Federal Court by March 15, 2005. 
 
The report highlights the significant progress made this year as the Authority has moved forward with 
implementation of its CSO plan.  Specifically, 14 of the 25 projects in the plan, and six additional projects 
are now well into construction.  Staff noted the Union Park Detention/Treatment Facility is at 55% 
completion, construction activity on the South Dorchester Bay Sewer Separation Project reached its highest 
level in 2004, and construction on the Stony Brook Sewer Separation Project remained high in 2004 with the 
installation of 12,093 feet of new storm drain.  Additionally, the $5.5 million first construction contract for 
the East Boston Branch Sewer Relief Project was completed, (involving the largest sewer bypass pumping 
operation in New England), and MWRA submitted the Cottage Farm CSO Facility Assessment Report to 
MEPA, EPA and DEP, showing that discharges from the Cottage Farm facility are not causing water quality 
violations. Finally, the Authority reached consensus with regulatory agencies on a revised CSO control plan 
for the South Boston beaches (North Dorchester Bay) and the Reserved Channel. 
 
Staff further indicated progress on CSO design and construction in 2004 exceeded any previous year; 
specifically, MWRA spent $46 million in 2004 alone.  Since 1987, when MWRA assumed responsibility for 
a regional CSO control plan, MWRA has spent approximately $300 million on planning, design, and 
construction of CSO projects. 
 
The report also discussed the need to bring closure to MWRA’s CSO control obligations under the Federal 
Court Order and regulatory requirements.  Effecting closure includes defining levels of control, scope of 
work and cost to bring CSO discharges into compliance with water quality standards system-wide, especially 
for East Boston, the Charles River and Alewife Brook/Upper Mystic River.  Staff are continuing regulatory 
discussions, holding firm that MWRA cannot, and should not agree to specific project goals and schedules in 
the absence of an agreement on the overall plan.  The Authority maintains it is where it ought to be in terms 
of CSO control.   
 
The report also discusses the cost-effectiveness of the recommended plan and the economic impact of the 
plan’s total cost on MWRA ratepayers, as presented in the supplemental affordability analyses MWRA 
conducted in 2004.  Staff expects to have the final report to Board members next month. 
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Update on the City of Cambridge’s Second Supplemental Preliminary Design Report on the Alewife Sewer 
Separation Plan 
A report was presented detailing cost increases associated with the Alewife Brook Sewer Separation Plan. 
 
Most of the Alewife Brook CSO Plan is intended to be implemented (designed and constructed) by the City 
of Cambridge pursuant to the CSO MOU and Financial Assistance Agreement between MWRA and 
Cambridge.  Staff said the Alewife Brook CSO Plan was last revised by MWRA and Cambridge in March of 
2001.  In December of 2004, the MWRA received preliminary information from the City of Cambridge 
showing a significant increase in the cost estimates for the Alewife CSO Plan.  Staff have had several 
meetings with Cambridge officials to evaluate the reasons for the increases since the Notice of Project 
Change in 2001.  Specifically, allowances for engineering and construction services and treatment processes 
are higher than in the previous estimate.  The Authority is conducting an in-house review of the 
recommended changes.  Staff expects to have recommendations for the Board at the March meeting. 
 
Ms. Hicks noted significant increases in two contracts for floatables control from $2.5 million to $7.5 
million.  She asked if there is alternative technology available that would cause this type of increase.  Staff 
said the Authority’s longstanding approach is to recommend the simplest technology available that will 
receive regulatory approval.  The City of Cambridge may opt for a more advanced technology but the City 
must then incur the costs associated with that decision.  The Authority will only contribute up to the cost of 
the basic technology.   
 
Ms. Hicks noted contract 13 incurred a significant increase.  Staff explained that contract is for sewer 
separation for the CAM400 outfall.  Increased costs are associated with unit prices, engineering services, and 
high reserves.  Mr. Hornbrook added the Authority received this report from Cambridge but has not agreed 
to anything at this point.   
 
Board Member Joseph Foti asked if the Authority is committed to the $40 million associated with this 
project.  Staff said the Authority is committed to doing a CSO project in the Alewife area.  Staff will need to 
determine if this particular project is still the most cost-effective approach.  Mr. Laskey also noted that there 
is some local opposition to the project; the appeals process and mitigation will be factors. 
 
Mr. Foti asked if the increased costs reported by Cambridge are expected to be paid for by the Authority.  
Staff said the informal impression is that Cambridge would like the Authority to incur these costs. 
 
Ms. Hicks clarified if the Authority determines this project is no longer feasible, the new project would 
undergo a new series of MEPA review and court discussions.  She asked how much the Authority has spent 
on this project. Staff said $18 million in authorized payments have been issued and expenditures total about 
$27 million (including some costs that are not eligible for MWRA reimbursement). 
 
Mr. MacRitchie noted there is not a strong interest from the Board to negotiate with Cambridge on this.   
 
Ms. Hicks echoed Mr. MacRitchie’s sentiments and indicated the Authority may have to go “back to the 
drawing board.” 
 

This summary does not include every item discussed by the Board, nor the full extent of the discussions.  
Please contact Andrea Briggs at the Advisory Board office with questions, comments or requests for 
additional information. 
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