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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Town of Ashland requested Haley and Ward to conduct a desk top water supply study to identify
and quantify available water supply sources within and outside the town boundaries. The study included
evaluation of existing infrastructure and existing water supplies to determine the present capacity and
the need for additional capacity to meet present and future demands.
The study revealed the need for additional water supplies to meet present and future demands. Present
demand is met by the Howe Street well field that includes wells 4,5,6,7 &8. Wells 6,7&8 are permitted
wells and are required by the permit to be turned off at a certain reservoir level. In addition the Howe
Street well field are relatively shallow wells and are impacted by groundwater level changes. In 2007 the
Howe Street well field water levels dropped to very low levels in the fall where wells were shutting
down on low water levels. The town had implemented water use restrictions throughout the season to
minimize demand, however the groundwater levels prevented Ashland from safely meeting system
demand.
As a result of the low groundwater levels Ashland activated an emergency interconnection with the
Southborough water distribution system. The interconnection included an above ground piping
connection from hydrant to hydrant and a water meter to record use. Southborough is a Massachusetts
Water Resources Authority (MWRA) customer, thus authorization was required from the MWRA.
As part of the study we reviewed the Ashland aquifer groundwater maps taken from MassGIS to locate
high yield aquifers with the potential for development of a water supply. That information was then
used to identify areas of vacant land necessary to site a water supply. This information identified two
areas with potential for development of a water supply source(s); Shore Road and Spring Street. Those
sites were further evaluated and the result indicated neither site was a viable water supply site within
the town borders. Viable site is defined as a supply that would provide an adequate water supply during
all seasons with an acceptable water quality that can be treated with conventional treatment. The
MWRA connection was identified as a viable water supply that would provide a supplemental water
source during all seasons, including extreme low groundwater periods, and provide an additional water
source to meet future demands.
Shore Road Potential Water Supply
The loss of water supplies during extremely low groundwater periods prompted Ashland to look for
supplemental water supplies. Prior to this study Haley and Ward conducted a pump test on a potential
water supply site near Waushakum Pond off Shore Road in the northeast section of the town. This was a
site of an original water supply that was shutdown in the early 60’s.
The Shore Road site pump revealed a water quality that was not conducive to a water supply. The water
tests indicated very high levels of iron and manganese and sodium. In addition, the well location was
near a stream and major wetlands that would trigger severe environmental constraints during the
permitting process including well shutdown condition based on streamflow levels.

The decision was made to abandon the pursuit of this site as a water supply based on the water quality
and potential permit conditions.
Spring Street Potential Water Supply
The study summarized another in town water supply site located off Spring Street along the shores of
the Ashland Reservoir. This site includes a gravel packed well installed in the early 80’s, however the
pump station and treatment plant was not constructed. This site was evaluated for feasibility as a water
supply during this study.
This study identified this site as a viable water supply that would produce a supply of approximately 600
gpm with a general positive water quality. The study also identified several “Road Blocks” to
development of this supply as a water supply under the present Water Management Permitting process.
The Road Blocks included the following.





Site is land lock by Chapter 97 protected land under the control of the Department of
Conservation and Recreation
Close proximity to the Ashland Reservoir and Cold Spring Brook, which triggers environmental
control standards under the WMA permitting process, with potential well shutdown during low
streamflow conditions.
Well shutdown standard most likely coincide with Howe Street well shutdown thus not
providing Ashland with a supplemental source during Howe Street shit down periods.

Connection to MWRA Water System
The study evaluated sources outside the Ashland Borders. This included a direct connection to the
MWRA water system. Two locations were evaluated, one in Framingham and one in Southborough. In
addition an indirect connection was evaluated, which identified Southborough as the preferred location.
The Southborough connection provided a positive water pressure above the Ashland water system
pressure head as confirmed in the emergency connection in 2007.
The Southborough water system was evaluated by others to determine the required system
improvements necessary to provide the water quantities Ashland would be interested. The evaluation
was based on 1mgd demand for Ashland.
The study identified the costs for the Southborough water system improvements and the costs to
become a MWRA water community.

Ashland Water System
Consists of the following.





1 Water Supply Site: Howe Street
 Registered Wells 4 & 5
 Permitted Wells 6,7 & 8
2 Water Storage Facility Facilities
Distribution piping

Howe Street Wells
Each well is a gravel packed well with depths in the range of 36 ft to 40 ft. Typical water level in
the wells, when pumping is 7- 14 feet below typical reservoir levels.
Static water levels are relatively equal to the water level in the reservoir. Typical static water
level above pump inlet is approximately 20 feet.

Each well utilizes a vertical turbine pump to deliver water to the Howe Street Water Treatment
Plant.
Variable Frequency Drives power each pump motor and allows the operators to open throttling
valves and adjust speed of pump motor to reduce energy consumption and control well water
levels during extreme low groundwater periods.

Howe Street Water Treatment Plant
The site includes a Water Treatment Plant to condition the raw water and utilizes high lift
pumps to deliver water to Ashland and Hopkinton
◦ The water supply well field holds an authorized maximum daily withdrawal limit
of 5.9 MGD
Howe Street WTP utilizes a SCADA system for 24/7 system control and alarm monitoring
Ashland utilizes a private firm to operate and maintain the Howe Street WTP. Operators are on
site 7 days per week 6:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. Typical staffing is between 2-3 operators.

Ashland Water Storage Facilities
Ashland utilizes two water storage facilities
 Woodridge Reservoir : A concrete reservoir constructed in 1989
◦ Woodridge – 22 ft high, 182 ft diameter, 4.3 MG
 Cedar Street Standpipe : Steel structure standpipe is a welded steel structure
constructed in 1968
◦ Cedar Street – 87 ft high, 72 ft diameter, 2.6 MG
Woodridge water levels is used to control the Howe Street WTP high lift pump.
◦ 17.3 ft – pumps on
◦ 21.3 ft – pumps off
◦ 21.5 ft overflow

WATER STORAGE FACILITIES

Relationship Between Water Supply and Water Storage
Howe St. WTP delivers water to customers and storage facilities.
 As demand decreases, storage facility levels increase until WTP is not needed.
 Water demand is satisfied by storage facilities until level drops and WTP is required to
meet demand.
 All controls are automatic through a SCADA system that controls and monitors the
water system 24/7.
 Fire demand is satisfied by both storage facilities and Howe St WTP.
 Inability to meet peak demand with Howe Street WTP will result in reduced –
◦

Storage facility water levels;

◦

System pressure; and

◦

Fire protection.

Howe Street WTP WMA Permit & Registration
After the 1980’s, the Water Management Act was modified to require DEP to issue permits for
each supply with limitations.
Ashland constructed the WTP in 2001 and a Water Management Act (WMA) permit was
required for the construction of wells 7 & 8. The permit limited the quantity of water
withdrawn from the site to protect the reservoir.
Permits were issued for 20 years with 5 year reviews
In 2004 the WMA act was modified with the addition of performance standards, Residential per
gallon per capita and Unaccounted for Water among others, all in an effort to reduce water
withdrawals and protect the streams and rivers.
Ashland’s present permit does not have these standards, but the new permit, which may be
issued in 2012 will have both standards.
 Howe St. WTP is Ashland’s only source of water.
◦

1993 - DEP issued a WMA Permit for Well #6

◦

2001 - DEP issued a WMA Permit for Howe Street Wells and included Wells 6, 7
& 8; WMA Permit expires August 31, 2011.

◦

2008 - DEP issued Registration renewal for Wells No. 4 & 5

◦

WMA Permit includes seasonal restrictions to manage groundwater and surface
water quantity and quality in and around the Hopkinton Reservoir.

 Permit Vs. Registration
◦

Prior to the mid 1980’s, all water supply wells were approved under the Water
Management Act with a registration statement.

◦

The statement provided the max pumping limits for the well

WMA Permit Conditions
Ashland’s 2001 permit had “2 Major” conditions: Water Use Restriction & Well Shut Down
during certain reservoir levels.
 Quantity of water in the Hopkinton Reservoir determines type/duration of use
restriction and well shut down.

◦

As precipitation reduces, surface/ground water levels reduce

◦

June – August, DCR attempts to maintain the reservoir at 296.35’ (2 ft below spillway).

◦

Reservoir level is continuously monitored by WTP operators

◦

Levels are reported to Water Division and DCR staff

◦

Use restrictions vary depending on reservoir levels

◦

The 2001 Permit required Ashland/Hopkinton to adopt water use restrictions at
295.85’ reservoir level.

◦

Permit included Well # 7 & #8 shutdown at 295.35’ reservoir level – 3 feet below
spillway.

Hopkinton Reservoir
Map showing the location of the various components of the Hopkinton Reservoir

There is a metal edge on top of the block wall that is used as a reference for determining use
restrictions and well shut down periods.
The metal edge is at NGVD (National geodetic Vertical Datum) USGS elevation of 298.35 feet
As mentioned earlier DCR would like a reservoir level of 296.35 ft between June and Augustwhich is 2 ft below the spillway
The picture of the spillway below was taken on October 8, 2010, the reservoir level was
approximately 6 feet below spillway
Hopkinton Reservoir Spillway

Hopkinton Reservoir Control Gate
The picture below shows the control gate stricture, which is the location where the WTP
operators manually measure reservoir water level and report same to DCR.
WTP operators also maintain a level transducer near the plant that allows the level to be
displayed on the computer system at the WTP. This allows the operators to monitor the
reservoir level on a continuous basis

Hopkinton Reservoir State Beach
During late Fall through early Spring the water flow from the reservoir is reduced to a minimum
flow. This is controlled by DCR closing outflow valves. As seen in this October 2010 photo below
there is leakage through outflow valves and/or earthen dam.

Use Restrictions
The new Ashland WMA permit will include present Well 7 & 8 shutdown requirement and will
include DEP’s standard water use restriction based on either May 1 to Sept 30 no outdoor
watering 9:00am to 5:00 pm or based on streamflow readings in the Sudbury River at Saxonville
between May 1 to September 30
Ashland Present Use Restriction By-law
 Stage 1-Hopkinton Reservoir Below 295.85 ft Between June 1 to August 31
◦

Hand held watering only

 Stage 2-Hopkinton Reservoir Below 295.35ft or Daily Use over 5.9MG.
◦

No watering

Projected new WMA Permit will require additional use restriction including seasonal water use
limits on outdoor water use from May 1 to September 30.
Hopkinton Reservoir Levels
The Graph below depicts the reservoir levels 2005- 2012. Reservoir level drops below the stage
1 and stage 2 levels at various times of most years, some occurrences are in the middle of the
summer others occur in the fall and extend into January
For 2010 the reservoir did not recover over Stage 1 level the last week in December. You can
see in 2007 the reservoir level dropped to a 6 year low. This caused two of three wells to shut
down on low water. At that time Ashland activated an emergency water connection to
Southborough to meet demand.

HOPKINTON RESERVOIR WATER ELEVATIONS
2005 - PRESENT
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Pump Capacity vs Authorized Capacity
The difference between Available and Authorized capacity: DEP authorizes the maximum
amount of water Ashland can withdrawal while protecting the surrounding wetlands, reservoir
and habitat.
Pump capacity is a function of size of the pump and in some cases available water in the well.
 The following table compares available capacity to authorized capacity

Well No.
4
5
6
7
8
Totals

WMA Registration Auth.
WMA Permit Authorized Withdrawals
Pump Cap.
Average
Annual Max Average Daily Max Daily Annual Max WTP Max
(MGD) (1) Daily (MGD)
(MGY)
(MGD) (2) (MGD) (2)
(MGY)
Daily (MGD)
2
2
1
2
2
9

1.23

448.95
0.45

1.23

448.95

0.45

0.86
2.16
2.16

5.9
164.25

5.18

164.25

5.9

(1) Operating 24 hours per day
(2) Additional 0.5 MGD (182.5 MGY) is authorized for Hopkinton's use

Howe St Wells - “Other Restrictions”
Howe Street wells draw water in from the surrounding aquifer. The aquifer also supplies
storage for the Hopkinton Reservoir. The aquifer recharges from precipitation (stormwater runoff) and Hopkinton Reservoir (surface water). As precipitation reduces – surface water and
groundwater levels reduce.
 Ashland has experienced well shut down due to low groundwater levels.


In some cases, days are required to allow a well to recover before pumping.

Ashland “Water Use” vs “Treatment Plant Capacity

Peak water production varied over the last 7 years
 Peak Day (mgd): 3.29,3.97,3.72,4.07,3.76,3.21,4.01(Ashland Raw Water 05-11)
WTP’s full capacity of 5.9 mgd exceeded Ashland plus Hopkinton’s peak water use over the last
7 years of 4.97 mgd, which occurred in 2008.
WTP Capacity for Ashland of 4.9 mgd exceeded Ashland’s peak water use over the last 7 years
of 4.07 mgd, which occurred in 2008.
Low precipitation years can reduce WTP capacity to below peak demand with the loss of
multiple wells. Pumping capacity below demand may result in:
 Low water pressure to customers
 Reduced fire protection
 Degraded water quality
Average daily pumping remained consistent over the last 7 years.
 Avg. Daily (mgd): 1.81,1.65,1.65,1.64,1.675,1.53,1.54
 Ashland Raw Water 05-11

Future Water Demand
We estimated raw water flow to meet Hopkinton’s present withdrawal and Ashland’s future
demands by utilizing the present factor between raw and Ashland finish water which is 1.32
Considering raw water needs and Hopkinton flow the present WTP capacity of 5.9 MGD could
be exceeded prior to year 2014.
 WRC completed a water needs projection in January 2009, for Ashland with the
following projections:
◦

Ashland Average Day 2014: 2.13 mgd

◦

Ashland Average Day 2019: 2.19 mgd

◦

Ashland Average Day 2024: 2.24 mgd

◦

Ashland Average Day 2029: 2.29 mgd

Ashland’s Historical Peak Day Demands have been approx. 2.5 times Average day demand,
resulting in theoretical finish water peaks of  2014 : 5.33, 2019: 5.48, 2024: 5.60, 2029: 5.73 (mgd)
Raw water estimated projections are  2014: 7.01, 2019: 7.21, 2024: 7.37, 2029: 7.53

Ashland Water Supply Development & Investigation History
Ashland has aggressively developed and investigated potential additional water supply sources
over the years.
 Howe Street Original wells still active – 4 & 5
 Constructed additional gravel packed well #6 in 1993 and #7&8 in 2001 with the
construction of the treatment plant.
 Spring Street Water Supply
◦

Developed well and utilities adjacent to Spring Street Reservoir

◦

Water supply not completed due to funding, contamination and more recently
WRC/DCR restraints.

 Shore Road Water Supply Reactivation
◦

Ashland maintained a water supply at this site until mid to late 50’s.

◦

Pump test performed at site in 2009 for potential new source

Howe Street Additional Water Supply Sources
Redundant source(s) at this site would only reduce load on existing wells and not provide
additional capacity.
Hopkinton received capacity through the WMA process to increased withdrawals at the Howe
Street well through a determination of insignificance under the Interbasin Transfer Act in 1999.
The approval was issued because Hopkinton keeps the water local through septic systems
where Ashland sends wastewater to MWRA thus limiting or eliminating the possibility of
additional withdrawal authorization at the Howe Street well site.
Additional capacity at this site would not be granted by DEP under WMA because of the low
reservoir water levels over the last few years.
 If additional well(s) were constructed at Howe St site they would provide ◦

Redundant equipment; and

◦

A redundant water source

◦

Not additional capacity for Ashland

Water Management Act and DCR would prohibit increase in water withdrawal from this site
due to streamflow constraints now applied to water management act permit reviews.
DCR also made it clear that the reservoir levels would need to be maintained throughout the
year otherwise shut down of the wells would be required.

SPRING STREET ADDITIONAL WATER SUPPLY SOURCE
Gravel packed well and water main installed in the early 80’s. The supply was not activated
mainly due to the lack of need for additional supplies at the time.
 Site is adjacent to Spring Street Reservoir
 The original well installation included an easement from DEM under the Acts of 1982.
◦

Easement required for Zone 1(400 ft) - control, access road & water main for
connection to Ashland system.

◦

Easement agreement required well activation within two (2) years otherwise
land rights revert back to DEM.

◦

Obtaining new easement for access road, water main and Zone 1 has roadblocks

◦

Land is protected under Article 97 conservation land

◦

DCR is opposed to supporting an Article 97 easement approval

 Water contamination needs to be addressed including potential for perchlorate
treatment.

Spring Street ENF in 2005
DCR commented on an ENF filed in 2005 for activation of the supply with several issues
summarized below.
 Interbasin transfer is required; this process would be triggered through the WMA permit
process:
 Pump shutdown: Maintain reservoir levels at or above 218.58 ‘ for safe & healthy
operation of State Park beach and boat ramps.
 Pump shutdown requirement would mirror wells 7&8 shutdown requirement.
 Protection of Cold Spring Brook through pump shutdown limits
 Site Access is non-existent and new easement access would require Article 97
Conservation Land approval.

 Water Quality including Perchlorate contamination
Obtaining easement under Article 97 is not impossible but approval would include ties to
reservoir impacts, impacts to habitats and the impacts to reservoir recreational functionality.
This is where pump shutdown requirements would come into play.
The original pump test data indicated that well would draw water from the reservoir or water
that would have entered the reservoir.
 Original pump test indicated approximately 90% of the well withdraw could be induced
from the reservoir with the remaining being intercepted groundwater that would
otherwise recharge the reservoir.
If a community constructs a water supply and water is transferred out of the basin then an
Interbasin transfer application must be submitted. The Interbasin Transfer process protects the
environment from damage caused by the project transfer of water out of the basin
Since Ashland sends wastewater to MWRA there is a transfer of water out of the basin. WRC
reviews the IT application with guidance from DCR.
DCR and DEP take the stance that all water pulled from the ground comes from surface water
or it is groundwater that would have gone to the surface water body if it wasn’t intercepted.
Therefore DCR & DEP through the water supply approval process will strongly consider the
reservoir and its activities. This would require pump shut down triggers during low groundwater
periods, which will most likely coincide with Howe Street restrictions for well shut down

Outlook For Spring Street Site
The Spring Street site most likely could not provide additional water to meet future use. The
well would be a supplemental source to Howe Street.
There are a number of road blocks that may prevent the well from being permitted including
but not limited to well shutdown triggers, land acquisition issues and site access issues.
Spring Street Costs
 Water Supply Well & Pump Test:

$ 265,000

 Permits and Land Acquisition:

$ 175,000

 Engineering:

$ 310,000

 Treatment Plant Construction:

$3,000,000

 Annual O & M:

$ 215,000

 Total Capital & O&M (first year):

$3,965,000

 Construction Costs Projected to 2013

SHORE ROAD ADDITIONAL WATER SUPPLY SOURCE
Site was Ashland’s water supply prior to Howe St. The water supply was formally abandoned
through DEP in the early 2000’s
Reactivation of site as water supply requires a full review and approval by DEP under the water
supply approval process.

Pump test completed in 2009
DCR reviewed draft pump test report and Interbasin Transfer Insignificant application and
suggested revisions to both.
DCR indicated that the supply will impact the stream because the well will induce water from
the stream and intercept water that would have gone to the stream.
 This factor would place restrictions on pumping to protect the stream.
 Computer model was revised along with pump test report and IT application and resubmitted to DCR.
DCR responded and indicated an insignificance would not be granted due to anticipated
streamflow impacts during low flow periods.
 Therefore the project would require a full IBT application

Shore Road Water Quality Issues
Water samples were taken several times during the 15 day pump test. Water quality testing
and observations during the pump indicate that well may be or eventually be under the
influence of surface water, which triggers a larger water quality compliance laundry list that
would increase installation, operation and maintenance costs
 Water quality decreased as the pump test proceeded
 Color, Iron and Manganese levels increase substantially well above SMCL.
 Turbidity levels increased over the pump test time
 Sodium levels were over the MCL
Presently there are treatment processes that will improve the water quality to meet current
MA Drinking water standards; however, the quantities are substantial and would required
extensive routine maintenance for the treatment facility.
 Daily backwash of filters; frequent filter media replacement; annual well cleaning on 7
wells.
 Following the anticipated pump shutdown periods, extensive work would be required to
reactivate the treatment process.

Shore Road Environmental Issues
The soil samples obtained during well installations indicated the potential for a confining layer
which could have protected the wetlands from impacts during water withdrawals.
The extent of the confining layer proved to be minimal during the pump test as seen by
drawdown readings in observation wells.
The impact to wetlands would be a major roadblock during the approval process and would
require wetlands monitoring plan that would include pump shut down should surface water
levels drop below normal.
Streamflow impacts
 As discussed above, a confining layer would have provided protection against steamflow
impacts.

Shore Road Site Issues
Land acquisition: In order to control or own the Zone 1 radius, an easement would be required
for a parcel that is protected under Article 97.
 Construction on this parcel could be streamlined to improve the potential for Article 97
use approval.
Shore Road Cost 2013 Dollars
 Water Supply Approval :

$

 Permits and Land Acquisition:

$ 100,000

 Engineering:

$ 750,000

 Treatment Plant Construction:

$5,100,000

 Annual O & M:

$ 295,000

 Total Capital & O&M (first year):

$6,320,000

75,000

Outlook for Shore Road Supply
When considering all of the issues; water quality, wetlands impact, streamflow impact, pump
shutdown requirements during similar Well 7 & 8 shutdown period and land acquisition as a
whole rather than individually the site would prove to be not feasible as a water supply
Water treatment complications potentially include surface water treatment, short filter runs
possibly as short as daily, water blending issues with existing Ashland water.
The following is a summary of the issues.
 Restriction on pumping frequency during low groundwater periods will be required to
protect wetlands and streams.
 Source would provide redundancy for Howe Street
 Unable to meet future demand during low groundwater periods
 Surrounding wetlands pose additional roadblocks with water supply approval.
 Water quality poses substantial water treatment complications

ADDITIONAL WATER SUPPLY OPTION
At this point existing supplies and existing known sites proved to be not viable sources to meet
the needs of the town of Ashland. The next phase of the study involved evaluating available
information regarding available water supply aquifers within the town borders and outside the
town borders.
Ashland Reservoir - Source Within Town Borders
Ashland Reservoir Water aquifer includes the Spring Street well which is the only vacant land possible
for siting a water supply source
The following is an aquifer map obtained from MAssGIS that identifies the boundaries of the Ashland
Reservoir groundwater aquifer. The light blue shade indicates the limits of the theoretical water supply
aquifer.

Ashland Reservoir Water Supply Aquifer

Sudbury River - Source Within Town Borders
The Sudbury River aquifer limits reach out to the Howe Street water supply site and also
abandoned water supply sites along the Sudbury River.
The former water supplies along the Sudbury River were abandoned due to water quantity and
quality issues.
As seen in the area of the light blue there is very little open space for a 400 foot zone 1
ownership radius which is required by DEP
Sudbury River Water Supply Aquifer

Shore Road – Source Within Town Borders
This Shore Road water supply aquifer includes the former Shore Road water supply well field
And the site pump tested in 2009.
This aquifer was listed as a high yield water aquifer but because of the large amount of
wetlands, the adjacent stream and water quality; this makes the site not viable.
Shore Road Water Supply Aquifer

MWRA Connection – Source Outside Town Borders
Connection requires several items to implement a connection to the MWRA system including
the following.
 Legislative approval
 Infrastructure to deliver water to Ashland’s water system
 Possible chemical treatment for blending purposes
The MWRA connection was evaluated for Pros and Cons. The following are Pros for the MWRA
connection.
 Steady source of water
 No additional staff required for increase in capacity
 No major operation and maintenance and capital replacement costs compared to water
supply and treatment plant.
 Potential funding by State for infrastructure costs

The MWRA connection was evaluated for Pros and Cons. The following are Cons for the MWRA
connection.
 Exposed to rate increases beyond Ashland’s control

Connection Locations to MWRA

MWRA Water Treatment
The MWRA operates the John J. Carroll Treatment Plant located upstream of Southborough.
Ashland, if connected to MWRA, would receive treated water from the Plant. MWRA utilizes
ozone as a primary disinfectant and chloramines for residual disinfection and fluoride for
controlling tooth decay.
 Presently Ashland does not treat water with fluoride
 Town approval would be required for accepting MWRA water with fluoride

MWRA Potential Connection Points
We evaluated several potential connection points for a direct connection to the MWRA water
system. There are two potential connection points, one in Southborough and one in
Framingham. Ashland connection would be downstream of the Carrol Treatment Plant
MWRA has available two connection points for Ashland  One in Southborough
 One in Framingham
Water pressure leaving the MWRA water system is not adequate to provide water to Ashland.
An Ashland owned and operated water booster pump station would be required to provide the
needed pressure head to feed water to the Ashland water system.

Both locations are similar distances from Ashland system and each would require crossing
Route 9 & Mass Turnpike.

MWRA Potential Connections

MWRA Connection Costs
A Community requesting a connection to the MWRA water system must pay an entrance fee
and water use fees to the MWRA.
Entrance fee is based on 1MGD max withdrawal and typical peak to average usage. MWRA is
considering a connection fee paid out over a 20 year period. Can pay lower entrance fee for
lower quantity of water, then in the later years when additional withdrawal is necessary pay
additional entrance for the additional quantity
MWRA is considering making funding available for infrastructure costs. SRF funds may be
available for infrastructure costs, comparable to a 2% loan.


 Entrance fee is approximately $2.612M for 0.5 mgd Entrance fee is variable: based upon
seasonal usage patterns and total withdrawal projected $2.6m assumes average use of
0.5 MG and a standard peak to average usage pattern
Approximation of MWRA use costs are listed below. MWRA adjusts use rates each year based
on anticipated water use by the system, I used 2013 rate from their projections
 MWRA projected 2013 water use rate: $2,796/mg
◦

Approximate use cost: $2.09 per 100 cubic feet

◦

Approximate withdrawal from MWRA: 45 mgy (90 days,0.50 mgd)


0.50mgd = 463 gpm, 18 hrs per day on average



Approximate MWRA use cost per year: $125,718

 2012 Ashland Use Rate: $2.37 per 100 cubic feet:
◦

1st block rate

◦

Approximate revenue from MWRA water: $143,000

MWRA Direct Connection Cost Summary
 Entrance Fee:

$ 2,600,000

 Permits and Land Acquisition:

$

500,000

 Engineering:

$

675,000

 Water Main Construction:

$ 3,200,000

◦

Approximately 16K feet of water main

 Booster Station Construction:

$

675,000

 Annual O & M:

$

103,000

 Total Capital & O&M:

$ 7,753,000

 Construction costs projected to 2013
Southborough: There are no costs included in this summary reflecting requirements of
Southborough for roadway and or utility improvements

Timeline for MWRA Connection
 Timeline below reflects assumptions for Agency approval time and funding availability
◦

2012: Legislative request for approval

◦

Fall 2013 TM: Ashland TM approval of preliminary design funds and Vote to
connect into MWRA

◦

2013: Land Acquisition & SRF Application

◦

2013: Design and Permitting

◦

Winter 2014: Complete construction

 Dates can change depending on Mass Dot permitting, TM voting and Southborough
requirements

Southborough - MWRA Indirect Connection
We evaluated an indirect connections to the MWRA system
 Connection to Framingham
 Connection to Southborough
Indirect Connection Pros
 Reduced infrastructure improvement cost
 Reduced booster Pump station O&M costs
 Reduced or eliminated chemical feed

Indirect Connection Cons
 Additional water user fee from community

Preferred Indirect Connection
Southborough indirect connection provides the most benefit to Ashland over the Framingham
connection.
 Southborough connection utilized in 2007 with positive results
 Southborough has shown positive steps in considering the indirect connection
 Pressure head in Southborough higher than Framingham

Vine-Thomas Connection
We evaluated two locations for an indirect connection to Southborough
 Vine street
 Thomas Street
Southborough evaluated ability to deliver water to each connection point to Ashland.
 Report indicated Vine St connection would require the least amount of Southborough
system improvements

Southborough System Improvements
Southborough identified four system improvements necessary to provide water to Ashland
 Hosmer Booster pump station pump upsizing
 Redundant water main leaving Hosmer booster station
 Edgewood Road water main upgrade
 Altitude valve at Overlook water storage tank

Vine Street Connection

Southborough –MWRA Indirect Cost Summary
 Entrance Fee:
◦

$ 2,600,000

Entrance fee is based on 1MGD max withdrawal and typical peak to average
usage

 Permits and Land Acquisition:

$

TBD

 Engineering:

$

95,000

 Water Main Construction:

$

410,000

◦

Approximately 1,300 feet of water main improvements in Vine Street and
Oregon Road to Oak Street intersection

 Booster Station Construction:

$

270,000

 Southborough Improvements:

$

629,000

 Annual O & M (90 day Ops):

$

11,600

 Annual O&M (12 month Ops):

$

34,600

 Total Capital & O&M:
◦

$ 4,015,600

Construction costs projected to 2013

SRF funds may be available for infrastructure costs, comparable to a 2% loan.
Southborough indirect costs assumes Southborough is ready to implement their Hosmer
Booster station improvements, which includes pump upsizing for Ashland capacity.

Timeline for Southborough MWRA Indirect Connection
Timeline below reflects assumptions for Agency approval time and funding availability
 April 2013: Legislative request for approval
 Fall 2014 TM : Ashland TM approval of engineering and construction funds and vote to
connect into MWRA
 Winter 2012: Design and Permitting
 Feb 2013: Land Acquisition & SRF Application
 2013: Complete construction
Cost Summary
Description

2013 Capital Cost

O&M Cost

Total
(2013)

Shore Road

$6.025M

$0.295M

$6.320M

Spring Street

$3.750M

$0.215M

$3.965M

MWRA Direct

$7.650M

$0.103M

$7.763M

MWRA Indirect

$4.004M

$0.012M

$4.016M

Southborough indirect costs summary does not include an amount for Southborough O&M
which is to be determined based on an IMA

Work Plan

A work Plan was developed for a MWRA water connection
 Meet with DEP, MWRA & Town of Southborough:
 Preliminary Design:
 Town Meeting
◦

Present details for connecting to MWRA

◦

Town Meeting vote to connect into MWRA

◦

Town Meeting vote to accept fluoridated water

◦

Town Meeting to vote to take easements if necessary

◦

Town Meeting to vote funding for design phase

END OF REPORT

