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Minutes of Joint Meeting 

Route 20 Sewer – Citizen’s Advisory and Steering Committees 

Wednesday, September 18, 2013 

CAC Attendees: Craig Blake (Chairman), John Baranowsky (Clerk), Kirsten Roopenian, Jonathan Lapat, 

Peter Cramer, Scott Nassa and Stephen Eppich 

Steering Committee Attendees:  Eric Poch (Co-Chairman) arrived at 8:00 P.M., Bob Haarde (Co-Chairman) 

arrived at 7:38 P.M., Lisa Eggleston, Stephen Grande, Ted Pasquarello and Rich Robison 

Staff: Jody Kablack 

Conference Call: Andrew Sullivan (Steering) 7:50 P.M. 

Early Departures: Jonathan Lapat, Rich Robison 

At 7:36 P.M. the meeting was called to order. 

Old Business: 

 Review of Minutes – July 17, 2013 

Draft Minutes were circulated beforehand. Craig Blake, Lisa Eggleston and Jody Kablack offered 

comments. Discussion ensued and edits made. A MOTION was MADE, SECONDED and 

unanimously VOTED for approval as edited. 

New Business: 

 Reports from Subcommittees 

o Sewer Alternatives (East Marlborough Update) –   Following Mr. Blake’s July 30, 2013 

presentation to the BOS, the Sub-committee met (September 6, 2013) with Town Manager 

Maureen Valente. 

In the absence of Chairman Andrew Sullivan, Jody Kablack reported. 

The BOS voted in favor of pursuing the East Marlborough alternative. 

Several “action items” in need of attention have been identified. A meeting with the Mayor 

of Marlborough is being scheduled for October 8th or October 9th to address these.  

The Mayor of Marlborough initiated a call to Sudbury suggesting that they are ready to begin 

negotiations on the proposed Inter-Municipal Agreement (IMA) to provide the mechanism 

for sharing of wastewater treatment plant services with the Town of Sudbury at their East 

Marlborough Facility. 
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The City of Marlborough also benefits from tourism in the vicinity of the Wayside Inn and 

the Wayside Country Store and sees fostering the project as a positive for both 

municipalities. 

Similarly, the City benefits from the employment opportunities offered residents at the 

Sudbury Raytheon Facility.  

Past concerns of the Hop Brook Protection Association due to effluent water quality 

problems have been overcome with the approval of the EPA permit. Andrew Sullivan will be 

liaison to the Hop Brook Protection Association. 

All prior projected flow rates (see June 19, 2013 Minutes of Meeting - Attachment I) must be 

reviewed and recalculated since the IMA cost structure depends directly on relative flow-

rate (as a percentage for both parties). 

Specific parameters requiring verification include confirmation of the proposed Route 20 

District base-flow rate of 0.2 million gallons per day (mgd) and maximum-flow rate of 0.4 

mgd proposed for inclusion in the IMA. 

While the Easterly Marlborough WWTP facility has a design flow capacity of 5.5 mgd, 

presently the plant is running at approximately 67 percent of capacity according to notes 

taken and compiled (see Sub-committee June 13, 2013 Draft Report to the CAC presented on 

June 19, 2013). 

As reported on prior occasions, the portion of Marlborough served by the Easterly plant has 

very limited future build-out flow potential originating from properties within city limits. 

The Town of Sudbury purchase of 0.4 mgd capacity out of the excess plant capacity would 

partially defray Marlborough’s capital cost for the Easterly upgrade.    

It was noted that Mr. Peter Tunnicliffe, a Sudbury resident employed by CDM Smith, has 

experience in formulating these inter-municipal agreements and has volunteered to assist 

the Town of Sudbury during the development of the Marlborough/Sudbury IMA. CDM Smith 

has been retained by the City of Marlborough to provide professional services during the 

Easterly Plant upgrade project.    

Craig Blake expanded on existing problems between the Town of Northborough and the City 

of Marlborough concerned with their IMA at the Westerly Plant. Jody Kablack has obtained a 

copy of the framework for this agreement which shows a straight flow-based percentage fee 

by Northborough to Marlborough (approximately 30 percent). 

Craig Blake stated that the Marlborough/Northborough IMA has a provision whereby 

Northborough septage from unsewered septic systems is treated at the Marlborough 

Westerly plant. As part of the IMA, Northborough pays an additional fee to Marlborough to 

cover the capital and operating costs associated with treating the Northborough septage. An 
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option that may warrant evaluation relative to any Sudbury/Marlborough IMA would be to 

include the treatment of Sudbury non-sewered septage. This could provide more revenue to 

the City to offset additional capital costs associated with the Easterly Plant upgrade. It would 

also provide a potential town-wide benefit to Sudbury residents as part of the Route 20 

sewer project. 

Potential savings to non-sewered Sudbury residents could be realized if through negotiations 

with Marlborough and competitive bidding of septic tank pump-outs the cost to residents to 

pump out their septic systems was reduced. 

Comments on the concept centered around the cost per pump-out, organizational 

questions, waste-water treatment process questions, where Marlborough stands on the 

matter, whether any efficiencies of scale serve to help or hurt individual property owner and 

the small septage hauler industry should a centralized haul-out plan be implemented. 

Lisa Eggleston suggested that the pump-out service and septic hauling could be provided by 

more than one hauler as is the present case. 

Ted Pasquarello spoke against the proposal commenting that the volumes pumped from 

these on-site out of district properties is too small to be of interest to large Contractors and 

that furthermore no one cares about creating an entirely new district for this purpose as the 

system now in place works well. 

Craig Blake stated that even if the Marlborough alternative was selected, there would still be 

the need to create a sewer district to manage the infrastructure associated with the sewer 

connection. 

o Outreach/Public Education – Although this Sub-committee has not met recently, a handout 

was distributed at the July 7, 2013 Joint-Committee Meeting (attached to Meeting Minutes). 

A lengthy discussion transpired. 

Craig Blake commented that although the Sub-committee has outlined proposed outreach 

activities, the Sub-committee needs to present an outreach program at the next CAC for 

committee discussion and approval. 

Andrew Sullivan (via conference call) elaborated that at this point we have no project. 

Content will be rendered once the preferred project alternative has been selected. 

Scott Nassa felt that the key to a successful program is to find a way to reach out to the 

undecided voters. A small percentage generally those retired and on fixed income will turn 

out to vote “no” regardless of the program. Likewise, a small percentage can be counted on 

to vote “yes”. But 75 percent of the registered voters generally do not take the time to vote. 

We need to find a way to appeal to this group for success. 
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Ted Pasquarello asked for member response to a hypothetical question. What would happen 

if the recalculated implementation cost for the Marlborough alternative IMA upon return to 

the Joint-Committee is astronomically higher than originally presented? Would the CAC still 

push ahead with the project? 

Stephan Grande followed up by reminding those present of a cost allocation (non-

users/users) vote taken earlier by the CAC which allocated 100 percent of the capital cost to 

be funded by general taxes. This must remain fixed at this level for his continued support. 

Craig Blake responded stating that the CAC charge is to bring forward the “best possible 

sewer alternative” to Steering Committee considering this and all else. The Steering 

Committee would then deliberate and vote on the CAC recommendation. If voted in favor, 

Steering would bring the matter forward to the BOS, who in turn would deliberate and cast 

their vote before ultimately bringing an Article to Town Meeting for the Town’s 

consideration. 

John Baranowsky questioned whether the Steering Committee could remand such 

recommendation back to the CAC for further deliberation should they fail to reach 

consensus on the CAC recommendation. 

Lisa Eggleston followed up further along these lines suggesting that additional member input 

with respect to the cost allocation/sharing arrangement may yet be required. 

Jonathan Lapat expressed concern that the alternative plan review process has been too 

slow causing him to be frustrated. Other members disagreed with his assessment.  

o Zoning Sub-committee Update - Peter Abair presented the Sub-committee update.  

Peter Abair, Steve Eppich and Jon Danielson (Zoning Sub-committee members) met with the 

Planning Board on August 21, 2013. As shown (Agenda - Attachment I) the Sub-committee 

presentation was the first order of business at the Planning Board meeting.  

Mr. Abair presented a handout (Attachment II) to the CAC/Steering Committee as the 

September 18, 2013 Zoning Sub-committee Report (six pages). The Summary lists attendees, 

consensus opinions and challenges. Following that are Draft Minutes for the portion of the 

Planning Board Meeting covering the Route 20 Sewer CAC Zoning Sub-committee discussion 

only and subject to change. The Planning Board has not yet finalized their August 21, 2013 

Meeting Minutes including the portion of that meeting concerned with the Route 20 Zoning 

initiative. 

The report further references the July 15, 2013 Sub-committee Update (to Joint Route 20 

CAC/Steering Committees) and other reports and surveys (see Attachment II, pg. 2) 

As a group, the Planning Board has reached a consensus opinion in four areas; 1) support 

better and higher density use in the corridor, 2) support for the sewer through creating the 
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overlay district (a Planning Board priority), 3) changes in zoning that would support the 

vision of the Route 20 corridor and 4) make provisions for zoning-based incentives to 

leverage and help meet the redevelopment vision for the corridor. 

Jody Kablack referenced a letter written by the Planning Board to the Board of Selectmen 

dated August 12, 2013 wherein their goals for the year are itemized. She will provide 

members with an electronic version of this letter. 

Steve Eppich spoke indicating that based upon comments made during the Planning Board 

discussion he felt as though the Planning Board generally agrees with the effort made to 

date by the Zoning Sub-committee. 

Craig Blake asked the Sub-committee to state what the group felt they are aiming for or 

expect to achieve. 

Peter Abair replied that by gathering feedback from the Planning Board the support needed 

for continued progress in development of the draft overlay district bylaw can be achieved 

and that this piece is needed to compliment the proposed sewer in a way that the vision of a 

more vibrant commercial corridor can be realized. 

However, there is much work to be done including development of streetscape renderings, 

delineation plans, visuals, maps and models that go beyond simply the exercise of drafting 

the narrative of the Overlay Bylaw document. 

Jody Kablack agreed stating that such visuals are more readily understood and appreciated 

when bring forward the vision to the public. These visuals make for a better understanding 

(a picture is worth more than words). 

A constant theme throughout the discussion was fear of intrusion of additional hostile 40B 

projects made possible by the sewer as an unintended consequence. 

Stephan Grande stated that the inclusion of 40B housing or the perception that the sewer 

project would invite 40B housing “would kill the project”. 

Jody Kablack noted that this issue will be addressed further by the Planning Board. 

Peter Abair reminded attendees of the safe-haven condition now in place by virtue of 

acceptance by the State of Town of Sudbury’s Housing Production Plan. However, unless 

continued progress is made in implementing the plan, the fix provided is of finite duration. 

Eric Poch commented that there are two components at work here with some overlap 

between them. The first is having the housing production plan, but that has nothing to do 

with this group. Secondly, there can be spot zoning within the proposed sewer district which 

would allow limited residential dwelling space in a floor above commercial use.  
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It was decided that addressing the 40B issue would be a joint effort of the Zoning Sub-

committee and the Planning Board.  

Craig Blake brought the discussion back on the focus of developing “the best sewer project”. 

John Baranowsky suggested that filing an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) is the best 

way to solidify formal support for the project to bring together the various parts (sewer, 

utilities and proposed Overlay Zoning) and perhaps this strategy could be discussed at a 

future meeting. 

Lisa Eggleston commented that this would be done by the Consultant as an early task of 

design/permitting process. 

Jody Kablack commented that no funding or resources are available to accomplish the ENF 

task as part of the work completed by the CAC. 

Peter Cramer believes that the best path to successfully avoiding the hostile 40B projects is 

to closely flow the housing production plan. 

John Baranowsky commented that in reviewing the Sub-committee report and draft minutes 

he observed references to Jon Danielson’s presentation to the Planning Board concerning 

“Arguments Against Sewers and Sewer-Related Zoning Changes” (Attachment III). Mr. 

Danielson raised a number of questions about findings from various sewer studies and 

reports previously commissioned by the Town. Pat Brown (Planning Board) also expressed 

concerns and raised questions concerning the proposed zoning changes during the Planning 

Board Meeting as noted in the draft minutes.  

Peter Abair believes that the key to a successful sewer project is to have the 40B issue be 

fully evaluated and have the CAC address “friendly 40B housing” as part of the overall 

“vision for Route 20” before Town Meeting.  He stated that commercial interests must come 

forward in full support of the project because if they do not support the sewer project then 

success at Town Meeting cannot be assured.  

Craig Blake commented that the Zoning Sub-Committee must take the lead in further 

solidifying the “visioning”. The questions and concerns raised in the Minority Report by Jon 

Danielson must be dealt with directly and resolved. 

Scott Nassa asked who would be paying for the costs of educating the children in the rental 

units and how much would that cost be? 

Rich Robison replied that the SPS is taking the lead on this matter. They plan to analyze and 

report back findings. 

o Utilities – Craig Blake opened the discussion. The Sub-committee has not met since their last 

report to the Joint-Committee on July 17, 2013.  
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Bob Haarde asked whether the previously anticipated cost estimate had been delivered. 

Craig Blake answered that it has not. From the earlier meeting we have learned that there 

are lots of questions and obstacles that must be overcome before the utility burial effort can 

be accomplished. One possibility to move ahead would be to set up another meeting with 

the utilities to obtain the required cost estimate. 

Stephen Grande commented that he feels the utility relocation has been ruled out for 

further consideration by the Joint-Committee. 

Andrew Sullivan believes that utility burial needs a couple of months more consideration 

before rendering the concept infeasible. Perhaps as more becomes known about costs and 

complexities, a more favorable picture will emerge. 

Bob Haarde believes that the sewer and the utilities are very clearly linked as essential 

components of the Route 20 redevelopment.  

Andrew Sullivan and Stephen Grande continued to debate the merits of separate vs. 

combined projects (sewer with utility burial vs. without). Since the East Marlborough facility 

is not expected to come on line until 2015, the notion that we must act before 2014 Town 

Meeting is an overly optimist timeline. 

Bob Haarde replied that we cannot scrap the utility burial project at this point simply 

because we do not yet have firm construction cost estimates. 

Peter Abair asked Bob Haarde if he saw a way forward with the utilities. Bob replied in the 

affirmative. Bob Haarde stated that he would contact the utilities to request that they 

provide the required cost estimate. 

Lisa Eggleston felt that the utility relocation may indeed be a part of an overall visioning for 

the Route 20 corridor. 

Craig Blake commented that during the previous meeting with the utilities it became clear 

that the utility work and the sewer installation must be completed by separate contractors. 

There is an option that the separate contractors could be subcontractors to one general 

contractor responsible for both the sewer and utility work. 

Andrew Sullivan affirmed that the utilities can be brought in as a project component, but 

acknowledged that there is a political aspect that must be addressed by the BOS. He believes 

that without the aesthetic component the sewer project is doomed to failure. 

Bob Haarde felt that utility burial, aesthetics and the sewer together are required to create 

the type of shopping center and business district that the vision seeks to identify. 

Kirsten Roopenian suggested the Board of Selectmen must provide further guidance on this 

issue. 
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Craig Blake believes we have to decide whether to make the utility inclusion in the sewer 

project a part of the recommendation to bring to Steering and beyond (to the BOS). 

Bob Haarde noted that similar projects have been done all over the State and nationally. 

Craig Blake asked for specific methods to address a process of describing how and what 

steps are needed to make this happen. 

Eric Poch commented that by pursuing the utility burial we are going down the wrong path. 

This component should be left out. This is still by the mission statement a sewer committee 

unless the BOS authorizes expanding the mission statement to include the utility burial 

component. 

Stephan Grande offered that the beautification component will come later but initially the 

sewer needs to go first. 

Craig Blake commented that in looking at how the proposed Route 20 business district could 

become a Town-wide benefit, the utility burial “beautification” component was brought 

forward for evaluation.  

Craig Blake asked Stephen Grande what he would need to know more about the utility burial 

alternative in order to support combining the utility burial as part of the sewer project. 

Stephan Grande replied that he would need to know what the connection cost to property 

owners would be for each utility user beyond the common cost along the corridor for tie-in. 

Also, he would like to understand how two consecutive projects running close together 

would be possible considering traffic maintenance and detouring. For instance, should the 

sewer contractor’s trench be open 100 feet ahead with another utility trench following 

behind, would traffic be required to flow between these open excavations? How would this 

be possible? 

Kirsten Roopenian MOTIONED “That the Board of Selectmen expand the Citizen’s Advisory 

Committee mission to include overhead utility relocation to underground to compliment the 

Route 20 Sewer District Improvement project”. 

The MOTION received a SECOND and was discussed. 

Craig Blake questioned whether the BOS has sufficient information at this time to discuss 

this mater. 

John Baranowsky stated that the most recent vision for an improved Route 20 corridor may 

have originated through the Budget Review Task Force (BRTF) hearings four or five years ago. 

Others traced the plan back further crediting other groups or task forces. 

As no clear consensus was likely, the MOTION was TABLED. 
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The Steering Committee will meet soon to discuss the scope of the project and provide 

guidance to the CAC, reaching out to the BOS if necessary.  

o Cost allocation/Financing – No report was given by the Cost Allocation/Financing Sub-

committee. 

o Facility Operations/Management – No report was given by the Facility 

Operations/Management Sub-committee.  

 Next Meeting Date – October 16, 2013 

At 9:25 P.M. MOTION to ADJOURN was made, SECONDED and VOTED unanimously. 

 


















