
1 
 

Minutes of Joint Meeting 

Route 20 Sewer - Citizen’s Advisory and Steering Committees 

Wednesday March 13, 2013 

CAC Attendees:  Craig Blake (Chairman), John Baranowsky (Clerk), Peter Abair, Kirsten Roopenian, Jon 

Danielson, Daniel Kenn,  Jonathan Lapat, Mark Minassian and Andrew Sullivan 

Steering Committee Attendees:  Bob Haarde (Co-Chairman), Eric Poch (Co-Chairman), Michael Fee, 

Stephan Grande and Jody Kablack 

Chairman Craig Blake having determined quorums present called the meeting to ORDER at 7:35 PM.  

Old Business  

 Approval of Minutes – February 13, 2013 

A version incorporating edits received was discussed with additional edits offered. A MOTION 

for ACCEPTENCE was made, SECONDED and VOTED unanimously IN FAVOR.    

New Business 

 Reports from Subcommittees 

Sewer Alternatives (Framingham and Marlborough) - Andrew Sullivan reported progress 

contacting the Town of Framingham has been made. Peter Abair talked to DPW Director Peter 

Sellers and a meeting is pending.  

The “East Marlborough alternative” update was discussed in greater detail. 

While a productive meeting with Marlborough DPW Director Ronald LaFreniere occurred, 

acknowledgement that a number of political hurdles exist was made. Discussion led to a listing 

of “what might work and what would not”.  An inter-municipal wastewater agreement with the 

Town of Northborough (for connection by Northborough to Marlborough’s west plant) exists, 

but presently Marlborough is not pleased with this arrangement for a variety of reasons, the 

most salient of which being the cost sharing arrangement. 

Therefore any consideration of a new “East Marlborough” agreement with Sudbury would have 

to cover upfront Marlborough’s incremental operating and maintenance costs to protect 

Marlborough from consequences of a likewise poorly crafted inter-municipal agreement.       

The 5.12 million-gallon-per-day (mgd) East Marlborough plant has approximately 20 percent 

excess flow-based capacity (1.2 mgd) with no foreseeable future use demand by Marlborough. 

Furthermore, they face $40 million upgrade costs to bring the Easterly plant into regulatory 

compliance. The proposed “Sudbury Route 20 Sewer District” has an immediate wastewater 

disposal need for 0.2 mgd and a longer term requirement of 0.35 mgd, far less than the East 
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Marlborough excess capacity. Thus, the parameters for a possible sharing arrangement are in 

place.  

Marlborough asked the alternative sub-committee to clarify as a compelling argument how such 

an arrangement would benefit Marlborough. With this in hand, the negotiations could proceed 

beyond Department of Public Works staff to the executive branch (City Council and Mayor).        

Craig Blake described a “flow-based” cost apportionment as 0.35 mgd (Sudbury Sewer District 

flow) divided by 5.12 mgd (East Marlborough Wastewater Treatment Plant flow capacity) or 7 

percent of $40 million (Marlborough’s upgrade costs, or $2.8 million) as the price needed to 

buy-in.  

Sudbury would still be responsible for the capital costs of sewer piping, force-mains, grinder 

pumps and pumping to the East Marlborough plant; however, under this alternative the 

treatment plant and the recharge field at Curtis Middle School in Sudbury would be eliminated.  

John Baranowsky questioned whether Marlborough would treat a flow-based cost allocation as 

the entire base entry cost or instead as the base cost for a` la cart fee based menu structure. 

Kirsten Roopenian read from TAC Mission Statements suggesting that this group be consulted 

before continuing further discussion. But concern the group is no longer active or that key 

personal had moved away or retired was expressed causing this notion to be dropped. 

Bob Haarde and Craig Blake were not yet willing to turn away from the “East Marlborough” 

alternative. 

The expressed concern was that this subcommittee may reach beyond their enumerated duties 

and responsibilities per the mission statement.  

John Baranowsky disagreed suggesting that the process has progressed precisely as expected. 

As alternatives were discovered, subcommittees were established for the purpose of fact finding 

and to report back to the CAC who then is guided by the SSC according to their mission 

statement. The SSC in turn reports to the BOS who provides their guidance.  

Craig Blake agreed and asked Mr. Baranowsky for a motion. 

MOTION: That the CAC accept the “Marlborough Alternative” subcommittee findings as worthy 

of further consideration by the SSC who in turn would discuss viability of this alternative and if 

found favorable would bring the matter to the Board of Selectmen for deliberation and if found 

favorable (by the BOS), the BOS through the Town Manager would approach the City of 

Marlborough or take other action that they deem appropriate. The MOTION was SECONDED. 

Discussion followed. Mr. Grande suggested that this motion be split into two separate but 

related votes first by CAC and if found favorable, a similar motion followed by discussion and a 

VOTE by the SSC.  
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This was done. Hearing no further discussion on the first MOTION, which was SECONDED, a 

VOTE was taken, UNANIMOUSLY in favor by the CAC member present.    

Then the next MOTION was MADE, SECONDED, and without further discussion, a VOTE was 

taken, UNANIMOUSLY in favor by the Steering Committee members present.    

This alternative will next be brought forward to the Board of Selectmen for their consideration. 

Cost Allocation/Financing – Jon Danielson mentioned that earlier a 6 in favor, 2 opposed VOTE 

was taken for the 100/0 tax/betterment cost sharing allocation ratio.  

Facility Operations/Management –  Craig Blake asked John Baranowsky for a progress report 

from this subcommittee. He replied that no meetings had yet taken place. 

Utilities – Bob Haarde informed the committee that he is setting up a meeting to discuss the 

logistics of burying any or all overhead utilities that fall within certain portions of the proposed 

Route 20 Sewer District, particularly those that fall within areas designated as “A” on the plan 

presented by Michael Fee back in October 2012.  

 Zoning – Peter Abair provided a progress update along with a summary report (Attachment I) 

for a meeting held on March 20, 2013. 

The concept is twofold; 1) to develop a “Special Permit Overlay District” to incentivize planned 

growth consistent with the pedestrian friendly business district and 2) to work toward these 

ends in similar ways using the existing zoning bylaw. 

Jono Lapet intends to create a draft narrative for the visioning as a script with bullets showing 

what land uses are allowed as well as those not allowed under the various scenarios (i.e. existing 

zoning, “Special Permit Overlay Zoning” or some combination of same. 

This subcommittee has scheduled their next meeting for April 4, 2012.   

Outreach – This subcommittee discussed how they propose to bring forward a consistent 

message using a series of articles over time to brand and market the proposed “Route 20 Sewer 

District project”. 

They propose to work with the “Sudbury Town Crier” and other publications on a series of 

articles intended to provide detailed information on the nuances of each required step 

encountered along the way describing how each was identified and was handled. 

Michael Fee commented that while these publications will print most anything submitted, they 

do not have the resources to generate content on their own. 

Two sources of information were pointed to on the Town website, these being the work of the 

Technical Advisory Committee circa 2011, and more recent Citizens Advisory Committee efforts 
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over the past eighteen months. Members were divided as to which of these two reference 

sources was most relevant given that we are now in calendar year 2013.  

Other efforts for community outreach would include the Chamber of Commerce and other 

sources as appropriate. 

The Outreach Subcommittee intends to consider further the various approaches available as 

they further develop the project marketing plan.    

 Open Meeting Law Requirements for Subcommittees 

These requirements were clarified. All meetings are to be posted. Quorums are required. No 

“deliberations” by a subcommittee majority shall occur outside of a property noticed meeting.   

 Other New Business 

Finance Committee member Mark Minassian mentioned that he has been asked to update the 

Fincom tomorrow (March 14, 2013) evening at their scheduled meeting. 

 Schedule Next Meeting – April 10, 2013 

At 9:00 P.M.  Craig Blake asked for a MOTION to ADJOURN which was made, SECONDED and VOTED 

unanimously in FAVOR of. 






