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Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA; M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62L) and 
Section 11.06 of the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I have reviewed the Expanded 
Environmental Notification Form (EENF) and hereby determine that this project requires the submission 
of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). In accordance with Section 11.06(8) of the MEPA 
regulations, the Proponents requested that I allow a Single EIR to be submitted in lieu of the usual two-
stage Draft and Final EIR process. I hereby grant the request to file a Single EIR, which the Proponents 
should submit in accordance with the Scope included in this Certificate.  
 
Project Description 
 
 As described in the Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF), the project consists of 
an annual three-foot drawdown of Pontoosuc Lake to achieve dam safety purposes. The Pontoosuc Lake 
Dam is managed by the Department of Conservation and Recreation Office of Dam Safety (ODS) and 
owned by the Division of Capital Asset Management and Maintenance (DCAMM) and is currently 
considered a “High” hazard dam. A similar type of drawdown has been undertaken since the 1970’s for 
purposes of dam safety and aquatic vegetation control, and the measures used are consistent with 
practices described in the Eutrophication and Aquatic Plant Management Final Generic Environmental 
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Impact Report (GEIR), which completed MEPA review in 2004 (EEA# 6934). The Proponents now 
seek to conduct a drawdown for a separate purpose, not covered by the GEIR, to preserve the structural 
integrity of the dam and reduce downstream flooding risks. The Proponents are undertaking this MEPA 
review to disclose the practices and impacts associated with the proposed drawdown method, and 
propose to continue the drawdown on an annual basis as Routine Maintenance activity as defined in 
MEPA regulations. 
 

The drawdown was most recently permitted under the Wetlands Protection Act (M.G.L. Chapter 
131 Section 40) and its regulations (310 CMR 10.00) by the Pittsfield and Lanesborough Conservation 
Commissions in 2011. The approvals have been extended to remain in effect until 2023. In connection 
with the application for permits, the Proponents seek authorization to conduct the drawdown for 
purposes of dam maintenance as a separate and distinct activity from other aquatic plant management 
activities. This review will clarify the purpose of the drawdown and establish modified drawdown and 
refilling operations associated with flood control and dam maintenance activities. According to the 
EENF, the purpose of the drawdown is to preserve the structural integrity of the dam and reduce 
downstream flood risks. Drawing down the lake during the winter months accomplishes this goal by 
providing additional flood storage in the lake to accommodate winter storms and snow and ice melt and 
to reduce the amount of water that would overtop the dam in very large storms. In addition, the process 
for refilling of the dam will be modified to protect the dam and adjacent banks from ice damage and ice 
scour by delaying commencement of refilling until after significant ice cover is no longer present on the 
lake. As described in the EENF, the drawdown is proposed to continue with modifications to existing 
procedures as described below. 
 
 Dam Safety 
 
 Pontoosuc Lake Dam is comprised of a masonry and reinforced concrete primary spillway with 
earthen embankments. The dam is 150 feet long (distance between the embankments) and 19 feet high. 
The primary spillway is 80 feet long, four feet high and 2.5 feet wide. The top of the spillway is at 
elevation 1,097.4 ft NAVD 88. During the summer months, water flows over the spillway crest, the 
elevation of which establishes the lake’s water level. The spillway includes a three-foot deep notch with 
a slide gate that can be used to draw down the water level of the lake, as described below. The low-level 
outlet for the dam is located between the spillway and the abutment on the right side (looking 
downstream) of the dam. The low-level outlet consists of a seven-foot diameter steel conduit with an 
outlet elevation of 1,086.8 ft NAVD 88 which extends below Hancock Street and discharges to a 
downstream section of the West Branch Housatonic River channel.  
 
 According to the EENF, the dam is designated as a “High” hazard potential, Large-sized dam. It 
is considered to be a High hazard dam because its failure would likely cause loss of life and serious 
damage to buildings and infrastructure. It is considered a Large dam because it can store over 1,000 
acre-feet of water. The EENF reviewed the results of a hydrologic and hydraulic (H&H) analysis 
conducted in 2021 which evaluated the ability of the dam to withstand heavy precipitation and flooding 
from large storm events. The Dam Safety Regulations at 302 CMR 10.14 specify that a Large, High-
hazard dam should be designed to withstand a Spillway Design Flood (SDF) equivalent to one-half the 
Probable Maximum Flood (PMF). The PMF is the inflow rate generated by runoff from the 24-hour 
Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) event, which is calculated as 28.56 inches of rainfall across the 
watershed; the SDF for the Pontoosuc Lake Dam is therefore based on a 24-hour precipitation depth of 
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approximately 14 inches. According to the EENF, the H&H analysis determined that the SDF would 
overtop the dam by 7.5 feet if the lake was already at full volume and the spillway and low-level outlets 
were closed; with a three-foot drawdown and gates open, the H&H analysis estimated that the dam 
would be overtopped by 6.5 feet of water. Therefore, the continuing an annual three-foot drawdown 
would not allow the dam to withstand the SDF; however, it will allow the dam to withstand major storm 
events that cause flooding less than the SDF but occur more frequently. The EENF also indicated that 
the dam is structurally sound, such that dam failure is not anticipated even with overtopping of up to five 
feet. 
 

The EENF did not identify the return period for a storm that would overtop the dam by five feet. 
However, as detailed below, it provided modeling results of an October 2005 storm with a 24-hour 
precipitation depth of 7.4 inches, which is approximately equal to the 250-year (0.4% chance) storm 
event as of 2005 but well under the SDF of 14 inches. The model predicted that the dam would not have 
overtopped during that storm with a three-foot drawdown and the gates open. 
 
 According to the EENF, the drawdown is also needed to minimize damage to the dam caused by 
ice. At the three-foot drawdown level, ice would exert pressure on a lower part of the spillway than with 
no drawdown. According to the EENF, pressure from ice at the top of the spillway would be more likely 
to cause the dam to tip over or otherwise become damaged. In addition, ice can cause scour along the 
dam embankments, which could destabilize the banks. 
 

Drawdown 
 
Drawing down the lake is accomplished primarily by opening a gate in the spillway notch that 

controls the rate at which water flows through the dam spillway. After 14 days, the low-level outlet gate 
is opened to its winter setting, which maintains a drawdown depth of three feet. The drawdown is 
conducted such that the downstream flow rate does not exceed the maximum allowable rate of 25 cubic 
feet per second (cfs). This project proposes to modify the timing of this drawdown under certain 
circumstances in order to support the purpose of dam safety. 

 
Under existing permit conditions, lowering of the water level in the lake begins on or around 

October 15 at a rate of 2 to 3 inches a day until the lake is drawn down by 36 inches in the middle of 
November. The revised procedure would allow the Proponents to begin the drawdown prior to October 
15 if a significant rain event is forecasted prior to that date or if necessary to address damage to the dam 
or other circumstances that pose a flood risk. If possible, the rate at which the water level is lowered 
would not change from the standard operating procedure but would be accelerated, if necessary, under 
an emergency. Commencement of the drawdown prior to October 15 would require the Proponents to 
provide prior notification to the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) and 
the conservation commissions and harbormasters of Lanesborough and Pittsfield. During the winter, the 
water level in the lake is maintained at three feet below the dam crest by opening or closing the low-
level outlet gate to match inflows and outflows. 

 
Refilling of the Lake 
 
Refiling of the lake is accomplished by partially closing the spillway gate to slow the rate of 

water discharging from the dam, while maintaining a minimum downstream flow of 10 cfs. The low-
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level outlet gate is closed 14 days after refilling commences.  
 
Under existing permit conditions, refilling of the lake must begin on March 1 and be completed 

by April 1. As described in the EENF, the Proponents propose to modify this procedure by delaying the 
commencement of refilling if a significant ice cover remains on the lake, if significant snow pack is 
present within the watershed of the lake that could cause a sudden increase in water levels by rapid 
melting, and/or if a significant rainfall event is predicted prior to the scheduled refilling of the lake. The 
Pittsfield and Lanesborough conservation commissions and harbormasters, and MassDEP, will be 
notified if there will be a delay commencing or completing the refilling of the lake. However, the EENF 
did not propose any definitive dates for commencing the drawdown or refilling the lake. 
 
Project Site 
 

Pontoosuc Lake is approximately 541 acres in area. The northern half is located in Lanesborough 
and the southern half is in Pittsfield. The dam is located at the southern end of the lake near the 
intersection of North Street (Route 87) and Hancock Road. Tributaries to the lake include Secum Brook, 
which flows into the lake from the northwest, and Town Brook, which enters the lake from the 
northeast. Residential properties are located along most of the shoreline. Public access to the lake is 
provided primarily at Pontoosuc Park and a boat ramp, both of which are located adjacent to and west of 
the dam. The lake is used for recreational purposes, including boating and fishing.  

 
The lake is a Great Pond subject to the jurisdiction of the Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection (MassDEP) pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 91 (c. 91). In addition to Land Under 
Waterbodies and Waterways (LUWW) and Bank, wetland resource areas present at the lake include 
large areas of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands (BVW) along Town Brook and Secum Brook where they 
enter the lake. As shown on the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) National Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) numbers 2500370010C (effective February 19, 1982) and 250027003B 
(effective June 15, 1982), the 100-year floodplain (Bordering Land Subject to Flooding or BLSF) has a 
Base Flood Elevation of 1101 feet NAVD 88 and is limited to a fringe around the shoreline of the lake.  

 
According to the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife (MassWildlife), Pontoosuc 

Lake is a popular location for recreational fishing. Species targeted by anglers include Largemouth Bass, 
Smallmouth Bass, Yellow Perch, Chain Pickerel and Northern Pike, as well as annually-stocked trout. 
MassWildlife’s Angler Education Program has hosted Learn-to-Fish clinics at the lake. The lake and its 
surrounding wetlands provide important habitat for waterfowl, semi-aquatic mammals, reptiles, 
amphibians, and invertebrates. 

 
The project site is located within one mile of an Environmental Justice (EJ) population (census 

block)1 designated as Minority and Income located in Pittsfield. The project site is within five miles of 
21 additional EJ populations in Pittsfield designated as Minority; Income; and Minority and Income, and 
three EJ populations in Dalton designated as Income.  
 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
 

 
1 “Environmental Justice Population” is defined in M.G.L. c. 30, § 62 under four categories: Minority, Income, English 
Isolation, and a combined category of Minority and Income.  
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Potential environmental impacts of the project include alteration of 73.2 acres of LUWW and 
7.15 miles of Bank which are exposed when the lake is drawn down; as noted below, the Singe EIR 
should include an estimate of the area of BVW adjacent to the lake that is affected by the drawdown.  
 

According to the EENF, the purpose of the project is to provide flood storage and attenuation to 
protect the dam from overtopping during large storms and to minimize damage to the dam from ice 
loading and scour. Measures to protect the dam will minimize risk of dam failure, which would threaten 
downstream populations in Pittsfield. Measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate environmental impacts 
include maintaining a minimum of flow of 10 cubic feet per second to downstream sections of the West 
Branch of the Housatonic River and restoring the lake to its normal water surface elevation in the spring.  
 
Jurisdiction and Permitting 
 

The project is undergoing MEPA review and is subject to preparation of a mandatory EIR 
pursuant to Section 11.03(3)(a)(1)(b) of the MEPA regulations because it requires an Agency Action 
and will alter ten or more acres of any other wetlands (LUWW). The project is also required to prepare 
an EIR pursuant to 301 CMR 11.06(7)(b) because it is located within a DGA (1 mile) around one or 
more EJ Populations. The project requires a c.91 Permit for the drawdown and a c.91 License for the 
dam, which has not been previously authorized, from MassDEP. The project is subject to the MEPA 
GHG Emissions Policy and Protocol. 

 
The project requires Orders of Conditions (OOC) from the Pittsfield and Lanesborough 

Conservations (or a Superseding Order of Conditions from MassDEP in the event the Order is 
appealed).  
 

Because the project will be undertaken by an Agencies (DCAMM and DCR), MEPA jurisdiction 
is broad in scope and extends to all aspects of the project that may cause Damage to the Environment, as 
defined in the MEPA regulations. 

 
Request for Single EIR  
  

The MEPA regulations at 301 CMR 11.06(8) indicate that a Single EIR may be allowed 
provided I find that the EENF:   
  

a. describes and analyzes all aspects of the project and all feasible alternatives, regardless of 
any jurisdictional or other limitation that may apply to the Scope;   
b. provides a detailed baseline in relation to which potential environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures can be assessed; and,   
c. demonstrates that the planning and design of the project use all feasible means to avoid 
potential environmental impacts.  

  
For any Project for which an EIR is required in accordance with 301 CMR 11.06(7)(b), I must also find 
that the EENF:  
  

d. describes and analyzes all aspects of the project that may affect Environmental Justice 
Populations located in whole or in part within the Designated Geographic Area around the 
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project; describes measures taken to provide meaningful opportunities for public involvement 
by Environmental Justice Populations prior to filing the expanded ENF, including any 
changes made to the project to address concerns raised by or on behalf of Environmental 
Justice Populations; and provides a detailed baseline in relation to any existing unfair or 
inequitable Environmental Burden and related public health consequences impacting 
Environmental Justice Populations in accordance with 301 CMR 11.07(6)(n)1.  

  
Consistent with this request, the EENF was subject to an extended comment period under 301 CMR 

11.05(8).  
 

Review of the EENF 
 

The EENF included a description of existing and proposed drawdown operations, an evaluation 
of the structural capacity of the dam and an alternatives analysis. It described existing conditions in and 
around the lake, including wetlands and wildlife resources and identified measures to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate environmental impacts. Consistent with the MEPA Interim Protocol on Climate Change 
Adaptation and Resiliency, the ENF contained an output report from the MA Climate Resilience Design 
Standards Tool prepared by the Resilient Massachusetts Action Team (RMAT) (the “MA Resilience 
Design Tool”),2 together with information on climate resilience strategies to be undertaken by the 
project. As described below, the Single EIR should provide additional details about drawdown 
operations, a supplemental alternatives analysis, responses to comments received on the EENF and 
updated draft Section 61 Findings.   
 
Alternatives Analysis  
 
 The EENF included an analysis of alternatives to the project. The Discontinue Drawdown 
Alternative would maintain a constant year-round water level in the lake. This alternative would avoid 
impacts to wetlands and aquatic habitat in the lake; however, it would not meet the project purpose 
because it would not provide additional capacity for the dam to safely convey large storm events and 
would not minimize the potential for ice to damage the dam. The Breach or Remove the Dam 
Alternative would reestablish a more natural condition with restoration of stream channels and a smaller 
pond. However, it would result in a loss of at least 195 acres of open water aquatic habitat and 
significantly reduce or the recreational use of the lake. According to the EENF, it would likely result in 
an increase in flooding along downstream sections of the West Branch Housatonic River. The Modify or 
Upgrade the Dam Alternative would significantly renovate or replace the dam so that it can safely 
discharge the SDF. This alternative would avoid the need for drawdowns to provide the additional 
capacity for the dam to store large storm events. According to the EENF, the footprint of the existing 
dam may not be wide enough to adequately widen the spillway to pass the SDF; therefore, it is likely 
that removal of the existing dam and construction of a new one would be necessary. As a result, this 
alternative would be much costlier than the Preferred Alternative. 
 

Under the Reduce Drawdown Depth Alternative, the lake would be drawn down less than three 
feet to maintain a greater area of aquatic habitat while still providing some measure of increase storage 
capacity and protection against ice damage. Alternative drawdown depths were not directly evaluated in 
the EENF. Instead, the EENF provided modelling results for two recent large storm events: the October 

 
2 https://resilientma.org/rmat_home/designstandards/ 

https://resilientma.org/rmat_home/designstandards/
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2005 rain event which deposited 7.4 inches of rain in a 24-hour period (an approximately 250-year flood 
event), and Hurricane Irene in August 2011 which deposited 4.9 inches of rain in 24 hours 
(approximately equivalent to a 100-year storm event). According to the Proponents, these storm events 
were modelled because no direct measurements at the dam were taken during the storms. The model 
evaluated these storms under two conditions: one where the drawdown was in effect with outlets open 
and the other with no drawdown and outlets closed. For the October 2005 storm, the model estimated 
that the lake would reach an elevation of 1100.6 ft NAVD (approximately 0.6 ft below the dam crest) 
with the lake drawn down and outlets open, and an elevation of 1101.9 ft NAVD 88 with no drawdown 
and the outlets closed, which would result in the lake overtopping the dam by 0.7 feet. The model 
estimated that the August 2011 storm (Hurricane Irene) would have reached 1099.3 ft NAVD 88 under 
drawdown conditions with outlets open (approximately 1.9 feet below the dam crest) and elevation 
1100.6 ft NAVD 88 (0.6 feet below dam crest) with no drawdown and outlets closed. The results 
suggest that the 2005 storm flows could be prevented from overtopping the dam with less than three feet 
of drawdown. Furthermore, the modeling suggests that the dam could withstand overtopping from a 
larger storm even with no drawdown. As described in the Scope, the Single EIR should provide a more 
detailed analysis of the relationship of drawdown depth to the storm intensity that can be withstood by 
the dam as currently designed.  
 

The Preferred Alternative involves generally maintaining the existing practice of drawing down 
the lake level by three feet beginning in the fall and commencing refilling of the lake in the spring. 
However, as described above, the Proponents have requested flexibility regarding the dates on which 
drawdown and refilling operations commence in order to protect the structure of the dam and minimize 
downstream flood risks. A minimum downstream flow will be maintained under all conditions to 
maintain the water level in the West Branch Housatonic River. 
 
 As described below, the Single EIR should include a supplemental alternatives analysis. It 
should evaluate additional alternatives for protecting the dam from ice damage and for determining the 
start and end dates of the drawdown.. 
 
Environmental Justice 
 

Pontoosuc Lake is located within one mile of an EJ population designated as Minority and 
Income located in Pittsfield. Within the census tract containing the above EJ population, no languages 
are identified as those spoken by 5% of more of residents who also identify as not speaking English very 
well. Effective January 1, 2022, all new projects within a DGA, as defined in 301 CMR 11.02, around 
EJ populations are subject to new requirements imposed by Chapter 8 of the Acts of 2021: An Act 
Creating a Next-Generation Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy (“Climate Roadmap Act”) and 
amended MEPA regulations at 301 CMR 11.00. Two related MEPA protocols – the MEPA Public 
Involvement Protocol for Environmental Justice Populations (“MEPA EJ Public Involvement Protocol”) 
and MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of Project Impacts on Environmental Justice Populations 
(“MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts”) – are also in effect for new projects filed on or 
after January 1, 2022. Under the new regulations and protocols, all projects located in a DGA around 
one or more EJ populations must take steps to enhance public involvement opportunities for EJ 
populations, and must submit analysis of impacts to such EJ populations in the form of an EIR. 
 
 



EEA# 16656                                                 EENF Certificate                                        March 3, 2023 

 8 

 Community Engagement 
 

Consistent with the MEPA Public Involvement Protocol for Environmental Justice Populations 
(“MEPA EJ Public Involvement Protocol”), the Proponents sent advance notification of the project in 
the form of an EJ Screening Form to a “EJ Reference List” provided by the MEPA Office and consisting 
of Community Based Organizations (CBOs) and tribes/indigenous organizations. The EJ Screening 
Form was also provided to a list of 200 individuals who had previously responded to surveys conducted 
by the City of Pittsfield regarding Pontoosuc Park, which is located adjacent to the dam, and to 230 
individuals on the Friends of Pontoosuc Lake mailing list. The EJ Screening Form included information 
about two on-site public meetings held on December 8, 2022 at 3:00 PM and 5:30 PM, which were 
attended by over 25 people. The notice of the MEPA in-person site visit and remote consultation session 
was distributed to the EJ Reference List. The site visit was held at 1:00 PM on February 14, 2023 and 
the remote consultation session was held at 6:00 PM on February 15, 2023.  

 
The EENF described a public engagement plan that the Proponents intend to follow for the 

remainder of the MEPA review process, which includes frequent updates to the project website and 
continuing discussions about the project with the Friends of Pontoosuc Lake, the City of Pittsfield and 
the Pittsfield and Lanesborough Conservation Commissions. 

 
Baseline Health Assessment 
 
The EENF included a baseline assessment of any existing “unfair or inequitable Environmental 

Burden and related public health consequences” impacting the identified EJ population in accordance 
with 301 CMR 11.07(6)(n)(1) and the MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts. The baseline 
assessment included a review of the data provided by the Department of Public Health (DPH) EJ Tool 
applicable to the DGA regarding “vulnerable health EJ criteria”; this term is defined in the DPH EJ Tool 
to include any one of four environmentally related health indicators that are measured to be 110% above 
statewide rates based on a five-year rolling average. According to the EENF, the data surveyed indicate 
that the City of Pittsfield exceeds 110% of the statewide rates of all four vulnerable health EJ criteria, 
which include Childhood Lead Exposure, Childhood Asthma Emergency Department Visits, Low Birth 
Weight and Heart Attack Hospitalizations. In addition, the census tract containing the EJ population 
within the DGA exceeds 110% of the statewide rate for Childhood Lead Exposure.  

 
The EENF indicated that the following sources of potential pollution exist within the DGA, 

based on data available in the DPH EJ Tool:   
   
• Major air and waste facilities: 1  
• M.G.L. c. 21E sites: 4 
• Sites with Activity and Use Limitations (AULs): 1  
• Underground storage tanks (USTs): 3 
• EPA facilities: 1 
• Public Water Suppliers: 14 

Road infrastructure: 1 (Route 7) 
• Regional transit agencies: 2 bus routes operated by the Berkshire Regional Transportation 

Authority 
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According to the output report from the MA Resilience Design Tool included in the EENF, the 
project site has a high exposure to riverine flooding due to extreme precipitation and moderate exposure 
to extreme heat. EJ populations within the DGA are likely also exposed to these climate risks. As noted 
above, the project will minimize flood risks to downstream communities, including EJ populations, 
caused by failure of the dam by protecting the dam from overtopping during large storms and by 
minimizing damage to the dam from ice loading and scour. 

 
While the above indicators show some indication of an existing “unfair or inequitable” burden 

impacting the identified EJ populations, the EENF asserted that the drawdown will help to minimize 
flood risks on downstream neighborhoods under existing and future climate conditions while 
maintaining recreational use of the lake. In addition, the project does not include construction of any 
new structures; cause air emissions; generate traffic, wastewater or hazardous substances; contribute to 
urban heat island effect by cutting trees or creating impervious area; or change stormwater runoff 
patterns that could cause urban flooding. 
 
Wetlands and Aquatic Habitat 
 
 According to the EENF, the drawdown will expose 73.2 acres of LUW and 7.15 miles of Bank. 
The EENF did not estimate the area of BVW affected by the drawdown; this should be provided in the 
Single EIR. According to the EENF, the drawdown will continue to be conducted in a manner consistent 
with the GEIR with respect to duration and water level, and therefore should not permanently impact 
wetland resource areas. The drawdown will occur largely outside of the growing season for plant species 
constituting the BVW and the plants are anticipated to continue to receive hydrologic inputs from 
groundwater during the drawdown period. According to the EENF, supplemental information about 
drawdowns developed in 2020 in support of the GEIR documented that annual drawdowns have resulted 
in no significant changes to wetlands. In addition, comparison of aerial photographs taken from 1990 to 
2021, during which the annual drawdown was conducted, do not appear to show loss of BVW. As 
detailed below, the Single EIR should provide an estimate of the area of BVW impacted by the 
drawdown, including areas of BVW along Secum Brook and Town Brook upstream of the lake. 
 
 The EENF reviewed potential impacts of the drawdown on fish, amphibians, reptiles and 
invertebrates inhabiting the lake. According to the EENF, the 2004 GEIR evaluated potential impacts to 
aquatic animals and determined that drawdowns have temporary impacts on habitat and could 
potentially have negative effects of animal populations; however, the 2020 GEIR supporting 
documentation found that there has not been evidence of negative outcomes on animal populations since 
drawdowns have been conducted in accordance with the 2004 GEIR. As noted, however, the GEIR 
evaluated methods for purposes of aquatic vegetation and nutrient management, which is not the stated 
purpose of this project. I note that comments provided by MassWildlife dispute the assertion that the 
drawdown does not impact animal populations, and, in particular, raise concerns about the extended 
period of drawdown proposed by the project and the lack of definitive dates proposed for commencing 
the drawdown and refilling the lake. Comments indicate that freshwater mussels appear to be impacted 
by the drawdown, as evidenced by the reduced population in areas exposed during the drawdown. In 
addition, the drawdown can kill other invertebrate species, such as snails, that live in areas exposed to 
the drawdown; expose beaver lodges to cold temperatures at a time when beavers are unable to relocate; 
and impact fish spawning in the spring, which could be exacerbated if refilling is delayed. As detailed 
below, the Proponents should evaluate alternatives that minimize impacts associated with the drawdown.  
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Climate Change 
 

Adaptation and Resiliency 
 

For the purpose of evaluating the climate risks of the project using the MA Resilience Design 
Tool, the project was identified as an ecological restoration project and Lake Pontoosuc as the only 
asset. Based on the MA Resilience Design Tool output report attached to the EENF, the project has a 
“High” exposure rating based on the project’s location for riverine flooding associated with extreme 
precipitation and a “Moderate” exposure rating for extreme heat. Additionally, the project scored high in 
ecosystem benefits. As the only assets identified for this project are natural resources (Lake Pontoosuc), 
the project received a standard recommendation of a 25-yr (4%) return period design storm as of 2030, 
which was provided as a consideration for users and not a formal standard. Because this project 
proposes a drawdown for dam safety purposes, it should not be analyzed as a natural resources project, 
but rather a flood control structure. For such structures, standard recommendations are to plan for 
resiliency associated with a 100-year storm for a 11 to 50 year planning horizon (until about 2070), and 
for a 500-year storm for the 51 to 100 year planning horizon.  

 
As noted, the regulatory SDF for a Large, High hazard dam is one-half of the PMF, which is 

associated with a 24-hour rainfall depth of approximately 14 inches. According to the EENF, an H&H 
analysis that the SDF would result in the dam being overtopped by 7.5 ft of water with no drawdown 
and the outlets closed; with the three-foot drawdown and outlets open, the dam would be overtopped by 
6.5 ft of water. The dam is believed to be in good structural condition such that it can withstand 
overtopping with 5 ft of water. The project does not propose to make structural alterations to the dam so 
that it can withstand the SDF; instead, maintaining the winter drawdown is proposed to as an operational 
measure to address large storms that are more common than the one-half PMF. The Single EIR should 
provide an estimate of the storm return period that the dam can withstand with a three-foot drawdown 
and outlets open and without the drawdown. It should evaluate future planning options that would 
facilitate a more resilient design to fully accommodate the SDF of one-half PMF (14 inches). 
 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) 
 
This project is subject to review under the May 2010 MEPA GHG Policy and Protocol (GHG 

Policy) because it exceeds thresholds for a mandatory EIR. The GHG Policy includes a de minimis 
exemption for projects that are expected to produce minimal GHG emissions. The project does not 
include any activities that will generate direct stationary- or mobile source GHG emissions. Therefore, 
the Proponent was not required to submit a GHG analysis in conjunction with the EENF. However, 
exposure of the bottom of the lake results in GHG emissions. The Single EIR should review the 
potential impacts of the drawdown on increasing GHG emissions and identify potential mitigation 
measures, including the possibility of shortening the extent of the drawdown period.  
 
Conclusion 
 

Based on review of the EENF and consultation with State Agencies, the Proponents should 
prepare a Single EIR to address the Scope below. The Scope consists of a supplemental alternatives 
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analysis, additional analysis of impacts to wetlands and aquatic habitat and a qualitative analysis of 
GHG emissions associated with the lake drawdown. 
 
 

SCOPE 
 
 
General 
 

The Single EIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content 
and provide the information and analyses required in this Scope. It should demonstrate that the 
Proponent will pursue all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment 
to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
Project Description and Permitting  
 

The Single EIR should identify and describe state, federal and local permitting and review 
requirements, provide an update on the status of each of these pending actions, analyze applicable 
statutory and regulatory standards and requirements, and provide a discussion of the project’s 
consistency with those standards, including c. 91 license and permit standards applicable to the project. 
It should identify, describe, and assess the environmental impacts of any changes in the project that have 
occurred between the preparation of the EENF and Single EIR.  
 
Alternatives Analysis 
 

The Single EIR should provide a more detailed description of the proposed drawdown and refill 
operating procedures outlined in the EENF, including a discussion of likely maximum delay in refilling 
operations and likely maximum early commencement of drawdown operations. It should discuss the 
predicted storm intensity and other conditions that would lead to an earlier start of drawdown operations, 
whether a full drawdown would be initiated under those circumstances and the areal extent and 
thickness of ice and snow cover in the watershed that may lead to a delay in refilling operations.   

 
The Single EIR should review alternative measures to minimize potential ice damage to the dam. 

At a minimum, it should review the feasibility of using bubblers or other methods for breaking up ice, 
shoreline reinforcement such as placement of additional riprap and structural changes to the dam. The 
Single EIR should specifically evaluate whether these alternative measures for addressing potential 
damage from ice could minimize the need to extend drawdown conditions in the spring.   
 
Environmental Justice 
 

A summary of the Single EIR should be circulated to the EJ Reference List prior to filing the 
Single EIR. The Proponents should continue to implement the public engagement measures identified in 
the EENF. I encourage the Proponents to hold a public meeting prior to filing the Single EIR to ensure 
that information is widely disseminated in the EJ populations downstream of the dam. The Single EIR 
should describe community engagement activities conducted by the Proponents between the filing of the 
EENF and Single EIR. 
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Wetlands and Aquatic Habitat 
 

The Single EIR should provide an estimate of the area of BVW affected by the drawdown, 
including upstream areas along the Secum Brook and Town Brook. The Single EIR should include an 
evaluation of potential loss of BVW in these areas due to the drawdown based on a comparison of aerial 
photographs from different time periods. 

 
As noted above, MassWildlife and other commenters identified significant impacts to aquatic 

habitat and organisms associated with the drawdown. It should provide responses to comments 
submitted by MassWildlife and others which identify potential impacts of the drawdown, and describe 
potential measures to mitigate these impacts. The Proponents should consult with MassWildlife 
regarding data and analyses that should be prepared to evaluate aquatic habitat impacts.  
 
Climate Change 
 
 The Single EIR should include an updated analysis of the project using the MA Resilience 
Design Tool. The project should not be analyzed as a natural resources project, but rather a flood control 
structure. As noted, the dam is believed to be in good structural condition such that it can withstand 
overtopping with 5 ft of water. The Single EIR should provide an estimate of the storm return period 
that the dam can withstand with a three-foot drawdown and outlets open, representing winter conditions, 
and with no drawdown and outlets closed, as the dam is maintained in the spring and summer. The 
Single EIR should clarify whether this design will be resilient to future climate conditions, and if so, 
estimate the specific storm condition (e.g., 2070 100-year storm). To the extent the Proponents wish to 
make use of recommended design standards available through the MA Resilience Design Tool, they 
should revise the output report by characterizing the project as including an infrastructure/flood control 
structure asset. The design can then be compared against the resulting return period recommendations 
associated with the project.  
 
 The Single EIR should discuss potential long-term dam management and structural improvement 
scenarios to address more frequent and intense storm events anticipated under future climate conditions. 
It should describe conceptual measures that may be necessary, such as deeper drawdowns, a year-round 
drawdown, structural changes to the dam or construction of a new dam.    
 
 The Single EIR should include a general discussion of potential GHG emissions from the 
exposed lake bottom. It should identify any operational measures or other mitigation measures that 
could minimize GHG emissions, such as shortening the drawdown period. 
  
Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings 
 
 The Single EIR should include a separate chapter summarizing all proposed mitigation measures 
including construction-period measures. This chapter should also include a comprehensive list of all 
commitments made by the Proponent to avoid, minimize and mitigate the environmental and related 
public health impacts of the project, and should include a separate section outlining mitigation 
commitments relative to EJ populations. The filing should contain clear commitments to implement 
these mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties 
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responsible for implementation, and contain a schedule for implementation. The list of commitments 
should be provided in a tabular format organized by subject matter (traffic, water/wastewater, GHG, EJ, 
etc.) and identify the Agency Action or Permit associated with each category of impact. Draft Section 61 
Findings should be separately included for each Agency Action to be taken on the project. The filing 
should clearly indicate which mitigation measures will be constructed or implemented based upon 
project phasing to ensure that adequate measures are in place to mitigate impacts associated with each 
development phase. 

 
Responses to Comments 
 

The Single EIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter 
received. It should include a comprehensive response to comments on the EENF that specifically 
address each issue raised in the comment letter; references to a chapter or sections of the Single EIR 
alone are not adequate and should only be used, with reference to specific page numbers, to support a 
direct response. This directive is not intended, and shall not be construed, to enlarge the scope of the 
Single EIR beyond what has been expressly identified in this certificate.  
 
Circulation 
 
 In accordance with 301 CMR 11.16, the Proponent should circulate the Single EIR to each 
Person or Agency who commented on the ENF, each Agency from which the project will seek Permits, 
Land Transfers or Financial Assistance, and to any other Agency or Person identified in the Scope. 
Pursuant to 301 CMR 11.16(5), the Proponent may circulate copies of the Single EIR to commenters in 
a digital format (e.g., CD-ROM, USB drive) or post to an online website. However, the Proponent 
should make available a reasonable number of hard copies to accommodate those without convenient 
access to a computer to be distributed upon request on a first come, first served basis. Copies of the 
Single EIR should be made available for review in the Lanesborough and Pittsfield public libraries. 
 
    
 
 
     March 3, 2023           ________________________  
    Date      Rebecca L. Tepper 
 
 
Comments received:  
 
02/09/2023 Berkshire County League of Sportsmen 
02/15/2023 Daniel Miraglia 
02/17/2023 Berkshire County League of Sportsmen 
02/19/2023 Berkshire County League of Sportsmen 
02/20/2023 Mike and Therese Callahan 
02/21/2023 Councilor Karen Kalinowski, Pittsfield City Council 
02/21/2023 Sean Callahan 
02/22/2023 Louise Conlon 
02/22/2023 Michele Rivers Murphy 
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02/23/2023 Daniel Miraglia 
02/23/2023 Lee Hauge, Lanesborough Harbormaster 
02/24/2023 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)/Waterways 

Regulation Program (WRP) 
02/24/2023 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)/Western Regional 

Office (WERO) 
02/24/2023 Kathleen L. Ciccarello 
02/24/2023 Marita Jillett 
02/24/2023 Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife (MassWildlife) 
 
 
RLT/AJS/ajs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



BERKSHIRE COUNTY LEAGUE OF 
SPORTSMEN 
150 Phelps Ave  
North Adams, MA 01247 
 
February 9, 2023 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
The Berkshire County League of Sportsmen, which is the 
umbrella organization for a dozen sportsmen’s clubs representing over four thousand sportsmen 
in Berkshire County, would like to go on record as opposing drawdowns on Pontoosuc Lake in 
Pittsfield/Lanesboro, MA. 
 
To implement a sound science-based lake management plan, both drawdowns and herbicide 
applications should be discussed at the same time with one single comprehensive filing. If there 
are little to no invasive species such as milfoil present, then broad band non selective herbicides 
such as Reward should not be allowed. In turn if there are little to no invasive aquatic plant 
species in the littoral zones then annual draw-downs become a broad band non selective method 
to target aquatic plants which adversely impact fisheries, wildlife and benthic creatures. There 
must also be a mandatory comprehensive wildlife habitat evaluation required for this filing and 
the applicant shall carry the burden to establish that there will be no adverse impacts to fisheries, 
wildlife and benthic creatures within the 3 million acres of Pontoosuc lake watershed open to 
public comment. 
 
We totally disagree with the DCR assessment that dam safety is an existing issue and a reason 
the lake must be drawn down every year. Furthermore, we would like to see documentation and 
inspections required by a third-party certified engineer for this dam structure. We are aware that 
this dam structure is also subject to a comprehensive Chapter 91 filing for this dam is currently, 
to our surprise, an unlicensed structure.  We can also argue the point that there is more potential 
for dam safety concerns from continued lake drawdown practices which expose the dam 
structure to freezing temperatures and subsequently can cause stress cracks. 
 
We would also like to remind everyone that drawdowns on Pontoosuc Lake expose hundreds of 
acres of land under water which is a great loss of the Commonwealth’s public resources for 
recreational use. Drawdowns also present serious dangerous safety issues as we witnessed this 
past winter at Richmond Pond with a loss of life. First responders were not able to reach a victim 
in time because the drawdown exposed vast mud and silt flats which interfered with rescue 
efforts. The same conditions exist during drawdowns at Pontoosuc Lake every year and any 
potential loss of life or injury should result in a lawsuit against the permit holder for negligence. 
 
We would also like to see former DEP Western District Officer David Cameron’s comments 
entered for the record as he did a site visit to Pontoosuc Lake in January, 2018 to visually inspect 
the Pontoosuc Lake draw down. He was accompanied by David Fowles, Wetlands Specialist, 
and they were both shocked to see the vast amount of drained backwater estuaries at Pontoosuc 
Lake and could not believe this practice was even allowed. Their comment was that before any 



draw down would be considered in the future, a coffer dam should be required to protect the 
regulated wetland resource in the back [coves] and prevent significant habitat loss to protect 
fisheries and wildlife. The draining of this enormous watershed without a wildlife habitat 
evaluation is an egregious violation of the wetland permitting process that was previously listed 
as a limited restoration project.  
 
The north cove and back water estuaries are comprised of silt and heavy solids and are 
responsible for vast amounts of nitrogen and phosphorous overloading in the watershed.  The 
early spring refills at Pontoosuc Lake disturb the bottom sediments that are flushed into the water 
column causing increased turbidly because of extreme muddy, and silty conditions. These man- 
made conditions adversely impact fisheries especially early spawners such as perch, pickerel and 
pike. Also, the herbicide Diquat Reward is not recommended for use in silty turbid water such 
as Pontoosuc Lake. The high turbidity also is not healthy for the lake’s ecosystem and fuels 
potential early growth of algae, cyanobacteria and early curly leaf pondweed growth. 
 
We must also mention the lack of accountability for non-compliance of the Orders of Conditions 
for Pontoosuc Lake. The previous applicants, including the DCR, were reported multiple times to 
the DEP and local conservation commission for failure to reach stable pool elevations by target 
date. This is why a mandatory specific refill date of April 1 needs to remain a standard in the 
Order of Conditions. The applicants, including the DCR, were also in non-compliance 
with minimal flow standards down-stream and the violations were reported to Division of 
Fisheries and Wildlife, Pittsfield Conservation Agent Robert Van Der Kar, the DCR and DEP. If 
it was not for heavy rains on March 31 2022, the DCR and applicants would have had an 
enforcement order issued for non-compliance. 
 
There is a long history of violations on record for non-compliance so we have to question 
whether the DCR is the proper applicant for this NOI filing. I (Dan Miraglia) must also mention 
in my professional opinion the DCR has been manipulating the daily logs for water elevations as 
we saw this past November at the Pontoosuc dam. 42 inches on November 24 and then the DCR 
shut off the side chute on November 26 to raise water levels to the current 28 inches; but their 
log stayed at 35 inches for the time period of November of 2022.  Photo documentation was 
provided and still available upon request.  
 
Another serious issue is the reported fisheries loses at Pontoosuc Lake from fish going over the 
dam and side spillway chute during draw-downs but nothing like we witnessed this past 
November 2022 at the Pontoosuc dam. An estimated 8-10 thousand perch were lost over the 
dam and sucked into the side chute as documented in video evidence provided to multiple 
agencies and local news publications. This is a clear example of negative impacts to fisheries and 
wildlife directly related to draw-downs. 
 
The significant length of draw-downs must also be questioned. Currently, the applicant is 
allowed to drain the lake over a six-week period which is unacceptable in our opinion because it 
comes with significant negative impacts and loss of the Commonwealth’s public resources for 
recreation. Also, there is currently no fish screen at the dam and if any drawdown is permitted, a 
mandatory fish screen must be a required in the Order of Conditions.  There is also no clear way 
for the public to read the staff gauge on the dam for the public to view water levels other than the 



established hard water line on the dam structure visible during draw down. A new staff gauge 
and electronic lake level monitor must also be included as an order of conditions. 
 
Another negative impact from the drawdowns is extensive damage to the regulated wetland 
inland banks in the Narragansett Cove. The change of water level impacts the normal directional 
flow of the water channel altering its course hugging the inland bank cutting a new channel and 
eroding the inland bank for approximately 1,000 feet.  
 
The Berkshire County League of Sportsman is opposed to the current multiple filings and any 
permit that gives the applicant a green light to use drawdowns and herbicides every year. 
 
Pontoosuc lake needs sound science-based lake management that puts the health of the lake’s 
resources first. We have unfortunately witnessed Pontoosuc Lake going from one of the best 
fisheries in the State to becoming one of the worst.  We attribute this significant change from 
50+ years of drawdowns and 18 years of over aggressive herbicide applications which have 
resulted in extreme habitat loss and negative impacts to fisheries and wildlife. What is needed for 
the health of Pontoosuc Lake is continued monitoring and a less aggressive approach to lake 
management when the realization that a limited ecological restoration has already been 
achieved.  
 
Respectfully yours 
 
Berkshire County League of Sportsman 
President, Wayne McLain 
BCLS Representative Daniel Miraglia 
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From: Daniel Miraglia
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Pontosuc lake vidio
Date: Wednesday, February 15, 2023 10:46:13 PM

Alex,  
 Not sure if allowed because of size but I am sending a link to short vidio of Fisheries lose at
pontoosuc lake 11/26/22, 
     Thousands of perch, white perch and small bass.
Daniel miraglia
Bcls deligate 
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additional comments,, 

      I would like to state for the record  past complaints against permit holders at Pontoosuc lake for non compliance of the order of conditions regarding lake refill and non compliance for minimal flow
requirements. There has been no accountibility in the past for non compliance and find it troubling that the DCR wants flexibility on stable pool date and controlled water fluctuations down stream.? It is
imperitive to establish a stable pool date of April 1 for the protection of fisheries and wildlife and refill earlier is also desired as stated by fisheries and wildlife. In the past the lake association made the call when
to start refilling the lake and should this not be concidered clear conflict because the president of the  lake association is also applicant, harbour master and abutter to the project. The lake asociation according
to recent letter submitted to lanesborough and pittsfield conservatin commission have not met or held a directors meeting in five years and yet there name was listed on the permit as applicant without board
approval.. ? The Pontoosuc lake refill needs to start march 1 and stable pool by achieved by April 1 so there is consistency and  accountibility  and ensures the protection of fisheries and widlife as a standard. 

       This past fall of 2022 the dcr waited to long to start the refill of Pontoosuc Lake and in order to achieve stable pool elevation date they the outflow of discharge was shut down from the lake and minimal flow
CFS downstream was -0- zero. This event was documented by Fisheries and wildlife ,  Pittsfield conservaton agent, and myself.  The minimal flow requirement currently is 0.5 CFS over 1/2 mile of watershed and
in my opinion is not adequate for a cold water river with a native brook trout population as well as other fisheries species and creatures without potential adverse impacts.  I am also concerned with a
statements made by the dcr that would allow for the lowering of Pontoosuc lake in the summer in case of heavy rains. Any man made flucuations of water downstream is concidered a lake drawdown and only
permitted by DEP through an emergency order with conditions. 

    We have to highly question the true intent of this NOI filing listed as Dam safety project. There is no evidence of any structural issues with this dam that was built in 1997 and recently inspected in 2021. The
city of pittsfield conservation agent was recentally asked the question at the Jan 24 pittsfield city council meeting if he was aware of any dam safety issues and he answered not to his knowledge, . The gza
represenitive miss dunk made the statement that the old permit was for aquatic plant control and the new permit is for dam safety  not for aquatic plant control . We ask how is this possible when the same
alterations to the aquatic plant communities will continue under a dam safety permit. ?? It is clear that this filing needs to be amended to include aquatic plant control . 

      Continued negitive adverse impacts to fisheries, wildlife , aquatic plant species and creatures in the regulated wetland resources must not be overlooked in this vast 21 mile watershed.

Daniel Miraglia

b.c.l.s. represenitive
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From: Daniel Miraglia
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Fwd: file # 16656 request for drawdown
Date: Friday, February 17, 2023 2:55:26 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Daniel Miraglia <danrags@verizon.net>
To: Daniel Miraglia <danrags@verizon.net>
Sent: Fri, Feb 17, 2023 2:48 pm
Subject: file # 16656 request for drawdown

Additional comments

> The Berkshire County League of Sportsman is opposed to file # 16656 lake drawdown for dam safety because
this filing has not included goals for the betterment of the resource area , alterations to the resource area will most
certainly occur from the  lake drawdown and the risk of adverse negative impacts to fisheries ,wildlife, benthic
creatures and aquatic plant resources is highly probable. In some cases rooted aquatic plants may seem to be a
nuisance weed but their overall benefit to a lakes ecosystem is immense.
>      Aquatic plants provide habitat and nursery areas for virtually all warm water fish, Insects and crustacean's
that live within the shallow coves and estuaries that this proposed three foot drawdown will impact , aquatic plants
also provide important food sources for both fisheries and waterfowl.
>
>      Aquatic plants absorb nutrients such as phosphorus and help reduce undesirable algae growth as well as
stabilize lake sedimentation
> and reduce shoreline erosion.
>  One of the negative impacts from lake drawdowns is the high risk of increased turbidity to the watershed.
Suspending solids will make the water color appear murkier .
>    High concentrations of particle matter can modify light penetration, cause shallow lakes to fill in faster and
smother benthic habitats impacting both organisms and eggs.
>      Fine particulate material also can clog or damage sensitive gill structure, decrease their resistance to
disease, prevent proper egg and larva development and interfere with particle feeding activities.
>    When light penetration is reduced significantly Macrophyte growth may be decreased which in turn impact the
organisms dependent on them for food and cover.
>      Reduced photosynthesis can also lead to lower releases of oxygen in the water that could lead to fish
mortalities .
>         In our opinion the request to issue certificate for drawdown for dam safety must be denied.

Daniel Miraglia 
Pittsfield ma 
BCLS Represenitive

mailto:danrags@verizon.net
mailto:alexander.strysky@mass.gov




















CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts mail system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: Daniel Miraglia
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: File 16656 additional comments
Date: Friday, February 17, 2023 4:17:21 PM
Attachments: pages.PDF

Can you include this n.h study in our comments, 
Thanks
Daniel miraglia
Bcls rep

Sent from the all new AOL app for Android
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From: Daniel Miraglia
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Additional comments 16656
Date: Sunday, February 19, 2023 5:04:46 PM
Attachments: DOC117.PDF

Alex
  Can you add this pdf file for additional comments. This pdf highlights complaints filed
against the permit holders for non compliance with refill dates and minimal flow
requirements. 
Daniel miraglia 
Bcls representative 

Sent from the all new AOL app for Android
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CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts mail system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: mike callahan
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Comment On Pontoosuc Lake Draw Down
Date: Monday, February 20, 2023 7:29:21 PM

Hello
   The Callahan Family have lived on the lake since 1963 . In the early years there
was no draw down. The ice destroyed the shore line and did a lot of damage along
the way. With the draw down it stopped the damage and helped improve the lake .
The opponents of the draw down have said it has hurt the lake in terms of fishing,
but that is far from the truth. The fishing has been fine . They never mention about
the Northern Pike that were put in the lake by people who brought them down from
Lake Ontario and Lake Champlain in the late 60’s  and early 70’s. The Mass
Department of Fisheries and Wildlife also stocked the lake with Tiger Musky. The
Pike and the Musky will eat any fish or wildlife in the lake that is smaller than
them. 
A few weeks ago, at the Lanesborough Firemen’s fishing tournament, there was
over an 8 pound Pike caught along with several Bass over 2 pounds. We have seen
wildlife flourish on the lake; several bald eagles, swans, ducks, beavers, otters and
turtles. 
It’s not just about fishing at Pontoosuc Lake. There are many kayaks, canoes,
paddle boards and swimmers that frequent the lake.  The draw down helps keep the
non native weeds at bay. This practice is beneficial for everyone who utilizes the
lake.

I attended the two meetings regarding the draw down and agree that it will help
with dam safety in protecting the inhabitants of the streets downstream. After living
on the lake for so many years we have seen the damage that ice can do and would
be afraid to see catastrophic damage to the dam and the habitat below the dam. 

In closing we are very strong supporters of the draw down on Pontoosuc Lake.

Sincerely,

Mike and Therese Callahan
15 Narragansett Ave
Lanesborough, MA. 01237

mailto:calgolf15@gmail.com
mailto:alexander.strysky@mass.gov
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I am writing this in regard to the DCR drawdowns of Pontoosuc Lake. This issue came to my attention over a year ago when I became a city Councilor for the city of Pittsfield. This last fall a Pittsfield resident
brought to my attention that a large school of young juvenile fish went over the spillway and down the side chute into a shallow riverbed. There were thousands of fish in this school which the Division of
Fisheries and Wildlife commented that there would be a high mortality rate on these juvenile fish which went into the river system. I asked the Conservation Commissioner if there was any issue with the integrity
of the structure of the dam during a council meeting and he said no. When I asked about the difference in how much the water was drawn down from what the resident reported to him and me and what DCR had
written was different; he didn't know why. Up until this last year they were conducting the drawdowns for weed control and now their stating it's for Dam safety. As I see this it has become a political issue
instead of for the health of the lake ecosystem.
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CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts mail system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: Sean Callahan
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Pontoosuc Lake Draw Down Support
Date: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 1:31:35 PM

Hello Alexander,

I am writing to you supporting the annual Pontoosuc Lake drawdown. If the drawdown is
discontinued, I  believe there will be extensive damage to not only homeowner's properties,
but the damn as well. The drawdown also helps with flood protection and invasive weed
growth. 

Thank You
Sean Callahan
15 Baglee Ave
Pittsfield, MA 01237

mailto:smc1009@gmail.com
mailto:alexander.strysky@mass.gov


From: Louise Conlon
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Draw down
Date: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 8:56:17 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the  Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail system.  Do
not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

I support the draw down.

Thanks

Louise Conlon
17 Narragansett avenue
Lanesborough ma 01237

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:lypconlon@gmail.com
mailto:alexander.strysky@mass.gov
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Please see word attachment #1 re: my comments opposing the 3 foot drawdown and email to the Western MA DEP office dated December 09, 2022,
and attachment #2 re: Environmental Refutation.

Thank you.
Michele Rivers Murphy
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February 21, 2023. Page 1 of 5. 
Michele Rivers Murphy, Former Friends of Pontoosuc Lake Vice President. 

 
As the former VP of Friends of Pontoosuc (FOP) Lake for over 20 years, I go on record 
opposing the Pontoosuc Lake 3 foot annual drawdown. 
This application for drawdown is a politically motivated move by the DCR, GZA 
consultant and, President (Lee Hauge) of the former advisory group: Friends of 
Pontoosuc (FOP) Lake as evidenced below. 

 
For the record, 

• While FOP served as the advisory group for Pontoosuc Lake for approximately 25 
years, FOP no longer exists according to its bylaws since no annual meeting or 
Board-Member-held meetings or votes have taken place for at least 4 years.   
 

• Yet, the President of FOP has continued to inappropriately use the FOP data base 
to support his personal positions regarding lake management. 

 
• The President has used his position as the former advisory group (FOP) to influence 

the town of Lanesborough, city of Pittsfield’s Conservation Commissions and the 
general public in regards to drawdown and herbicides. This is both highly 
inappropriate and presents a conflict of interest given that he is also the Harbor 
Master of Lanesborough, an abutter to the project, and theoretically FOP no longer 
exists. 

 
• Therefore, any comments from FOP should be duly disregarded since they are the 

opinion of a person acting on his own personal beliefs and since any FOP comments 
are not representative of any Board Member approval or membership review, vote, 
or endorsement. 

 
• DCR’s Discrepancy on Application for reason for drawdown. First,  I disagree 

with the DCR’s assessment that dam safety is an existing issue since less than two 
years ago (04.2021) by their own omission and inspection of Pontoosuc Dam—they 
did not deem this dam unsafe (Pontoosuc Lake Dam, Pittsfield, Last Inspection and 
Date: DCR ‐ Dept of Conservation & Recreation on behalf of DCAMM, 04/05/2021). 
Nor can DEP confirm that Pontoosuc Dam is deemed unsafe. Yet, DCR states dam 
safety as the reason for the drawdown each year. Second, the DCR changed their 
reason for the drawdown from: controlling the invasive aquatic plant species to dam 
safety once it was determined that invasive aquatic plant species were no longer 
problematic (less than 3% stated by Lee Hauge & the City of Pittsfield’s limnologists, 
2023).  These DCR changes and shifts, with no verifiable proof of unsafe dam 
condition are suspect. 

 
• These changes are also in direct violation of: 

 
According to M.G.L. Part I, Title XIV, Chapter 91, Section18 wherein:    



 Any changes in use or structural alteration of a licensed structure or fill, whether said 
 structure or fill first was licensed prior to or after the effective date of this section, shall 
 require the issuance by the department of a new license in accordance with the provisions 
 and procedures established in this chapter. Any unauthorized substantial change in use 
 or unauthorized substantial structural alteration shall render the license void. 
 
QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED: 
 

1) How can this change not require a new license? 
2) How did this unlicensed structure built in 1997, not require a Chapter 91 permit? 
3) How did an addition to the side chute (several years later), also not require a 

Chapter 91 permit? 
 

Further Discrepancies in Practice and Requirements. As part of this filing, a Chapter 
91 licensure is required for this pre-existing, unlicensed structure.  And therefore, this 
unlicensed structure is required to be inspected and “shall be certified to be structurally 
sound by a registered professional engineer” before issuance of a Chapter 91 license.    
 
I agree that this dam should be a licensed Chapter 91 structure and brought into 
compliance (accordingly to 310 CMR 9.39, performance standards) since it is long 
overdue due regarding: non-compliance of MA CMR and MGL. 
 
Therefore, I respectfully request that a 3rd party professional engineer complete the 
required inspection and determination in order to decrease the political nature of this 
whole filing. However, 
 
ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS MUST BE ANSWERED: 
 
Re: Pontoosuc Lake Dam is currently an unlicensed structure which is in direct violation 
of MGL. 310 CMR 9.39 wherein Performance Standards clearly states structures shall 
be certified to be structurally sound by a registered professional engineer: 

Activities Requiring Authorization. There are five basic types of activities subject to Chapter 
91 authorization. These include both new and existing unauthorized activities, and are as 
follows: Structures - Placement or construction of any structure, regardless of size, whether 
permanent or seasonal. Examples of typical structures include, but are not limited to: piers, 
wharves, dams, seawalls, weirs, booms, breakwaters, bulkheads, ripraps … 

While there is agreement that the dam should be licensed and in compliance with the 
commonwealth’s law and regulations re: Chapter 91, there is discrepancy in state 
agency practices again. 
 
Please clarify this discrepancy.  
QUESTION: 
Why is the DEP not requiring that all unlicensed pre-existing structures on 
Pontoosuc Lake to file a Chapter 91 and be certified to be structurally sound by a 
registered professional engineer?   
 



As one example, at 22 Waubeek Road (Pontoosuc Lake, Pittsfield, MA ),  
a previous filing (Application #: BRP WW 01b, Transmittal #X282446 & Wetland File # 
263-1123) was granted a Marina License by the DEP but DEP did not require a 
Chapter 91 filing for a pre-existing bulkhead wall structure which the proposed 
marina will be attached.  This is a direct violation by DEP’s own omission that any 
unlicensed structures such as the dam need a Chapter 91 filing and certification of 
determination that such structure is structurally sound by a registered professional 
engineer but yet the DEP doesn’t, and didn’t, require other pre-existing unlicensed 
structures on same Great Pond to file a Chapter 91?  
 
These are important procedural and ethical questions that need to be answered. The 
email to WMass DEP office offers similar concerns regarding GZA’s /DCR’s behavior 
and practices.  As indicated on the link of Pittsfield’s ConCom meeting provided below 
in the email to DEP, this public meeting link most certainly warrants scrutiny.   
 
Thank you. 
 
 
Michele M. Rivers Murphy 
_______________________________________________________ 
*The following is an email I sent on 12.09.22 to W.MASS.DEP Office. 
It is important to note that I received no acknowledgement or response from DEP in this 
regard. 
 
Attachment:  Email to Western MA DEP, Thomas Gruszkos 
dated 12.09.2022 

Pontoosuc Drawdown Violation 
 
Michele Rivers Murphy <drmicheleriversmurphy@gmail.com> 
to Thomas.Gruszkos, Western MA DEP  

Fri, Dec 9, 
2022, 12:05 

PM 

 
 
 

 
Tom. 
 
It is my understanding that this matter is being investigated by your western MA DEP 
office, although not in the timely manner that could have prevented thousands of fish 
being caught downstream with many fish eventually dying.  
   
However, it should have been resolved prior to yesterday's meeting held at the boat 
ramp.   
 
Here is additional information that the DEP should take into consideration when 
investigating this situation regarding the drawdown. 
 
Please view the May 19, 2022 Pittsfield Conservation Meeting link below and go to 
37:00 minutes.  This meeting is highly implicative of DEP interference, with a reference 



to Brian Harrington who attended the GZA/DCR meeting in April re; drawdown 
application. 
 
https://watch.pittsfieldtv.net/CablecastPublicSite/show/44750?channel=3 
 
I forwarded my opposition to the Extension of Pontoosuc Lake Drawdown #263-1188 to 
Commission Members in writing ahead of said meeting.  
 
This meeting was not only a breach of public hearing protocol wherein GZA/DCR "zoom 
bombed" our local ComCon meeting on May 19 before the public could weigh in, they 
also unethically bullied the local ConCom as stated in the link by indicating whether the 
ConCom voted for the extension or not, DEP would make it happen. *See at 
approximately 53:00 wherein a female ConCom member clearly states that if 
local ConCom votes against this extension, then the state will in fact, step in and 
overrule them anyway, and the Representative from GZA confirms that yes, the DEP 
will support them and keep the drawdown happening.   
 
This is highly problematic on many levels: 

• There was no DEP advisement that this 4th extension of NOI should have not been 
allowed but rather should have required a new filing since the current NOI is for a 
drawdown to control invasive aquatic species and recent surveys have clearly stated 
that conditions of the lake in this regard have changed, resulting in a vegetation 
community that is almost completely native species.  Moreover, an extension of the 
OOC would require an additional permitting, public review and comment as Mass 
Wildlife also points out. 

• The interagency stated support from DEP, specifically Brian Harrington and spoke 
of dam safety only regarding this Extension (which is a change that most 
definitely should be a new filing) and, they also spoke of flood storage 
compensation which would require a separate filing all together since it would be a 
violation of OOCs.  In other words, they amended a legal document as they saw fit, 
stating they had DEP's blessing and if the local ConCom chose not to vote in favor, 
DEP would step in and overrule. 

• Moreover, DCR falsely indicates the drawdown is necessary because it is a dam 
safety issue.  There is no evidence as such to their claim so this application is a 
false depiction of truth.  A dam inspection took place 2 years ago and DEP 
confirmed no knowledge of dam safety issues. 

• This is the 4th Extension which is egregious in itself but the reason for drawdown 
has also changed to dam safety so it should absolutely require a new filing. 

• The interagency (specifically, GZA) also suggested changing the sole applicant to 
DCR which is another significant change to such legal document. 

• Friends of Pontoosuc (FOP) was listed as an applicant unbeknownst to me who 
served as Vice-President of FOP over 20 years.  This placed all Board Members at 
great risk for litigation and was also never voted on and approved by the Board in 
accordance to FOP bylaws. 

https://watch.pittsfieldtv.net/CablecastPublicSite/show/44750?channel=3


This heavy handedness as a state supportive directive to overrule the local 
ConCom before they made a decision was inappropriate on every level.  It is also 
evident that it was a done deal in your so called "pre-permitting" process-- so that in of it 
itself, is egregious.  To then change the reasons for the drawdown and applicant on a 
legal document is equally concerning. 

 
I am trying to understand how the DEP or DCR is protecting our environment. 
This Extension will not protect the Wetland Protections Act as DEP is charged to and 
the environmental impact to the fishery and wildlife is most concerning. 
 
I have also forwarded you an email I sent to local ConCom re: my concerns.  Thank 
you. 
 
Please contact me if you have further questions. 

 
Michele 
Michele M. Rivers Murphy, Ed.D. 
413.212.9379 
 



ENVIRONMENTAL REFUTATION OF DEP DECISION 

COMPLIANCE WITH MASS REGULATIONS: 

310 10.56, 310 CMR 10.54(3), (PHYSICAL STABILITY OF                           
 BANK), 310 CMR 9.33 (3) (PROTECTION OF WILDLIFE),                              

 310 CMR 9.33 (3)- PROTECTION OF FISHERIES. 

                   

                       BY VICTOR C. CAPELLI   (FIELD ECOLOGIST, A.A.S, B.S,   

                      SUNY COBLESKILL, CORNELL UNIVERSITY AGRICULTURAL  

                       COLLEGE)  

  

 

            MORPHOMETRIC AND PHYSIO-CHEMICAL PARAMETERS OF  

                                               PONTOOSUC LAKE  

Pontoosuc Lake is an early Eutrophic Great Pond in Berkshire County,  
Massachusetts with a 1.2 mile shoreline of 511. 3 acres adjoining the towns of 
Pittsfield, Cheshire and Lanesboro with an average depth of 14-15 feet in the 
middle of the lake and shoreline depths of 11 feet or less, but increases to as 
much as 40 feet.  The mean width of Pontoosuc Lake is 2,806 feet with a 
maximum width of 4,800 feet and shoreline length of 25, 532 feet (4.81 miles).  A 
typical Berkshire County dimictic and stratified lake, the thermocline separates 
the epilimnion and the hypolimnion at 5-15 feet intervals.  The epilimnion 
increases in size as the summer continues and the thermocline is pushed 
downward from warmer surface water conditions.  DO is very low at the bottom 
of the lake because of the high BOD of decaying vegetation and anaerobic 
conditions.  The upper DO range of 10 mg/l declines to almost 0 at 33 feet.   
Nutrients at the surface are quite low in early summer, because of increased 
biological activity from algal and diatom growth.   



  

 An early stage Eutrophic lake, Pontoosuc Lake  has a TSI (Trophic State Index) 
between 40-60, with a 4-10 UG—1, TP Total Phophorus concentration and a 
chlorophyll concentration of less than 8 UG-L-1 with a Secchi depth range 
between 6 and 3 meters, (11-12 ‘) based on the Corvallis LEI (Lake Evaluation 
Index and Composite Trophic State Index of (Total Nitrogen, TN, Chlorophylla, 
(Cha) and Secchi disk, (SD) lake transparency gauge, macrophyte coverage and 
dissolved oxygen (D0) values.    (http://dnr.wigov/lakes/CLMN/exit extensions 
Lake) University of Wisconsin-2100 Main Street, Stevens Point, Wisconsin, 54481.  
The average pH is above neutral at all depths, with a maximum of 9.2 at the 
surface of the lake and the alkalinity and hardness data indicates that is a well 
buffered hard water lake surrounded by limestone soils and bedrock.  The pH 
values at surface and 10 foot levels are 11.0 and 8. 0 mg/l alkalinity indicates 
contributory leaching of limestone carbonate geology and soils, so eutrophication 
(or aging) of the lake would be accelerated at these high alkaline pH levels.  There 
are three inlets to the lake; two on the northwest part of the shoreline and one 
on the northeast and one outlet on the southeast side.  The watershed drainage is 
approximately 21.35 miles.  

  
                                            BIOLOGICAL PROFILE  

Algae, phytoplankton, zooplankton and protozoa populations have been surveyed 
in Pontoosuc Lake with Bacillariophycae,  Cyanophycaeae  and Chlorophyceae 
being the commonest algal species, Bosmina, Daphinia and Diaphonosoma- 
Cladocerans, Copepod species include ; Diaptomus, Cyclops, Sarcodina,   
Protozoan species are Mastigophora and Infusoria.  Rotifers; Ploesoma, 
Testudinella, Kellicottia, Platyias and Conochilus.  Diatom species consist for the 
most part of Fragilalria and Tabellaria.  Littoral vegetation consists mostly of 
Pondweed (Potamogeton crispus), Water Millfoil, Yellow Water Lily , Eurasian  
Millfoil, Stonewort and Hydrilla.  Seventeen species of fish are native to  
Pontoosuc Lake: Largemouth Bass, Smallmouth Bass, Pumpkin Seed, Black 
Crappie, Bluegill, Yellow and White Perch, Chain Pickerel, Common Carp, Brown 
and Yellow Bullhead, White Sucker, Common Shiner, Golden Shiner, Rock Bass, 



Northern Pike.  600 Tiger Muskies were also introduced in 2015, but in the creel 
surveys of 2011 and 2018 none were taken.  

According to Leanda Fontaine, Aquatic Biologist for the Western District of 
Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife, two electro fishing surveys were 
conducted in Pontoosuc Lake; one in July of 2011 and the last one on June 7th, 
2018.  The survey data indicated that there was a marked decline of fish caught 
from a grand total of 164 fish of 11 species in 2011 to only 48 fish of 13 species in 
2018.    In the 2018 survey 22 Yellow Perch, 4 Smallmouth Bass, 2 Rock Bass, 6 
Common Carp, 2 Blue Gills, 5 Pumpkinseeds and 1 Brown Bullhead  were caught.  
It was noted that in the areas where shocking was conducted fish numbers were 
poor.  This fishing survey contrasts sharply with 2018 where 164 fish from 11 
species were collected; Black Crappie, Blue Gill, Common Carp, Hybrid  
Bluegill/Pumpkinseed, Largemouth Bass, Pumkinseed,  Rock Bass, White Sucker, 
Yellow Bullhead and Yellow Perch and White Perch.  These fishing surveys may 
indicate an overall loss of net productivity in the lake due to overfishing and 
destruction of littoral breeding habitat due to lakeshore development. The 
negative impacts of further lake shore development from the proposed marina 
construction will be addressed later in the paper.     

• 310 CMR  10.54 (3)  “ To corroborate that the physical stability of the bank 
will be impacted by this development as evidenced by the local com con 
decision and specifically, a more narrow lens of impact to the bank that 
will occur from boats accessing the bankward slips of the proposed dock.”  
  

The proposed site area of the Proprietor’s Lodge Marina will enclose 
approximately 4000 square feet of lake surface and 1145 feet of shoreline that 
will be directly impacted by the construction of docks, buoys and 
concrete/cement infrastructure in the following ways: 1). Alteration and 
acceleration of hydrodynamic elements- wave currents, internal and external 
seiches and scouring effects will erode adjacent shorelines.  Unprotected 
shorelines above and below the proposed marina site will be eroded heavily by 
the re-direction and speed of the lake currents, boat mediated waves and altered 
shoreline profile.  This contradicts the WRS survey stating that “ the nature of the 



sediment is not expected to result in any significant erosion or sub-surface 
sediment redistribution as a consequence of boat use. The presence of the dock 
infrastructure will actually increase turbulence and disturbance in water currents 
and bank ward erosion by the elimination of littoral plant buffering by marina 
construction.   Physical evidence of bank erosion from shoreline housing and dock 
construction already exists, especially in front of Proprietor’s lodge due to heavy 
spring rainfall runoff and ice melt.  It should also be noted that DEP has already 
recognized that the “shore is already heavily eroded” and that the further erosion 
of these unprotected surfaces will reduce size of the littoral habitat for bass, 
perch, sunfish, minnows and other forage fish species and wildlife which need 
such biological imperatives like predator aversion, thermoregulation, “loafing”, 
feeding, breeding and growth to keep their populations viable.   

  

2). Underwater displacement of shoreline rock and pebbles by anchor buoy 
action, new docks and piers will be destabilized through the excavation of rock 
and gravel around their bases.  This occurs because the wave currents are 
accelerated by the smooth surfaces of the concrete/cement or wood rather than 
the friction producing (roughage) rock and rubble lake bottom.    

3). Long anchor buoy mooring chains will scour and disturb lake sediments and 
littoral, sub-emergent, emergent or floating vegetation associated with fish 
breeding habitats along the shoreline.   The intensive water disturbance provided 
by buoy mooring chains and or anchors attached to the floating docks and new 
marina infrastructure will shred and uproot underwater plant roots, floating 
leaves, muddy lake bottom sediments and natural lake shoreline stabilizing 
vegetation.  This will be especially noticeable in storms sweeping across the lake 
that swing the chains violently back and forth, creating a sub-surface and surface 
agitation, which only increase turbid conditions on the lake bottom.  

4). Scouring and removal of shoreline vegetation through dock construction will 
rob the stability of the banks above and below the boat slips.  In heavy 
rainstorms, turbulent wave erosion of the bank will be unimpeded from the lack 
of rooted lake emergent, floating and littoral vegetation removed by marina 



construction. Plants such as Yellow Water Lily, Eel Grass, Pondweeds, Pickerel 
Weed, Arrow Arum, cattails,  Water Hyacinth, Yellow Iris or phragmites- all 
stabilize the shallow muddy lake bottom sediments that provide cover and food 
for fish and littoral dwelling  vertebrates and invertebrates. The marina 
construction will remove that natural beneficial feature of shoreline stability.  

5) Boat bow wash and propeller wash,(cavitation)  “bow” waves and boat 
mediated currents will multiply the erosion of the shoreline.     Agitated currents 
both above and below the lake surface from increased boat traffic at the marina 
will disturb the stability of cove and inlet waters that are protected by littoral 
emergent, floating and sub-emergent vegetation.  The repeated propeller wash, 
oar strokes, embarking and disembarking from the shoreline banks create 
artificial wave disturbance that negates the natural wave calming effects of 
littoral vegetation.  

  
6) Tree root and vegetation trampling and shredding by marina 
patrons/human activity will further compromise the shoreline stability of the 
marina by compacting the soil, accelerating storm water runoff from the parking 
lot, outdoor dining areas, boat ramps and marina infrastructure.  Repeated foot 
traffic, bike traffic and dogs that compress the forest topsoil in the riparian 
corridor alongside the shore is a negative cumulative and chronic impact on the 
structural integrity and stability of the topmost organic soil horizon. Leaf litter, 
understory plants, trees and shrubs are the natural rainfall stabilizing components 
of the forest soil.  The marina development will increase the “human footprint” 
on this fragile shoreline ecosystem and destroy the inherent ability of the 
shoreline soil structure to withstand the seasonal changes of weather and climate 
and hasten the dystrophic decline of lakefront properties.  

  

7) Added retaining walls, patio construction, ceremony area, covered porch 
and walkways, will add to increasing total water runoff by funneling and 
accelerating rainwater sheet wash into Pontoosuc Lake that will further 
undermine the Proprietor’s Lodge shoreline, especially during severe weather 



events.   Unmitigated or un-retarded sheet wash runoff that develops over 
friction less surfaces (cement, blacktop, hard packed gravel), especially on a 
gradient leading down to the lake, develops into vertically dissecting head ward 
expanding rill networks and gully wash, where it undermines and destabilizes the 
protruding edge of the shore line.  It should be noted that heavy erosion because 
of the lack of stabilizing littoral vegetation has already occurred at this shoreline 
bank/interface at Proprietor’s Lodge, as a direct result of current runoff and 
further physical, cultural degradation of the shore line.   

  

8) Subsurface shoreline soil undermining and collapse from agitated lake 
waters, boat propeller cavitation and torrential storm runoff and seasonal frost 
heave due to increased dock and marina development derived storm water 
runoff.   Due to the thin topsoil and rocky subsoil and stratum of this Pittsfield 
Loam (Pwe and Nellis Loam) of the shoreline edge adjacent to  Proprietor’s Lodge, 
geomorphological excavation and dislodgement of supporting glacial till(large 
rocks and stone) of the underlying bedrock will be accelerated by frost heave, 
storm water sheet runoff and infiltration from newly created marina 
development surfaces. Subzero temperatures and lake water infiltration will 
combine to force stones upward through the soil profile through the process of 
ice expansion and melting, collapsing and undermining  the shoreline edge. This 
process of shoreline destabilization will be especially enhanced in the spring from 
the accumulated layers of snow and ice on the shore and on the adjacent 
woodland forest floor.     

The fact that DEP has found that the project is “not subject to the General 
Performance Standards” (310 CMR 10.56 (4) (a)4  because the associated 
envisioned removable articulated gangways, structures, upper and lower 
landings, mooring ball system, floating lateral and finger piers, pilings and anchors 
etc. will not exceed the required 24 inland linear feet or 886 square feet to 
require a “wildlife habitat evaluation” (310 CMR 10..54(4)(a) or CMR 10.56(4)(a) 
misses the point entirely.  The synergistic ecological effect (annual 3-6 foot 
drawdowns, boat wash and new marina construction) of this project will further 



destabilize the littoral corridor of the affected shoreline area that includes the 
Proprietor’s Lodge property.  

   

The continued erosion of the shoreline will be enhanced because the marina 
construction of Proprietor’s Lodge will remove any bank stabilizing vegetation 
that would have a chance to become established, prior or existing lake 
management protocols. Aquatic vegetation, aquatic macrophytes help to mitigate 
and attenuate shoreline erosion and wave action, regulate and filter nutrients and 
absorb C02 (carbon sink) and these vital eco-services are at their most effective at 
mid-summer, when photosynthesis and boat traffic are at their peak of activity.  

  

Many studies (Loflin 1995, Burdick and Short 1999, Sanger and Holland, 1999) 
have analyzed the effects of dock shading on benthic vegetation and found that 
boat activity negatively impacts aquatic plant communities and the shoreline 
littoral plant community in the marina project area confirms those findings.   

In addition to the marina’s destabilization of the shoreline by the removal of 
littoral/riparian vegetation or aquatic plants; the direct erosion of the lake 
shoreline by soil compacting human foot traffic, boat launch activity, rainwater 
runoff from the adjacent lawn, patio, dining areas, walking paths and impervious 
parking lot surfaces will dramatically increase, during heavy spring and fall rain 
and snow events or of freezing/ melting episodes regardless of 3-6 foot annual 
drawdowns.  

In addition to the elimination of the loss of natural precipitation, interception, 
infiltration soil surfaces that the marina construction will deprive the Pontoosuc 
Lake shoreline, there will also be a dramatic increase of annual precipitation 
captured and funneled into Pontoosuc Lake by the construction of the artificial 
residential catchment basins of the marina; (storm sewers, blacktop gullies, 
parking lot drains).  Burges (et al 1998) wrote that the annual precipitation 
collected by residential catchment basins averages about 48% compared to only 
12% in naturally forested areas. Burges added that this 36% increase of captured 



precipitation run off has dramatic negative impacts for lake ecology (toxic auto 
chemicals, Phosphorus, Nitrogen) and drinking water potability for nearby 
residential or commercial water systems.  

   

The further destruction and compromise of the riparian and littoral vegetated 
zones, the increased turbidity from the scouring effects of anchor buoys, floating 
piers or floating docks, boat mediated wave action-all act synergistically to 
depress the lake populations of phytoplankton, zooplankton, algae, diatoms or 
rotifers-not to mention the toxic effects of discharged oil and gasoline pollution 
from motor boats which eventually enters the flesh of preferred fish species like 
bass, pike or pickerel through their consumption of forage fish(  i.e. yellow perch, 
shiners, minnows, bluegills) at the bottom of the food chain through 
biomagnification.  The fact that the dock/marina construction will eliminate 
potential vegetation stabilized shorelines that buffer them from boat wash will 
also eliminate their beneficial effect on reducing lake turbidity as well.  

  

All of this contradicts the assertion of Kenneth Wagner  in his letter to Matt 
Puntin, SK Design, (July 19th 2019) stating that “there is no minimal likelihood of 
any erosion or sediment alteration from the proposed dock installation and no 
expected alteration of conditions from the use of those docks by boats.”  
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   SHARE WITH A REGISTERED USER

As an avaid user of pontoosuc lake with over 4-5 thousand hours of experience of this body of water from angling , aquatic plant surveys, fisheries and wildlife stream team volunteer, former board of directors of
Pontoosuc for 18 years , past president and conservation director for b.a.s.s. fishing organizations for 30 years i would concider myself an expert on this body of water. I have watched this lake go from one of
the best fisheries in the state to one of the worst in the last fifteen years. 50 years of lake drawdowns coupled with over agressive herbicide treatments have negitively impacted the fisheries and wildlife and
over excessive loss of aquatic plant habitat has contributed  to an unhealthy lake echo-system . The path to restore the health of this lake is to address the issues at hand which are both current and future lake
management pratices .There needs to be discussions weather there is a need to do drawdowns every year and herbicide applications when there is currently less than three percent exotic plant population,, The
lake can not be managed properly with two seperate filings for herbicide and drawdowns for plant control and a fabrication from applicant that the drawdown is now for dam safety only ?????? I have to question
weather two open NOI filings on the same resource that both will have the same negitive imacts and alterations to the commonwealths resources is allowed under whats called segmentation . One project is
listed as limited resteration and the drawdown is listed as a ecological resteration but both  will have the same alterations as the limited project ?? Another issue i currenty see is the applicant making demands
on the timming of drawdowns and refills when they are not qualified to make sound science based decisions for lake management. In the best interestes of the lake and sound science based lake management
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife who are the stewards of our lakes and ponds should be making the decisions on refill and drawdown dates. Secondly with the DCR having such a bad track record for non
compliance issues as a permit holder at Pontoosuc lake why is this agency even be considered for this  permit application??  I currenty believe there needs to be a secondary applicant such as the city of
pittsfield for this NOI filing with sharred accountibility to better ensure the protection of the WPA. 

I would also once again suggest that the town of Lanesbouough impliment a no wake zone in Bull Hill cove which is less that three feet of water for the purpose of reducing the nuitrient overloading from lake
bottom distributions of silt and  heany solids which cause high turbidity levels and impair the already fragile lake echo-system. I further recommend prohibiting jet skis in guns cove or whats called the back
naragansette cove which is a shallow less than two feet back water estuary for the same reasons. Both these recommendations are sound and should be goals for inlake management. 

daniel miraglia

68 ontario st

pittsfield ma 
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COMMENTS TO JAN 17, 2023 EENF 
PONTOOSUC LAKE ANNUAL DRAWDOWN 

FEB 23, 2023 

INTRODUCTION 

These comments are being submitted by the Lanesborough Harbormaster to the Jan 
17 2023 EENF for the annual drawdown of Pontoosuc lake.  


There is little that can be added to the primary rationale for the drawdown;  prevention 
of loss of life and property damage downstream from a dam failure.  However, there are 
other benefits to the annual drawdown which make the argument for drawdown 
continuation even more compelling.  Also, some have expressed concerns about the 
drawdown which need to be addressed.


ADDITIONAL BENEFITS FROM PONTOOSUC DRAWDOWN 

CONTROL OF INVASIVE MACROPHYTES. 


One of the primary reasons for conducting the drawdown in the past was the benefit 
obtained in the control of nuisance macrophytes which can significantly impair the lake 
value as a recreational resource.  Eurasian watermilfoil is a non-native invasive species 
which has been a problem for lake users since its introduction over 40 years ago.  It is 
a perennial which re-grows from its root structure every year.  A drawdown which 
exposes the roots to freezing is a very effective means of control in the areas which are 
exposed, as the previously frozen roots do not regrow.  The native plants which we are 
trying to encourage are annuals and the seeds dropped the previous year if exposed 
by drawdown remain viable and germinate as they would with no drawdown.  We have 
managed to gain control over the milfoil with the use of herbicides as well as 
drawdowns, but it is a continuing problem:  Since it spreads by fragmentation and 
there is a healthy population in the lake inlets which we cannot eradicate it will quickly 
spread back into the lake if control is not continued.  Much of the re-introduction via 
fragmentation occurs in the area exposed by drawdown, so the drawdown will help in 
the battle for control, and enable us to use less herbicide which will help the 
propagation of the desirable native weed species.


PREVENTION OF DAMAGE TO SHORELINE STRUCTURES. 


The dam is not the only thing at risk from an iced-over lake.  Homeowners, businesses, 
and government entities all have significant investment in shoreline structures such as 
retaining walls, highway support structure, and lake access facilities.  An ice sheet on 
the lake exerts tremendous force on these structures in the presence of even normal 
winds and can cause severe and expensive damage.  Without a drawdown, these 
forces will be exerted throughout the winter, not just under unusual conditions as a lake 
level rise from a winter rain event. 
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COMMENTS ON DRAWDOWN PLAN AND CONCERNS  

ICE-OUT DATE  


Refill timing is critical to drawdown success, and to minimizing any negative impacts 
from the drawdown.  Completion of refill by April 1 has been a regulatory element in 
drawdown permitting which needs to be reexamined.  Attachment 1 is a spreadsheet 
with data and analysis of ice-out dates from 1925, 98 years.  There are 87 data points 
over those years ( some years the date was not recorded).  Source of the data is 
shown; that thru 1988 was obtained from the Berkshire Eagle, subsequent data was 
recorded by volunteers from the Friends of Pontoosuc.  Definition of ice-out for the 
Friends data is:  The first day when there is no large sheet of ice anywhere the lake.  
Typically there are small chunks of ice (less than I foot) floating against the downwind 
shore for a day or more after this date, but they could not damage shoreline structures 
like the large sheets can.  The dates recorded by the Eagle are probably the dates 
when a reporter could see no ice when observing the lake from public areas and could 
possibly be a little earlier than what would have been recorded by the above definition.  


The above table summarizes the earliest and latest dates over the entire data set and 
for the last 13 years.  Climate change has impacted the dates, but there is still a large 
range of dates in the recent data, showing ice-out as early as March 10, and as late as 

April 18.  Clearly an April 1 refill-by date results in high risk to the dam and other 
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ICE OUT DATES 1925 - 2021
EARLIEST LATEST

year mo/day year mo/day
2016 3/10 1972 4/27
2002 3/12 1956 4/29
2012 3/16 1940 4/30

Average: 4/10
Median;  4/9

ICE OUT DATES 2010 - 2022
EARLIEST LATEST

year mo/day year mo/day
2016 3/10 2015 4/18
2012 3/16 2018 4/14
2020 3/21 2014 4/13

Average: 4/2 
Median;  4/6



infrastructure.  The EENF suggests deviating from the April 1 date sometimes.  An 
alternate approach is suggested below.


DRAWDOWN/REFILL PROCEDURE 


The drawdown and refill are controlled by the sluice gate (3.5 feet below the spillway), 
and the low-level outlet opening.  The description paragraph 2.1.1 correctly lists the 
spillway crest (Elevation 1101.3) and a Sluice Gate (Elevation 1093.9).  The sluice gate 
is controlled by moving a gate up from the closed condition.  It is unclear what the data 
in table 2.1 is describing.  It appears to be describing a “spillway” gate operated by 
moving the gate down from the spillway elevation instead of up from the sluice gate 
elevation.  Once the lake level is below the bottom lip of the movable sluice gate its 
position has no impact on the outlet flow.  (Raising that gate up from 26 to 40 inches 
between day 14 and day 21 would have no impact on flow if the lake level is at the 
required 14 inches down (22 inches above the sluice gate elevation) on day 14.  I 
suggest that the nomenclature talk only about the sluice gate and the lower gate, not 
sure what Is meant by the spillway gate.


I also suggest that the goals and requirements of the drawdown be clearly stated, and 
that the implementation by using some combination of the sluice gate and the lower 
gate be left the operator.  The requirements which were in place in 2005 when the new 
dam was built were:  Drawdown elevation 3 feet +/- .5 feet below spillway crest.  
Allowing the lake level to be regulated by the elevation of the sluice gate was the intent 
when the dam was rebuilt, and it seems quite reasonable to implement that now.  


The refill procedure described in the EENF is somewhat decoupled from the calendar 

dates which were in past orders of conditions, but it is unclear why any calendar dates 
are retained.  Initiating refill at the time of ice-out and refilling at the maximum rate 
possible while maintaining the required minimum downstream flow seems the most 
logical course of action.  The typical inflow rate of 100 cfs and a 3.3 ft drawdown for a 
500 acre lake yields a refill time of 8.3 days.   If conditions are such that there is 
minimal risk of an extreme inflow raising the lake to a height risking the dam or 
downstream infrastructure, then there seems to be no reason for not implementing refill 
as quickly as the inflow will accomplish it while maintaining the required minimum 
downstream outflow. I suggest that refill be targeted to start at ice-out day unless there 
are weather conditions which make alternate actions preferable.  Dry weather and little 
or no snowpack would be cause for initiating refill before ice-out, and wet conditions/
forecast and/or significant snowpack would be reasons for initiating refill later.  The 
EENF identifies an intent of refilling the lake in 4-6 weeks.  I know of no rationale for 
this.


Minimum downstream flow required by the most recent Pontoosuc OOC is .5 cfs.  
Minimum suggested by the Riverways  group in MA DER is .5 cfs per square mile of 
watershed, which for Pontoosuc would be 21 cfs.  The .5 cfs / mile rate is based on the 
20th percentile of inflow rates, and would therefore require that the lake be lowered 
20% of the time while we are trying to refill in the spring.  So a reasonable compromise 
is to implement the high outlet streamflow when practical but revert to the .5 cfs for 
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times when inflow rates are low.  This is, in general, what the proposed EENF would 
accomplish, but it would be an improvement in the description to have this better 
articulated.  


FISHERIES IMPACT AND DATA NEEDED. 


There has been concern about the fish population and on the possible impact of a 
drawdown.  There have been inconsistent claims on the robustness/health of the 
current fish population and on the parameters which are critical to the maintenance of 
a healthy fishery.  Clearly more data is needed.  Below is a short list of data which 
would be useful:


• What is the population of the desirable (and other) species at present?  Is it 
declining?


• What are the optimum and acceptable parameters for fish spawning, 
Temperature, depth, etc. ?  There is literature (on-line and elsewhere) on 
spawning temperature, but claims are being made about spawning observed 
at other temperatures.


• Can spawning be successful if done in an area drawn down and then refilled?  

• How does macrophyte density impact the fishery?  Invasive species and 

native species?

• What is the water temperature during and after refill?


Much of the above data is hard to come by and even when there are numbers there 
may be doubt about its validity/objectivity.  Water temperature during refill is easy to 
measure, and an effort should (and will) be made to gather information on this 
parameter starting with the spring 2023 refill.  If we could have a better understanding 
of some or all the above information it might be possible to adjust the drawdown 
parameters to the benefit of the fishery without compromising the objectives of the 
drawdown.  At the present, the drawdown is not believed to have any significant 
impact on fisheries, as it is believed that refill being completed before spawning, and 
there is no evidence of any fish kills for the duration of the drawdown.  
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The plan as described in the EENF will meet the objectives of protecting downstream 
infrastructure and preventing loss of life from a catastrophic spring refill event.  It is also 
, to some degree, complementary to other lake management objectives including 
protection of shoreline structures and controlling invasive macrophytes.  The situation 
is very complex, different every year, and being impacted by climate change.  Fixed 
calendar dates are inappropriate to use even for guidelines.  It is unclear in the EENF 
who makes the final decisions.  It would be desirable to have the decisions made with 
more interested parties represented.   Perhaps a team led by the Pittsfield DCR with 
participants including the two harbormasters, and a DFW representative could be 
charged with developing a refill plan every year based on conditions as ice-out is 
approaching.  The Dam Safety office would have the final say to ensure that the dam 
as well as downstream life and infrastructure are not put at risk.  This group should also 
be charged with identifying data needed to improve the decision making in future 
years, and to the extent possible developing some of the required data.  The list of data 
above in the fisheries impact section could be a starting point for the data categories 
where we need more information.


Lee Hauge, 

Lanesborough Harbormaster
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PONTOOSUC LAKE ICE-OUT RECORDS
FROM THE BERKSHIRE EAGLE THRU 1975 ( E)

FROM EAGLE VIA USGS (U)
FROM THE FRIENDS OF PONTOOSUC (F)

year mo/day Month Day days fr 3/1 Julian day leap source
1925 4/2 4 2 33 92 E
1926 4/24 4 24 55 114 E
1927 4/8 4 8 39 98 E
1928 4/7 4 7 38 98 1 E
1929 4/7 4 7 38 97 E
1930 4/3 4 3 34 93 E
1931 4/10 4 10 41 100 E
1932 4/21 4 21 52 112 1 E
1933 4/17 4 17 48 107 E
1934 4/18 4 18 49 108 E
1935 4/10 4 10 41 100 E
1936 4/1 4 1 32 92 1 E
1937 4/15 4 15 46 105 E
1938 3/28 3 28 28 87 E
1939 4/26 4 26 57 116 E
1940 4/30 4 30 61 121 1 E
1941 4/15 4 15 46 105 E
1942 4/8 4 8 39 98 E
1943 4/26 4 26 57 116 E
1944 4/19 4 19 50 110 1 E
1945 3/30 3 30 30 89 E
1946 3/27 3 27 27 86 E
1947 4/14 4 14 45 104 E
1948 4/1 4 1 32 92 1 E
1949 3/28 3 28 28 87 E
1950 4/9 4 9 40 99 E
1951 4/10 4 10 41 100 E
1952 4/11 4 11 42 102 1 E
1953 3/27 3 27 27 86 E
1954 3/28 3 28 28 87 E
1955 4/15 4 15 46 105 E
1956 4/29 4 29 60 120 1 E
1957 3/31 3 31 31 90 E
1958 4/15 4 15 46 105 E
1959 4/18 4 18 49 108 E
1960 4/16 4 16 47 107 1 E
1961 4/21 4 21 52 111 E
1962 4/12 4 12 43 102 E
1963 4/16 4 16 47 106 E
1964 4/17 4 17 48 108 1 E
1965 4/18 4 18 49 108 E
1966 4/18 4 18 49 108 E
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1967 4/20 4 20 51 110 E
1968 4/6 4 6 37 97 1 E
1969 4/16 4 16 47 106 E
1970 4/24 4 24 55 114 E
1971 4/25 4 25 56 115 E
1972 4/27 4 27 58 118 1 E
1973 4/1 4 1 32 91 E
1974 4/5 4 5 36 95 E
1975 4/22 4 22 53 112 E
1976 4/3 4 3 34 94 1 U
1977 4/14 4 14 45 104 U
1978 4/19 4 19 50 109 U
1979 4/21 4 21 52 111 U
1980 4/7 4 7 38 98 1 U
1981 4/2 4 2 33 92 U
1982 4/22 4 22 53 112 U
1983 4/2 4 2 33 92 U
1984 4/14 4 14 45 105 1 U
1985 4/2 4 2 33 92 U
1986 4/4 4 4 35 94 U
1987 4/5 4 5 36 95 U
1988 4/9 4 9 40 100 1 U
1989 3/29 3 29 29 88 F
1990 4/3 4 3 34 93 F
1991 3/27 3 27 27 86 F
1992 4/8 4 8 39 99 1 F
1993 4/17 4 17 48 107 U
1994 4/19 4 19 50 109 F
1995 3/26 3 26 26 85 F
1996 4/11 4 11 42 102 1 F
1997 4/9 4 9 40 99 F
1998 3/31 3 31 31 90 F
2001 4/22 4 22 53 112 F
2002 3/12 3 12 12 71 F
2011 4/13 4 13 44 103 F
2012 3/16 3 16 16 76 1 F
2014 4/13 4 13 44 103 F
2015 4/18 4 18 49 108 F
2016 3/10 3 10 10 70 1 F
2017 4/6 4 6 37 96 F
2018 4/14 4 14 45 104 F
2019 4/12 4 12 43 102 F
2020 3/21 3 21 21 81 1 F
2021 3/29 3 29 29 88 F
2022 3/28 3 28 28 87 F

Average all 40.7 99.9 4/10
Average 12 years 92.5 4/2
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Median 12 years 96.0 4/6
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ICE OUT DATES 1925 - 2021
EARLIEST LATEST

year mo/day year mo/day
2016 3/10 1972 4/27
2002 3/12 1956 4/29
2012 3/16 1940 4/30

Average: 4/10
Median;  4/9

ICE OUT DATES 2010 - 2022
EARLIEST LATEST

year mo/day year mo/day
2016 3/10 2015 4/18
2012 3/16 2018 4/14
2020 3/21 2014 4/13

Average: 4/2 
Median;  4/6
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 Memorandum 
 

To:    Alexander Strysky, MEPA Unit 

 

From:  Susan You, Waterways Regulation Program, MassDEP/Boston 

 

Cc:  Daniel Padien, Program Chief, MassDEP/Boston 

   

Re:   Pontoosuc Lake Annual Drawdown Project, Pittsfield and Lanesborough, EENF (EEA #16656) 

Chapter 91 Waterways Regulation Program Comments  

 

Date:   February 24, 2023 

  

 

The Department of Environmental Protection Waterways Regulation Program (the “Department”) 

has reviewed the above referenced EENF (EEA #16656), submitted by GZA Environmental, Inc. 

on behalf of the Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation and Massachusetts 

Division of Capital Asset Management and Maintenance (the “Proponent”) for the Pontoosuc Lake 

annual drawdown project located in Waters of Pontoosuc Lake at 4 Hancock Road in the City of 

Pittsfield and extending through lake area within the City of Pittsfield and Town of Lanesborough, 

Berkshire County (the “project site”). The project proposes conducting 3-foot annual drawdown 

of Pontoosuc Lake to reduce flood risk and damage to the Pontoosuc Lake dam.  

 

Water Dependency: 

The Department has determined that this project is a water-dependent use project pursuant to 310 

CMR 9.12(2)(a)12.  

  

Chapter 91 Jurisdiction:   

Pontoosuc Lake is defined as a Great Pond as defined at 310 CMR 9.02 and is subject to Chapter 

91 jurisdiction pursuant to 310 CMR 9.04(1)(a). As the dam is located within the Chapter 91 

jurisdictional boundaries of the lake and the drawdown activities throughout the lake will occur 

within the Chapter 91 jurisdictional boundaries, both are subject to M.G.L. Chapter 91.  

 



Pontoosuc Lake Drawdown Project, Pittsfield and Lanesborough, EENF/ EEA #16656         Page 2 of 2                                     

Chapter 91 Waterways Regulation Program Comments 

 

Chapter 91 Comments:  

 

The EENF states that the dam does not have a Chapter 91 authorization and that structural alteration 

has occurred after January 1, 1984, and therefore a Chapter 91 license is required for the dam, and 

a Chapter 91 permit is required for the drawdown activities pursuant to 310 CMR 9.05(2)(e). The 

Proponent intends to submit a single WW01 Water-Dependent application for both the license and 

permit. 

 

If you have any questions regarding the Department’s comments or would like to schedule a pre-

application meeting, please contact me at susan.you@mass.gov or at (857) 972-5638. 
 

 

mailto:susan.you@mass.gov
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         February 24, 2023    

 

Rebecca Tepper, Secretary       

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs   

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Office  

Alexander Strysky, EEA No. 16656  

100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor  

Boston, MA 02114-2524   

Re:  Pontoosuc Lake Annual Drawdown 

Pittsfield and Lanesborough, EENF          

  

Dear Secretary Tepper,  

  

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), Western Regional 

Office (WERO) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Expanded Environmental 

Notification Form (EENF) submitted for the proposed Pontoosuc Lake Annual Drawdown project 

located in Pittsfield and Lanesborough (EEA #16656).    

  

The applicable MassDEP regulatory and permitting considerations regarding wetlands and 

waterways is discussed.   

  

I.  Project Description  

 

The Proponents, Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), Office 

of Dam Safety (ODS, applicant) and the Massachusetts Division of Capital Asset 

Management and Maintenance (DCAMM, owner) are seeking to re-permit the annual 

drawdown of Pontoosuc Lake, a Great Pond located within both the Town of Lanesborough 

and the City of Pittsfield.  Pontoosuc Lake is fed by Secum and Town Brooks and 

discharges to the West Branch of the Housatonic River which flows through the City of 

Pittsfield.  The dam which impounds the 541-acre lake is located at the southern end of the 

lake.  The dam listed as “High Hazard” was constructed in 1866 for industrial water supply 

purposes and has been maintained, upgraded, and reconstructed.  Upgrades in 2005 

included reconstruction of the spillway and installation of sluice gate in the spillway 

controlled by a steel slide gate.  The dam is approximately one hundred feet long and 

twenty feet in height.  The low-level outlet is approximately fifteen feet below the top of 

the dam. 
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A permit for the annual drawdown of the lake was obtained in 2011 by the Lanesborough 

Conservation Commission and the Pittsfield Conservation Commission and has been 

extended every three years but is set to expire and will not be renewed.  The Proponent 

states that the annual drawdown is required as a dam safety measure to protect downstream 

communities from flooding, to protect the dam from potential ice damage and to provide 

flood storage volume seasonally.  The Office of Dam Safety has conducted annual three-

foot drawdowns of the lake.  Three-foot drawdowns and refilling have been occurring since 

the mid-1970’s by opening and closing a slide gate.  The newly proposed drawdown will 

begin in mid-October each year lowering the level of the lake by two to three inches per 

day totaling a three-foot drawdown by mid-November.  The lake level would be maintained 

at thirty-six inches below the spillway crest until refilling begins on or about March 1.  

There is no construction associated with this project.   

 

Environmental Justice populations are identified within one and five-mile radii of the 

project site.  The categories are Minority, Income, and Minority and Income.  The 

Proponent posits the project will have a beneficial impact as the drawdowns will protect 

the downstream communities and infrastructure from flooding risk. The project exceeds 

the threshold for a mandatory Environmental Impact Report (EIR); the Proponent is 

requesting a limited scope and that the Secretary allow submittal of a Single EIR. 

 

Environmental Impacts associated with this project include:  

 

• Total site acreage (existing) – 541 acres  

• Square feet (SF) of new other wetland alteration – 3,188,592 SF (Temporary/Annual) 

 

 

II. Required Mass DEP Permits and/or Applicable Regulations  

 

Wetlands 

310 CMR 10.000 

Waterways 

314 CMR 9.00 

  

III. Permit Discussion 

 

 Bureau of Water Resources 

  

Wetlands Protection Act  

The proponent acknowledges the Project is subject to the Wetlands Protection Act (WPA) 

and the associated regulations and will file a Notice of Intent (NOI) requesting an Order of 

Conditions. In the event a municipal Order of Conditions (OOC) is appealed to MassDEP, 

MassDEP cannot issue a Superseding OOC until after the Project has received a final 

Certificate from the Secretary.  To ensure full opportunities for public involvement and to 

avoid any potential conflict with the final Certificate from the Secretary, MassDEP 

recommends that no such filing occur until after the Project has received a final Certificate 
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from the Secretary.  Should the Proponent file an NOI prior to the issuance of a final 

Certificate from the Secretary, MassDEP recommends the local Conservation Commission 

defer a decision on the filing and keep the meeting open until a final Certificate from the 

Secretary has been issued to ensure consistency with any requirements in that Certificate. 

 

As part of the NOI filing for the project, the Proponent will be required to identify any and 

all Resource Areas (as defined at 310 CMR 10.04) that occur in or near the project site, as 

well as any Resource Areas potentially impacted by the proposed Activity.  Resource Areas 

potentially impacted by the activity include those within or adjacent to Pontoosuc Lake as 

well as those upstream and downstream of the Lake which could be impacted by the 

drawdown activity.  Through the WPA permitting process, the Proponent is required to 

demonstrate how the project will protect the interests of the WPA. 

 

The Proponent indicates that the water was found to be impaired due to the introduction of 

several non-native organisms, including along with other species, what the Proponent 

refers to as Water Chestnut (Eleocharis dulcis).  MassDEP recommends the Proponent 

clarify if this is the correct species intended to be referenced or if the correct reference is 

Trapa natans, also known as water chestnut.   

 

The EENF purports to depict the MassDEP Wetlands Layer on Figure 3.  However, the 

map legend identifies wetlands classifications that are inconsistent with the MassDEP 

wetlands layer.  The Proponent should clearly indicate whether it is referring to the 

MassDEP Wetlands (2005) dataset served by MassGIS or another source.  

 

Limited Project 

The project may be eligible for review under the Limited Project provisions contained at 

310 CMR 10.53(3). As for all Limited Projects, allowance under these provisions is at the 

discretion of the local Commission and to the extent practicable, work must comply with 

the General Performance Standards.  During the WPA permitting process, the Proponent 

will need to demonstrate how the project will protect the interests of the Act.  

 

The project Proponent has indicated that the project will be filed under the WPA as a 

limited project as described at 310 CMR 10.53(3)(i).  310 CMR 10.53(3)(i) refers to, The 

maintenance, repair and improvement, (but not substantial enlargement except when 

necessary to meet the Massachusetts Stream Crossing Standards) of 

structures…  However, the Proponent states: No construction or physical alteration is 

proposed to the dam, within the lake, or around the lake. It is currently not clear whether 

the referenced limited project provision applies to the project as described.   

 

MassDEP notes that the limited project provisions contained at 310 CMR 10.53(3)(m) refer 

to: Lake drawdown projects (except those related to the breach of a dam or a reservoir or 

appurtenant work to such dam or reservoir) undertaken in response to written Orders or 

recommendation Letters issued by the Department of Conservation and Recreation Office 

of Dam Safety (DCR).  The Proponent should consider whether 310 CMR 10.53(3)(m) is 

the more appropriate limited provision and if so seek to meet the requirement for 

appropriate documentation from DCR. 
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Drawdown Management 

The Proponent indicates that the project will consist of an annual winter three-foot 

drawdown.  The NOI for the project should clearly identify the specific elevation (i.e. 

baseline) that establishes the normal pool elevation from which the three-foot drawdown 

will be measured.  In order to provide consistency in measurements and public 

transparency, as part of the NOI filing for the project, MassDEP recommends the 

Proponent include provisions for establishing a visually identifiable baseline and an 

objective means of measuring lake water levels to verify compliance with a final OOC.  

Suggested options include affixing or marking on the spillway wingwall or upstream face 

of the dam, a water level gauge, calibrated in three-inch increments between specified 

elevations above mean sea level (AMSL) National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) 

which is easily visible from a public way; establishing a real-time data logger which 

provides water level elevation on a publicly available website; or other similar approaches. 

Selected option(s) should be maintained. 

 

While the proposed project has generally designated times of year for the initiation and 

duration of drawdown conditions, the Proponent seeks limited flexibility on the start date 

of the initiation of the drawdown to account for severe weather which could result in 

significant rainfall and potential flooding which potentially threatens public safety.  

MassDEP understands and supports the need for such adaptive management.  However, in 

order to avoid any subsequent misunderstandings about when such non-standard operating 

procedure will be implemented, MassDEP recommends the Proponent clearly articulate, 

to the extent practicable, the conditions under which an earlier start date or longer duration 

may be sought, such as specified predicted rainfall events or specified weather conditions 

in subsequent submittals and the NOI.  In addition, conditions under which a non-standard 

drawdown would be maintained and/or subsequent re-filling would occur should be 

identified.  

 

Waterways 

The Proponent has identified Pontoosuc Lake as a “Great Pond” as defined at 310 CMR 

9.02 and acknowledges that the current dam structure was not previously authorized; 

therefore, in accordance with 310 CMR 9.05(1)(b), a License application under MGL 

Chapter 91 is required.  The Proponent further acknowledges the lowering of the water 

level of a Great Pond, in accordance with 310 CMR 9.05(2)(e), requires filing a Permit 

application under MGL Chapter 91.   MassDEP’s Division of Wetlands and Waterways, 

Western Regional Office, in coordination with the Boston office of MassDEP is and will 

be available to meet with the project Proponent to discuss permitting pathway and technical 

issues regarding Chapter 91 Licensing and Permitting. 

 

The general purposes of 310 CMR 9.00 include the protection and promotion of the 

public’s interests, and to protect public health, safety, and general welfare. As part of the 

License and Permit application the Proponent will be required to demonstrate how the dam 

structure and proposed drawdown preserves public rights, protects water-dependent uses, 

meets engineering standards, and serves a public purpose. 
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IV. Other Comments/Guidance 

 

Single EIR 

MassDEP has no objections, should the Secretary determine a Single EIR is acceptable.  

 

Section 61 Findings 

MassDEP has reviewed the Draft Section 61 Findings in the EENF that include a summary 

table of mitigation measures.  MassDEP will reserve comment regarding acceptability of 

these Findings until the (S)EIR is finalized, and any potential project modifications are 

provided. 

 

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

There is no construction associated with this project; the Proponent indicates no impact to 

GHG from this project and requests a di minimis exemption. 

 

MassDEP staff is available for discussions as the project progresses. If you have any 

questions regarding this comment letter, please do not hesitate to contact Kathleen Fournier 

at (413) 755-2267. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Catherine V. Skiba, P.G. for 

Michael Gorski 

Regional Director 

 

cc:       MEPA File 
 



From: Kathleen Ciccarello
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Pontoosuc Lake Drawdown comments
Date: Friday, February 24, 2023 7:08:08 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the  Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail system.  Do
not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Strysky,

I am writing this testimonial directly to your email referring to the Pontoosuc Lake drawdown as I was unable to
respond on the website under “comments”. 

We have lived on the estuary which empties into Pontoosuc Lake (Narragansette Ave causeway) in excess of forty
years enjoying the numerous wildlife shows it offers.  Since the drawdowns began, we have not seen snapping
turtles travel to our yard to lay eggs (they do not exist),  the migrating birds do not find safe haven in their protected
estuary, especially in the late winter and the amphibious frogs, etc fail to winter over. 

We especially enjoy watching the American bald eagles fish and roost in the pines surrounding this estuary until
they disappear after the lake is drawn.  The grey blue heron, geese, many variety of ducks also make there home
here but also disappear quickly once the water becomes a pencil sized stream.

The weed problem no longer threatens the health of the lake and we observe none as we kayak on the lake daily.

We are adamantly opposed to the drawdown because it a non specific method of plant control and adversely impacts
all fisheries, wildlife and aquatic plants. It is excessive and unwarranted.

As an abutter to the proposed project and having observed the negative impacts and loss of habitat  in the regulated
wetland resources in our backyard,  we believe it is now time to put a stop to the practice of drawing down the lake. 
It is unnecessary and is a cruel and unwarranted practice which should be halted.

Sincerely,
Kathleen L. Ciccarello

    

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:kathie9193@gmail.com
mailto:alexander.strysky@mass.gov
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February 24, 2023 

 

 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 

Attn: MEPA Office 

Alexander Strysky, EEA No.16656 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston MA 02114 

Via Email 

 

Dear Secretary Tepper:  

The Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife (MassWildlife) is the agency charged with 

the statutory responsibility for the conservation of freshwater fish and wildlife in the 

Commonwealth, including endangered plants and animals and are submitting comments on the 

Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF; EEA 16656) Pontoosuc Lake Annual 

Drawdown Project. 

MassWildlife’s position on the proposed drawdown is that it alters and causes harm to 

biological resources without substantive justification or full consideration of alternative 

approaches with less impact to the biological resources. 

Specifically, MassWildlife identifies the following concerns: 

o Project Segmentation (should be considered in totality) 

o Inconsistencies between the EENF and previous filings for lake management in 

Pontoosuc Lake 

o Incomplete/Insufficient alternatives analysis 

o The proponent’s assertion that the ecology of the lake is unimpacted by the 

drawdown 

Importance of Pontoosuc Lake 

Pontoosuc Lake is a recreationally and ecologically important and valuable resource. Ensuring 

access to high-quality outdoor recreational opportunities is especially important in Pittsfield, as 

it is designated as a community in Massachusetts with Environmental Justice populations.  



 

 

With the lake’s proximity to Pittsfield and the public access boat ramp makes Pontoosuc a 

destination lake for anglers and other recreational users. MassWildlife’s Angler Education 

Program has hosted Learn-to-Fish clinics at Lake Pontoosuc to introduce people to fishing and 

connect the local community to nature.  

The lake is annually stocked with trout by MassWildlife to provide additional recreational 

opportunity for anglers. In addition to trout fishing, recreational anglers target Largemouth 

Bass, Smallmouth Bass, Yellow Perch, Chain Pickerel, and Northern Pike. The naturally 

reproducing Pike fishery in Pontoosuc is particularly sought after. The lake and its supporting 

wetlands are also important habitat for waterfowl, semi-aquatic mammals, reptiles, 

amphibians, and invertebrates. 

Project Segmentation 

MassWildlife agrees that this drawdown is no longer necessary for aquatic vegetation control. 

The proponents have identified dam safety and downstream flood protection as the sole reason 

for the MEPA filing. Yet, at the same time, the Town of Lanesborough and the Friends of 

Pontoosuc Lake have a Notice of Intent (NOI) to manage aquatic vegetation under review by 

the Lanesborough and Pittsfield Conservation Commissions (Attachment 1). The NOI for aquatic 

vegetation management will impact the same resources as those affected by a drawdown, 

leading to two concurrent permitting pathways with overlapping resource impacts. This 

eliminates the ability of the Conservation Commissions and MassWildlife to consider these 

activities cumulatively. This separation of the actions into two different permits is counter to 

the anti-segmentation language of the MEPA that “the Secretary shall consider the entirety of 

the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof. 

The Proponent may not phase or segment a Project to evade, defer or curtail MEPA review” 

(301 CMR 11(2)(c)) and will prevent understanding of the impacts for the two lake 

management actions combined.   

Inconsistencies between the 2023 EENF and previous filings 

The drawdown was last permitted in 2011 pursuant to the WPA as a lake management action 

to control aquatic vegetation. Although the flood control box is checked on the 2011 NOI, 

neither the 2011 NOI narrative (Attachment 2) nor the issued Order of Conditions identify flood 

storage or dam safety as a purpose.  However, the EENF states in Section 4.5 that the 

drawdown since 2011 was conducted for flood control with vegetation management as an 

ancillary benefit. This is not consistent with the 2011 filing and previous filings to the local 

Conservation Commissions where aquatic vegetation control was the clear intent. The EENF 

fails to adequately describe these inconsistencies in permitting or what change in condition 

has occurred to the dam or Lake to justify a shift in purpose of the same 3-foot drawdown 

previously used for aquatic vegetation control.   



 

 

Dam Protection and Operation 

The proposed drawdown does not match the timing of extreme weather events. While rainfall 

in Massachusetts is relatively consistent across all months, hurricane season, which presents 

the highest risk of catastrophic single rainfall events, runs from June 1 to November 30 – 

peaking in Massachusetts from the beginning of August to mid-October. The proponent 

proposes to conduct the winter drawdown outside of this time period, providing no benefit for 

flood control during significant climatic events. As an example, both rainfall events cited in 

Alternative 4 (EENF Section 3.4) occurred outside the winter drawdown period. The Proponent 

should provide more information and analysis to demonstrate that the annual winter 

drawdown will achieve the stated flood control benefits.  

The EENF identifies the drawdown as necessary to protect the dam from ice scour, freeze/thaw, 

and ice loading (EENF Section 1.2). However, the three-foot drawdown will not eliminate ice, 

but only lower the zone of ice scour three feet in elevation. The face of the dam, now exposed 

to the air from the proposed drawdown, would still be experiencing freezing, as well as 

increased freeze-thaw cycles. 

The dam at Pontoosuc is currently rated in good condition. The EENF fails to adequately 

describe how ice or freeze/thaw would affect the dam face nor demonstrate any existing 

damage from ice since the dam was repaired in 2005/2006. If areas of the dam are vulnerable 

to erosion or scour from ice, they should be repaired to withstand those forces or employ 

alternative solutions with less environmental impact. The Alternatives analysis should be 

expanded to consider repair of the dam to address the vulnerability to ice forces described by 

the Proponent.  

The Proponents point out that the spillway is inadequate to pass the Spillway Design Flood. The 

alternatives analysis rejects repair of the spillway due to feasibility and expense. However, the 

proposed drawdown, as stated, will not protect from flood events even if conducted during 

high-risk time periods.  The single largest threat to downstream populations would be from a 

catastrophic failure of Pontoosuc dam during a significant hurricane, which generally occur 

when the lake is proposed to be a full pool elevation.  MassWildlife recommends further 

analysis of the alternative to modify and upgrade the dam to provide adequate downstream 

protection. 

The Proponent proposes changes to the timing of drawdown and refill from the dates 

recommended in the GEIR to a discretionary timeline based on ice coverage and/or watershed 

snowpack. The rate and timing of drawdown and refill has impacts on fish and wildlife 

resources in the lake and downstream and should strongly consider fish, wildlife, and wetland 

impacts, in any decision.   



 

 

The dam is currently without a flow gauge or other means of determining discharge or 

drawdown rate. Absent this technology, there is no way for the Proponent to monitor the 

drawdown for compliance themselves or allow the public or resource agencies to determine 

compliance. A publicly inaccessible logbook is not a sufficient solution.  

Impacts to Fish and Wildlife Resources 

The impacts to wildlife resources from drawdowns have the potential to be extensive, both in-

lake and downstream. Throughout the EENF, the Proponent describes the impacts from the 

drawdown as temporary. The dewatering of littoral zones may be temporary, but the impacts 

of a drawdown are long lasting. Shallow water habitats in Pontoosuc Lake have been impacted 

for many years as a result of the long running annual drawdown. Native freshwater mussels, 

snails, and other invertebrates die from exposure to the dry, freezing conditions as they are 

unable to fully relocate (Carmignani et al. 2019). Beaver lodges and muskrat dens are exposed 

to freezing conditions at a time when the animals cannot relocate to thermally safe 

environments. Delayed refill impacts spawning activities of fish who deposit eggs within littoral 

habitats. MassWildlife disagrees with the presumption of the Proponents that the ecology of 

the reservoir has somehow adapted to the consequences of drawdown over the many years 

that it has been implemented.  Rather, it is equally, if not more likely, that the ecology has in-

part succumbed to the cumulative impacts of annual drawdown. 

The EENF states that recent/ongoing research has not documented significant impacts from 

drawdowns on lake biological assemblages. However, recent research in Massachusetts lakes 

has shown that the decades-long application of annual winter drawdowns significantly alters 

littoral habitat and associated biological assemblages within exposure zones. In MassWildlife’s 

opinion, the Proponents incorrectly describe the results of Carmignani et al. 2019. Carmignani 

et al. (2019) found a near absence of mussels at depths exposed to drawdown compared to the 

same depths (<2ft) in lakes without drawdown. Lakes without drawdowns contained 

significantly more mussels in shallow waters. This pattern strongly suggests depths exposed 

during drawdown have become low quality or no longer suitable mussel habitat. 

The Proponent points out that mussels were found at higher densities in deeper water in 

drawdown lakes compared to non-drawdown lakes; however, the Proponents misinterpret this 

pattern as mussels compensating for the loss of habitat with increased abundances below the 

drawdown exposure zone. In fact, Carmignani et al. (2019) explicitly demonstrates this pattern 

does not hold in western Massachusetts lakes, which would apply to Pontoosuc. 

The Proponents also misinterpret that small and likely colonizing mussels found within the 

drawdown exposure zone during the summer will persist year-round. In stranding surveys 

across multiple drawdown lakes, Carmignani et al. (2019) found subsequent drawdowns cause 

stranding and mortality of these smaller mussels. 



 

 

Taken together, it is MassWildlife’s assertion that annual winter drawdown in Pontoosuc 

negatively impacts its freshwater mussel population by reduction of suitable habitat and 

through annual stranding and mortality of young colonizing mussels. Consequently, the annual 

winter drawdowns have likely reduced the overall mussel population size in Pontoosuc, and 

abatement of annual winter drawdowns would enable mussel colonization into the former 

drawdown exposure zone providing important restoration opportunities.  

The Proponent mentions at several points that drawdown impacts are temporary and abated 

once the pond refills. This is not supported by any documentation and the opposite can be 

expected.  Wetlands associated with this drawdown, once frozen, are impacted for the long 

term.  To imply that these wetlands immediately recover is counter to winter drawdown for 

vegetation control, which relies on more permanent impacts to negatively impact the 

vegetated community. The EENF does not adequately support the arguments of temporary 

impacts. We recommend that they address these issues in a revision to the EENF or future EIR 

to more closely reflect the information herein or provide other literature support for their 

positions.   

Attachment 4 of the EENF provides output from the Resilient Massachusetts Action Team 

(RMAT) analysis. The Proponents identify the project as an ecological restoration in this 

analysis. While MassWildlife is not familiar with all the details of RMAT process, nothing in this 

proposal would constitute an ecological restoration project for fish and wildlife resources.  

Summary 

Pontoosuc Lake is an ecologically and recreationally important resource in proximity to a DEIJ 

community Winter drawdown of lakes and ponds in Massachusetts alters resources that 

MassWildlife is mandated to conserve and protect. The submitted EENF appears to be 

segmented from other outstanding lake and pond management activities that are currently 

under review; is inconsistent in intent with previous permits for the same drawdown; does not 

propose to operate in such a way as to minimize downstream flooding; does not adequately 

address alternative solutions that would benefit downstream resources; and discounts 

historical and long-term impacts to fish, wildlife, and wetland resources.  

MassWildlife believes that the drawdown is harmful to the biological communities in Pontoosuc 

Lake. All alternatives should be considered and weighed against the harm to the biological 

communities with thorough and conclusive evidence for the stated management action.  

MassWildlife respectfully requests that the Secretary to require the Proponent to provide 

additional details to address the issues described herein. Without additional information, 

MassWildlife does not feel the project has adequately and completely analyzed impacts. We 

appreciate the opportunity to comment on the EENF. 



 

 

Sincerely, 

    

 

Todd Richards       Andrew Madden 

Assistant Director of Fisheries    Western District Supervisor 

 

 

CC:  Dr. Mark Tisa, Director Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife 

Steve Sears, Chair Massachusetts Fisheries and Wildlife Board 
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