Testimony by Ms. Bonnie Reemsnyder, First Selectwoman, Town of Old Lyme
To Public Health Committee

Wednesday February 27, 2013 Room 1D of LOB
Re: SB 352 An Act Concerning Municipal Sewage Systems

Purpose: Support authorization for a POTW to own onsite wastewater pretreatment and
processing components with easements for service and maintenance.

The Town of Old Lyme has been assessing our wastewater management in the shoreline
areas of the community over the last 18 months. Through that process, a plan for an
Alternative Conveyance System was presented. Because of the cost efficiency of the
system, and the ability to reuse and recycle the wastewater, we are working closely with
the CT DEEP to complete a study that will hopefully support this plan.

Currently, general permits for wastewater discharges (DEP_WPED-GP-018) include
private systems such as condominiums, where a corporation is responsible for the
operation and performance of a collection system. This authorization does not
specifically address collection systems that treat or process the wastewater, or that have
shared wastewater components located on private property. The definition and
authorization must be expanded to include components of alternative conveyance systems
that may located on private property for use by more than one property owner.

Alternative conveyance systems include onsite components as part of the system, which
allows for the wastewater to be transported by smaller pipes underground. The smaller
pipes are much less expensive to install and are less prone to inflow from storm events,
which makes them most appropriate for shorelines areas. The types of components may
include interface valves for vacuum sewers, pumps and tanks that process or pre-treat the
wastewater. Septic tanks, frequently called interceptor tanks with or without pumps, are
the most common components, and thousands of communities and developments rely on
these systems. Pumps would be used where properties are low or where shallow lines are
preferred as shown in Figure X1I-1 Profile of Small Diameter Variable Grade Effluent
Sewer, DEP Section XTI page 5 of 21, attached below.

When looking at options for the Old Lyme beach communities (October 2012), effluent
sewers were considered the least costly option. The system uses smaller pipes, eliminates
manholes and is much easier to build, The lowest cost design includes pretreatment
components that are shared by individuals on private property. This design is similar to
other utilities where the shared components are owned and managed by the utility, with
casements for service on private property. Examples include electric lines, power
transformers and components, water and electric meters, and storm sewers or recharge
basins. Easements for service are authorized for all other publicly owned components
located on private property. Expansion of this authority for any wastewater components
that would be owned and serviced by the municipal authority is therefore needed.



Wastewater Discharges

Domestic Sewuge (DEP-WPED-GP-018): This generaf permit applies to discharges of domestic
sewage from a community sewerage system to a POTW. Registration is required for discharges
from a community sewerage system. Privately owned "community sewerage systems” (such as
those at condominiums) are to be properly managed and have a valid community sewerage
system agreement with the municipality receiving the discharge as required by section 7-246f of
the General Statues. Municipalities secking to initiate, create or originate a discharge from a
community sewerage system do not need to register. For all other discharges of domestic sewage
to a POTW no registration is required to be submitted in order for the discharges to be authorized
by this general permit. Registrations are non-transferrable.
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ADDENDUM TO
WASTEWATER FACILITIES PLANNING REPORT
' FOR
OLD LYME SHORES BEACH ASSOCIATION
AND
OLD COLONY BEACH CLUB ASSOCIATION
OLD LYME, CT

JULY 2012
Add a new “Section 0 — Shared Facilities Planning” to both reports inciuding the following:
1) Background for Shared Approach

The wastewater facilities plans composed for both the Old Lyme Shores Beach Association (OLSBA)
and the Old Colony Bezch Club (QCBC) have each independently concluded that continued on-site
wastewater management is not a viable alternative for the study areas. Each report recommended
centralized sewers as the optimum long term most cost effective solution to manage the wastewater
disposal needs of the area. Subsequent discussions between the two communities have concluded that
working together on a shared approach for 2 joint sewer extension to 2 terminadon manhole in Fast
Lyme would provide sipnificant cost sharing opportunities to reduce project costs for the two
communities. This addendum to each planning study report provides the framewotk for the
recommended shared public seweting approach to solve each association’s long term wastewater
renovadon needs. Many details of this solution st need to be resolved, yet the leadership of each
association has tacitly agreed to proceed with a shared sewer solution.

Under the shated solution, each community would evenly divide the design and construction costs of a
single force main along Route 156. OCBC and OLSBA would be responsible for their own costs
incurred during design znd construction of the gravity sewers and pump stations within their individual
communities. Additional cost savings would be achieved by jointy negotating with downstream entidies
for sewer capacity and capital improvements, sharing engineering design setvices, potentially bidding a
single larger project instead of sepatate smaller projects, economies of scale realized through mutual use
of technical and investigative services during construction, and collective vse of regulatory resources
along with legal and administrative services during the project.

The recommended shared alternative for & sewer extension presented herein references and supersedes
the recommended alternative within the wastewater faciliies planning documents from each community,
The two reports are:

o October 2011 draft Wastewater Management Plan for the Old Colony Beach Club Assodation, propared by
RFP Engincering, and amended by email on January 20, 2012

o December 2071 draft Wastewater Fasilities Planning Repors for Old Lyme Shores Beach Assodiation, prﬁpgred
by Fauss & O'Neill, Ine.
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Both assoctadons have tacitly agreed to proceed with a single engineering frm for technical services.
OCBC and OLSBA agreed to contnue working with Fuss & O'Neill, Inc., for the remeinder of the
project. RFP Engineeting had reportedly relocated to Maine during the creation of the OCBC report,
and is teportedly unwilling to continue offering technical services beyond compledon of the planning
phase of the project.

2) Recommended Shared Alternative

The shared plan includes separate sewer collection systems for OCBC and OLSBA based on the
conceptual gravity sewer piping layouts from the original facilities plans. The two collection systems are
shown as a single conceptual layout on Figure 0-1.  The gravity sewer collection systems could drain to
separate pump stations located within their respective beach community. The discharge from each
pump station would be conveyed in force main piping to the intersection of Route 156 and Sea Spray
Road. The cost for shated constructdon, operaton, and maintenance of the combined force main pipe
begins at this juncton and continues until the discharge manhole in Bast Lyme. The path of the shared
force main would follow Route 156 and is shown in Figure 0-2,

The type of fotce main pipe is based on the pipe material would be the same type as Point O" Woods
pipe (cement lined ductdle iror). HDPE pipe could provide some cost savings for material cost and
installation, but comes with different challenges such as thermal expansion, tracer wires, joint bead
cutting, fusion joins testing, etc. The final pipeline material is 2 detailed design issue which will be
explored in the future, subsequent to coordination with DOT. The budget numbers for unit prices
include force main and gravity sewet excavation znd backfill, but not the roadway restoration which is
covered under  separate line itemn,

Detziled evaluation of the force main capacity for additional beach communities to the west of the two
associations, such as Miami Beach and White Sands Communides, has not been completed at this ime.
However, it appeats through cursory hydraulic computations that the recommended 6-inch force main
will not be able to accommodate peak flows from all four communities. Flow equalization tanks with
off-peak pumping, or a second force main may be required at a later date to extend sewers to additional
beach communities west of Old Colony Beach Club, The 6-inch diameter force main proposed for this
project would not be sized for future connections from additional beach communities. Installation of an
additional dry force main (funded at 25% by the DEEP) for future use by White Sands and/or Miami
Beach may be a possible soluton, although technical challenges include a buried communications
ductbank in one travel way and the POW force main and water mains generally occupying the other
travel lane. This dty force main, if feasible, could be bid as a bid alternate and executed if constructon
bid prices for the base bid are favorable and budget is available to fund the work, Under such an
arrangement, the additional beach communities to the west would be responsible for compensating the
unfunded portion of the construction prior to connection to the dry force main,

It is noted that a more detailed evaluadon to determine whether a shared pump station would be more
advantageous to the communides tmay provide some overall cost savings to the communides. There is
also & possibility that a third booster pump staton, located along Route 156, could provide long term life
cycle cost savings. However, those efforts are outside the scope of this planning document, and will be
addressed in preliminary design phase should the projects go forward.

G:\P2010\1210\A10\Report\Joint Report Addendum_R1.Docx
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Exact pump station locations and negotiations for land acquisidon or easements have not been
conducted to date, though preliminary discussions have been held with property owners to gauge
interest in siting the pump stations on the two properties,. The OCBC reportedly has some association-
owned land which may be availzble o site a pump station. During detaiied design phase, the pump
station amenities and land acquisidion issues will be addressed.
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Figure 0-1:
Conceptual Gravity Sewer Collection System Mapping
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Figure 0-2;
Shared Force Main from OCBC/OLSBA to East Lyme
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3) Penmitting

This force main route may require a permit by the Office of Long Island Sound Programs (OLISP) due
to the section of pipe that would cross the Three Mile River. This is eavisioned to be an aerial crossing
over an zrea under possible ddal influence regulated by OLISP. However, since there will be no direct
ground distarbance within the regulated area, this work may be qualify for authorization under one of
the more streamlined approvels (i.e. Certificate of Permission). A caregorical exception may be granted,
contingent upon agreement with 2 DEEP finding of no significant impact (FONSI). Otherwise an
Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) may need to be performed. Local Planning and Zoning review

GA\P2010,1210\A10\ReporthJoint Report Addendum_R1.Docx
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and approval will be required for the pump station site or sites. There will be an economy of scale by
having the same entities designing, permitting, and constructing a single project fot both study areas.

Refer to Section 2 the Old Lyme Shores Beach Assodatdon Facilities Report for wetland delineation
(based on soil types) and Secdon 10 for additional permitting requirements anticipated for the shared
project.

4) Wastewater Flows

The wastewater flows from the rwo communities are estimated in Table 0-1. The average daily summer
wastewatet flows were estimated based on 2.39 people/ household (2010 US Census Burean — Old
Lyme, CT) and water usage of 75 gallons/person/day (CT Public Health Code). Due to the seasonal
nature of the majority of the homes, the average daily flow would be significantly less than the Average
Summer Day Flow. The max summer day flow was estimated to be two times the average summer day
flow and 2 peaking factor of four was used to determine the peak hour flow rate. An addidonal 10,000
GPD of additional unallocated reserve capacity was added to the average summer day flow to account
for minor infilltration/inflow and unantcipated future site build-out or increased water udlizadon. Itis
expected that the max summer day flow will be reached during the summer months due to seasonal
usage, and there will be a significant decrease in flow duting the winter months. Odor control
provisions will be required, particularly duting the low flow off-season period due to the extended
detention rimes of the wastewater in the shared force main. The flow rate estimated in the Old Colony
report is updated in Teble 0-1 to march the flow apportionment methodology utilized for Old Lyme
Shores.

Table 0-1: Summer Wastewater Flow Estimates

Beach Dwelling Average Max Summer Peak Hour
Associaticn Units Summer Day Day (GPM)
{GPD) (GPD)
Old Lyme Shores 192 45,000 90,000 125
Old Colony 215 49,000 98,000 136
Total 407 94,000 188,000 261

Based on a cursory pump station analysis with submersible pumps, a preliminary hydraulic analysis has
been summarized in Table (-2 below with conveyance through a 6-inch force main. The analysis
assumes a SCADA control interlock berween the proposed Old Lyme Shores and Cld Colony Beach
Club pump stztions to allow only one station to pump at 2 ime. An interim pump station along the.
force main will be evaluated during detailed design phase of the project to determine if overall life cycle

costs could be reduced.
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Table 0-2: Pump Station Preliminary Hydraulic Analysis

Communit Peak Hour Pump DT::::ic Force Main
¥ Flow Rate Rate y Flow Velocity
Head
S
Cid Lyme Shores Beach 125 GPM | 275 GPM 220 feet 3.12 fifsec
Association
QOld Coiony Beach Club 136 GPM 275 GPM 226 feet 3.12 fifsec

5) Discussions with Downstream Municipalities

Several preliminary meetings have been conducted with officials from East Lyme, Waterford, and New
London to negodate treatment and conveyance capacity for the flows from OCBC and OLSBA, The
two beach associztions (with facilitation by DEEP) will continue to coordinate with downstream
regional entities to obtain capacity and O&M cost sharing in the collection system prior to treatment at
the Picend Wastewater Treatment Plant in New London. Refer to Figure 0-3 for a regional map
showing the sewer conveyance path from Old Lyme to the New London plant. It is conceivable that
costs for the capacity at New London’s wastewater treatment facility will be levied via a surcharge to the
Uset Charge to the users rather than through a single buy-in charge to reserve the treatment capacity.

The Town of Waterford is interested in a corrosion and odor study prior to agreement to convey the
flows from the two associations, and Bast Lyme hes expressed a need 1o evaluate the hydraulic capacity
of their infrastructute, including assessments of the Bride Brook and Route 156 pump stations, Costs
for these evaluations are envisioned to be paid for by the associations, and recommendations therefrom
will be considered when negotiating the agreements to convey the wastewarer from the two associations.

GAP201041210M\AT0\Report)Joint Report Addendum_R1.Docx
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Figure 0-3:
Regional Wastewater Map
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Buy-in costs to share and upgrade (where needed) the existing wastewater infrastroctare are issues that
ate currently being resolved. During design of the recommended combined alternative, these issues wiil
be negotiated with terms detailed in future agreements between the applicable stakeholding partes.

Wastewater flows from each community are envisioned to be measured via magnetic flow meters
installed at the discharge of each pump stztion. The recorded flow measurements would be used as the
basis for determining sewer use fees for each community to pay for O&M to downstream communities
to convey and treat the wastewatet, and intra-association infrastructure O&M.
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6) Implementation Plan
The implementation plan for the joint recommended plan has been created and shared activites have

already been coordinated between OCBC and OLSBA to eliminate duplication of effort, The schedule
is presented below as Table 0-4.

Table 0-4: Overall Schedule including Clean Water Funding Program
(Updated: June 2012)

Planning Phase (55% Grant) - Wastewater Facilities Planning Report Projected
Completion Date
¢ Submit CWF Amendment 3 for Reimbursement Eebruary 2012
s  Amend Facilides Plans and Issue Shared Plan June 2012
s  Adopt Recommended Plan July 2012 (OC)/ August 2012 (OLSBA)
e Schedule Meetings with East Lyme, Waterford, New London Pebruary 2012 — June 2012
»  Obtain Bond for 100% of Project Cost August 2012

o Bond allows short term borrowing
o Short term loan interest starts incurring

e Negotiate Intermunicipal Agreements (up to 3) March 2012 - December 2012
»  Prepare Applicadon for DEEP Graats/Loans August 2012 — September 2012
s  Submit CWF Application to DEEP September 2012

Design Phase (25% Grant Funding)
o Preliminary & Detailed Design - 7 to 12 Months September 2012 — August 2013
o Aerial Photogrammetry

o Survey

o Subsutface Exploradon

o Design

o Lartera! Locadon Forms

o Permitting
¢ Submit 90% Design for DEEP Review - 1 Month - September 2013
¢ Finalize Design with DEEP Review Comments - 1 Meonth October 2013
¢ Bid Project for Constructon - 4 Months February 2014

Construction Phase (25% Grant Funding)
s DEEP Apptoves Funding Application March 2014
o DEEDP releases reimbursement money for the Design Phase
¢ Close out bond
o DEEP reimburses construction costs monthly
¢ Project Construction begins March 2014
» Project construction ends - 18 months Seprember 2015

State Clean Water Funding Loan Closing
»  Close loan at the completion of project - within 12 months September 2016

Levy Benefit Assessments to Repay CWF Loans October 2015 — Ocrober 2016

G:\P2010\1210\A10\Reporr\Joint Report Addendum_R1.Docx
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7) Environmental Impact Statement

The environmental impact from a shared project is expected to remain the same as the issues detailed in
the original facilifies planning reports. There will be no additional adverse environmental impact derived
through the shared sewer apptoach. Mote likely, there will be less temporary disturbance during
construction since only one force main will be tequired along Route 156 in liew of two force mains.
Once the project proceeds into design, the DEEP will perform a “jurisdictional determination” to
derermine whether this is a regulated area by OLISP. This determinadon will define whether the
project warrants an EIE, or whether it qualifies for a categorical exclusion for Connecticut
Eavironmental Protection Act (CEPA) putposes, It is currently envisioned that the shared project
should qualify for a categorical exclusion since the work elements are beneath disturbed roadways.

8) Overview of Revised Program Costs for the Recommended Alternative

Program costs have been reviewed and updated ro reflect a shared approach, based on the subsequent
discussions between the two associatons since submission of their respective draft facilities planning
reports. Refer to Table 0-5 and 0-§ below. A cost sharing approach provides significant savings for the
project Udlity improvements vary with each community, but include improvements such as storm
drainage, extensive road reconstruction, water discribution system improvements, and/or installadon of
fire hydrants. Although most of the work is not DEEP Clean Water Fund grant eligible, the
comnmunities could proceed with additional infrastructute improvements to achieve additional savings
from performing the work when the roadways are already opened up.

The opinjons of cost have been modified based on refinement of the centralized sewer alternative and

inclusion of cost shating of construction costs between OCBC and OLSBA. The OCBC projects costs
have also been updated to reflect the cost evaluation methods presented in the OLSBA report.

Table 0-5: Estimated TOTAL Cost per EDU for Centralized Sewers

o With Utility
Description No Ut_',ll'g/: Top:g;;ments Improvements

-15% to +30%

No Cost Sharing

Oid Colony Beach Club $22,000 to $32,000 $28,000 to $41,000

Cid Lyme Shores Beach Association $27.000 to $39,000 $36,000 to $52,000
With Cost Sharing

Qld Coleny Beach Club $15,000 to $22,000 $21,000 to $31,000

Old Lyme Shores Beach Association $19,000 to $28,000 $28,000 to $41,000

G:\P2010\lz‘iO\AlO\R::pDrt\]oint Report Addendum R1.Docx
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Table 0-6: Estimated ANNUAL Cost per EBU for Centralized Sewers

- ' With Utility
Description No Ut:;ultj;;/lr:op:g;;ments Improvements
° ° -15% to +30%

No Cost Sharing

Old Colony Beach Club . $1,300 to $2,000 $1,700 to $2,500

Old Lyme Shores Beach Association $1,700 to $2,400 $2,200 to $3,200
With Cost Sharing

Old Colony Beach Club $900 fo 51,300 $1,300 to $1,900

Old Lyme Shores Beach Association $1,200 to $1,700 51,700 o $2,500

Nolte: Annual costs hased upon a 20 loan at 2% interesf

Tables 0-7 thru 0-10 show a detailed breakout of the program costs for the remaining design and
constructon costs for the project utilizing the Clean Water Fund program.

Note that some of the legal and administrative costs may/may not be eligible costs for reimbursement
under the program depending on the type of work performed.

The buy-in costs may,/may not be eligible reimbursement costs for this project and requite further

discussion with the DEEP and the downstream regional conveyance and treatment zuthorities. Capital

imorovements to downstream communities could be paid through a surcharge to the Q&M costs, but
any such surcharges would not be eligible for CWF reimbursement.

The project includes Technical Services estimated at 20% of the construcdon opinion of cost with Clean

Water Fund program limits of 17.5% profits on direct and indirect labor fees and 5% markups on direct
costs.
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Table 0-7 for Cld Lyme Shores Beach Association

Recommended Plan - Sanitary Sewers with Discharge to East Lyme without Additional Association improvements
ORIER OF MAGNITUDE OFINION OF CAPITAL COSTS ™
OLD LYME SHORES BEACH ASSOTIATION

June 30, 2022
NO COST SHARING SHARE COSTS WITH OCBC
tewRange Cop®  BishBanmacasts™ | tawsengmCos™  MizhRangecene
364 . +50%, ‘158 " ey
Procure Agreements for Recommended Plan
1. Technicai Services to Procure Stakeholder Agreements $ 21250 $ 32,500 % . 10,625 § 16,250
2. Legal and Adwministrative Services 10 Procure Stakeholder Agreements {2) $ 34,000 $ 620001 % 17,000 § 28,000
3. Total - Procure Agreemntents for Recommended Plan (Rounded) & 53,000 % 85,0001 % 28,000 § 42,000
Preject Gonstruction
4. Construction Cost-Gravity Sewer with Central Pump Station ™ $ 2184500 § 3341,000{% 2184500 $ 3,341,000
5. Construction Cost-Force Main Alosg Route 156 10 East Lyme ' § 2448000 § 3,744,000i% 2448000 § 3,744,000
6. Consrucrion Cost-Cost Sharing Along Route 156 $ - $ - $ (1.224,000) § {(1.B72,000}
7. Buy-In Fee to East Lyme/Waterford/New Landon 1% $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000000{%  BOCOOD 5§ 5OO000
8. Techuical Services-Design, Permitting & Construction Administration & $ 926,500 $ 1417,000 % 681,700 $ 1,042,600
9, Legal & Adminisirative 3 171,000 % 260,000 1S 427,000 % 194,000
10. Total - Project Construction Costs [lRounded) $ 6730000 § 9770,0001% 4,7200000 § 5,950,000
DEEP CWF Eligible Design & Construction Costs
11 Procare Agreements for Recomimendead Plan {Excluding Legal & Admin} 5 21,250 % 32.500(% 10,626 $ 16,250
12. Project Construction Costs (Excluding Legal & Admin) $ 6560000 5 85000005 4,690,000 $ 8,750,000
13, DEEP CWF 254 Dezipn & Construction (Small Community) Grant Amount | §  (1.645313) § (2,383126) 8 (1160186} § (1,684,053}
14, Total - DEEP CWF Loan Eligible Costs [Rounded) $ 4,935,000 5 7,149000;5 3450000 S 5,082,000
DEEP ineligible Costs(
15, Short Term Financingat 1.5% $ - % - $ -3 -
15a. Legal and Administrative Fees {Table Line ltems #2, #9) 3 205000 § 320,000 % 144,000 S 220.000
16, Storm Drainage Improvememsm 3 - 3 - 3 - $ -
17, Extensive Road Recanstructior' " $ - $ - $ - 5 -
18. Fire Hydrants {Quantity: 16) 3 . 3 “ $ . 5 -
19. Drinking Watey System Improvementst'? $ - % - |3 -8 -
20. Techaical Services Desipyn, Parmitting & Construction Administration!™ $ - $ - 3 - $ -
21, TOTAL - BEEP Tneligible Costs [Rounded) $ 2050086 § Jz0,000 | § 144,000 § 220,000
Estimated Local Share
22. DEEP CWF Loan Eligible Costs 7! $§ 4935000 $ 7148000|% 3450000 % 5082000
23. DEEP Ineligible Costs 3 205,006 $ 320,000 | $ 144,000 3 220,000
24, Bstiinated Local Cost Share {Rounded) $ 5,141,000 $ 74060000,3% 3,594,000 S 5,302,000
5141600 7469000 . 3584000 530200C
Net Capital Cost Per EDU .
25. Estimated Local Cost Share $ 5141,000 § 7469000}% 3,694,000 % 5,302,000
26 Number of EDU's (Properties) Served 192 152 192 192
27. Net Cost Per FBY (Rounded) 3 27,000 % 36,000 | § 16,600 § 28,000
34 37
Annua! Capital Cost Per EDU (Rounded) 0% £1,700 £2,400 $1,200 51,700

Fnuas:

(3} altPhaseiiE posts developetin 2011 doliars.

(2} Typioat planrnng igvet costs carry tomtingentses of -15% Lo+ 30%. Cptimen of costs will cont nuetobe refinad during subsequent phases. SeeFatlities flarmng Cost Dorument for mgre Detaded Cot
Breakdgwn. ’

{3} Doas ot irclude cost of greavity servce cannaetions fratm the buildingto sswer stubinstredt and absndon Al of septicsystem (tats cost tobe sald by homeownir). Average cormetion costio
sewer stub astimated 1o be $2,000-32.500. Assumes S Connaction Fee apeomionad to East Lyme, Waterford, sndNaw London,  actuat ConnectionFees snd apariicnmaent breakdownara not
defired af this junstiure. Aysurnes cost sharing of forcehiaitto fast Lymesith Old Calang.

{43 Technleal Services Duving Dasign snd Construction estim ated @ 30% of constractionfarplannirg purposes. Servicesincude enginecring dasign, permitting, topograghic survey, test borngs, bitdng
sarvires, constriudion adminstrati o and resident representative servives. .

(%) Legal pnd AdmintstrativeCosts astimated based enconstruction oot Services indudeBord Coumseteosts, Finanee Birgelor Costs, setupassessment polisy, selup userfee policy, creale programauic
agministrativepolices, and miscellaneous | egal and administratiee costs durlngdesignand congtruetion of the projie.

{6 DEEF ehgilie costs intiude oot ey improremant sComposed of temparal R ent repsin, parmarent pavernest repalr, and pasement rill & overlayto dimensiens presarived by DOT approval,

{7 lnehgible costs inclutapro] et cosXs not diracity related o sewer desigr oF construdion; includng daity WPGA Onerating Adrmnist rative Costs antl consteuction costs not requirgdforthe sewer projatt,
tegal toits pther than und acquisiton sre foan ebgible aniy.

4 Assanee CEEP fundirgof desin end sonstruetton work withar 4 miormbs of CO#E appliostien subrattst,

23 sl s 4000 (et of storm sewer vl L0 catch basins

£10) Bassti on $H0,000 per streetiar rosd retensbruction {per quotes obrasad by Paul Reweany e st $486,000 pavement allowancen sewier proped rivad rest bration.

{1 Assumes 10,800 Fret of waterman pipe iInstalistion Assumie P& desgns watersystem,

(L3) Antsual oot per DU 1sover 3 20 yer pariodat anannusl interest rate of . Dozsnot Ireludeconnectonito sewer, cannachon tharge, or annlial GER Losts.

Firzhydrants indude estsmateaf $6, 000 Formatenals snd 34,000 for srstallation
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Table 0-8 for Old Lyme Shores Beach Association

Recommended Plan - Sanitary Sewers with Discharge to East Lyme with Addlitional Association improvements
GROER OF MAGNITUDE OPINIGN DF CAPITAL COsTs ™
LD LYME SHORES BEACH ASSOCIATION
Jure 30, 2012

NQ CDST SHARMG SHARE COSTS WiTH OCBC
oy Bangs Cost (P! ishRange Coms®™ | Low Rangeosts® et B Costs®
ey " T ST v +30%
Procure Agreements for Recommended Plan
1. Technical Services to Procure Stakeholder Agresments $ 21,250 % 32,500 (% 106256 % 18,250
2. Legal and Administrative Services 1o Pracure Stakeholder Apreements 2} $ 34,000 % 52,000 | § 17,000 % 26,000
3. Total - Procure Agreements for Recommensded Plan (Rounded) $ 55000 § 85,0001 % 28000 § 42,000
Project Construction
4. Construction Cost-Graviry Sewer with Central Pump Sation i $ 2784500 $ 53410001% 2184500 $ 3,341,000
5. Construction Cost-Force Main Along Route 156 to East Lyme ¥ $ 2448000 $ 5744000 (% 2448000 ¥ 3,744,000
6. Construction Cost-Cost $haring Along Route 156 5 - 3 - § (1,224,006 $ (1,872,000
7. Bug-in Fee to East Lyme/Waterford /New London 3 $ 1,000000 § 1,000,000|3% §00,000 % 509,000
8. Technical Services-Dasign, Permitting & Construction Administrétior $ 926500 § 1417000 % 681,700 $ 1,042,800
9. Legal & Administrative 3 171,000 § 268,000 | § 127,000 % 184,000
18, Total - Project Construction Costs (Rounded) $ E730000 § 97700008 4,720,000 3  £,930,000
PEEP CWF Eligible Design & Construction Costs
11, Procure Agreemenis for Recommended Pian {Excluding Legal & Admin} b 21,280 § 32500 % 10,625 § 16,250
12. Project Construction Costs {Excluding Legal & Admin) $ 6,560,000 $ §,500,000{% 4,590,000 § 6,760,000
13, DEEP CWE 25% Desipn & Congtruction {$mall Community) Grant Amount | $ (1,645,313 $ (2,383126)) 3 (1,150,166) $ (1,694,083}
14 Total - DEEP CWF Loan Efigible Costs (Romded) ® $ 4,036,000 $ 7,749000 (% 3450000 § 5,082,000
DEEP Ineligible Gosts?
15. Short Term Financing at 15% ¥ $ - % - 1% - % -
15, Legal and Administrative Feeg (Table Line liems #2, £9) 3 205,000 % 320,000 | § 144,000 3 220,000
16. Storm Drainage Improvementst”” $ 188750 $  305500(% 198,750 § 306,500
17, Extensive Road Reconstruction®® $ 674,000 § 1,052,200} $ 674,800 5 1,082,200
18, Fire Hydrants (Quantity: 16) 5 136,000 § 208,000 (5 136,000 $ 208,000
19, Drinking Water System [mprovemen s} $ 403,325 §  6I6850($ 403,325 § 616850
20. Technical Services-Design, Permitting & Construction Admin istrationt® $ 282,785 § 45325101 § 282,795 $ 432510
21, TOT AL - DEEP Ineligible Costs (Ronnded) $ 1,902,000 $§ 20816,000|§ 1,841,000 3 2,815,000
Estimated Local Share
22. DEEP CWF Loan Eligible Couts ™ $ 4936000 $ 7,148000|% 3450000 $ 5,082,000
23, DEEP Inellgible Costs $ 1902000 $ 2845000(3 1241000 $ 2815000
24, Estimated Lacal Cost Shave {Rounded) $ 6,838,000 S 10064000]5 5291000 § 7,857,000
Net Capital Cost Per EDU
25, Estimated Local Cost Share $ 6838000 % 10,064000|% 5291000 $ 7.897,000
26, Number of EDU's (Properties) Served 192 182 192 192
27. Net Cost Per EDU [Rounded) $ 36,000 § §2,000| % 23,000 S 41,000
34 37

Annual Capital Cost Per EDU (Rounded) 2 $2,200 $3,200 $1,760 $2,500
niotes;

(1) A Phade i costs devalopad 1 2021 doflars

{2) Tepical planningtevel costs carry eontingencies of -15% (63 30%. Gpimon of tosts will continueicbe refined during subseauent phases. Seef ad|iies Planreng Cost Dogument far merg Detsiled Cest
Breyladovwn, .

(3 Does nat Indide oot of gravity service connechnns froun bz bl dmg te sewiar shub mstreet and abandonment af septiesystem {thisenst toba paid by homeownir), AvEraga LonBection Gost 1
sewerstubastimated obeS1,006-62.500, Assumes$ine Conneionfee apportionedto Eadl Lyme, Waterford, andRawlondon, Actus! Connsetlon Fees and apprrtonmert Dreéakdownarg not
dpftnad at this|urctiume. Assumes cost shatingof Farce Matnte East Lyme with Oid Coleny,

(8] Technica! Services DurngDesign and Construrtlon estimated @ 20% of cor: torplarniagpurpeses. Servl ces ind rgreerngedesign, Par tHAg \OPoEraph ¢ survey, test barings, brdding
sery|ems, construction sdminlration and ves|dert representativeservices.

(%) Logal and Adminkstrative Costs sl mat edbased on construztion cost. Serviass inciudesond Counsel coss, Finance Director Costs, setup assessment policy, selu user foa pokioy, Traate prografatic
sdmisiztrativepolicies, andniscallaeous legal and sdm nistratvecasts during destgn and tonstruttion of the projed,

[6) GEEP aligiblzensts impludereativay improvaments compesed of Lemparary pavamant repair, parmaniit pavesnt repair, and pavement milld pveriay 16 dimansiens praseribed by DOT approval.
[7)1neligibte costs Inchudeproject costs not diredty relalet tasewer design or sonstrustion; intiuding darly WPCADpersting adiinistrat] v Costand ranstruction softsnot reguinedfartiie sawerarijet
Legal eosts ctherthantand atquisition sve loen eligitle oniy.

{8) AssumaDEEPfuntingef dengn and constructiorewrod within 3 noeths of Cwe appheation submittal.

(%) Assumes 4001 feet 0f skorm sewar with 10 orich hanins .

(40} Basecion §300,00¢ perstreetiorruad racznstrogion{ per quites obtal nad by Paul Rowean) less $A05,000 pavemant allowanten sewer project fosdrestarstion.

(11} Assumes 10,600 Fagt of water makn pips installation. Assune FEQoeSIgns water systam,

[1%) Anriual Ccostper EDU f5 over s 1 yiar period &L an annual inerest ite of 7. DOesnoLinclude coRNecUinto sewer, ennrectiorchargs, or anaual DS costs.

Flra hydrants ingiude astimate of 56,006 farmaterisls and $4,060 for insallalion
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Table 0-9 for Oid Colony Beach Club Association

Recommended Plan - Sanitary Sewers with Discharge to East Lyme without Additional Association Improvements

ORIBER OF MAGNITUDE OPINION OF CARITAL cOSTS ™

OLD COLDONY BEACH CLUB

Junae 30,2012

NQ COST SHARING SHARE COSTS WITH OLSBA
JowBangs Costs™  pigh Bange Cots™ | iow RangeCosty®  Bigh feage Costs®™
-15%% 4 + 30k BT * aBt

Procure Agreements for Recommended Pian
1. Technical Services to Procure Stakeholder Agreements $ 21,250 % 325001(% 10625 $ 16,250
2. Lepaland Administrative Services to Procure Stakeholder Agreements 5 34,000 & L2000 8 17000 § 26,000
3. Total - Procure Agreements for Recommended Plan (Rounded) $ 55,000 § 85,0001 § 28,000 $ 42,060
Project Construction
4. Construstion Cost-Gravity Sewar with Central Pump Station $ 1,683,000 $§ 2574000!% 1,683000 § 2,574,000
5, Construction Cost-Force Main Along Reate 156 1o East Lyme ™ $ 2448000 $ 3,744,000 % 2448000 § 3,744,000
G, Canstraction Cost-Cost Sharing Along Route 156 $ - § - 1% (1.224,000) $ {1,872,000)
7, Buy-In Fed 10 East Lyine/Waerford /New Londor ! $ 1000000 $ 1,000000)% 500,000 § 500,000
8. Technical Services-Design, Permitting & Constrisction Admiusstration § 826,200 § 1,283,800} % 581400 % 689,200
9, Legal & Administrative ®1 $ 448000 §  236,000]§ 105000 § 164,000
10. Fotal - Project Construction Costs {Reunded) % 6,110,080 5 EEZ0000!S 4000060 § 6,000,000
DEEP GCWF Eligible Design & Censtruction Costs
11. Procure Agreeiients for Recommended Plan [Excludes Legal & Admin) $ 21,250 3 325001 % 10,626 $ 16,280
12. Projert Construction Costs (Excludes Legal & Admin} 5 5960000 $ 8580000i% 3,990,000 § 5,840,000
13, BEEP CWF 25% Design & Construction (Smalt Community) Grant Amount 1§ _ (1,485.313) $ (2,153125){ S ({1,000,156) § (1.464.063)
14, Total - DEEP CWT Loan Eligible Costs (Rounded) $ 4486000 § 6,456,000 $ 3,000,000 § 4,392,009
DEEF Inefigible Gosts'™
15. Short Term Financing a1 1.5% ® $ - % - |s - % -
15a Legal and Adminisirative Fees {Table Line [lems H2, #9) $ 182,000 % 280,000 | $ 122,000 & 180,000
16. $torm Drainage Improvements'™ $ - % - 1% -8 .
17. Extensive Road Reconstruction!™® $ - 3 - $ - 3 -
18, Fire Hydrants (Quantity: 16) s - 3 - % - 3 -
19. Drinking Water Sysiem Improvements'™> $ - % - % - 3 -
20, Technical Services-Design, Perinining & Constructicn Administration'™ % - $ - 3 - $ -
21, TOTAL- DEEP Ineligible Costs (Roumded) 5 182,000 5 290,000 | § 122,000 % 190,000
Estimated Local Share
2. DEEF CWF Loan Eligltle Cosrg ) $ 4486000 $ 5450,000(% 3000000 § 4382000
22 DEEP Mneligible Costs $ 182,000 $ 290,000 | § 122000 § 180,000
54, Estimated Local Cost Share (Rownded) ¢ 4,668,000 § 5,748,000 5 4,922,000 5 4,582,000
Net Capital Cost Per EDU
25, Estimated Local Cost Share $ 4668000 $ 6749000{% 3422000 $ 4582000
26. Number of EDU's {Properties) Served 213 213 213 213
27, Net Cost Per EDN (Rounded] $ 22,000 § 32,8001 % 15,000 § 22,000
Annuaj Capital Cost Per EDU (Rounded) 2 51,300 £2,000 $600 $1,300

totes: .
11 & Fhasain costs developet inZa1l dollars.

12) Tppicat planring evel tostscamy contingendiesof -19% to+ 30K, Opantor of casts wili cotitinue tobe refined dunngsubsequent phasey Sea Faain et Manring Cost Docunent tar more Detaled

Cost Bragkdawn,

13} fames ol itdude cost of gravity serdlts sornectiors From the bulldmgte sewsr stubim strestand abardonment of sagrit sy stem (thistnst i be pad by homenwier) sverageeonnaction oot to
sewer stub estimatedio ba$2,000-£2,390. Assumas 1k Conr@ctioh Fiel appLrionesits East Lyme, Watedord, srd Mew Londen, Acuat CorneetinnFeet 3ng spprriionment breaktownare not

defirie at tus Junciiure, Assumes cost sharing sl fartetdalnt Cast Limi wethOld tolony. Assumas cost shanngal foree Minsi Lo East Lyme with O1d Colony.
t43 Taghmos Services Dunng Desum and Constrect onastimated & W% of constazcton For planmng purposes sarvicesingudeengneering design, penn tling topgiraph cavery, TR TONIRS, Rl rig

sErvited, ConsEruch o atdmintrakion Sndrasident represeni Ve FrveRs.

159 Legal and Adrsnistrative Coftreilmated based On coNSruiReost Seracesinrutie Bond Coursal wats, Finance Divector Costs. setup astetmert pblicy, setup useris phicy, treateprogramabc
sl niteatrvapolides. ant mscellanaous bagel and sgmimisteativecasts dunngdeugn ant westrucion of the project.
{81 DEEP #fi gitfe posts ndudie ratway rMpravement s cOMN03ed of Lemporary pavement rapar, parmanart pavernent refrals, and pravement mill & sveriay to dimensons prestribed by DOT sppraval.
{7) ineligible costs inititeprop o tosts rot direcity relaten tn sever dasigror eonttruction; ingluging tafly WPCA Operating Administrative fosts aril eanstructicn costs pot required foribe sqorRr

projaes Lagal coss atherthan lznd acguisitlonare | ban eligdleoaly

(%) AspumeDEEP fndicg of dasign st cortruction work wathin 2 months ot CWE applicatson subivinal.

[9) Aksumirs 4000 feat of storm sewer wilh 10 catoh basing

{L0) Bragedon $300,000 per streat for road reronstruction (per qubtes oblasned by Pact Rowean) 1ess 5408, 000 paversant allovericein sevier project 1oad restoration,

[11) Assman 10,605 fest of watar tmatngl pr instaltation. ssume FEO distgre water system.

[22) Annual cost par DA 15 avers # vesrperiog st amsrintsl imerest rate of 1%, Deesnot nchide tonnactionte sewer, contvection chargs, orannual &M tosts.

{13 Assum g0 band acoesiten st for Pump Aakion
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Table 0-10 for Old Colony Beach Club Association

Recommended Plan - Sanitary Sewers with Discharge to East Lyme with Additional Association Improvements
ORDER OF MAGNITUDE GPINION DF CAPITAL COSTS ™

QLD COLONY BEACH CLUB
Ture 30, 2612
NQ COST SHARING SHARE COSTS WITH OLSBA
owdange Cos™  HighRange costs™ | Lowpenge Costs®  piehBange tosts™
-15% - r30% ~15% v <7028
Procure Agreements for Recommended Plan
1. Technical Services to Procure Stakeholder Agreements ¥ 21250 % 32,500, % 10625 % 16,280
2. Legal and Administrative Services to Procure Stakeholder Apreements 3 34,000 % 520009 17,000 % 26,000
3. Total - Procure Agreements for Recommended Pian (Rounded] [ 55,000 § 85,000 | § 28,000 3% 42,000
Project Construction
4. Construction Cost-Gravity Sewer with Central Pump Station $ 1683000 $ 25740005 1683000 $ 2574000
5. Congtruction Cost-Force Main Along Route 156 to East Lyme ! $ 2448000 $ 374400015 2448000 3 3,744,000
6, Constructton Cosl-Cost Sharing Along Route 156 5 - s - 5 (1.224,000) $ (1,872,000;
7. Buy-1n Fee to East Lyme/Walerford/New London {9 $ 1,000,000 $ 4.0000CC|% 500000 § 500,000
8. Technical Services-Design, Permitiing & Construction Administration 4 $ 826,200 $ 1,263,600 % 581400 § §89,200
9. Leyal & Adminisirative & 3 208,660 $  315800|% 145,360 3 222300
10. Total - Project Construction Costs (Rounded) $ 6,606,600 3 8,900,000(% 4,130,000 § 6,060,000
DEEP CWF Eligible Design & Constraction Costs
11. Procnre Agreements for Recommended Plan (Excludes Logaland Admin) | $ 556G0C § BE,000 | & 28,000 % 42,000
12. Project Constrizction Costs {Excludes Legal & Admin) $ 5960000 § B580000[% 3990000 § £340,000
13, DEEP CWF 25% Desipn & Construction (Smalt Commugity) Grant Amount $ (1.,503,7500 $ (2,186,250)! $  (1.004,500y §  (1.470.5CO)
14, Toval - DEEP CWF Loan Eligible Costs {Romded) $ 4511000 § 6490000135 3,014,000 § 4,412,000
DEEP Ineligible Costs™ ]
15. Short Term Financing at 15% [ ¥ - % - |5 -5 . -
15a. Legal and Administrative Fees {Tabie Line ltems #2, #9) $ 240,850 % 387500 | % 182,350 § 248 300
16. Storm Drainage Improvements!™ $ 199,750 $ 305,500 199,750 % 305,500
17. Extensive Road Reconstruction™® $ 875500 $ 1,338,000 | % 875500 $ 1,332,000
18. Fire Hydrants (Quantity: 16) $ - ¥ - | % B $ -
19. Drinking Water System: Improvements™ ] - 8 - 1% - % -
20, Technical Services-Design,Permitting & Construction Administration!” $ 215,050 % 328,900 § 215050 $ 328,800
21. TOTAL - BEEP Ineligible Costs [Rouncded] § 153,000 $ 2,341,000 $ 1,433,009 $ 2222000
Estimated Local Share
22. DEEP CWF Loan Eligible Costs ) $ 4511000 $ 5495000(3 3014000 $ 4412000
23. DEEP Ineligible Costs $ 1,531,000 § 2341000{% 1453000 § 2222000
24, Estimated Local Cost Share (Rourrded) $ 6,042,600 $ 8,240,000 (5 4467000 § £,634,000
Net Capital Cost Per EDU
25, Estimaied Local Cost Share $ 6042000 $ 88400005 4467000 $ 6,634,000
26. Number of EDU's [Properties] Served 213 213 213 213
27. Net Cost Per EDU [Rounded) 5 28000 S 42,000 (§ 21,000 § 31,000
Annual Capital Cest Per EDU (Rounded) 1% $1,700 $2,600 $1,300 $1,500

Hores

11} all Phase Nl custs developedin 7611 doltars.

t2} Tyalosl planminglevel costs cary contingancies of -15% 1o+ 30%. Opnionst ests will eurnnuetnbe rafined duringsubsequan phasas. Ses Fadlities Planning Cost Darumant for more Darailed
Cost Breekdovwy

(3} Doss not inel ugle cost, of gravity serylee connections from the bullding2osewer stubin street snd ghandanment of sapticsystem (tmscost o be paid by hotneowner). Average((rmection COsttn
sawarctub estimatedto be §7,000-82,500. assumes Sikd ConpectienFer spportionadto East Lyme, Waterford, andfNew London. sctual Connection Faes ang sppritionment breakdown dra not
definedat thisjunctiure, Assumes sost shanng of force Mainto East Lyme withOld Colony Assimes costsharing of forcs hMan to East Lyme with Cld Colony,

(4} Techrcu Serviees Dunng Bisiin and Constructionestimated @ 20% of censtructionfor planning purposes, Servioes intutlesngireenng design, pRIDRYNG LOROErARTIL sunvey, Test bonngs, blclng
servicas, construcion sdrenlsrst on andregdert representative services. )

{53 Legal and Administralive Casts estimated bysed onodrstiuttion cost. Services iudie Bond Coungel eosts, Financa Director Casts, selupassessment pulicy, setup userfeepolicy, sreate programatic
adminstrativepol las, and mescaliane o legal and admiresirative costs durmng aasign ard comstruction of the proy gt

{6) DEEP eligible costs includeroadwayiinprovkments composed of kErhporary PRYeIN int ripats, parmunent pavensent repalr, snudpavernant mil& overiayto dimensons presonbed by DOT approvil.

{ Trinehigible costs indudenrofect costs not diedty mtatedto sevear dasipn or constrocton:induding daly WPSA Uperatung Admirastrative Costs and canstruction castenat requiredforthi sewer
projed. Legal costs otherthardand zeguisitionare loan eliglileenky.

(9} AssumaBEEPfundingof Gasign and construttion work within 3months of CWF apphcahon submittal

{9} 2ssumes 4000 feet of stonm sewer with 10 calch basing .

[12) Basedan 300,000 perstreetfor road raranstrustion {prrquotes potalned by Paut Rowean) lass 506,000 pavemen allgwancain sewar project roadrestoration.

{11) Assumet10,B00 feet of waterm sinpipe installation. Atsume PO desigre water systemm,

£12) Annusl tost pRFEDL 5 over 3 20 year pesiod at an annuslinterestrateof 2%, Does pol indude carmectionta sewar, conpection charge, arannual GEM costs.

{13) 2srumes nolandatqul soneost for Pump Stathos
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A consetvative estimated annual O&M cost for a ceatralized sewer system with discharge direcdy to
Fast Lyme has been updated in Table 0-11 below.

Table 0-11:
Estimated Annual O&M Cost for Centralized Sewer System to East Lyme
Gravity
O&M COSTS (2012) Sowers
Contract Operation Fee $10,000
Annual Payment to East Lyme for flow treatment at New London WPCF®) $25,000
Annual Payment to Point O' Woods for shared pump station cost® $0
Grinder pump equipment short lived asset account™ $0
Gas and oil for generator(s) © $200
General Engineering/Legal : $2,000
Audit $500
Discretionary Fund 3500
Odor Control $20,000
Short lived asset account (Resene for capital non-reoccurring) $10,000
State fees $300
Billing & Collection $5,000
Annual O&M Cost (Rounded) $74,000

1) Based on an assumed $5/1000 gallons of w astewater
2)Based onan assumed $5/1000 gallons of w astewater
3) Based on i=4%, t=20 years, Pv=-$100,000

4)Based on $40 per Grindet Pump per year

The costs to extend a shared force main to Point O’ Woods (POW) and then upgrade the POW pump
station for the increased flow rate were evaluated from a shared project perspective. The life cycle cost
of connecting to the POW system zppeats to be mote expensive than a connecdon ditectly to the Fast
Lyme sewer system. This is based on projected additional sewer user fees POW would charge OCBC
and OLSBA, POW pump station upgrade costs, one time infrastructure buy-in fee, and ongoing sharing
of O&M costs. The life cycle cost comparison in Table 0-12 summarizes the estimated 20-year savings
of dischatging directly to Fast Lyme.
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FUSS & O'NEILL

Table 0-12: Life Cycle Cost of Alternatives

Estimated 20-Year Annua! Life Cycle Cost Summary
for a Centralized Sewer 8ystem with Gravity Sewers

{costs per EDU)
Discharge Location OLSBA ocsC
{-30% to +60%) (-30% lo +50%)

Point C' Woods

$1,400 to $2,300

$1,100 to $1,800

East Lyme

$1,200 to $2,200

$1,000 to $1,700

Includes one time capital cost annualized over 20 years at 2% interest plus 20 years of annual O+M at 3% inflation.

Estimated 20-Year Total Life Cycle Cost Summary
for a Centralized Sewer System with Gravity Sewers

{costs per EDU)
Discharge Location OLSBA 0OCBC
(-30% to +60%) {-30% to +50%)

Point Q' Woods

$35,300 to $57,200

$28,700 to $45,200

East Lyme

$30,700 to $53,900

$24,600 to $42,300

Includes one fime capital cost w ith 20 year/2% ioan interest plus 20 years of annual O+M at 3% inflation.

Estimated 20-Year Total Life Cycle Cost Summary

Discharge Location

QOLSBA

OCBC

(-30% to +50%)

{-30% to +50%)

Paoint O' Woods

$6,784,000 to $10,974,000

$6,237,000 to $9,804,000

East Lyme

$5,889,000 to $10,346,000

$5,343,000 {o $9,176,000

includes one time capital cost with 20 year/2% loan interest pius 20 years of annuaf C+M at 3% inflation.
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O RUSS&OYNEILL

9) Detailed Breakdown of Revised Construction Costs

The order of magnitude opinion of costs in both facilifies reports were combined ta create detailed
project cost estimates as updated in Tables 0-13 thru 0-18. The updates include addition of mote
detailed item desctiptions to be more comparable to items listed in OCBC draft facilities plan cost

" estimate tables.

Table 0-13: Revised Order of Magnitude Opinion of Construction Costs

. Cost Range
Description 5% T30%
Gravity Sewer Collection System in OLEBA Study Area $2,190,000 $3,350,000
Gravity Sewer Coliection System in OCBC Study Area $1,690,000 $2,580,000
Force Main Crossing Ra#l Corridor from OLSBA to East Lyme %$2.450,000 $3,750,000
Force Main Crossing Rail Corridar from OLSBA fo Point O $2,080,000 $3,180,000
Woods
Force Main under Tidal Wetlands to Point O’ Woods $3,100,000 $4,740,000

Note: Costs provided are for sewers only znd do not include additional association infrastructure

tepair/replacements
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Table 0-14

ORDER OF MAGNITUDE OP!NiON OF COST SHEET: 1 0F1
PROJECT; WASTEWATER FACILITES PLANNING ) FUSS&cO’NEILL [BATe 05/03/12
LOCATION; OLD LY ME SHORES BEACH ASSOCIATION Disciplines o Deliver ESTIMATOR: MM
DESCRPTION:  Gravity Sewer Collection System in OLSBA Study Area CHECKED BY: KAM
PROJECT NO. 2010.1210.A10

Snoo FUSS & O/ Nell has no control over the cost of labor, materals, equipment or services furnished by others, or over the Contractor(s)'
methods of determining prices, or over competitive bidding or merket conditions, Fuss & O'Neills apinion of probable Tetal Project Costs
and Consiruction Cost are made on the basis of Fuss & O'Nelll's experience and guaifications and represent Fuss & O'Nelll's best
iudgment as an experienced and qualified professional engineer, familiar w ith the construction industry; but Fuss & O'Neill cannot and doeg
not guarantee that proposals, bids or actual Totat Project or Construction Costs will not vary from-cpinions of probable cost prepared by

Fuss & O'Neill. If prior to the bidding or regotiating Phase the Ow ner w ishes greater assurance as fo Totat Project or Construction Costs,
the Ow ner shall employ an independent cost estimator,

NUM., COST
{TEM DESCRIPTICN UNTS [ OF PER -lg)gg.if

UNITS UNIT
8-inch Gravity Sewer FT | 10,800} $85 $918,000
B-inch Force Main, Cleanouts and Valve Chambers FT 2,220 $75 $166,500
8-inch Senice Connection FT 3,840 $50 $192,000
Sanitary Sewer Manhole EA 36 $4,000 $144,000
OLSBA Municipal Pump Station EA 1 $500,000 $500,000
Pump Station Land Easement EA 1 $25,000 $25,000
Rock Excavation "¢ ! cY | 1,700 $90|  $153,000
Construction Mobilization LS 1 $50,000 $50,000
Temporary Bituminous Pavement Repair (Association Road) LF 12,400 $13 $161,200
Milt and Overlay (Association Road) N9*® 2 8Y | 14,400 $17 $244,800
Temporary Bituminous Pavement Repair (State Road) Mote 3 LF 35 $15 - $525
Permanent Bituminous Pavement Repair {State Road) N® 3 LF 35 $20f $700
Mill & Owerlay (State Road) N3 . sY 100 $50 $5,000
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST ) $2,570,000
SURTOTAL $2,570,000

TOTAL COST {(-15% TO +30% ROUNDED) $2,190,000 TO $3,350,000

Notes:

1) Assume 1 fest of rock excavation for gravity pipe frenches and no rock excavation for purmp station or force main
2)Based on 24' wide road

3) Assume State Road full travel lane Paverent Mil + Overlay w ith Traffic Control Included

3) Assumes onhe crossing of Route 156 and pipes to connect northerty streets will be installed in the state road shoulder, Assume State Road
crossing is Paverent Mill + Overlay. Inciudes fraffic protection.

4) Assume pump station easement negotiatior to include w aived assessment for property - vatue $25,000
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Table 0-15
ORDER OF MAGNITUDE OPINION OF COST : SHEET: 10F1
PROJECT: WASTEWATER FACILITES PLANNING FUSS&O'NEILL [tATe 05/03/12
LOCATION: Ok Colany Beach Club Disciplines to Deliver ESTIMATOR: MM
DESCRIPTICN:  Gravity Sewer Collection System in OCBC Study Area CHECKED BY: KAM
_ ) PROJECT NO.. 2010.1210.A10
Since Fuss & O'Neil has no conirol over the cost of labor, materials, equipment or services furnished by others, or aver the Contractor(s)’
methods of determining prices, or over competitive bidding or market cenditions, Fuss & O'Neill's opinien of probable Total Project Costs
and Construction Cost are made on the basis of Fuss & O'Nelll's experience and qualifications and represent Fuss & O'Neills best
judgrrent as an experienced and qualified professicnal engineer, familiar with the construstion industry; but Fuss & ©'Neill cannot and does
not guarantee that proposals, bids or actual Total Project or Construction Costs will not vary from opinions of prokable gost prepared by
Fuss & O'Neill. If prior to the bidding or negetiating Phase the Ow ner wishes greater assurance as to Total Project or Construction Costs,
the Ow ner shall employ an independent cost estimator,
NUM. COST
[TEM DESCRIPTION UNITS OF PER EOJSA.IF
UNITS UNIT
B-inch Gravty Sewer FT 7,600 385 $646,000
B-inch Force Main, Cleanouts and Vatve Chambers FT 1,800 $75 $135,000
B-inch Senice Connection FT 4,500 $50 $225,000
Sanitary Sewer Manhole EA 25 $4,000 $101,333
QCBA Municipal Pump Station EA 1 $500,000 $500,000
Pump Station Land Easement EA 1 $25,000 $25,000
Rock Excavation N’ cY 0 $90 $0
Construction Mobilization LS 1 $50,000 $50,000
Ternporary Bituminous Pavement Repair (Association Road} LF 9,200 $13 $119,600
Mill and Overlay (Association Road) N 2 SY {16,200 $17]  $173,400
Temporary Bituminous Pavement Repair (State Road) o'°? LF 0o | $15 30
Permanent Bituminous Pavement Repair (State Road) "¢ * LF 0 $20 $0
Mill & Overlay (State Road) Nete 3 SY 0 $50 $0
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $1,580,000
SUBTOYAL 1,880,600
TOTAL COST (-15% TGO +30% ROUNDED) $1,690,000 TO $2,580,000

Notes:

1) Assume 1 feet of rock excavation for gravity pipe trenches and no rock excavation for purmp station or force main

2)Based on 24' wide road

3) Assume State Road full travellane Pavement Mill + Overlay with Trafflc Controi Included

3) Assumes ona crossing of Route 156 and pipes fo connect northerly streets will be installed in the state road shoulder. Assume State Reoad
crossing is Pavement Mill + Overlay, Includes fraffic protection.

4) Assume purmp station easement negotiation to inciude w aived assessment for property - value $25,000
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Table 0-16
ORDFER OF MAGNITUDE OPINION OF COST SHEET: 10F1
¥
PROJIECT: WASTEWATER FACILITIES PLANNING FUSS &O'NEILL oA 06/12/111
LOCATION: __ OLD LY ME SHORES BEACH ASSOGIATION &% Disciplines to Deliver ESTIMATOR: MM
DESCRIFTION. Force Main Crossing Rail Corridor from OLSBA to East Lyme CHECKED BY:
PROJECT NO.. 2010.1210.A10
Since Fuss & U'Neil has no conirol over the cost of labor, materials, equipment of services furnished by athers, or over the Contractur(sr
methods cf determining prices, ar over competitive bidding or market cenditions, Fuss & O'Neill's opinfon of probable Total Project Costs
and Construction Cost are made on the basis of Fuss & O'Neill's experience and qualffications and represent Fuss & O'Neill's best
judgment as an experienced and qualified professional engineer, familiar with the construction industry; but Fuss & O'Nelll cannct and do
not guarantee that propesals, bids or actual Total Project or Construction Costs wilt not vary from opinions of prebabie cost prepared by
Fuss & O'Neill. If prior fo the bidding or negetiating Phase the Cw ner wishes greater assurance as to Fotal Project or Construction Cost
the Ow ner shall employ an independent cost estimator,
NUM. COST
[TEM DESCRIPTION UNITS CF PER -[3001—2#
UNITS UNIT
8-inch Force Main, Cleanouts and Valve Charmbers FT 13,000 $85:  $1,105,000
OLSBA Pump Stiation Pump Size Increase EA 1 $60,000 $60,000
Rock Excavation ¢ ! CY 722 $90 $85,000
Temporary Bituminous Pavement Repair {State Road) "¢ LF | 13,000 $15 $195,000
Permanent Bituminous Pavement Repair (State Road) V¢ 2 LF | 13,000 $20 $260,000
Mill & Owerlay (State Road) M2 Sy |17.400 $50 $870,000
Stream Crossing EA 4 $30,000.00 $120,000]
East Lyme Sewer Connection Foe N# 3 ALL 0 $1,000,000 $0
Raiiroad Bridge Crossing Premium Mot 4 ALL 1 $200,000{  $200,000
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSY $2,880,000
SUBTOTAL : $2, 880,000
TOTAL COST (-15% TO +30% ROUNDED 2.450.000 TO $3.750,000]
Notes:

1) Rock Bxcavation Assumed

2) Assume State Road full ravel lane Pavement Mill + Overlay. inciudes traffic control.
3) Assumes no East Lyme Sew er Cannection Fee

4) Assume significant Railread and DOT w orkrestrictions
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Table 0-17
ORDER OF MAGHNITUDE OPINION OF COST . SHEET: 10F1
PROJECT,  WASTEWATER FACILITES FLANNNG FUSS&O'NEILL [GaTe C5/03/12
LOCATION:  OLDLYME SHORES BEACH ASSOCIATION Disciplines to Deliver ESTIMATOR: ML

DESCRIFTION: Force Main Crossing Rail Corridor from OLSBA to Point O' Woods |CHECKED BY:

PROJECT NO.. 2010.1210.A1C
Since Fuss & O'Neill has no control over the cost of labar, materials, equipment or services furnished by others, or over the Contractor(s{
methods of determining prices, or cver competitive bidding or market condtions, Fuss & O'Neill's opinion of probable Total Projes{ Costs
and Construction Cost are made on the basis of Fuss & O'Neill's experience and qualifications and represent Fuss & O'Neilfs best

iudgment as an experienced and qualified professional engineer, familiar with the construction industry; but Fuss & O'Neill cannot and do
not guarantse that proposals, bids or actual Total Project or Construction Costs w ill net vary from opinions of probable cest prepared by

Fuss & O'Neill. If prior to the bidding or negotiating Phase the Ow ner wishes greater assurance as to Totai Project or Construction Costg
the Cw ner shall employ an independent cost estimaior,

NUM. COST
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNITS | OF PER Tg‘gg‘

UNITS UNIT
B-inch Force Main, Cleanouts and Valve Chambers FT 6,084 $75 $456,300
Rock Excavation Vo ! cY 550 $80 $49,500
Temporary Bituminous Pavement Repair (State Road) ™' ? LF | 5,484 $15 $82,260
Permanent Bituminous Pavement Repair (State Road) Vo'¢ 2 LF | 5484 $20 $109,680
Mill & Overiay (State Road) Vo' 2 SY | 7,400 $50 $370,000
Stream Crossing EA 2 $30,000 $60,000
East Lyme Sewer Connection Feg N ® ALL 0 $1,000,000 50
Railroad Bridge Crossing Premjum Noe 4 ALL 1 $200,000 $200,000
POW Pump Station Upgrade LS 1 $200,000 $200,000
Point ©' Woods Connection Fes Nte® ALL 1 $909,091 $909,081
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST 2,440,000
SUBTOTAL ' §2,440,000

TOTAL COST (-15% TO +30% ROUNDED) $2,080,000 TO $3,180,000

Notes:

1) Rock Excavation Assumed

2) Assume State Road full travel lane Paverment Mill + Overlay. includes trafflc protection.
3) Assumes no East Lyme Sew er Connection Fee

4) Assume significant Railroad and DOT w ork restrictions

5} Cost does not include collection sy stempiping

8) Connection Fee has not yet been negotiated w ith Point O* Woods and rmay vary.
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Table 0-18
ORDER OF MAGNITUDE OPINION OF COST ] SHEET: 10F1
PROJECT,  WASTEWATER FACILITIES PLANNNG FUSS &« O’NEILL [GA= 06112/11
LOCATION:  OLD LYME SHORES BEACH ASSOCIATION Disciplines to Deliver ESTIVATOR: MM
DESCRFTION: Off Road Sewer Construction with Directional Drill under Tidal CHECKED BY:
Woetlands fo Point O' Woods PROJECT NO.. 2010.1210.A10

Since Fuss & O'Neill has ne control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment or services furnished by others, or over the Contractor (g
methods of determining prices, or over competitive bidding or market conditions, Fuss & O'Neill's opinion of probable Total Project Costs
and Construction Cost are made on the basis of Fuss & O'Neill's experience and qualifications and represent Fuss & O'Neill's best
judgment as an experienced and qualified professicnal engineer, famifiar w ith the construction industry; but Fuss & O'Neill cannot and doj
riot guarantee that proposals, bids or actual Total Froject or Construction Cests will not vary from opinions of probable cost prepared by

Fuss & O'Neill. If prior to thg bidding or negotiaﬁn‘g Phase the Ow ner wishes greafer assurance as to Total Preject or Construction Cosisr
the Ow ner shall empioy an indspendent cost estimator,
NUM. COSsT
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNITS OF PER 2%@1'?
UNITS UNIT
B-inch Force Main, Cleanouts and Valve Chambers FT 4,550 575 $341,250
Directionat Drilling Nt ! LF | 1,250 $400 $500,000
Rock Excavation N°te 2 CY {15,000 $90[ $1,350,000
Private Property Sewer Easements sY | 10,000 $10 $100,000
Temporary Bituminous Pavement Repair (Town & POW Road) LF 700 813 $9,100
Mill and Overlay (Town & POW Road) Vot 3 sY | 2,000 317 $34,000
Temporary Bituminous Pavement Repair (State Road) N 4 LF | 1,600 $15 $24,000
Permanent Bituminous Pavement Repair (State Road) N 4 LF § 1,600 $20 $32,000
Mill & Overlay (State Road) M** sY | 2,200 $50 $110,000
Stream Crossing EA 1 $30,000 $30,000
East Lyme Sewer Connection Fee No¢ ® ALL 0 $1,000,000 30
POW Pump Station Upgrade LS 1 $200,000 $200,000
Point ©' Woods Connection Fee Note7 CALL 1 $90g,091 $909,091
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $3,640,000
SUBTOTAL ] %3,640,000
TOTAL COST (+15% TO +30% ROUNDED) $3,100,000 TO $4.740.000
Notes:

1) Based on past w ork experience, Actual soil conditions may change price.
2) Rock Excavation Assumed
3) Based on 12 ftwide road

4) Assume State Road is Pavement Mill + Overlay. Includes traffic protection.

5) Assumes no East Lyme Sew er Connection Fee
6} Cost does not include coliection piping

7} Connection Fee has not yetbeen negotiated w ith Point O Woods and may vary.
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he town of Pegram sits
along the scenic Harpeth
River approximately 10
i miles west of Nashville,
Tennessee. Pegram has a population
of about 2,000 people and supports
several businesses including a bank,
a restaurant, a flower shop, and the
locally famous Harpeth Clock and
Quilt Company.

In 1997, Pegram faced a difficult
situation. Many of the businesses that
used septic tanks and drainfields had
failing systems. The Pegram Ele-
mentary School, as well as several
homes, also had failing systems.

Town leaders evaluated their options
for providing wastewater treatment
service to the area. They initially
looked at a centralized system to col-

lect and treat wastewater and dispose

of it in the Harpath River.

This option proved to be impossi-
ble because of the close proximity of
a neighboring town’s drinking water
intake. Besides, many of the town’s
residents were actively working to
protect their local environment and

did not want to see treated wastewater
(effluent) discharged into the river.

The town also looked into installing
a centralized collection system and
runming sewage pipes to Nashville’s
treatment system. However, the cost
for the extensive piping to go the 10
miles was prohibitive, and the cost of
having the city of Nashville treat their
wastewater would have resulted in
high sewer bills for Pegram’s residents.

The last option city leaders looked
into was installing a cluster system
that uses watertight effluent collection
pipes, sand-gravel filter treatment,
and effluent disposal by subsurface
drip irrigation in a nearby farm pasture.

This choice takes what is known as
a “decentralized approach,” using a
combination of processes to treat and
dispose of wastewater, The town of
Pegram decided that a cluster system,
using new watertight interceptor
(septic) tanks at each home or business
and a watertight collection system
runzing to a treatment facility, was
the most feasible way for them to

censtinaed on pripe 2

Key Terms

An onsite system is a natural system
or mechanical device used fo cotlect,
treat, and discharge or reciaim waste- .
waiter from an individual dweling with-'
out the use of cemmunity-wide sewers
or a centralized treatrent facility. A
conventional ansite system includes a
septic tank and a drainfield. Other
types of alternative orisite systems
inciude at-grade systems, mound sys-
terms, media filters, small aerobic units,
and pressure distribution systems.

A cluster system s a wastewater col-
lection and treatment system that
serves two or more dweliings, but less
than an eniire community. Individual
sepiic tanks or aercbic units may pre-
treat wastewater from several homes

- before It is transported through low

cost, alternative sewers to & treatment
unit that is refatively small compared to
centralized systems.

A decentraiized system is an onsite
or ciuster wastewater system that Is
used to treat and dispose of relatively
small volumes of wastewater, general-
ly originating from individual or groups
of dwellings and businasses that are
located relatively close togaether.
Onsite and cluster systems are com-
monly used in combination.

Adapied from the Response to
Congress on use of Decentralized
Wastewater Treatment Systems.




Why Decentralize?

The deceniralized approach to waste-
water treatment is seen as beneficial
for a number of reasons. '
This approach:

« saves money by deciding on a pre
ventive strategy (such as assessing
& community’s needs and condi
tions) fo manaye wastewater before
a crisls ocours, therehy avoiding
unnecassary cost;

« allows homeowners to confinue to
use their properly functioning septic
systems;

« enables better watershed mainte

nance by eliminating the large trans -
fers of water from one watershed to |

another that happens with central
ized treatment;

- may be the most cost-efiective treat

ment strategy for rural communities
with sparse populations; and

+ is appropriate for varying site condi
tions including ecologically sensitive
areas—treatment methods can be
tailored 1o suit different site conditions.

fashzein Ruti

What's Right for Your Town?

When town leaders face having to
upgrade wastewater treatment, the
first choice usuvally is to build a cen-
tralized collection arid treatment
facility. However, centralized collec-
tion and treatment may not be the
right answer for every community’s
wastewater disposal needs. (See table
on page 3.)

Small and rural communities often
cannot afford these expensive facili-
ties, and their populations may be too
spread out to make centralized treat-
ment a realistic option. Additionally,
some existing onsite systems may
function effectively, so they don’t
need 1o be replaced.

In circumstances like these, decen-
tralized wastewater treatment is often
the best solution for wastewater man-
agement. Decentralized treatment
involves using 2 combination of
treatment technology options, both
traditional and innovative, where
they are most appropriate in a com-
munity. Conventional onsite systems,
alternative onsite systems, cluster
systems for groups of homes and
businesses, and some use of central-
ized treatment can all be included
when considering decentralized com-
munity wastewater management. The

decentralized system is then managed
(with varying degrees of control} to
ensure each component functions
propexly.

Twe Options Usually Considered

In the time since wastewater treat-
ment has been an issue, only two
options were ordinarily considered,
the previously mentioned centralized
systerms and conventional septic sys-
tems. Onsite systems have been used
for centuries, evolving from simple
outhouses to cesspools to septic
tanks and drainfields to the more ad-
vanced treatment units available now,

A conventional septic system, con-
sisting of a tank and drainfield,
treats wastewater at its source. But,
older septic systems that were built
without thought of adequate soil
depth and/or that have not been prop-
erly maintained can fail, leading to
surface and groundwater contamina-
tion. This potential for failure most
often results from neglect of mainte-
nance or inappropriate drainfield siting.
Nevertheless, this process remains an
option where soils are suitable.

Centralized systems require a net-
work of collection pipes (sewers)
leading from ali homes and businesses

cendifiatad o HON 08
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achieve their wastewater treatment
goals.

All of the businesses in town were
required to hock into the cluster sys-
tem, while homes had the option of
commecting, depending on whether or
not their existing septic systems
worked properly.

Taking this decentralized waste-
water treatment approach was not
only financially realistic, but Pegram
was able to build the system and
serve the businesses, as well as many
of the failing home systems. The
project was financed through available

town funds and through revolving
loan funds from the state of
Tennessee.

Many towns find themselves in cir-
cumstances similar to Pegram’s. They
mey need to upgrade or replace most
of their wastewater treatment pro-
cesses. And, they may find that running
extensive sewer lines or building a
single, centralized treatment facility
cannot be done for any number of
Teasons.

This issue of Pipeline discusses
decentralized wastewater treatment
systems and how they can meet both
putlic health and environmental pro-
tection goals in areas where ceniral-
ized treatmént is impractical or not

cost-effective, Management and
funding issues are presented plus the
various treatment options that may be
part of a decentralized system.

Readers are encouraged to reprint
this issue or any Pipeline articles in
flyers, newspapers, newsletters, or
educational presentations. We ask
that you include the name and phone
number of the National Small Flows
Clearinghouse (NSFC) on the reprinted
information and send us a copy for
our files.

If you have questions about reprinting
articles or about the topics discussed
in the newsletter, please contact the
editor at (800) 624-8301 or (304)
293-4191. &
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Technology Total capital cost Annual D&M* cost Total annual cost Average monthly
option (annualized capital plis D&M) cost per household
Centralized systems $2,585,600 — §4,175,590 §33,110~ § 44,830 § 241,480 - §381,410 $149 -8235
Alternative SDBS** collaction

and small cluster systems $666,040 §8,120 $61,800 §38

dnsite systems §567,940 $14,928 - $60,690 §37

*[&M means operation and maintenance

** OGS stands for small-diameter gravity sewers

Nate: The rural commanity consists of 430 people in 135 hames.

{Adapted from the Enviranmental Protection
Agency, 1987—extrapolated to year 2000 costs}

What's Right for Your Town?

resdined from pravions page

to a central wastewater treatment
facility. Urban and suburban areas
with high population densities (more
than three to four dwellings per acre)
would probably be betier served by
centralized wastewater coljection and
treatment, bot these facilities may be
cost prohibitive for more sparsely
populated, rural communities,
Centralized treatment facilities also
face increasing environmental con-
straints on discharging effluent into
surface waters.

Septic systems have often been
considered a temporary solution to
be used only until public sewerage
became available. So when deciding
between options, many people con-
sider onsite systems to be “second
class” or the less desirable choice for
treating wastewater.

Although opinions are changing,
this prejudice against onsite systems
stil] exists today. However, onsite
systems are aveilable now that treat
wastewater more thoroughly than
septic tanks. When operated under a
management prograre, these systems
can be used 2s a frue atternative o
large treatment plants. &

Decentralized Systems
Offer Flexibility

A decentralized system employs a
combination of onsite and/or cluster
sysiems and is used to treat and dis-
pose of wastewater from dwellings
and businesses close to the source.
Decentralized wastewater systems
allow for flexibility in wastewater
management, and different parts of
the system may be combined into
“treatment trains,” or a series of
processes to meet treatment goals,
overcome site conditions, and to
address environmental protection
requirements.

Managed decentralized wastewater
systems are viable, long-term alterna-
tives to centralized wastewater treat-
ment facilities, particularly in smmall
and rural communities where they
are often most cost-effective. These
systems already serve a quarter of
the population nationwide and half
the population in some states, They
should be considered in any evaluation
of wastewater management options
for smali and mid-sized communities.

So, how does a community decide
which management approach is right
for its wastewater treatment? Com-
munity ieaders first need to ask some
questions and then create a manage-
ment plan. What circumstances are

causing a regvaluation of present
wastewater treatment? Are local sep-
tic systems failing? Is residential
development stifled becanse of a lack
of adequate wastewater treatment facili-
ties? An organized plan will help man-
agers clearly define the problems,
review the possibilities, and assess the
costs associated with each potential
solution.

Many options now exist for waste-
water treatment and disposal in rural
areas and small communities. Each
technology has advantages, as well
as [imitations, so & treatment technol-
ogy must be selected specifically to
meet local conditions and treatment
objectives. Similarly, every commu-
nity’s own firancial, physical, and
regulatory factors must be evaluated
to find the best technology for their
circumstances.

Onsite systems now include a number
of alternatives that surpass conven-
tional septic tank and drainfield systems
in their ability to treat wastewater.
Alternative onsite processes, such as
sand filters, peat filters, acrobic treat-
ment units, pressure distribution sys-
tems, drip irrigation, and disinfection
systems, can be employed in & wide

B
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range of soil and site conditions.
Alternative systems require more
monitoring and maintenance, making
a strong case for these systems to be
managed.

Small satellite treatment plants or
soil absorption systems that have
low-cost collection sewers are called
cluster systems. Cluster systems treat
wastewater from a group of dwellings
and/or businesses and are most
appropriate in moderately populated
areas. These systems serve two or
more dwellings (but not usually an
entire community) and are located
near the buildings they serve.

The wastewater from each dwelling
or business flows into its own inter-
ceptor (septic) tank to settle out and
allow solids to break down. From
the tank, the effluent is able to travel
through smaller diameter, therefore
less expensive, collection pipes.

These pipes are buried at a shal-
fower depth than full sewers and run
relatively short distances to smaller,
less maintenance-intensive treatment
and disposal units. These units often
use soil absorption fields or effluent
recycling rather than discharging the

Funding Changes Affect Choices

Cost is always a primary consider-
ation in deciding among wastewaler
treatment options. Costs include the
money needed to install the system
and the annual cost to operate and
maintain it, Depending on whether a
community is an isolated, rural town
or is on the fringes of & larger
municipality, different circumstances
play a role in what system will best
serve the community’s needs.

System costs are related to popula-
tion size and density, topography,
distance to an existing treatment
facility, and state and tocal perfor-
mance standards. In sparsely popu-
lated areas, upgrading or replacing
failing onsite systems and building
smaller, cluster treatment systems (o
serve the community’s core is usually
most cost-effective.

During the 19705 and 1980s, the

treated wastewater into surface waters.

federal government provided direct
funding to help build wastewater
treatment facilities, Federal funds for
wastewater systems increased signifi-
cantly in 1972 as a result of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act
(later called the Clean Water Act).
Between 1972 and 1990, the federal
government spent more than $62 bil-
fion to build or upgrade treatment
facilities through the Construction
Grants and the Innovative and Alter-
native (1&A) Technology programs.

This money more often made its
way to larger municipalities, and
many smaller towns across the U.S.
never received any of these funds,
Consequently, wastewater manage-
ment problems were never resolved
in many small communities.

Today, direct federal funding to
communities is nearly nonexistent.
The Construction Grants and [&A
programs were eliminated in the
early part of the 1990s. The Clean
Water State Revolving Fund
{(CWSRF) Program replaced them.
Communities now must depend on
CWSRFs and other sources of
money for infrastructure improve -
ments. (See the Fall 1999 Pipeline
Jor more funding sources.)

Systems Must be Managed
Management is the key to keeping
decentralized treatment systems

functioning properly. Management

can encompass planning, siting,

design, installation, operation, main-
tenance, and monitoring onsite and
cluster systems. Regular inspection
and maintenance form the basis of
any management program.

Using one management strategy
over another may depend upon local
environmental sensitivities, the com-
plexity of treatment technology and
equipment, and the local regulatory
agency’s authority and resources.

More than one management model
might be effective under particular
circumstances, but any mode] should
give the regulatory agency enough
authority to make sure failing systems
are repaired or replaced.

The National Onsite Wastewater
Recycling Association (NOWRA)
suggests these seven elements be
included in any management model:
» system performance reguirements

that protect human health and the

environment;

» gystem management to fulfill spe-
cific and measurable performance
requirements;

* compliance monitoring and
enforcement fo ensure adequate Sys-
tern performance;

» guidelines for all aspects of siting,
design, construction, and operation;

+ education for all service providers,
regulators, planners, and owners;

cenrinued on Xt puage

Funting Seurces for Wastewater Projects—rFalt 1999

mspections Equal Preventative Care for Onsife Systems—Spring 1998
Choose the Right Consultant for Your Wastewater Project—Winter 1997
Alternative Sewers: A Good Dption for Many Communities—¥all 1996
Management Prograims Can Help Small Communifies—Spring 1996

Septic Systems—A Practical Alfernative for Small Communities—fall 1925
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For more Information af to arder any of the foilowing products. pleass tantact
the HSFC at (800) 624-8301 of (304} 293-4196 Fax (2D4) 293-3161. c-mall
nste_arders® mall.esrd.wrw.edu. or write NSFE, Wekt Yirginla University,

F.0. Box 6064, Morgantown. WV Z6506-6064, Pleats request gach ltem by
title and itam number. A shipplag and handliag charge will apply to 2ll arders.

neme aarobic wastewater
treatment
Agrabic treatment can b @ gaod

uplion Tor homes on sites unsuitibh: for
seplic systems of in enviranmentally
sensitive areas, The Winter 1996 Pipefine
(vad 7, ae. 1) explaing the advanifges
and dissdvantages of thest sysiens,
how they wark, and their operation
nd matnlenance. The price is 20 cents.
Requesl Hem FSFPLNLOY Home Atrabic
Wastewater Treaiuent! An Alieraalive 1o
Sepic Svstems.

public health
Whether you are & homeowner
witk B stpiic sysism or a Joce! official

sespomsible for o community system,
waslewaler lrehtment is an mporant ssuc
Far you. The Summer 1996 Pipefine {vol.
7. no. 3} desoribes the dangers sssocialed
with inadequate wastewslcr treatmenl and
haw 1o avoid ten, The price is 20 cents,
Request hem ASFPLNLGS Wasrewater
Treatment Frotests Smadl Communiry
Life. Health.

lternative sewars
Smat] diameler sewers can be used
to calleet and ranspart wastewhlst

from smal] elusters of homes, developments,
and communllies. Because they don't
require deep excavadon, alemalive sewers
are ofien & more practical and ceonomical
chaite than canvenlional pravily sewers.
The Fall 1986 Pipetine {vel. 7.no. 4) pro-
vides an overview of allemative sewer
wchrologies, The price is 20 cents,
Regitest em ¥SFPLNLOT Akernative
Sewers! A Good Oplion for iany
Communities,

o skhd fHiers
Sand [Thers ars used by meny com-

munlics a5 an shemative 1o centsallzed
waslcwhter treatment. Becaese they pro-
ide high guality treatment, sand filters
are ane of the best options for environ-
meantally sepsitive areas or For providing
additienal treatment where septie tank/soil
ahsorption sysiems have failed. The
Summer 1997 Pipeling (vol, B.mo. 3}

describes open, buried, and

° Isgoons

Lagonns arg eomimon around the
world becase they are a low-cast, jow-
melntenancs, and energy-efficient wasie-
waler trestmient technoiogy. The Spring
1997 Pipefine {vol. B, an. 2) prescnes an
averview of dillerent 1ypes of lagoon sys-
tems, how they wort:, their aperotion and

sand [Hiers, hew they work. and thelr
aperatan and maimenarce The pries
16 20 cenls. Request ilem #SFPLNLID
Sand Filiers Provide Quality, Low-
traittiznance Treannent.

soplic sysiemy
Sepiic tank/eci| absorplion: sysiems aie
the most comman type of ansiie wislo-

water ireatment. When properly destened,
sited. construcled, and maintsined. they
are the best and mosi sconomical chofoe
for many homes and businesses, The
Summer 1995 Pipeliue (val. 6. v, 3)
cxplalns when seplic systerms ere a 2ood
ides, how they work, and their advanlages
and dizadvantages. The price is 20 cents,
Request iiem #SFPLMNLO2 Sepiic Sysiens-
& Pracrical Allernative for Smafl
Communilies.

° EYptiC SYSt#m malntenance
Proper aperation and mainienance
are essential 10 prolonging the life of

sepile gystems and preventing sysiem fatl-
ures. Homeowners and communlty leaders.
will find the Falt 1995 Pipefine {val- 6.
. 4} full of kelpful information, It
explaing hiw to care for septic systems,
when b pump. what ta and whal nof to
Mush, and what 10 expect f & Inspection
wisiL. The price is 20 cems. Request iwem
#SFFLNLAY Maintaining Your Sepric
System—e Guide for Homeowners.

managing ensite systems
For many stsall communitias, onstte
end destniralized wasiewater systems

are mort. practical and sponamical then
centralized systems. However, many tom-
munities view back of individual control
of these sysiems as o disadvantage. The
Spring 1996 Pipeline {vol. 2. na. 2)
eaplaing why communily menagement
of wastewater syslems is & good ideq rnd
gives several strategies for developing
pragrams for lhe operlion, makitenancs,
or monitoring of these sysiems, The price
i 20 cents. Reguest item ¥SFPLNLDS
Management Prograins Can Help Snialt
Cammunitics.

and Lheir pos and dis-
advantages. The prics js 200 conls. Request
jtem ASEPLNLDY Lagoons Svsizms can
Pravide Low-coss Wasiewater Treaiment,

comblned sewer overfiows
{cs0s)

Cottbined sewer overflows (CS0s)
are reranaars of the country’s carly infra-
srueture, when cities buil combincd
sewver systems for coflecting bolk wasie-
watey and siormwater, Combined sewers
o become ovorjoaded during wet weath-
er, chusing untrested wastevater Lo over-
Mot into the nearest bordy of waler. The
Spring 1995 Pipeiine { vol 6, po. 2)
expilains the 1.5, Environmenial
Prolecion Ageney's C50 Contral Policy
and iis requirements for small communi-
ties. The price is 20 conts. Request item
HSFPLNLDY Combined Sewer Overflows
A Priorify for Smali Communiries.

hifing consultants
Consuitants are not all the same. Like

dociars, lawyers, and ather profession-
Els they have diflereal tebenls, interests,
und levels of experience. The Winter 1997
Pipeline (vol. B, na. 1) offers some slrate-
gies (o7 hiring consuliants that ¢an he used
by small communitics and homeowmnsrs.
Fopics Inchude developing requests for
proposals {RFPs), conducling imervivws.
and negotiating comracis. The price is 20
cents. Requesi lem #SFPLNLUS Choose
the Ripht Consitlians for Your Wastewater
Profect.

wastewster characterlstics
The waler we nse may dissppear
from sight, bt it pever really goes
away. Wastewaler conlinues w affect our
Tives bong after it swirls down the drain.
How? Becayss cenain westewater compo-
neals degrade weler quality and can
endunget public healih. The Fall 1997
Pipelite {vol. B, no. 4) answers some
insic questions aboul wastewaler and its
porential o impact public health and the
enviropment. The price is 20 conts.
Reques! jlem ASFPLNLIE Basic
Wastewarer Characieristics,

spray and drip irrigation
Reusing waler 10 irrigale land can

help protect surface waler resources
By preventing pollulion and by conserving
patabla waler for other uses, The soil pre-
vides additional treatment through onturally
oczurring physical. biclogical, ond cheail-
el processes. The Winter 1999 Pipefine
{val. 10. no. 1) discusses two types of
wasiewaler irrigation sysicms— piny sys-
Iems and subsurface drip systems— plus
operaiion and muiplenunce isues that go
along with tand-applled dispoanl methods.
The price Is 20 cenis, Request item
¥SPPLNLIG Spray and Drip irrigation
Jor Wasrawater Reuse. Dispusal.

ansite systems inspectlons
Routinc onsite system inspections
help protees the health of families.

thelr neighbors. und commurities. They
help hememyaars determine when and
how oflen malntenance is peeded. The
Spring 1958 Pipetine {vol. %, na. 2)
Tocieas ed Inspections of cxisdng ensie
systems to detsrmine whether they ane
functionlng properly and lo diugnase
probloms hefore thoy Jead o expensive
repoirs, The priee js 20 cams, Request
item #SFPLNLI3 fnspecrions Equal
Frevettmtive Care for Onshe Systems.

@ constructed wetlands
Construcled wetiands can treal waste-
water from a variety of solress—homes,
bustnesses, and communaies. The Summer
1998 Fipeline (vol. 9, no. 3) offers basie
Information for homeswners and commu-
nity leaders chout the Lypes of eonsinioted
weblands, how they work, aud some of
their adventages ond disadvanages.
‘The price 1s 20 conts, Request Ham
FSFPLMLLA Consiructed Werlands:
A Nainral Treatmen: Aiernative,

blesollds
Treating n disposing of sewage
Sudge ond domostic sopiage can sig-

uifieanly add 1o wasicwvater lremment
costs, These matertels called “binsolids™
have & varicty of beneficiel sgricalral
uscs aad help 1o rehabilitere land damagsd
by mining and other indusiries. The Fall

| 998 Pipefine (vol. 9.no. 4} presents o
briel everview of options for managing
biosolids and discusses the regulations
that ure involved in biosolid recycling and
dispoal. The price. is 20 cents,

Request e FSFFLNLES
Managing Biosolids in
Smalf Comtrunliies,

tntlitration and Inflew {141}
High groundwater er water rematn-
ing in the sofl fiar min or snow can

infikrate mainTine plpes, joinis, service
laterals, connegtiens, and other paris of
older, damaged collection sysiems,
Addittonal waler gan also enter callection
systems [rom above-ground sources. Extra
water entoring colicction sysiems is
referted 10 as infiltmtion and Inflow (11).
“The Spring 1995 Pipeline (vol. 10. no. 2)
provides aa averview of common methods
Far evaluating end porrecting 3 probiems,
plus maintenance practices 1o prevent M
from oczurring. The price is 20 cents,
Requesl item ASFPLNLAT fyfHirarfon and
Inflow can he Cosily for Cowpmimities.

0 mound systems

Mound sysiems were developed 1o
avercome three aolural conditions: slow
or rapidly permeable scils, skailow soils.
andior s hiph waler table. A site with any
of these conditions is nol svited lora
conventtonal seplic system, The Summer
1999 Fipeline (val. 10, no.3) discusscs
maunds and how they are designed,
operaled, and maintined. The pricels
20 conis. Reguest ilem #5FPLNLIB
Mounds: A Septic System Alternative.

@ Tunding
1T your eren 1s Jike other small
commlrlties. the most importani—

and perkaps the most dillicuit—parl of a
wastewater treatmenl project is sceuring
the funding. Fawer residems help pay for
# project, and fewer experts and resources
are available 1a help find funding sources.
“The Fall 1999 Pipefine (val. 10.n0. 4
disausses funding saurces for wastewaler
reatment projecls. The price ix 20 cents,
Request item #SFPLNLIS Fanding
Sources are Available for Wastewater
Projects.

@ evapotranspirttion Systems
Evapatranspiration (ET) systems 1se
&n aliernative onslte Uratmenl techrology
suitable for aveas where risks of grouad-
water and surface waler contamination
might exlsl, The Winter 2000 Pipeiime
Focuses on v versions of ET systems,
how they are designad, how they teal
wasieweter effiuent, and whal climate and
soik conditions wamant their use, The price
is 20 conts, Kequest irem #SFFLNL20
Evapotranspiration Sysrens.

More than one-fourth of
Americans Use some type of
onsits wasKEwalEr (realment
systems, and thousands of
new onsite permils ar iswed
cach ysar. The Spring 2000
Pipeling explains the impor.
tamee of & sie svaluslion, what
sleps ore taken ir the pmoess,

‘\“'\' SMA{( A( @ site wvaluations

and how an evaluator uses tes) Tesults 1o
determing the best type of reatment system
for a site. The price is 20 cenls. Requesl
hem #SFPLNL2I Site Evainations,

@ altecnative tollvtx
Reduced ameunts of water for (ofjet
Aushing is standard in the tndusiry

1oday. In additien to |ow-volume tofless,
other alermayives have bron developed.
The Summar 2000 Pipafiae (vob. 11, no.
3] discuspes sevaral desipns of allemative
Ioilets, and whal circumslances iy be
svited lo (heir Lse in the home or i public
restronms. The price is 20 ernts, Reques;
tem ASFPLNL22 Afternative Thilers:
Options far Conservarion and Specific
Site Conditions.

decentrallzes wastewater
treatment
Smal] communities are lrequently

faced with nceding 10 upgrade or replace
their wastewaler fmstrielure, bl cen-
trofized sewerage end Irealment may nal
Be the answer for everyone, The Fail 2000
Pipeline (vol. 11, np. 4) discusses ways 1o
HIprOvE COMMMYKILY Wasiewater treaiment
by using menaged individual onsite and
cluster sysiems. The price s 20 cents.
Reguest ftem ¥SFPLNL2Y Decenjralized
Wastewsizr Treatmicnt Systauts.

Environmental Services
and Tralning Dlvision

The Environmental Services and
Tralning Divisian (ESTN) helps small
communities protect thulr puklic and
environmental health. Locsted at West
Virginia University, ESTD houses four
national pragrams:

» The Matlonai Drinking Water
Cleatinghouse {NOWC)

The Natfonal Small Flows
Clearinghouse (NSFC)

The National Envlronmentat -
“Frainlng Genter for Smell
Communities (NETGSE)

The Natlonal Dnsite
Demonstratioh Project (NODF)

Each organization hat a sepsrate mis-
slon and distinct goals, but they work
coliectively ta provide & one-stop shop
far small cofmnuhity drinking water.
westewaler, and ehvironmental training
Iirformation and technlcal assistance.

To racelve an Infarmation packet
about the ESTD and s services.

call (BDD) 624-B30 of (304] 253-6191.
or visit ESTD's Web slte at

BEP:/ W w. etd Wy edl.




Public Acceptance of Decentralized
Wastewater Treatment

When appropriately designed,
sited, operated, and maintained,
decentratized wastewater systems
meet public health and water quality
goals as well as centralized systems.
Still, barriers exist, both real and
imagined, that can hamper wide-
spread acceptance of decentralized
wastewater systems. These obstacles
may be due to several factors:

» lack of knowledge and mispercep-
tions about decentralized systems;

« state and local regulatory barriers;

» lack of adequate management
programs;

« liability and engineering fee issues;
and

« financial limitations of the com-

MUIity.

If decentralized systems are to
become accepted as 2 wastewater
treatment solution, people need to be
educated about the benefits of this
choice. Some states {Arizona, Mis-
sourl, North Carolina, Rhode
Tsland, Texas, Florida,Washington,
and others) have training programs
on the subject for sanitarians and

installers. Because of training pro-
grams, sore states’regulatory officials
allow a broader use of alternative
onsite technologies— with the condi-
tion that these systems be managed
by professional, certified operators.

Educational materials directed to
homeowners should explain proper
wastewater disposal and maintenance
practices, as well as provide infor-
mation about the consequences of
system failures. Increased awareness
about decentralized systems ought to
help reduce the number of failing
systems and the eventual negative
effects on groundwater and sur-
face water.

Managing individual onsite systems
within the community presents one
of the biggest hurdles officials may
face. Brochures, newspaper articles,
helplines, and other forms of public
information will help homeowners
become aware of the importance of
managing and maintaining onsite
systemns. &

‘small commutiities. Program staff can

Decentralized Systems

vevitinzied froq previons page

» certification/licensing for service
providers and regulators; and

« program reviews to resclve
shortcomings and to correct
problems,

The U.8, Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) is in the process of
developing a number of management
models for decentralized wastewater
systems. The EFA’'s models start
from a hands-off level of invelvement
where a regulatory agency invento-
ries systems, but property owaers
are responsible for their own systems’
maintenance.

Four additional models have been

- proposed with increasing levels of

oversight. The far end of the scale
suggests a public or private utility
own and manage all aspects of the
decentralized system, including both
onsite and cluster systems. This
madel is most appropriate where a
complex network of advanced onsite
systerns and cluster systems is in
place, and where the environment
may be especially sensmve &

CONTACTS

National Small Fiuws
Clearinghouse (NSFC}

The NSFC offers a variety of technical
assistance and free and iow-cost infor-
mation and materials about waste-
water technologles for small commu-
nities, Just a few of the NSFC’s many
resources and services are mentioned
in this newsletter. Call the NSFC at
(800) 824-8301 or (304) 293-4191 or
visit our Web site at :
www.nsfc.wv, edu for more informia-
tion. :

National Onsite DemOnStratiun .
Prugram (NUI]P) Phase IV

The NODP Phase IV was establlshed .
to promote, develop, and demonstrate
management strategies for onsite .
wastewater reatment in our nation’s

assist local officials in setting up man-
agement districts around the country:.
by identifying successful mahagement
modets and providing educational: .
information aboirt these models. Call:
the NODP at (B00) 624-8301, or (304)
2093-4191, or visit their Web si_te at -
www. estd. wvi.edu/nodp4.

National Onsite Wastewater
Recyclmg Assuclatlun Inc.

The National Onszte Wastewater
Hecycimg Association, Inc. (NGWRA)
is a national professionat organization.
created 1o advance and promote the
onsite wastewater industry. NOWRA
serves all aspects of the industry
including governmental regulatory
personnel, instaliers, field practition-
ers, suppliers, distributors, engineers,
research professionals, designers,
consultants, educators, soll sclentists
and manufacturers. Call NOWRA at-
(301) 776-7468 or visit their Web

site at www.nowra.org
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Cranberry Lake: A Management Case Study

Cranberry Lake and Byram Town-
ship officials started looking into
septic system management in the
1980s because the water quality of
the lake was being threatened by
household wastewater. Aging and
poorly-maintained septic systems,
small lot sizes, and 2n increasing
number of homes used year-round
converged to create problems.

Byram Township is one of four
municipalities in Sussex County,
New Jersey, that shared a $500,000
state grant to help establish waste-
water management programs. The
township appointed 2 steering com-
mittee {to provide input and guid-
ance) that included the town manager,
a board of health representative, mem-
bers of the Cranberry Lake Associ-
ation, and members of the Byram
Environmenta! Commissicn.

The steering committee initially
met with the county’s planning
department to discuss their principal
coneerns including:

» financial assistance to residents to
repair or replace their systems;

« technical assistance to identify
appropriate, cost-effective technolo-
gies that would perform well given
Cranberry Lake’s soil limitations; and

+ educational assistance for the com-
mitiee and resideats to learn about
all aspects of onsite wastewater
freatment.

As word spread about the potential
for a wastewater management ordi-
nance,which could mean septic sys-
ter inspections and fees for residents,
friction arose in the community. The
steering committee realized that its
most urgent task was to educate the
community, They obtained materials
from the county health department
and from Rutgers Universify to begin
a vigorous educational campaign.

Committee members and county
officials made presentations and gave
seminars at local meetings. The com-
mittee developed newspaper articles to
explain the issues. They alse manned

a booth at the Cranberry Lake
Community Club’s annual meeting,
and they inserted wastewater man-
agement flyers in various township
mailings.

Because some residents declared
that they’d never had their septic
systems pumped in 25 years, and
others were not even sure they had
septic systems, the committee dis-
tributed all kinds of information,
from broad environmental concepts
to basic information about how a
septic system works, The steering
committee dedicated itself to dis-
pelling rumors and to making sure:

a plot plan showing the location of
the property’s well and septic tank
and drainfield. They must also attach
a brief description of the septic system.
Homeowners receive an educational
packet with each permit renewal.,

To renew the three-year permit,
homeowners must pay the fee and
submit proof that the septic system
had either been pumped out or that
they had received a board of health
walver. Waivers might be issued
under certain circumstances, such as
infrequent use of a vacation home, so
that a six-year pumping period is
granted instead of the usual three years.

“I see getting a septic license as similar to
getting a dog license. It costs twice as much,
but it’s no big deal. People know it’s for
everybody’s protection.” Ronald Gatti

Cranberry Lake residents were fully
aware of the seriousness of their
dilemma. :

After several more public meetings,
the board of health finally passed the
ordinance, and its regulations impose
very straightforward basic mainte-
nance requirements. Key provisions
of the ordinance require that all
homeowners obtain a $15 septic sys-
tem operator’s permit, valid for three
years, Property owners must submit

Failure to comply can resultin a
fine of up to §1,000 per day and/or
up to 90 days of community service.
Even though compliance has not
been perfect, the township doesn’t
want to fine anybody. -

Margaret McGarrity, a member of
the Byram Township Environmental
Commission, said they send out 2
notice when it’s time for license
renewal and pumping. If there’s no
response, ancther notice follows in
continged o next page

Former Pipeline Editor Cathie Fatvey and her brother, Jim, enjoyed spending tims at Cranberry
Lake when they were children.
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The Clean Water State Revolving
Fund (CWSRF) is a low- or no-interest
source of funding for installing,
repairing, and upgrading decentralized
wastewater systems in small towns
and rural and suburban areas, Federal
and state contributions are used to
capitalize or set up the programs.

low or no-interest loans for important
water quality projects. Funds are then
repaid to the CWSRF over terms as
long as 20 yeass.

Repaid loans are recycled to fund
other water quality projects. These
CWSREF resources can help supple-
ment the limited financial resources
currently available for decentralized
treatment systems. Projects that may
be eligible for CWSRF monies
include:

* new system instailation (single

and cluster systems) to correct an

existing nonpoint source problem;
» replacing, upgrading, or modifying

inadequate or failing systems;
* costs associated with establishing

a centralized management entity™®

Granberry Lake Case Study

CoRiNne:

LN RIR A MALE

one month. If after another month
has lapsed and the property owner
still has not responded, a notice of
violation can lead to a summons,

Community support for the waste-
water management program has
grown stronger each year as resi-
dents come to understand its impor-
tance. Ronalé Gatti, township manager,
said, “Having to stand before a judge
and defend against willful violation
of the law isn’t an attractive
prospect. Besides, I see getting a
septic license as similar to getting &
dog license. It costs twice as much,
but it’s no big deal. People know it’s
for everybody's protection.”d

These assets, in turn, are used to make’

{e.g., permitting fees and legal

fees); and
» capital costs associated with cen-

tralized management programs

(e.g., trucks, storage buildings,

and spare paris).

Ohio is an example of a state that is
helping residents improve their onsite
wastewater systems. In August 1997,
the Ohio EPA and Mahoning County
Genera! Health District agreed to create
a linked deposit program to make
low-interest loans available to indi-
vidual homeowners who needed to
upgrade or replace their home sewage
disposal systems, Ohio’s process for
obtaining a CWSRF loan is outlined
below,

The homeowner obtains a permit
from the county that outlines specifi-
cations about proper installation,
operation, and maintenance of the
onsite system. The homeowner is
then issued a certificate, which he or
she can take o any bank that partici-
pates in the linked deposit program.

The lending institution, using its
own criteria, decides whether or not

How Homeowners Can Help Themselves

to offer the applicant a loan and at
what interest rate and term. The lend-
ing institution notifies the Ohio EPA,
who then deposits the loan amount in
the bank at a reduced interest rate.Sav-
ings from the reduced interest rate are
then passed on to the loan applicant.
Ten individuals have received loans
totaling $53,335. Over the next three
years, Ohio’s EPA Water Poliution
Control Loan Fund will make
$1,425,000 available for use in this
program. A similar program is being
launched in Cuyshoga County, Ohio,
with $1,950,000 earmarked for the
first three years of the program.@

*The EPAencourages establishing or desig-
nating a management entity for all decen -
tralized projects. Acceptable management
entitles include cities and counties, special
governmental uniis (e.g., sanitary districts
and county service districts) public or private
utilities, private corporations, and nonprofit
organizations.

EPA State Revolving Fund (SRF) Program General Information
www .epa.goviowm/finan.htm

EPA SRF Program State Revolving Fund State Contacts

www.epa.gov/owm/srfcon htm

Funding Decentralized Wastewater Systerns Using EPA’s Clean Water SRF

www.epa.gov/owm/septic3.itm

HUD State Community Development Block Grant (CDB() Program

www.hud.gov/progdesc/cdbg-st.html]

HUD Community Connections Information Center

www comeon.org/

National Small Flows Clearinghouse National Onsite Demonstration Program

www.estd. wv.edw/NODP

USDA Rural Development Field Offices
www .usda.govirus/water/states/usamap.htm

USDA Rural Utilities Service Water Programs

http://www usda.gov/rus/water/index htm
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To order any of the following prod -
ucts, call the National Small Flows
Clearinghouse {NSFC) at (800) 624-
8301 or (304) 293-4191, fax (304}
293-3161, e-mail nsfe_orders@mail.
estd wvu.edu, or write NSFC, West
Virginia Untversity, P.O. Box 6064,
Morgantown, WV 26506-6064. Be
sure to request each item by number
and title. A shipping and handling
charge will apply.

Choices for Communities:
Wastewater Management Options
for Rural Areas

This booklet examines alternatives to
the conventional septic system, alter-
native wastewater collection tech-
nologies, and land-based treatment
and disposal technologies. It begins
with a history of onsite systems and
discusses alternatives to centralized
sewering, stressing that management,
maintenance, and inspection are key.
The cost for the booklet is 50 cents.
Item #¥WWBLMGO9,

Rural Community Assistance
Program (RCAP) Help for Smali
Community Wastewater Projects
Developed by the EPA Office of
Water, this free, two-page fact sheet
describes RCAP, a national network
of nonprofit organizations, and how
they provide onsite technical assis-

tance to communities to help them
attain or maintain adequate waste-
water treatment services. Item
#WWEFSFM32,

Wastewater Treatment and
Disposatl for Small Gommunities
This manual is designed to guide
planners and designers through the
required steps for developing small
community wastewater management
systems. The book provides general
descriptions of alternative treatment
technologies available for small com-
munities, The cost is $16.55, Trem
#FWWBEKDMT0,

Funding Decentralized Wastewater
Systems Using the Clean Water
State Revolving Fund

The Clean Water State Revolving
Fund (CWSRF) is a low- or no-
interest funding source for installing,
repairing, and upgrading decentralized
wastewater systems in small-town,
rural, and suburban areas. This free,
four-page fact sheet describes how
the CWSRE operates and lists eligible
projects, as well as who may qualify
and how to get a project funded. Ttem
FWWESFNO7.

Wastewater Products Gatalog 2000
This newly updated catalog lists and
describes the many products and

services that the NSPC offers. The
catalog may also be downloaded
from the NSFC Web site at
htipiwww nsfewviedu or is avail-
able free upon request. Item
#FWWCAT.
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