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In the Fall of 1971 the Division of Municipal Waste Water Programs 

completed a survey of construction needs frora Fiscal Year 1972 to 

Fiscal Year 1976 for municipal waste treatment: plants~sernng populations 

of 10,000 or more persons. About 2300 mwiic£paiifies~smi~ 10,000 01' 

more people were asked t) submit their needtf11bicb were then checked by 

EPA Regional Offices and State offices. Printouts of the :figures were 

mailed to municipalities fvr a. final check on accuracy. 

For a number of rea~:ons it is considered es~m~tial that an estimate 

of the Nation's need for sewag-e treatment facilities be developed by 

conducting a survey of individual municipalities, rather than by a 

sampling technique which extrapolates with a mathematical model; First, 

through its ten Regic,nal Offices which are in continUOUs contact with 

State and municipal agendes, EPA is in a position to readily examine 

needs at their source, the local level. Sec one_, imminent needs, as well 

as a significant number of projected needs, particularly those in large 

metropo~itan areas, have been calculated by local engineers or consulting 

firms and therefore .!!:!t known and ~add to tHE validity of a total needs 

estimate. Third, region:tl and intra-regional r ifferences are significant 

enough to make reprehent:ttive sampling difficult. Fourth, the survey 

provides the 3tates with detailed information en local needs and 

encourages them to think ahead in their own program planni!'ig. Fifth, the 

information collected ha:; a geographical comporcent and therefore can be 

retrieved from the files by congressional district, county, river basin, etc., 

making it amenable for r':!plying to a wide variety of inquiries. Sixth, 

the survey obtains a signature from the responc~nt. Hence, responsibility 

for the estimate is readily fixed at the municipal level. 

The municipa.iiLes ''or 10,000 or~ persons surveyed accounted 

for '(1% of the total nee•ls. The remaining 23% of the needs occurred in 

cammunities of le:os ·.han lC ,000 persons and were taken from the pending 

needs file which is •tpda·: 1 annually by EPA, utih.zing the Ctate one and 
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needs pr~JectJons. The est,im£ted.-4f.r-_j~c$~h{esof~u 
~~-±~----::c--~¥S than 10~000 (23% or needs) are t,hOUJtnt 'tO. be less reliable than tht.> 

survey ( 77% of needs}. 'Pbe gross figures ~or dmllrmni;ie& M less t.hnn 
c-~-Oo-'._c------'-_--_o__-_--_ -~--

10,000 people could vary from 10% to 15% u:pW~fs:Of__:~at'd&-._ 

The 1971 assesmnent estimated the total Dl~eGs for the· FY-1972 to 

FY-1974 period, as $14.6 billion. As Exhibit T indicates~ this SliiOUnt 

is effectively $3.2 billion greater than the l~Oassess~; · 

Several factors have accounted for this 28%·r~se: 

1. Greater cove rag! (which, in turn, increased the accuracy'} • 

In the 1971 assessment, 2300 municipaiities o:fl.O,OOO or more persons 

were contacted; the !.970 survey canvassed 450 municipalities with 

projects of $5 milli·m o·· more. 

2. Heightened i.nte,.est at the local level. Many municipalities 

have become aware of the need to meet ~ater quality standards and 

implementation plans ctur'.ng the next five years. Enforcement actions 

have accelerated antipolLution efforts ~hicb bad been latent. 

3. Timing of r:nancial incentive. For e:xa:mple, in California 

the estimated needs i'Ose by $.69 billion between the 1970 assessment and 

the 1971 assessment because the State advi. ~d its communities f,nat any 

project not started in the next five years w" 11 not be eligibh· for S·t.ate 

assistance. 

4. Recognition of need for higher level of treatment and the costs 

aiJsociated with thest· bieber levels. The 1971 assessment indicated a 

considerable rist in the number and cost of tertiary facilities required, 

as compared ~ith the 197fl assessmer.t. While the two assessments are not 

strictly comparable, the figures ~;;bow: 

Estimat d Cost ($ Billionsj 

Type of need 1970 Assessment Increase 1971 Assessment 

1.01 +1.25 2.26 
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The estimated construction co;:;t of n.: -eded municipal weste trea-:;n:ent 

"facilities ro~· all c<>mmur,1ties :tor tne nve-yea!" period. encung Wltb 

FY-1976 {the 7'('/. or i he reeds taket;. from tb.e SUI"Ve)' and the 2:}% from the 

pending needs file) )s: 

Fiscal Year $ Billions Percent 

1972 5.28 29.2 

1973 - 1974 9.28 51.3 

1975 - 1976 -1.:2?. ..1.2:.2. 
Total 18.08 100.0 

A detailed breakdOWT, by State is shown in Exhibit II. The figures 

for FY-1972 and FY-1973-1974 are considered more :reliable th&n 

those for FY-1975-1976 since the latter involved plans and 

specifications ~hich have not been developed as tully as the former. 

The survey provided some insight concerning the composition of the 

needs of municipalities cf 10,000 or more. Exhibit III shows the 

majority of needs ,t9 be for secondary treatment., tertiary treatment, and 

interceptor sewers. Exhibit IV shows that 58% of the needs are for new 

facilities and 42% for molifications and improvements. 

The survey also 3h~·3d that: 

1. 15.5% of the antLcipated construction in municipalities of 

10,000 or more is to alle·Jia.te pollution :from industrial sources. 

2. 54% o:f the municLpalities surveyed charge users on the basis 

of hydraulic volume. 

3. 12,700 additionaL employees will be needed by the municipaliti1 s 

surveyed to administe ... , o>erate, and maintain the proposed :facilities. 

The needs figure , e;pecia.Hy tho:;e coveri• g FY-1972 through FY-1971~, 

are viewed with consil.era.ble confidence becaus 

1. The nrur: '.dpa .iti~s surveyed itemized SJ·eci.f:i c f'acilities f'or 

specific needs inwtcat of' giving a genera:!. consiruction estimate. 

2. Lccal estirr.a'.es uere rt:viewe1 by States in conjunction with 

State plans and ;Jrojer·tions. 

3. Following St<cte :views, the estimates were :further examined by 

EPA Regional Offices. 
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-~~- ----- ~ - -_- --- ----- --- -

Two factors must be considered when V'feVing the figures; 

First~ all costs are in 1971 dollars.o I;c allowance is made 

inflatior; which~ du:r:ing J971, rose 12%. 
------~~-----'~ _:__ 

Second, the needs were formulated bt municipalities to meet the 

present water quality standards. Tightening .the existing standards or 

attempting a goal of zero discharge as prOVided in proposed legislation 
-- -------- --- ---- -- ---

will cause the estimated needs to rise cons-ide-rabiy. 

iv 



EXHIBIT I 

NE ·IDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY~ 

A Comparison of the Deccilber :.970 Assessment tnd the September 1971 Assessment 

- The November 1970 assessmert surveye-d 450 tr:illlicipalities chosen on 
the basis of having Jrnjects of $7 million or more. · 

- The September 1971 a; c;essm{ nt surveyed 230C municipalities chosen on 
the basis of having r )pulat ions of 10,000 c t" more persons. 

riovember 1970 need ( 1970 dollars) 

Plus rise in cons1.ruct on co ;ts of 12% 

November 1970 need : n 19' ·1 dol ,_ars 

Less projects funded b ·tween assessments 
(:funded between 12/70 md 11/71) 

Net unfunded need from J 970 asf>essment ( 197 _.. d 1llars) 

Needs based on SeptenbeJ 1971 ":J.ssess:nent 

Rise in estimated ne1!dS 

v 

$12.6 billion 

___b2 

$14.1- billion 

$11.4 billion 

14.6 billion 

$ 3.2 billion 



!:'REAK DOWN BY STATE 
ESTifiATED CONST<UCTlON COST OF ?fLEDED ~~ 1'Ri'.AfMD'l' 

FACILITIES Jo'OR ALL :VlfiCIPALIT!ES FOR 'l'HE PEif!:OD 'IY·l9'f2·Ff·l976 
AS OF tioV~r~lt1~R t~~lr J. 

($ Millions) 

TOTALS 

Arizor:a 
.. .rkan£as 
CL~ifcrnia 

Dis~. 'Jf' Columbia. 

33-5 l9.2 13~0 u 65.7. 
l•.l ?8.'1 z.i 4o.3 

10.7 8.9 1. 27.? 
12.5 )Q.O lC,O 61,5 

280,4 1,1Lo, ~ 7trt.B 2.139.5 
23.1 ??.8 16.1 82~2 
96.2 ):8.6 244.8 
7.8 87.8 871 103.7 

62.7 l,Q,9 103.6 
nori:::a 313.(: 21').1 123.3 651.4 
£ :,?"r:ia 36.3 W5.4 12.6 154.3 
!>a .. :a:a 12.0 -~1.1 24.1 72.2 
~~.__,----------=1:,;5;..;.·...:._7 lb.O ·1 ~2.4 
IllLds .336.7 2TJ.3 421.6 1,331.5 
~ ar.a 161.3 3?8.9 ·----±4'f9~.7!:-------5~3~9::·~8;....._ 
~r~~~·~~------------------~1~6~.~a __________ 151,s 29.o 197.3 
:anzeE- 19.8 3L .. 7 lfi.-8 69.3 

Kerrt:.u·:ll:'; 46,8 49,4 6b.6 162.8 
Lov~siai.a 68.5 68.8 17.8 155.0 
:•iaine 25.h 115.5 6o.4 201.3 

~t~~rL~·l~E~r~.d~~----------~2~01~·~5~---------~4~J~8~.7~-----------~52~·~3~----------6~7~2~·~4~-------
Lassa-::husetts ?o6.5 31.c,7 (J:;.o 627.2 

•;e,; H~z:.pshire 21.3 <)), 7 1;9.0 190.0 
g.e;; ~<.r~::-~c""y'-------4..,.6..,1,....,:,9- 6oo.l 305.9 1,427.9 
""'vl L":Xico 17.8 12.9 30.8 

1,647.1 563.3 269.2 1.879.6 
36.6 oz.8 19.3 153.7 
1.4 5.4 .3 7.1 

2Tr.2 ')>3.7 210.5 1 C6o.4 
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PRIMARY T.P. 

INTERMEDIATE T.P. 

EXHIBIT III 

DESCRIPTION OF FACILITIES REQUIRED* J:~Y MUNICIPALITIES 
SERVING POPULATIONS OF 10,000 OR MORE 

• 7% 

(Based on July - Septembel' 1971 Needs SUrvl'!y} 

/~y 
I 

'l'REATMJSNT 
PLANTS 

PL:\NTS 

33.2% 

* 2.'(;::l;.:des Combined Sewer Overflvw 
Control Facilities which are not 
included in tile total needs figure.s 

:ijlt_',lliHf"i~:t-'.l~~::.·~·~~~,~. ,,-.;_N,-,.,.,,,,,,,<~·-' 

PLAN'l' ELE~IENTS 4.1%1 

NUTRIENT' REMOV A:I.~ 

FOJ:lCi W\lN 2. 41 . , 
! ·,; 1· I,',''''':, 1'" 

i . I. 

PUMPiiNG STA'fW~$,' 



.. 

TYPE OF FAGILI'l IES NEEDEI>·Bl>llnfi~tl'.AviT!ES SFJWIIO 
POP! LATIONS OF:~~,qi)~.tPflc~~~z~, n 

New ?acili~ies 

Needs o~ C( •mmunities o~ 
10~000 or movr> 

SPECIFICALLY 

~·· 

/ ~ 
n PROVEMENT IMPROVE24EN' ' 
n<::R.EASiriG ·INCREASING 

Til AAn:. ENT LEVEL TREATMENT '.EVEL 
& CAPAC:ITY 

11.5% l6.f% 

NEW FACILITIES 

57.5% 



PURPOSE 

This survey was con• ;~l'tc<l to u;xb.t.e 

through Fiscal Year 1976 
- -, <-- - ~- -

jmplementaticn schedules or other current sta,n(iards·or-enf'&j:rcemen:t 

rt:q .. lirements. 

BACKGROUND 

The Environmental Prot;ection Agency, thl'ough the Division of' Mtmi.cipal 

\J..aste Water Programs, Office of Wate'!:' Programs, hS.s coritirludusly :Diainta~ .. 1ed a 

file of tbe waste treatment £acility const-Tt.:uition- ne-edS~~ot-JI'l..L~ie-ipel-it-ies-~-~-

These needs da.ta have been stored in ~he Divis:Ion'sPenalng-Needs file 

and ar~ updated monthly t-"> reflect the ini tiJ3.t::i.on of projects receiving 

grant offers, as well as reported changes in project costs and grant 

amount:.:. The prirM.ry sm•rce of both the origir1·.tl and new information 

in this filt' has b1·en th( one und fiv0-year dzts of needs submitten by 

the States annually as p.:'rt of their :_;tate Pr< !,t'ant I'lan. 

In July 1970, a.ttemrts were made to reccncile municipal needs data 

in the EPA (then PWQA} Pe:tding Needs file with need5 data. developed in a 

sur-1ey .~onducc;ed ·ey tae ~htiona.l League of Ci tj C'jS. In the process, 

d:irect contaci.s were made with many of: the larger cities in order to 

rc•cor;cile- th~ di:fference!3 between the data which had been furnished to 

EPA ~;'WQA) on these sa1Ee ~ommunities by the st~tes~ wh~h that obtained 

directly cy the Na.t~onal ~ea.gae of Cities. FJjm this effort, a. weakness 

in the fil~ o"'" _ c:r->ds infc.,cz:;ation maintained by EPA becam-e evident -- namely, 

the needs for llla11./ faci1:i ties, part;icula.t:ly those in the larger 

municipalities, had not Leen fully reported by the States. 

*T:he word ITl'.liJicip<J.lity e__ it appears here is used aa defined in PL 84-660, 
as amende!i, as "<J. city, town, county, borough, pari:-;h, district, or other 
1u.blic body creatE.d by cr pursuant to State law and having jurisdiction 
over d*sposal of sewage, industrial wastes, or other wastes, and an 
Indian tribe or an authodzed Indian tribal organization." 

1 



In December 1970, EP'i, ln an effort to '.l¥eP:"ade its State acquired 

data, un1ertook directly 1 limited assessment of the Nati-:'·:1' s needs. 

This involved con1:acting ·ities with projects :!Stimated tJ cost ~5 mil1ior; 

or more in ord~Sr t.o ... ubst ~nt:ia'.:-t: the reporteG. need.s <.<.Hi ~os".:- o~ 
1
>:ar .. :c::. 

construction in thOl"e cit· es. Since the :::ombir.ed cos;~ o:~ p:ojec\:s :.n 

thest:· cities repr-esented ::n estimated 75 percent of' ~::1e cost of the 

total National needs, it ·,;as believed that the veri fieat:ior. an·i L~dating 

of these figures would · .:~1 ,rove the ertNlibility of tht> total needg amount. 

The t:·stimated total nu.:dr; figure reporter: fer the period FY 1972, 1973, 

and 1974, rolloving the DN:ember 19'(0 as~.;essment, was $12.56 billion. 

Table 1 of the Attachment gives a State-by-State summary. 

From both the July and December efforts, it vae concluded that 

significant discrepancies existed between data on the cost of constructing 

needed municipal faciliti~s re~1rted by the States and cost data reported 

by the individual municipalities. For th1.:: n!ason, a more careful 

examination of municipal needs at the mt.micipa:t level vas considered 

neces;;ary. Since, for pr:tctical purpo:c:M·, all_ cities could not be 

contacted 1-o determine th•dr best ,.,ost est.~.mate:;, the deci.sion wa£ made 

to conduct a survey limit,.d to muni.cipalitif with or serving populatior :; 

of 10,000 or more, since ·tbout 85% of the needs were estimated to exiGt 

in these municipalities. Approximately 2300 mu;Jicipalities serving an 

estimated 1~>5 million per.;ons were identified for this purpose. With 

suc::::t·tntive estimates :fron this large block of municipalities, EPA would 

be able to develop operat:·_onal plans and legislative proposals for 

meeting the construction needs which must be faced ir. the immediate 

five-year period with t'!On1.idence and objecti· ity. Ur.der these 

considerationB, the decis::.on was made to ini dat~ a new zurvey in July 1.971. 

2 
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Tl ASSE3S~!EI'iT_ 

Bail::ling upon exper~enc~ :from p:reviou~~ assessments, e: pl~n for 

conducting the new surve;r was devised. 'l'ht: p' ·:m included ( l.) n:e 

identification cf the da--,a t.:; be genE~rated and xaking the da~a e.!i.enabJ ~ 

to an exi5ting O:f:fice o:f Water ?rograms aut<)iliat.ed systen: (to fac Hi -::8.te 

storage and retrieval); 12) the jrl.entification of the specific munici­

palities serving populat·.ons of 10,000 or more; and (3) tne arra:1ge:nents 

for a more direct invol- ·ment of the States an'l cou1r.1~nities in tol.e survey. 

It vas also determine' that the Regional Offices would continue to play 

the rr.ajor role in de.'llim: with the States and municipalities. Accordingly, 

instructions, lists of cjties, and survey forms were prepared for the 

Regions which, in turn, w•:>uld proceed as follows: 

a. Examine and correct the listings, where necessary. 

b. Notify the States of the survey plan -- to determine the 
State's preference as to wr,ether EPA should deal vi th 
municipalities through the States or directly. 

c. Mail the survey forms and instruc~ions to the municipalities~ 
either directly ?r through the States. 

d. H~ve the D'micipalities returu '~ completed survey forms to 
the Regions. 

e. Enter the initial data furnLhed b: the municipalities into 
the computer, via the Regional com:uter terminal. 

f. Sen'.! a copy of the computer prepared printout containing 
initie.l data ror all commuuHies in the States to each State 
:ror revic·w and v ~rification at the State agency level. 

g. Receive from th~ States fully completed survey forms showing 
the fin'-11 data. 

h. After Regional r•=view, enter th~ data :I.n';;o the OWP central 
computer via the terminal. 

The analysis of the data :tnd report preparat _on by the Office of Water 

Programs, at : ~edauarters, was performed on the computer stored data as 

it became avai..L,,-, ~. 

To test tr:(:: concept 'tnd operating elements of the survey plan, a 

pilot survey -w-r;.s conduc-t ., in the States of" Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, and 

'VT<:~.shington during f.tay r _,d .June •Jr 1971. Bu::;ed on exp~rif•nc:": with 1.11•· 

pilot study, the instruct:ons and procedures were a.ppropria.t~·ly modif'if·ri 

prior to :: ni tiation of th{ full scale :;urvey. 
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The sur,rey. in its :r~ormative pe~lod, .• as :,'. .joint efTort by the 

Division of Municipal Wa!'>te Water Programs and the Division cf Applh:. 

Technology. The former was responsible for " .. t: conduct of the survey aw: 

the gathering, analyzis t-.nd rep.')rting 01~ the d&.t.a. The Applied ':'ec·r.:::Jlogy 

Division wac responsible for the deve~opment o:· the survey fo~. and for 

the input, storage and r~triev~l of the data. Since i~ was deemed 

necessary to store the survey data in an existing central data bank so 

that the nev data cou1 . l>e related to already available data on water 

pollution control ra.iJHies, the Office oi' Water Programs Inventory file 

was selected as the reJK>~:itory for the survey information. This decision 

required that the format and element structure of the survey conform to 

the inventory system ( storet) operated by the Divis:i.on of Applied 'l'echno1ogy. 

With the survey being managed by Municipal Waste Water personnel 

and t.he gathered information being stored in and retrieved i'rom an 

automated file operated by Applied Techn"·'"·?Y rersonnel, a close operating 

relationship had to be e;:tabliched bf'twcen the two separate organizations 

in v::der to effectively earry out the c;•rrvey operation. The development 

of a collaborative effort at the Reghnai level was brought about by the 

conduct of ;L joint survey orientation meet r1g involving representatives 

from the tw:> Headquarters organizations ar. i their Regional counterpar1~s. 

Through the orientation meeting, each group's separate and common respon­

sibilities and the required sequence of events and concomitant timetable 

were clarifi~:. and the stage was set for launching the survey with a 

sense of unity and cotr~on direction. 

An a first r;tcp in carrying out the SU"'Vey • tte Regional Oi'f:i.ces 

were requested to exam:i.ne the lis:, of munir ipaJities identified from the 

Owt' In·:entc···; FU e to screen out entries which w-ere recognized as 

(a) currently r. r.·~xistent (in terms of provUint; pollution control ;;ervif:e,.); 



\ 
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Follmdng the scree:dng7 the next stc:~ ·..ta~, to deter;nir;e the mun_ccipal 

addressee W'ho W'ould "te in the best po~;ition to nrovide the required 

information. In the sma:_ler municipa:ities rr.any of which., in recent 

years, beca.'lle parts of Sdler a'.;·.::norities -- tnis was a diffic-..ilt 

necessary task. Con<::urr,~ntly, tne States were ~dvise:d of ti:-,c: detai:is 

of the survey, provided ·.lith a list o~· the municipal~~ies to be asse£sed, 

and offered the opportun.ty to contact the r:1unicipalities themselves if 

they felt it W'as in thl' " interests to do so. The S~,ates genera;_ly 

agreed ·to EPA going c3 .~e.·tly to the municipalities. The third step 

consisted of the Regions rrailing to each municipality three copies of 

the survey rorm, along w th instructions and a Letter advising them of 

the purpose a_'1d need for the data. 

In accordance with Lhe s-urvey plan, if a r0sponse was not received 

in two weeks, a follc w-up was ini ti ".teri by the ITA Regional Office. 

This prompting with tele1:rams, telephone 1':111:>, special delivery letters, etc., 

continued weekly untH tr1e municipalities re:c;po'1ded. In many instances, 

the survey form harl to b•, revised and +'ryrwarded again, as the community's 

serving organization had recently changed. In some cases, where municipal 

resp.Jn!::eS could not l,e obtained by mail, tl form was completed jointly 

with Regicnal Office sta··r through a face-~ :.>-face visit or telephone 

conversation W'ith the pr<·per municipal officials. Most of the visits 

were made to those munic'palities whose needs would greatly impact the 

survey. For example the large-scaled and diverse needs of Chicago were 

discussed in a j'Ji nt ::;es~ ion to provi rle addi tic·nal a;;surance that a full 

anri accurate response wo1 ld ~oe obtair:ed. 

Responses, as th~y r,.ere recei·rerJ ir. th f!f·IJ;irms, were examjned fur· 

completeness ·,nri a.r1herenc •: to instru,~tions. A:. neee::sary, follow-up 

calls were ma•J·: ·,c: get aG liti0nal information vr otherwise clarify 

municipal entrie:;. The (· .Jmplete and corrected forms were then turned over 

to Regional Te·:hnical Dr! 'J. and Information staffs for coding, key punching; 

storing and retrievinf ~ring Regional computer terminals. Printouts of 

the entered survey daca, produced from the terminals, were then returned 
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to tbe Regional Waste Wat~r Program st.af"f wL,c'~ ~ ~hey were Ct<ecked against 

the original. As requirHI, correctionG wPre rna ie and. vh"n J:"f'9rly 1 a 

clean computer prepared prir1tout of the sm•ve;r ·orm~ r,s s,__;,;ni'U.c·J r,y ~.ne 

Stat~' s dates of expeeted project cor.z:truction ar.d opcra-::-ion. 

The St.ate-revie-wed ;'orm was then returned c.o the Regions where the 

data were ag~Li!:l examined 'Uld compared vi th need data recently recr "ved 

from the States ac part , r their ar.nual program plan (one and five year 

lists). DiscrepancieH .u r-e reconciled and the rlata. vere entered into 

the terminal. Copies of the completed survey form were sent to the State 

and municipality for th<ir information. 

Dat~ from the su_rvey and tbe 3tate's needs lists were then used 

to update the Pend~ng leeds file. 

A flow chart of the survey ope:ra;;ion,. Figure A-1, along with a copy 

of the survey form and hstructions are included in ArP"!ndix A of this report. 

Eeadquarters Operati0n 

Vhen the survey was initiated, it was re~ogftized that given the 

usual ob~:tacles to be faced in assesr;ing the aE•eds of 2300 municipalitiei; 

by mail, the ten veek period to complct.e th(• cyde, and the fact that 

those re~;ponsible for tht· conduct of the survey had other full time 

duties to perform -- t.he ideal goal or 100% completion voctlcl be difficult 

to realize. Yet, despit( th~ difficuJties, a high rate of return was 

achieved. Of the approximately 2300 municipalities sur>eyed, returns 

were received from o-·;~:r 95%. A general apprai '"'ll mane: of those 

municipalities from which returns w-ere not re eiYed indicated that, 

silwe most of ~.hPm had po rulations at or just o-n::r 10,000, the probability 

was high that t.!w:i-:: needs, if any, would be relatively small. A summary 

of the responses L:o prese 1ted in Table 2. 

Surv·ey dat&, stored j the centA.~al computer via the l\egional terminals 

were extracted l:y the D:f sion of Munieipal Waste Water Programs for 

analysis and re p<>rting. ni tially, a series •)f test summaries were made 
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against various elements yf t~e data in the s<A-. ~Y file to dete-mine the.ir 

c<»Rpleteness and reascma1leness. Omissions and othero~ise questionable d~' <l 

were searched for and br' ~ght to the attention ,~ f Regional r,ersonnel tv 

ascertain the reasons for the J;<issing and/or othervisc questionable 

entries. Necessary corrt~tions to the cent.ral computer file followed. 

SURVEY FINDINGS 

Summaries and analy: s of the various elem;:nts o:· data obtained 

t•rom the 2300 cities coj.: :1-ct.ed through the survey are presented below. 

The figures relate to the construction needs of municipalities with or 

serv-ing populations of lf•,OOO or more. Information on the needs of 

municipalities with popalations of less than 10,000 are discussed later 

in the report. 

1. Cost or Eligible Projects 

The estimated total cost of constructing needed waste treatment 

facilities for the S-year period FY-72 through FY-76~ for munici-

J>ci.ll ties of or sc:Mdng 10,000 or mor"" persons ls just over $14.0 billion. 

This estimate is bar:ed on 1971 construe ·~ion costs 9 and excludes the 

cos1, or needed comb~ned sewer ov,,rflov c ntrol facilitie'1. 

Construetion of the $J l. bi1J ion in ;'rojects is expected to 

be phased over the i iv-e year period a.s folLows: 

_.LL $ Billion ~ 

1972 3.55 25.3 
1973 4.94 35.3 
1974 2.51 17.9 
1975 1.87 13.4 
1976 1.13 S.l 

Te;.bles 3 a,-:r1 4 presEnt the cost on a State-by-State and fiscal 

year basis. 

2. Relation of Construction to Regulatory Requirements 

The rerrponding rr .nicipalities were requested to indicate the 

reason for planninF -;he construction reported. Table 5 shovs, 

7 

• 



in ~ tom, t.be c:o:st of constructir:g ~"qui red radlities and 

the associated require~~ents to be rulfilled. It should be noted 

that approximately 83% of the costs are (r,~ a:rly) equally distributed 

aa>ng three require:r ents, nM:ely, because of {a) loca:ly deve:io:perl 

plans. {b} State aprroved illplet:£entation schf'dul.es, and (c} i''ederally 

app::-oved water' ::tual i t1 st~ndard'~ :impleJr.entati em plans. 

The high percen1 :J'Se of coz.;t !lzsoeiatefl vith local requirc:rPnts 

rather than fedel"a1 or State -- C'an r:~ attributed in a large measure 

to the fact Ut-'lt F'ec:erally appro'led w3.ter quality standards imple­

mentation plans for many areas are, at this time, e1 ther outdated, 

require re-vision, or arc in the development stages. In many 

instances, water quelity standards and implementation plans had I
.,.... 
'J 

been c-OJIIBl.h~icated. tc the- itunicipalit:i.es in the :fum of a co-urt order, etc ... , 

hence the respondent indicated "locally developed plan." Clearly~ 

most o~ the needs ~ted here are in anti~ipation or Federal/State 

requirements. Few rrojects arc being planned to meet needs above 

a,Ji beyond exie:t:i_ng and/or expeeled r•oO>deral/State standards or 

rr~qui rementc. (It : hould be noL·.l that §o"h or tJhe reported needs 

t.) l!l(·et locally dev1 lopt'd pJ nn~~ ·lre f0r n :,ercf•ptoro: nnd pump{ ng 

tr,.atment; 25% for vpgrading exbting plan::s; and 15% for new plants.) 

Approximately $;20 million in construction is to be initiated 

because of more E!E1n,gent F'ederally approv~d water quality standards, 

and over $2.1 billie n in c:mstruction is required because of 

en~orcement procedure<:~ and/or State and F<1eral court ordPrs. 

3. Description of Facilities 

Table ~ ~-~arizes the cost of needed fw!ilities for the 

five-year ~riod, by descript-ion <;.nd type. The rletails are discussed 

below. 

a. !lev -rs M.-dif'·;rl works; 

3U!!'.rr.arie; o the response:; on th~ type 0f construetj'Jn 

planned indicated that approximately 58% of t,he expected 
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expenditures are for the construc~ion of new ~acilities 

and 42% for modifications and improvements. As shovn in 

Table 6~ most of the mo(iifications are fer the purpose of 

increasing ;la.n~ ca::paci ... ies and treatmer.~.t levels. 

Plants vs ALcillary Wor~s: 

Approximately 53% (or $7 .i• billion) of the cost of needed 

facilities i~ for the construc-cic'l of new or improved nlants 

and 41~ {or ;i)5.7 l·illlcm) is .for o.ncilLary wor!cs. such as 

v..unpi.ng stat,ions 1 interceptors. and out,fall sewers. The 

remaining 6% is fer projects invol,ling individual plant 

elen:ents (e.g. qludge processing and disposal operations and 

disinfection) and nutrient removal facilities. Of the 

approximately $5.7 billion to be used in the construction of 

anciklary works, about ~3-7 billion is for interceptor severs. 

The distribution of these anticipated expenditures is 

presented h Figw e 1. 

c. Level of Tr~atment: 

An examination of the c(·;:t" ns;.oc •ated with the various 

levels of treatment ind icat.er; tl d; of the est.imated $7.4 billion 

for the con:;truction of new and improved plant facilitie3. 

approximate2.y 5.5% (or *405 million) is for primary treatment 

facilities; 1.3~ (or $96 million) for the intermediate levels 

of treatment; 62.7% (or $4.647 billion) for secondary; and 

30.5% (or $?.26 billion) for tertiary treatment facilities. 

Table 7 shows a State-by-State br~akdown of needs for 

tertiary trtatment facilities. t was found that 35% of the 

c'St of tertiary needs are reported in the States of Illinois (22%) 

an- ·..r3:rylanc (13%). California, Florida, Michigan, New York. 

Ohio. and V:irginia each reported needs of over $100 mHlhm. 

d. Nutrient Renr>•lal {Phosph;tte and Nit!'atr,}: 

The estima' l cost of flieilities to be added to exintinp; ()f' 

pr)posed p.iarJts for nutrient reJIIOval is $325 million. 1Jf thin 

$:.48 millior, is for- phoepha.tes and $177 million is for nitra~,es. 
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75J of obe ;)bosp'OO.t.e rer:oval co;;._, and 45% of the nitrate 

removal cos~,s are proJected for muni.cipalitie5 located in '· 

Great L:;.kes Regior,. A ~;tate-by-S~ .:~.te breakdown of needs is 

e. Combine<l ~•er OVPrflow Cont,rol Facilities~ 

The tot:tl c!ost of construction cf .~ombined sever overflo·.-

control fac'litie~ planned by resronding municipalit?~s vas 

report«:! a1 $1.63 billion. :Evider,ce exists, hovever, ~hat 

the sur.~e'., · dent.iried a relatively sJr.all portion of the total 

needs. Thi.; can be attributed principally to the fact that 

many conmm. Lties have not yet clearly identified t:heir :1eeds, 

and, th•~refore, do not have the engineering plans necessary for 

estimating t·osts. In addition, tr:is can also be attributed 

to the ':mpbttsis it; the :i nstructior·s on providing data on 

facilit!eS PligibJe for EPA grant ":tssistance. Unless those 

compleV ng 'he form care Cully exar1 ined the full list of needs 

descrip' ir>n:. appearing :in th(· inzt r-uctions. notations on 

comblne.J sever ov£rflow eontr0. nc~ds could have been overlooked. 

f. Indust!".al Haste: 

Respond i Tiff. Ll.micipalities were -rer;uested to give the percentage 

of the ·~fflnent vhich, 'based on fJ.ov, can be attributed to 

industr · al vaste. Based on the number of need items, 46% 

s~oved no i:tdustrjal vaste component; for 43% of the neP.ds, the 

percenta.ge (,f indhstrial wastes ('based" on :flows) ranged from 

one to )0%; the rrmaining 11% vere in th~ 31% to 100% range. 

The suw.ary ?esult of applying t e obtained percentages to the 

cost of pro:ects 1nvolved, indic .... t-2;; th;tt approximately 

t . ;7 1J lli,,n of the $1h .0 billion 1n construction propoHed f'or 

mu.nl' ·1, .J.iti.es :::<:!rling l 0,000 or m jre p• r::on:-: dtlrirw; the ne-xt. 

fj-re ye' r pr:riod, is for the purpo:;e ()f allr·vi,tUnp; p(;llut;orr 

from in,·ust ~al SO!A!'ces. 

g. Opera.ti' n · Proposed F'r1.c i1i ties: 

E:q:,ecter fai·ility operation dates 'lnd a:ssociated costs for 

the repcrting municipaliti~s are Stlmm.arized in Table 8. In 
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will go intc operation curing tr,is sarr,e .teriod, i.e., 

beginning ir. FY-72. 

l,. Uzer Charges 

Table 9 sllilllll& lz~s the respc:1.ses to th~ inquiry regarding the 

method upon which th,_: user charge is based and the year the present 

usage rate was estalLished. 54% of the mu:1icipa~,ities indicated 

.. hydraulic volume" fJ s the basis for che.rgi "1g and 17% ''both vol 'lllle 

and quality. n Near} y 29% indicated the use o:f >nethods other tr.~c:. 

those identified in the survey. 

5. Additional Emplc yee Requinments 

Approximately 1; ,700 additional employ~es s.re reported to be 

needed in the munlc~palities surveyed, as 1 result of the constructi0n 

to be initiated t!Jrcugh Fiscal Year :q76. Of these 16% are for 

professional po:;iti< ns, 6:;% for operat~ons and maintenance needs, and 

the remaining 1<1% are req1.ired to :fill acimlnistrrctive support type 

,jobs. About 5;:·oo 'r 45% of t.h•:;- empl0yees will be needE>d l>y the end 

of FY-74; and, •motr er 5,000 or 40% will be needed in I<'Y-75 and FY-76. 

'rhis informatior1 is swmnarized in Table 10. It is of interest ._o note 

that in the Uov<·mbe1 1971 EPA "Manpover Report tr; Congress," the 

number of addi t ·.onaJ employees needed through FY.-76 was estim:.1ted a': 

13,900. This w::.s b~ .;;ed on information p:-om a different set of sources. 

THE TOTAL UEEDS 

As previou,:. ·.· s·.atec , the total nrunicipal needs data are maintained in 

the Pending Needs fi .. e wl.ich is updated annually with the submission by the 

States of thF::jr on<:> ·md ive yc~ar needs lists, and monthly with the awardir.g 

of grant offers and ",h rootifif~ation of changes in project eosts. Following 

the completion of th, su:-vey, !J·!is Lle ••~.ts further updated with latest. 
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construction costs e:-:tia"l."tes on munic-tpalitie"' lfith or S'!Y'nng 10,000 

persons or more. Munici:>alitir·s of or servinr: less than 10,000 hac! bee: 

updated during the J 111 .o September reriod th ough the one and five-year 

lists vhicb the Stat,~s Jnd suo;,i;:_ted ~.rith tbeir r'Y-1972 Proe;ra.;n r'l.an. 

Coa!lin~. g this inforr:tatbn vith that obtained througt the survey gives 

the total estitr;ated eost {in terms of 1971 dol: ars) of facil.i ties whcse 

construction is to be initiated during t.1e period ?Y-1972-76, (exclusive 

of coabined sewer OVferr-: ,.., cont.rol facilities) of about $18.08 billion. 

Th"" estimated cost or' pr,;Jects to be initiated through PY-1974, as shovn 

f n Table 11 ~ on a St,: .te-;Jy-State basis~ is $14.56 billion. Table 12 

pro-rides a breakdown of the $18.o8 billion by :::tate -- showing FY-75 and 

FY-76 separately. 

!,!1A'l'IONSHIP OF DEC:E2o1BER 19'(1 ASSESSMENT TO PREVIOUS ASSESSMEnTS 

Total Cost 

The estimat~ total cost of needed sewage treatment facilities for 

which construction m;st l)e initiated during the period FY-1972-74 as 

determined by the as:;essnent completed in ;.. ~cer.-rber 1971 is $111.6 billion. 

The pre-vious assessm,.nt, completed in Decemb r 1970, showed a total need 

:Jf $12.6 billion thrc.ugh FY-1974. Expressec; ir; terms of 1971 dollars, 

the il2.G b:illion wolld be $14.1 billion. One way of comparing the 

previous timate wi :.h t te curr·ent on•· is t0 ad.just the December 1970 

estimate to December 197 . Thj s is w·complishf"i by reducing it by the 

cozt of construction, tb1· need for' which i¥'3-S eJ iminated by the award of 

grants during the pe;·iud between the two assessments. Since new projects 

costing approximatel;· $2,7 bil1ion were assi: "erl with EPA grant awards 

in the int.erim 12 moHth period, the $12.6 bi ~lion reported in December 1970 

and escalated 0 t1 4 .1 b.'.llion in 1971 dollars should nov be down to 

$11.4 billion. 'f}-, ~r· for(·, the difference between the 1970 and 1971 

estimates expressed ;.fi th reference to a common time frame and in common 

~ollars is $3.2 bil1~on. 

Data gathcre l or. -.... n•· needs for F'Y-1975 and 1976 in the previous two 

assessments were rel,,tiv' ly small, approximately one to one and one quarter 

billion dol 'Jars. Hot-rever , according to the present :mrvey, these needs 

are clo"" r to $3.5 b'1li'n about a. 3uO% incr~ase. 
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llecemb•"r 19"(1 rr.:;:;c:;::mcnf.: nf t.ta• rw<·d;: :.fp·n<l~':h ·'Y-[Cfi)l :u·,· ::ll•>Wli in 

'i'al:;]p~ Ji :L!Id Jll. 'I'hirt .• t'n ::u '·•·::' ;w••d:: !'<•;:,· ill•tW<'<'Il '·()'t, !iiid illtli;~ 'lll<! 

Calil'ornia where t.he figi.:r'es rose fn •m $T·7. 5 rr. ~llion in :Jecember 1970 

to $1,429.7 mill ion . n D• cember 1971. Most of che irz~res.se occurred in 

the San Francisco Bay /U'{ a. 

Nineteen States r· p•rted needs in December 1971 which were less than 

those reported in Decembn• 1970. However y in the case of 13 of these 

States, the addition o-r tne needs in Fiscal Yea~s 1975 and 1976 orings 

their totals in excer:s of those reported in December 1970. It is likely 

that the shifting of costs to FY-75 and FY-76 represents a more accura~e 

labeling of the timing rather than a postponement of the construction. 

It is dil'l'icult to tr~ke compari~ons among the other (non-cost) 

elements of needs data ar they were !·e"PQrt.e'.1 in the 1971 survey with 

similar data in previ ,,us asaessments. Facility descriptive information, 

E~athered in 1~70, wa; not only limit<,ri t," ~iti~>.; with pro,jects costing 

$5 million or more, ·h1t the unit rep<•rved dn";P. was a "project" rather 

than a "need" -- a.c; j n 15-71. (A proJect may be comprised of many needs.) 

A comparison betwP.en scmf of the data elements obtained in the December 1970 

and DecembeF 1971 as£essrrents is as fo~lows: 

';r'yfe of He~ 

Tertiar3 Treatment 

Jnterceptor Sever Co~c 

Industrial Share 

SUMMARY 

1970 
1,014 

3, .24 

1,.)30 

Estimated Cost 
($ Million} 

1971 

3,719 

2,165 

The data 'rnich t·~ve ';mergerl from this assessment are considered to b<' 

the most complete and rr iable to evolv ~ on municipal waste treatmen.- need~;. 

Having been developed r ... d/or ex:ur.ined for the first time at the municipal, 

State and Fede,.al levels, the figures are .fully represertative and, as such, l 
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been identified in d«~aH, the sourc" dnln 1end:; itself to a 1.evpl of 

scru-tiTQ w-hich is no:, po.;sible in cruder es1~irr; r;es. l"nerefore, tne 

figw."'eF are considert::d a,, berth: a use;~ul and pr&ctica.:l. ~:::;a.s:.re of -c.r;e :::c;t 

and sc or~ of the constr1.wtion v~eds f"or stwage treatt:",e~.t. fac Ei t.i es. 

T t reasona for the increases in cost over previous a.gsessment::> are 

many. 3ome of the mn:re r·ertinent are: 

1. The increas: nr r.vailabi.a ty of up-to-date engineering est.imate2 

for project'' pr1·Vi.ously ai'!i5essed in their rudimentary planning stages. 

For example. a project which went under- const~uction in !1ew York City 

earlier in ] 971 was estimated by the designers to cost about 

$100 million. 'f'he lowest bJd received on the proJect was abe>~t 

$'?2<) milliOl'· l·:xpericncez '"1cr1 t.u; these have prompted many 

communities int•, updating t 1reir co::;t !'c:timales. 

2. More com;JreJ,ens; ve as~;ess.i nr. ancl rr·rorting. 

3. Acceleratior• of construction schedules. The State of California 

has advised its communi ties thr· +, the State's Clean Water Grant 

Program is ror E; five-year period only. All required pollution 

control fac:!Ut:ies are to be initia eel prior to the termination 

of the progrd.lll (•1' they will not • · eive State assistance. This 

required th~: Sar, Francisco Bay Area, for example, to condense its 

thirty year pron·am into five. 

4. The necessity or municipalities meeting water quality standards 

and related impJeruentation plans withjn the next five year-s. The 

enforcement of these requiremr~r.t,s are undour.tedly a factor in the 

shaping of ~ mminent nE:ed~; cmd tlv-i r •,r; ;od.n ~-ed costs. 

5. 'l'he .r'se in the number of rcq•lired tert'ary treatme"lt faciliUes 

and tr.elr <tr:>ocjated c0st.s. 

6. The rise ~n the cost of construction. 

It shcald b£: not ~d that, in projecting the cost for needeu 

facilit:ies ror 'iscal years 1973 onwarrl, it may be necessary to 
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apply a factor which will reflect a .. .r .t'ises in construction 

cost during those years. Slnce the per~entage rise of the 

pa.!'lt year c .. nnot at this time be consLi<?red as an appropriate 

indic ... tor o~- the r:! se expected ir. the years to come, no atten.pts 

were made in <..hi~ report to project any future inflat.j.0na.ry 

e:f:f"ects on 1 he ef:timat:::d cost of future consr,ruction. All 

costs in th:s survey were bazed on end-of'-the-year 1971 dollar:>. 

15 



TABLES AND FIGURES 



I 
l 

i 
I 
'I 

"""' ~ 

!:!Q...~ 

Facilities Required* and PE~rcent of Total For Municipalities l~ith or Serving Populations of' 10,000 
Or r.!ore Based on Needs Suryey Completci in December 1911, Covering the Period FY-l972-·r6, Inclusi've 

................ -

/' 
/ 

/ 
( 

/. 

·' ,. 

~·· 
¥/_ .. 

SECONDARY 
TREAT~~;r;; 

PLANTS 

33.2·1. 

-~·~~··· 
.9 

.,."'.":·"" 
~.t·:;;'/ 

" ' .l'~.; 
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Ti\.B:.E 5. - Estimated C~ost of Construction In Acco:fdanco llith R~gula:toey !htquiremeQ:ts i/ i/ 

R0gni.:t"'e~te:~ ~ ~ ... 

~ -.~ .. ~~ ..,."":.'i ... 
t-0('~.1.?_: .. !' .. ~,:~1.2·:--~c·~! 1':"1 •• .... '~ ) 

State r\pproved Implementation Schedule 
::-.)J·""'' ·':'.F- l :::1.', . .,:~· ~~.<i;l.:~i..Y S;;,umiards Implementation Plan 
FY '71 More Stl·~-<;ent Federally Approved WQS 
Federal Enforcement ?rocedures or Actions 
State Court Order 
Federal Court Order 

:\;tal 

Facili-ties on which no requirement d"~.ta submitt.ed. 

XOTES: 

Est tma.tc..d Cost 
Ot Fadli '\iea To 

:Be Ccmst.ncted 
(! Billionl 

3.721 
3.·~""" 
3.79Y 

.221 
1.2!)1 

.TSJ. 
_...,., • ....,lg!__ 

13.760 

.254 

l4.0lh 

1. Based on suryey of needs of municipa1itiE's with populations of l(),OOO 
or more for p,eriod I-'Y-72-76. 

2. Excludes combined sewer overflow control facilities. 
3. With few exceptions, most of tht:: projects i<lenti:t'ied with. this requirement 

are being planned or developed. b cont'o:t•mnnce with anticipated Fedr·nJ. uncl 
State standards. 

..J..~ 
27.C, 
2e .~·1· 2·r .E. 
J..EI 
9~li 
5.7! 

.a1 

Decemb~r lSn.: l 



'l'ABLE 6. - Cost Su.nml.aey of Needed Facilities b:y Description and Type gj 
($ Million} 

TYPE 
l:ncnase In 

DESCR..ur'l'ION 
New 

Facili""" --. .. '-

Increase Increase In Treatment L•v~tl 
Jt<Iod.ifie:ation 1/ In Capacitz_.,lreatment Level and. C!Jlac:ltl , 'rO~ff.,_ .. 

Primary 
.i:m:.ert:.eciia1.e 
Secondary 
'J:e::·tiary 
Nutrient Removal 
Plant Element-s 
Ancillary Works 

Totals 

11)8.0 
~.8 

1512.0 
665.1 
270.6 
281.2 

8Qfb0 

8()49.7 

35.5 
2.3 

231.2 
10.8 
1.6 

126.3 
)5).0 

465.7 

1/ No increase in capacity or treat~~ent. 
2; For Period FY-1972-76. - -

q.s> 
£..31 

253.3 
22.6 

731.0 
ll8.3 

2.4 
69.9 

331.0 

1528,5 

1.0 9.0 40~6.8 
52.3 14.1 916.1 

876.9 1297.5 46418.6 
620.6 846.1 22610,9 
l7.4 33.4 325.4 
31.0 6·r .6 5'1'16.0 
15.2 -88.0 .... :U:.Q$).2 

Hi14.4 2~55.7 l40ll~.o 

Decenl'be1· li971 
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TABLE 8. - Expected Year Or Operation Of Projects ?o Be Initiated In 
Fiscal Years 1972-;: In Municipalities With 
Or Serv-ing Populatio"ls of' 10,000 or More 

Year O.f Estimated Cost 
Of' Facilities Facility Operation 

($ Millions) 
FY-1972 

120 
FY-1973 

1,235 
FY-1974 

2,932 
FY-19'(5 

3,026 
F¥-19·r6 

3,292 
FY-19'(7 

2,152 
FY-1978 + 

1,257 

Total 
14,014 

December 1971 
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TABLE 9. - Nwnber of Mun:lcipalities*, Having Construction Needs in the b'Y-72-76 Period, 
With User Chargers, and the Method Upon Which Charge Based and Year Rate Established 

Year Rc.+:c 
Estrabli;;fle(.l 

Prior to 1941 

1941 - 1950 

1951 - 1960 

1961 - 1965 

1966 - -~97') 

1971 

No years in<iic~?.t~ed 

Tote.l 

121 

407 

150 

___l.Q_~ 

879 

* 1,-h th or serving pop'..L.ations of 10,000 or rllo:re. 

AD 
<:" 

... 

1 

2 

0 

0 

3 -·· 

0 1 4o 

0 3 118 

0 3 78 

.JL 0 14 

0 8 276 

De(;embe:r 1971 

·~o 
lj~2 

lb 
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TABLE 10. - Estimated NumbE~r of Employees Needed to Man Facilitiei;i,* Proposed For Constru,ction 
During FY 72-'{6, and Fiscal Year Fecilities Expected to be O'.Perational 

Catesories of Em~loyment 
Operation and 

F~ sca:~r .. ··~· Prof'esdona1 Maintenance Other Totals Percent 

1972 ~)1 1'~0 ..,, 36 226 1.8 
~":l 

3~>0 1,207 401 1,~:Q. 15.5 
1974 494 2,323 687 3,504 2'"(.6 

1975 461 1,972 535 2,968 23.4 
1976 35i4 1,343 348 2.045 16.1 
1977 1819 66- 225 1,080 8.5 
1978 75 3'71 130 5"{6 4.6 
.L979 33 191 3l+ 258 2.0 
1980 + _lQ._ 38 _u_ _.§]_ ___ :.2_ 

TOTALS 2,017 8,250 2 ,!109 12,676 lOC.O 
PERCEiiT 15.9 65.1 19.0 100.0 

* For!ilU.ilicipalities with or serving populations cf 10,000 o~ nlorc. 

iJece:::.ber 19'(' 

···i~~:~i--'1···•..,•"""''''''"'''''"""' 

,, 

'i? 

I 
·I 

f 

' I 
I 









32-5 

21.1&.6 

·~-' 
IJit.l 

' 1,18-1 

3 331&.1 

··COH-o~lffttls - -··­

-waa.-~~--~~~~~--------~~~~!l~------1~u~nw·~~~--

0 

rt'- .. 1 

.'-21 .. 6 

~- H~re 69.0 

·~"' J.-s~,; 

••ev TOl'k 

**U\al-
--- ------ "r= ---- -- -- =- ~ ~- --

W.shtaaton 

**Y:i.J'lPn lslacls 

305-9 

269 .. 2 







.. --

ENV I RONMEN f AL PROTECT.-. ' 1\GENCY 
Office of \-later Progra· ~. 

"--.- . ~-~: 
~~ .::._.,;._~ 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR t1U:UCIPALITIES PARTICIPATINfl IN SURVEY TO ASSESS 
NATIO.'iAL NEEDS FOR CmiSTRUCTION OF SEUAGE TREATNENT FACILITIES 

Please review the survey form completely and read these instructions 
before you start to make entries on the form. He would suggest that 
you rough out the information on a plain piece of paper. If you have 
questions regarding the rompletion of any aspect of this form~ p~~ase 
contact: 

The purpose of the survey is to record the most accurate information 
available on your community's needs for waste treatment facilities and 
associated costs \'lith particu1ar emphasis on those needs required to 
meet water quality standards implem~ntation schedules and/or enforcement 
actions through Fiscal Year 1976. 

This information is important for us to use in evaluating the scope of 
pollution problems and in rlevelopin11 ap!lropriate plans of action to meet 
thes(' problems. Projects for \'lhich EPA '7onts have already been a\'lardcd 
are ,!lOt to be included in this repot't. 

There are blanks on the form for inout from ,)oth vou and vour State \'later 
pollution control aqencv. PlPase complete .. n1y the follo~·liM: 

(402) 
(403) 
(404} 
{405) 
{406) 
(407) 
(408) 

(409) 
(4lfl} 
(IO:') 
(SOl) 
(502) 
(Needs) 
(504} 

(505) 
(5D6} 
(507) 
{510) 
(511) 
(512) 
(513) 

If the municipality nam·~d in f\, on the surve~· for'!"! is no lon~er responsible 
for r;unicipal •aste, pl·~ase contact: 

In otiler \1ord~, if a ne· · ><mit.arv authority tw; assum'"!d rP<>!lons. ihil itv fnr 
vour Sdnitar't \':·1Stes. o •«<;e r•take tlw dhove cnnt<tc:t so th.:tt ~1'' nMv S'll'Vt'V 
·the l12\t sanftarv i'!uthOl' tv and so cot·rpct th·" recorr! on your municipality. 
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IflSTRUCTIO:iS FOR CO?·~PLFTING FOrm 

(402) Give that portion of population he ~unicipality, san~tary 

(403) 

(404) 

{405) 

Give 

district, etc., served by the mun-:cinality's facilities. ~'s~ 
the latest decennial census fiQures for this ouroose. \~heL 
the municipality's facilities servn other community:ies), thls 
number should be the total of all population served. 

Give the numbers of the Federal conc:--essio:1a1 c·lstricts .:1 Nhich 
the municipality is located, e.g., C1, 05, 09, etc. 

Give the method upon which the use charge is based, t>.g.~ 
Hydraulic Vohme; Quantity of BOD; nuu'1titv of Solid:; both 
Solids and ~.J; and, both Volume and Quality. If othei neans 
are used, r ,..ecify the method. Use Ke,Y\"'ords shown on attach­
ment #2. 

Give the year the pr~sent usage rate \'las established. 

the name (406), title (407), address (403) and telephone nT-:1"?r {409) 
of the individual prov'idin9 the information as '"ell as the 
date (410) it \·las supplied. 

Needs information is reported by discharge. A discharge is defined 
as: An actual or potential unique deposit directly to a surface 
body of \'later, particularly to a river, stream, estuary~ lake or 
pond; or, to the surface \·:hich uill ultirr.ately reach a surface 
body of \·later; or, to a su6, .. " \'lhich is ir:Jpounded; or, to under­
ground; or, into another transp'"'rt system (usually via an inter­
ceptor). "Another tt·ansport sys' ~m" is any method of deposit 
transport uhose physical facilit cs e~re under the control of an 
organization different fror:1 the Jischarqer {m1ner of interceptor), 
such as anothe~ mun1c~se~1er author1ty. 

(IDJ) A discharge is named by an IDfJ. The first two digits are the 
municipality's State code. The next five digits are the nunici­
pality•s community code. The next four dfqits are the munici-
pa 1i ty' s treat.nent faci 1 i ty nt.ii1ber (the \·taste and co 11 ect ion 
systen). The last digit is the discharge number. If a facility 
has t\-m m· mor;~ discharges, an 10"' for ea_;h discharge should be 
repeated for each dischar~e vlith 1ly the 12th digit changing. 
Please check the listing of dischlrg~::s for your municipality for 
cor··ectness. Chanoe the last fiv~ dioits of the ID# if the list­
ing · ~ -'ischarges is incorrect. Hhere only one discharge for a 
faciliL· exists, a zero is assinnerl in the 12th dioit for the 
dischar:lC. If t·1o or more discharges exist for the same facility, 
usc 1, 2, 3, a·i so nn for the 1st, ?nd, Jrd, and so on discharges. 

Exar:nle: •ll ,7840 or.rn 0 r>ortlancl, f.oltlmhia r:lvd. TrP.=ttl;~nt Pl,1nt 
4' G7(Nfl f;f 02 0 ''ortlanri, Tryon Creek Tr0atmr:nt Pl,mt 

"1·rtlan~. Lol. H1vd. Trei'ltm~'nt PLmt 
:Ji schilrqr 1 

41 6/841) f)prll . , 
f'rp·t 1 and. ,..:o l . Blvd. Tredtn"nt Pl ;m t <. 

[Ji sc llilr(!f' ·2 

') 
L 



(501) & (502) Giveth(' discharge name, e.q., Por·tldnd, Columbia 
Blvd. Treatment Plant; Portland, Johnson Creek Int('rceptor; 
etc. Include the facility name in the discharge name. 

(Needs) Describe~ using the Keyword list appended as Attachment #1, 
the needs for the discharge. (Do not include projects cu~r2n:1y 
receiving EPA financial assistance.) A need is defined as a 
project for \'Jhich monies have been or \-till be requested to 
accomplish~ the construction of a ne\'1 facility; the modification 
of an existing facility; an increase in the capacity or treat­
ment levels; cr an increase in capacity and treatment~:vels. 

(534) 

To identify such a need, t\-10 \'lords from the attached list must 
be used. 

The first three characters of the need identifier represent 
action; e. g •• "NEW' meaning "New Facil it_y." The second three 
characters of the need identifier describ0 the needed action; 
e.g., "TER" meaning "Tertiary Treatment." "NEl4TER" \'IOuld 
then be translated to mean a "Ne\'f Facility with a capability 
of Tertiary Treatment." i\n "INTSEC" means that the Treatment 
level \'fill be increased to the Secondary level. ln each case 
the acronym must begin with the three letter \tord \'lhich identi­
fies the facility action and be follm·ted by the action descrip­
tion. Hhile the need cateaories of Primary, Intermediate, 
Secondary, and Tertiary may incorporate some of the other needs, 
please identify separately eac;, "\~ed defined on the Keyword List. 

It is oossible that there can be brn or more identical needs 
for th~ same discharqe. Hi1en recordinq this situation, the 
need entries m~1st be· distinquished b:t the addition of a diQit in 
the 7th character position of the ne2d \-:ord. 

Continuing the previous example: 

4167840 0001 1 Portlund, Columbia Blvd. T. P. 

4167840 0002 1 Port1and, Tryon Creek T. P. 

INTSEC 
Ne~SJN 1 
Nfi.ISIN 2 
lNCSEC 

The second and third entries indica·.e t·;o sevarate interceptor 
projo "s, the :·tastes from \'lhich \'lill be treated at the Columbia 
Blvd. 'rr •tment Plant. Since the needs are to be satisfied by 
b·to seoar-, tely timed and funded projects, they are identified 
separat~ly by the addition of the digits 1 and 2 fo1lm-1ing the 
need <'' ronym. 

Give the cost , curnmt year dollar<> of that pot·tion of th~ 
projee el igit .. e for EPA assistance {i.e., includr items such 
as engineering and ar!n~inistr.:=ltio•l. hut do not include inl:'lirJiul(' 
c••sts such as ·-:ollection systcr..) 

3 
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(505) Give the percentage. based on fl0\'1 qudntity~. of the effluent 
from this discharge which can be attributed to industrial 
wastes. 

(506) Give the date, by year and month (71/11}, that the municipality 
plans start of construction. 

(507) Give the date, by year and month (73/01), that the municipality 
plans to begin operations \'lith the project (need satisfied). 

(510) Give the reason for the requirement~ e.g., to meet t~S; Court 
o•~der; Federal Enforcement Confere11ce; State Enforcenent Con­
ference, etc. (See Attachment #2.) 

(511)(512)(513) Give additional emoloyee requirements which are 
directly attributable to the construction, improvement, etc. 
Show these in the categories of Professional, Operation anQ 
f.!aintenance, and others. Although the types of personnel aie 
named~ shm-1 total numbers only in each numbered column; e.g.: 

(511) 
Professional includes: 
(Superintendent ) 
(Asst. Super1ntendent } 
(Operations Supervisor) 

(512) 
Operations/r.laintenance includes: 

(Shift Foreman ) 
(Operator ) 
(r·laintenance Supervisor } 

(Chemist ) \ ·~-:h;mical Haintenance Foreman) 
(Bio1ogist ) 
(Engtneer· ) 

{Mechanic ) 
(r lair ten ante Be 1 per ) 

(Sanitary Enqineer ) (Electrician ) 

Shou as: (511) 
3 

(Painter ) 
(laborer ) 

Shm·; as: {512) 

(513) 
Other includes: 

7 

(Other Para-· rofessionals, 
e.g., labr atory Technician) 

( Storekeepe1· ) 
(Clerk Typist ) 
(Automatic Ec; ui pmen t ) 
(Operator ) 
(laborer } 
(Clerical ) 
(Other ) 

Shm: as: 

4 

(513) 
t} 



FACILITY ACTIUN 

Uew Facility 
rtodification (no inr.rease in capacity or trcatmf-nt) 
Increase in Capacity 
Increase in Treatment Level 
Both increase in Treatment Level and Capacity 

FACILITY DESCRIPTION 

Primary 
Intermediate < 85% f\00 Removal 
Secondary G85% roo Removal 
Tertiary 
Phosphate Removal 
Nitrate Remova 1 
Disinfection 
Sludge Processing 
Sludge Disposal 
Outfall 
Deep Ocean Outfall 
Silnitar.v Intercf>oter Sewer 
Combined Intercepter Se\·ter 
Pumpinq Station 
Force t-lain 
Combined Sewer Overflm-1 Control at Se\·1er 
Combined SeNer Overflm-1 Control at Plant 

KCr' HORD 
--NEW-

r·lOD 
I~C 
vn 
ICT 

KEY WORD 
PRI 
INT 
SEC 
TER 
PHO 
NIT 
DIS 
SLP 
SLO 
OUT 
000 
SIN 
CHi 
IPU 
H·lN 
ocs 
OCP 



REASONS FOR REQUIRWttl . 

(in hier,~rchial order-lowest b1 highest) 

LOC - locally 1eve oped Plan 

SQS - State Approv•'d Imp:ementation Sche,!ule 

NQS - Federal f1ppr•wed t~ater Quality Standards Imple~entation Pian 

CQS - FV '71 rtore Stringent Federaliy Ap~roved l-!QS 

ENF - Federal Enfo1·cement Procedures or l\ctions 

CRT - State Court Order 

FED - Federal Court Order 

CH.l\!~GE CODES 

QUAII\'0 Hydraulic Volume 

QUABOD - Ouanti ty r f BOD 

QUASOL - Ouanti ty <·f Sol ids 

BODSOL - Both f.OD [ Solids 

QUL VOL - Both Vo 1 ur~~ & Qua 1 i ty 

OTHERS - Other 

ATTACWTNT 2 
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