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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Congamond Lakes Study Area refers to properties along the eastern shores of the Congamond Lakes. The area 
consists of approximately 500 homes in Suffield, CT. The area is currently served by private drinking water wells and 
onsite septic systems. This infrastructure is aging, and there is a concern that septic systems may be failing or 
inadequately treating wastewater which is ultimately contaminating the Lakes. This feasibility study assesses potential 
wastewater management options for the area. Woodard & Curran assessed three potential sewer service area 
configurations, as well as three treatment and disposal options. Specifically, the disposal options include connections 
to the nearby collection systems of Southwick or Suffield, as well as an on-site community Wastewater Treatment 
Facility (WWTF).  

Woodard & Curran ultimately identified five feasible alternatives which are a combination of the three potential service 
area configurations and three treatment/disposal options (Table ES-1). The reduced area options A and B were not 
included under Alternatives 2 and 3 because those projects would be substantially more costly on a per home basis 
and were therefore not evaluated in detail. Options 1A and 1B were evaluated because they have the highest likelihood 
of impacting the lake, Option 1A being within the 300’ buffer and Option 1B being the sub areas abutting the lakes. It 
was also determined that combining wastewater solutions was not viable due to the substantial capital cost of each 
solution which would ultimately increase costs on a per home basis. 

Table ES-1 Summary of Wastewater Alternatives 

Alt. Service Areas 
Average Daily 

Flow (GPD) 
Wastewater Solutions 

1A 
300’ Buffer along lake; 

existing use only 
50,000 

Inter-Municipal Connection to 
Southwick discharging to 

Westfield WRF 
1B 

Serves only subareas 
abutting the Lake 

75,000 

1C Buildout of Study Area 150,000 

2 Buildout of Study Area 150,000 
7-mile Force Main to Suffield 

collection system 

3 Buildout of Study Area 150,000 
Community WWTF with 
groundwater disposal 

Figure ES-1 presents the three service areas. The proposed collection systems vary based on the A, B, and C service 
area configurations which uses gravity and or low-pressure sewers. Due to topographical challenges low-pressure 
sewers are recommended for service areas 1A and 1B to avoid daisy-chaining a series of wastewater pumping stations 
that would substantially increase both capital and operating costs. 

Key considerations for each wastewater solution alternative are as follows: 

• Alternative 1: Southwick to Westfield WRF – This study includes a high-level evaluation of downstream 
upgrades in the Southwick system which vary substantially across the flow scenarios. Determination of both 
the acquisition cost and total available capacity from Southwick are critical next steps if that solution is further 
considered.  

• Alternative 2: Suffield WPCF – Limited upgrades to the Suffield WPCA system are anticipated but due to the 
length of and associated capital and operating costs of the force main to Suffield this solution is less desirable.  

• Alternative 3: Community WWTF – This solution would require acquiring property for both the treatment facility 
and discharge location which are not determined at this time.  
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Table ES-2 presents the estimated capital costs for the project.  

Table ES-2: Summary of Capital Costs and Estimated Users1 

Alt. 
Service Area & 

Solution 
Assessable 

EDUs 

Collection 
System 

Cost 

Conveyance, 
Treatment and 
Disposal Costs 

Total 
Project 
Costs 

Notes 

1A 
300’ Buffer Area to 

Southwick 
295 $12.5M $9.5M $22.0M 

$ 
 Least Total 

Cost and Least 
Cost per EDU 

1B 
Lake-Abutting 
Subareas to 
Southwick 

358 $14.9M $12.9M $27.8M $$ 

1C 
Study Area to 

Southwick 
633 $38.3M $19.1M $57.4M $$$ 

Highest Total 
Cost and 

Highest Cost 
per EDU 

2 
Study Area to 

Suffield 
633 $38.3M $17.7M $56.0M 

3 
Study Area to Local 

WWTF 
633 $38.3M $26.1M $64.4M 

1. All costs are presented in 2022 and should be escalated to the mid-point of construction once a project schedule is established. Due to the 
current period of high inflation and bidding/construction price volatility costs could be not projected at this time. 

Alternative 1A is the least cost option with Alternative 1B the next least cost option. Alternatives 1C, 2 and 3 have the 
highest costs as they service the entire study area. Key assumptions in the cost determination include the downstream 
upgrades and capacity acquisition for the Southwick connection. Further, it seems unlikely at this time that Southwick 
would be amenable to considering an IMA of 75,000 or 150,000 gpd as they had initially only allocated 50,000 gpd for 
this area which would preclude Alternatives 1B and 1C. 

As presented in Section 6, without alternative funding, the costs per EDU for each alternative are on the order of 
$50,000 to $100,000. However, factoring in current low interest rates available through the Clean Water Fund (CWF) 
and a 30-year term, these costs equate to $3,900 annually for Alternative 1A ($333 monthly), $4,100 annually for 
Alternative 1B and close to $5,000 for Alternatives 1C, 2 and 3. 

Due to the high capital costs of each of these alternatives (and associated cost per EDU), it is anticipated that the 
project would likely require additional funding. There are many financing and funding opportunities that may apply to 
this project and there are currently additional opportunities related to Federal stimulus funding associated with the 
current economic recovery. These funding options should be explored and monitored to identify programs that may be 
a good fit and provide a substantial capital cost reduction. Alternative 1A would benefit the most from such a program 
because it has the lowest capital costs and alternative funding would have the largest percentage impact on this project. 
A summary of the funding and financing options is presented below and is discussed in detail in Section 6. 

• Tax Increment Financing TIF (Capital Recovery) 

• Sewer Assessments (Capital Recovery) 

• Clean Water Fund (Financing) 

• Federal Funding (Infrastructure Bill and Earmarks) 

Many of the funding alternatives considered are more likely to fund a project once it is well defined or “shovel ready”. 
However, the design effort may also be fundable through one of the funding mechanisms. Advancing to final design or 
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at a minimum the conceptual design including site survey, preliminary design, and furthering permitting/regulatory 
discussions would better position the project to solicit funding. Alternative 1A, having the lowest capital cost and most 
direct impact for protecting the lake is the alternative that will likely benefit the most from grant funding. Public outreach 
efforts and garnering support from Stakeholders are also considerations for soliciting funding and should be pursued 
to better understand local support for the project.  



Figure ES-1:
Sewer Service Area

Alternatives
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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

1.1 Project Drivers 

The Congamond Lakes (the Lakes) are a series of spring fed freshwater lakes located in the Town of Southwick, 
Massachusetts, along the Northwest portion of Suffield, Connecticut. The Lakes consist of approximately 465 acres of 
water separated into three distinct bodies: North Pond, Middle Pond and South Pond. The area adjacent to the Lakes 
within Suffield, Connecticut is heavily developed, and homes occupy a large percentage of the shoreline. The 
Connecticut side does not have sanitary sewer and homes are on aging individual septic tanks. There is concern that 
pollutants from these septic systems may be contaminating the Lakes. The area (both in Connecticut (CT) and 
Massachusetts (MA)) is in a MA Zone II drinking water supply protection area, as it is the aquifer of a large public 
drinking water well serving customers in MA. As such, Southwick has previously connected the homes on the 
Massachusetts side of the lake to a sanitary sewer system that discharges to the Westfield, Massachusetts Water 
Recovery Facility (Westfield WRF). 

As the parcels along the lake on the Connecticut side are small, there are several homes whose private drinking water 
wells and septic tanks do not meet the minimum separating distances as required by the Connecticut Public Health 
Code. As part of the 2020 Wastewater Facilities Plan effort, Woodard & Curran contacted the North Central District 
Health Department (NCDHD) who identified several homes near the Lakes that had been granted exceptions to the 
code. The NCDHD generally avoids granting such exceptions when possible and is in favor of working with sewer 
districts to eliminate them to protect groundwater. 

1.2 Local Wastewater Management 

There are two sewer districts within 10 miles of the Congamond Lakes area. The Town of Suffield, CT Water Pollution 
Control Authority (WPCA) operates a centralized collection system and treatment facility in the eastern section of Town 
approximately 6 miles away. The Town of Southwick, MA operates the collection system on the adjacent and opposite 
shores of the Lakes. A potential connection point lies directly North of Suffield on Babb’s Road. As previously noted, 
the Southwick collection system discharges to the Westfield system with ultimate treatment at the Westfield WRF. 
Figure 1- 1 provides a site locus of the Congamond Lakes area in relation to the neighboring communities. 

  



Figure 1-1: Congamond
Lakes Site Locus
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1.3 Project Scope 

In 2013 the Suffield WPCA commissioned a report that investigated several alternatives to provide wastewater 
management for the Lakes area including serving portions of the area with a single community treatment system, 
connection to Southwick, Massachusetts for ultimate treatment and disposal in Westfield, and combinations thereof. 
This evaluation serves as an update to the 2013 study and provides an assessment of the most appropriate and 
feasible means to sewer the evaluation area.  

The specific scope of this study was developed to address the project drivers and consists of the following: 

• Existing Conditions Assessment: Reviewing previous efforts from the 2013 report and analyzing zoning, 
land use, and environmental conditions. 

• Design Flows: Estimating current and future wastewater flows based upon zoning and land use data along 
with Connecticut Department of Public Health (CT DPH) requirements and the New England Interstate Water 
Pollution Control Commission “TR-16 Guides for the Design of Wastewater Treatment Works” (TR-16) design 
guidelines. 

• Alternative Analysis: Evaluating alternatives including a community system, a sewer system connected to 
Southwick and Westfield, MA, combinations of the two, and a force main to the Suffield WPCA collection 
system. 

• Proposed Alternative and Preliminary Design: Developing a preliminary sewer layout based upon the 
study area topography, design flows, and current buildout. An engineer’s opinion of probable cost was 
included in the sewer development for several feasible alternatives. 

• Project Cost and Funding: Reviewing funding and financing opportunities with various cost recovery options, 
including public funding, betterments, and a sewer rate charge analysis. 

• Regulatory Requirements and Environmental Permitting: Discussions with regulatory authorities on 
permitting requirements and other considerations for future design.
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2. EXISTING CONDITIONS ASSESSMENT 

2.1 Initial Study Area 

The area referred to as Congamond Lakes is typically defined as the area between the lakefront (eastern boundary), 
Route 585/Babb’s Road and Copper Hill Road (western boundary), Griffin Road (southern boundary), and the CT/MA 
State border (northern boundary). The area directly adjacent to the shoreline is heavily populated. The eastern side of 
Babbs Road and the southern side of Griffin Road are mostly farmland. There is a small cluster of homes near Broadleaf 
Circle on Babbs Road. This area is shown in Figure 2-1. 

Figure 2-1: Study Area Aerial View 
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As the potential pollutants to the Lakes are a primary concern, the 2013 report identified land parcels within 500 feet 
of the lake to be part of the study and expanded the area to Babbs Road and Griffin Road. Woodard & Curran used 
this area as an initial study area for potential sewer service. Additional properties were included across from Babb’s 
Road in an effort to decrease the project cost per EDU as described in Section 3.1.1. This boundary is referred to as 
the “study area” throughout this report. This area is approximately 650 acres in size. 

2.2 Zoning and Land Use 

The Town of Suffield’s Planning & Zoning Commission has adopted Zoning Regulations and a Zoning Map to regulate 
the use of land throughout the Town. The Town has several residential, industrial, commercial, planned development, 
and mixed-use zones. However, there are only four different zones in the study area. Suffield publishes zoning 
information on the Town’s GIS website. This report uses the most recent data set available, published in 2013. The 
zones are as follows: 

• Residential Use – Three residential zones (R-11, R-20, and R-45), are defined according to minimum lot 
size. (R-11 is 11,000 square feet, R-20 is 20,000 square feet, and R-45 is 45,000 square feet). These zones 
are primarily single-family units. 

• Town Scale Commercial – These zones are neighborhood-oriented, industrial/commercial, or service needs. 

A map of zoning is provided in Figure 2-2. An approximate breakdown of zoning by acreage within the study area is 
included in Table 2-1. A breakdown by parcel is not included as a large percentage of parcels have multiple zones. 
The study area is mainly residential zoned 45,000 SF lots (approximately 1 acre), however, the majority of the parcels 
on the lakefront are only zoned as 20,000 SF lots.  

Table 2-1:  Zoning Distribution within Study Area 

 Distribution by Acreage 

Zone 
Approximate 

Acreage % of Total 
R-11 (11,000 SF lots) 10.0 1.6% 
R-20 (20,000 SF lots) 156.5 24.3% 
R-45 (45,000 SF lots) 465.9 72.3% 
Town Scale Commercial 11.6 1.8% 
Total  644 -- 

Suffield’s GIS parcel data also denotes land use. Land Use is separate from the Town’s zoning regulations and 
identifies whether the parcel is municipally or privately owned, single or multi-family, developed or vacant, and if the 
parcel is a lakefront property. Table 2-2 shows the distribution of land use by parcel and by acre within the study area. 
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Table 2-2:  Distribution of Parcels by Land Use in the Study Area 

 Distribution by Parcel Distribution by Acreage 

Land Use 
No. of 

Parcels % of Total 
Approximate 

Acreage % of Total 
Municipally Owned 8 1.3% 36.1 5.6% 
Single Family with Apartment or Commercial, 
Two Family, Multiple Houses 

11 1.8% 
8.8 1.4% 

Single Family (1) 477 79.0% 300.5 46.7% 
Farmland (Tillable A-D) 4 0.6% 10.1 1.6% 
Vacant (2) 36 6.0% 98.2 15.3% 
Vacant Unbuildable 57 9.4% 145.3 22.6% 
Other (3) 11 1.8% 1.8 0.3% 
Total  604 -- 644  

Notes 

1 Single Family includes both Single Family Waterfront and Single-Family land use parcels. 
2 Vacant includes both Vacant Lake Front and Vacant land use parcels. 
3 Other includes parcels that had a blank land use code with no parcel data. These parcels either split a home with another parcel or are too small for development. 
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2.3 Environmental Conditions 

Woodard & Curran considered environmental conditions in the area that may limit potential growth. These include 
wetlands, protected open space, drinking water protection, and exceptions to the public health code, and are described 
in this section and presented in Figures 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5. 

2.3.1 Wetlands 

In the State of Connecticut, wetlands are defined by a soil layer published by the Connecticut Department of Energy 
and Environmental Protection (CT DEEP). There is a large section of wetlands spread through the central part of the 
study area, as shown in Figure 2-3. Wetland soils total approximately 14.4% (93 acres) of the total study area. Wetland 
locations impact potential future development, which is discussed further in Section 3.2. 

2.3.2 Protected Open Space  

There are three parcels designated as open space by CT DEEP. Two of those parcels are municipally owned and are 
near the northern portion of the study area. Those two parcels combined are approximately 8.6 acres in size. The 
additional open space parcel is privately owned and is approximately 27.5 acres in size.  

2.3.3 Drinking Water Protection 

Drinking water sources are heavily regulated in Connecticut by CT DPH. Woodard & Curran identified both surface 
water and groundwater classifications within the study area on Figure 2-3. There are three Class A surface water 
ponds. Spencer Pond takes up 8 acres of the large, privately-owned open space parcel. The remaining two ponds, 
Limon Pond and Arnold Pond, are near the southwestern corner of the study area and are approximately 3 acres each. 
Surface water quality data was also sourced from CT DEEP. 

Most of the study area (87.5%) is within a wellhead protection area as defined by CT DPH. All parcels which are not 
within the wellhead protection area are in the southeast corner of the study area.  

CT DPH also regulates aquifers and has established aquifer protection areas. The study area does not include any CT 
DPH aquifer protection areas; however, most of the area is in a MA Zone II drinking water protection area as shown 
on Figure 2-3. This MA drinking water protection classification is associated with a public drinking water supply well 
that pumps over 100 gallons per minute. Wells of this size are associated with large service areas, such as towns or 
cities.  

2.3.4 Public Health Code Exceptions 

There is a private water company that serves a portion of the area; however, most homes have private drinking water 
wells. As described in Section 1.1 there are many properties that are too small for the wells and septic tanks to have 
the minimum separating distances defined by the Public Health Code. (The separating distance is greater than the 
length of the property itself). The properties within the Congamond Lakes area that do not meet these minimum 
separating distances are shown in Figure 2-4. The regulatory authority, NCDHD, has issued exceptions to these 
properties as they were developed prior to the Public Health Code. NCDHD typically recommends eliminating these 
exceptions when feasible, as they pose a potential public health hazard. 
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3. DESIGN FLOWS 

Woodard & Curran used US Census and Town GIS data, TR-16 guidelines, and the Connecticut DPH Public Health 
Code: On-Site Sewage Disposal Regulations and Technical Standards for Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems 
(Public Health Code) to estimate the wastewater flows for the area. Woodard & Curran performed an analysis on 
estimated flows to provide sewer to the current population within the study area, as well as potential buildout flows in 
the area.  

3.1 Estimated Current Wastewater Flows 

This section describes the approach to estimate wastewater production in the area for the existing uses. 

There are two use categories of flows that were considered in the analysis: residential and commercial/industrial flows. 
Parcels were identified as residential or commercial/industrial based upon the Town zoning and land use data. 

3.1.1 Residential Flows 

In keeping with the values established by the 2020 Wastewater Facilities Plan, residential flow was calculated by 
multiplying the average person per household in Suffield (per the 2020 US Census, 2.6 persons per household), by 
the TR-16 guideline of an average wastewater flow of 70 gallons per day (GPD) per person to obtain an average daily 
wastewater flow of 182 GPD per household, or 1 equivalent dwelling unit (EDU).  

3.1.2 Commercial/Industrial Flows 

The Public Health Code establishes the design flow for both commercial and industrial properties as 0.1 GPD per 
square foot (SF) of building footprint. This standard includes a safety factor of 1.5 times the daily average in their 
reference values, so the 0.1 GPD/SF was divided by 1.5 to obtain a value of 0.07 GPD/SF average daily use. Gross 
building square footage was obtained from the Town GIS parcel data, and this value was multiplied by the 0.07 GPD/SF 
to obtain the average commercial/industrial wastewater flow per parcel. 

3.1.3 Vacant Lots 

There are many vacant lots within the potential service area. As they currently do not have any wastewater 
infrastructure they were excluded from current flows. Vacancy was assessed by reviewing land use data from the Town 
GIS. This list of potentially vacant parcels was confirmed through an analysis of aerial mapping. There were four 
instances of homes developed on parcels listed as vacant in the land use data: three homes on “vacant” lots and one 
home on a “vacant unbuildable” lot. Flow projections were adjusted for these discrepancies. 

3.1.4 Babb’s Beach Recreational Area 

Babb’s Beach is one of the larger commercial/industrial parcels in the area. This property consists of a beach recreation 
area and a former “big band” era dance hall. Current wastewater service is provided by portable restrooms. According 
to the Town Planner, there are no plans to reopen the dance hall or provide water or sewer service to the facility. As 
such, this parcel was excluded from the current flows estimate.  

3.1.5 Infiltration and Inflow 

Flow estimates also account for infiltration and inflow (I/I). TR-16 indicates using an I/I factor of 250-500 GPD/inch-
diameter mile (IDM) to represent a normal range of infiltration for gravity sewer systems in good condition. The Town 
of Suffield Policies and Requirements for Extensions and Repairs to Existing Sewage Facilities, January 2012, (Suffield 
Technical Standards) recommends 100 GPD/IDM to represent newer sewer systems. An I/I value of 250 GPD/IDM 
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was used for flow calculations to be conservative and was applied to low-pressure and gravity sewer. The pipe diameter 
(in inches) and the length of sewer (in miles) are multiplied by the 250 GPD/IDM I/I factor to obtain the estimated current 
amount of I/I flow.  

3.1.6 Current Flow Estimates 

Table 3-1 shows the estimated residential and commercial/industrial, and I/I flows along with the number of EDUs 
obtained from Town parcel data for the current development within the entire study area.  

Due to potential constraints of the treatment and disposal infrastructure, the WPCA may only sewer a portion of the 
area. These flows are broken down into different alternatives in Section 4.  

Table 3-1: Estimated Current Wastewater Flows 

Land Use 
Average Daily 

Flow (ADF) 
Peaking  
Factor 1 

Peak Hourly 
Flow (PHF) 

Residential 94,000 GPD 5  326  GPM 

Commercial / Industrial 2,000 GPD 5  7  GPM 

I/I 12,000 GPD -  8  GPM 

Total 108,000 GPD -  342  GPM 

Equivalent Dwelling Units2 633 EDUs    
1 Based on peaking Factor of 5 per TR-16 
2 EDU value was developed by dividing the total flow by the flow per EDU as developed in Section 3.1.1  

3.2 Potential Future Wastewater Flows 

Woodard & Curran estimated potential future flows by calculating potential buildout flows for residential and 
industrial/commercial users. This analysis assumed that each parcel would be developed to the extent allowable by 
current zoning and land use within in the study area using the methodology for residential, commercial, and industrial 
users outlined in Section 3.1. This analysis also assumed that land use and zoning would not change. Specifically, the 
following assumptions were made:  

• “Vacant” parcels will be developed; while 

• “Unbuildable” parcels may not be developed,  

• Protected open space will not be developed, and 

• Wetlands will not be developed. 

Most of the potential development is on residential parcels. The flows for maximum residential development and the 
two undeveloped commercial properties are detailed in this section.  

3.2.1 Residential Flows 

Future residential flows for vacant parcels were estimated by multiplying the maximum number of dwellings per parcel 
based on zoning by the flow per EDU (182 gpm as detailed in Section 3.1). The maximum number of dwellings per 
parcel was calculated by dividing the parcel size by the residential zoning allowance (11,000 SF, 20,000 SF or 
45,000 SF). Table 3-2 presents the flow per acre for each residential zone. 
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If the vacant parcel had wetlands or a water body on the property, the corresponding area was subtracted from the 
total parcel acreage to obtain a more accurate value for developable land on the parcel. Some vacant parcels were too 
small or oddly shaped for development; these parcels were not included in the future flows. 

Table 3-2: Wastewater Flow per Residential Zone 

 Zone Wastewater Flow 
R-11 (11,000 SF lots) 721 GPD/acre 
R-20 (20,000 SF lots) 396 GPD/acre 
R-45 (45,000 SF lots) 176 GPD/acre 

3.2.2 Sand Pit Operation 

There is a large 75-acre parcel in the central region of the study area. This parcel is a sand pit operation. Operations 
at the sand pit are nearing completion, and the Suffield Town Planner indicated that upon completion, the lot may be 
rezoned and subdivided for development. As a portion of the parcel is within wetlands, only some of the land is 
considered developable. Future flow estimates for this parcel are approximately 12,000 GPD average daily flow. 

3.2.3 Babb’s Beach Recreation Area 

While there are no known near-term plans to develop the beach and dance hall and provide sewer service, it may 
potentially be developed in the next several decades. As such, future flows include development on this parcel. Flows 
for this parcel were estimated by using the Public Health Code design value of 3.5 GPD/attendee for recreational 
facilities divided by the 1.5 safety factor to obtain an average daily flow of 2.3 GPD/attendee. The National Register of 
Historic Places states that up to 3,000 attendees may occupy the property. The 3,000 attendees multiplied by the 
2.3 GPD/attendee results in a potential future wastewater flow of 7,000 GPD for the parcel. 

3.2.4 Infiltration and Inflow 

I/I was also accounted for in the future flows. I/I future flow estimates followed the same methodology as current flow 
estimates detailed in Section 3.1.5. The amount of I/I for future flows is notably larger than estimated current flows 
because of the potential for subdivision development on the 75-acre sand pit parcel. Such a subdivision would require 
additional gravity pipe within the parcel, which would in turn increase the associated amount of I/I (2,000 GPD).  

3.2.5 Potential Future Flow Estimates 

Table 3-3 presents the estimated average daily and peak hourly residential, commercial/industrial, and I/I flows, along 
with the number of EDUs for the future potential development within the study area.  

These flows are broken down into different alternatives in Section 4.  
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Table 3-3: Future Wastewater Flows 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Land Use 
Average Daily Flow 

(ADF) 
Peaking  
Factor 1 

Peak Hourly 
Flow (PHF) 

Residential 127,000 GPD 5 427 GPM 

Commercial / Industrial 9,000 GPD 5 31 
GPM 

I/I 14,000 GPD - 10 GPM 

Contingency 4,000 GPD 5 14 GPM 

Total 150,000 GPD - 482 GPM 

Equivalent Dwelling Units2 748 EDUs    
1 Based on peaking Factor of 5 per TR-16 
2 EDU value was developed by dividing the total flow by the flow per EDU as developed in Section 3.1.1  
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4. COLLECTION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT AND PRELIMINARY DESIGN 

4.1 Sewer Service Area Boundary Development 

This report presents three potential boundaries for the Congamond Lakes sewer service area. These boundaries are 
for the sewer collection system itself; conveyance, transportation, and disposal alternatives are assessed in Section 5. 
The three potential sewer service areas are as follows: 

• Alternative A: Maximum 50,000 GPD (Based on a 300-foot buffer from the lakefront) 

• Alternative B: Maximum 75,000 GPD (Serves only the subareas abutting the lake) 

• Alternative C: 150,000 GPD (Serves the entire study area) 

The development of each of these alternatives, including a discussion of the buffer and subareas is detailed in this 
section. 

4.1.1 Development of Sub Areas 

The topography of the study area is hilly. Ground surface elevations in the roadways of the study area range from 
228 ft near the shoreline to 264 ft on Griffin Road. Complex topography along with distinctly separated neighborhoods 
lead to the development of nine different sewer service areas within the study area, referred to as “sub areas”. Sub 
areas 1 through 6 comprise the development closest to the Lakes. The remaining three subareas (A, B, and C) were 
distinguished separately because they are farther from the Lakes along Babb’s Road.  

The sub-areas were established around current development. There are several large regions of undeveloped land 
within the center of the study area. As these areas are developed over time, additional subareas may be added. While 
these parcels are not defined in a sub area, the potential flow from these parcels are included in the future flow 
projections detailed in Section 3. 

4.1.2 Alternative A – Maximum 50,000 GPD 

As part of this study, Woodard & Curran and the Suffield WPCA met with the Southwick Department of Public Works 
(DPW) to discuss the potential for an interconnection to their collection system. Although Southwick DPW was unable 
to provide any definitive guidance without additional Town leadership approval, they advised that the Board may limit 
the potential interconnection to a maximum of 50,000 GPD as that was the previously established allocation for Suffield. 
They are most concerned with pollutants from septic tanks within a 300-foot buffer zone from the lake. Alternative A 
includes the properties within this buffer zone from the shoreline. Similarly with the development of the study area, 
limited additional properties were included where it would be cost-effective. This alternative only supports existing use, 
it does not support development. 

Due to the topography of the area, all properties in Alternative A will be served by low-pressure sewer service (LPSS). 
A breakdown of estimated flows is provided in Table 4-1. The boundary for Alternative A is presented in Figure 4-1.  
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Table 4-1: Flow Projections – Alternative A 

Land Use 
Average Daily Flow 

(ADF) 
Peak Hourly Flow 

(PHF) 1 

Estimated 
Existing 

Residential  48,000  GPD 183 GPM 

Commercial / Industrial  -  GPD - GPM 

I/I  2,000  GPD 8 GPM 

Total  50,000  GPD 191 GPM 

Equivalent Dwelling Units2 264 EDUs - - 
1 Based on Peaking Factor of 5.5 per TR-16. 
2 EDU value was developed by dividing the total flow by the flow per EDU as developed in Section 3.1.1  

  Additional details on the potential Southwick Connection are described in Section 5. 

  



Figure 4-1:
Alternative A Sewer Service
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4.1.3 Alternative B – Reduced Study Area 

Alternative B focuses on the sub areas nearest to the Lakes to target the potential pollution in the Lakes from failing 
septic tanks. Alternative B is comprised of sub areas 1 through 6. This alternative only supports existing use, it does 
not support development. 

Due to the topography of the area, all properties in Alternative B will also be served by low-pressure sewer service 
(LPSS). A breakdown of estimated flows is provided in Table 4-2. The boundary for Alternative B is presented in Figure 
4-2. 

Table 4-2: Flow Projections – Alternative B 

Land Use 
Average Daily Flow 

(ADF) 
Peak Hourly Flow 

(PHF) 1 

Estimated 
Existing 

Residential  72,000  GPD  275  GPM 

Commercial / Industrial  -  GPD  -  GPM 

I/I  3,000  GPD  2  GPM 

Total  75,000  GPD  277  GPM 

Equivalent Dwelling Units2  396  EDUs - - 
1 Based on peaking Factor of 5.5 per TR-16. 
2 EDU value was developed by dividing the total flow by the flow per EDU as developed in Section 3.1.1  

Additional details on the potential Southwick Connection are described in Section 5.1.1. 

  



Figure 4-2:
Alternative B Sewer Service
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4.1.4 Alternative C – Entire Study Area 

Alternative C includes the entire study area between the Lakes and Babb’s Road. Due to the size of the area, Alternative 
C includes a combination of gravity sewer and low-pressure sewer service. The study area was further refined to 
include some additional properties across from Babb’s Road. These parcels were added as there would already be a 
gravity main in the road to serve these parcels.  

There are 7 proposed pump stations to address the complex topography. A breakdown of current and future estimated 
flows is provided in Table 4-3. The boundary for Alternative C is presented in Figure 4-3. 

Alternative C addresses both the failing septic systems and the properties with exceptions to the public health code.  

Table 4-3: Flow Projections – Alternative C 

Land Use 
Average Daily Flow 

(ADF) 
Peak Hourly Flow 

(PHF) 1 

Estimated 
Existing 

Residential  94,000  GPD  326  GPM 

Commercial / Industrial  2,000  GPD  7  GPM 

I/I  12,000  GPD  8  GPM 

Total  108,000  GPD  342  GPM 

Equivalent Dwelling Units2 528  EDUs - - 

Estimated 
Future 

Residential  123,000  GPD  427  GPM 

Commercial / Industrial  9,000  GPD  31  GPM 

I/I  14,000  GPD  10  GPM 

Contingency 4,000 GPD  14  GPM 

Total  150,000  GPD  482  GPM 

Equivalent Dwelling Units2 748 EDUs - - 
1 Based on peaking Factor of 5 per TR-16. 
2 EDU value was developed by dividing the total flow by the flow per EDU as developed in Section 3.1.1  

Additional details on the potential Southwick Connection are described in Section 5.1.1. 
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4.2 Sewer Collection System Opinion of Probable Costs 

Table 4-4 provides cost estimates for each Alternative for the construction of the infrastructure within the service area 
boundaries. All costs are listed in 2022 dollars. Conveyance, treatment, and disposal costs are discussed in Section 5. 

Table 4-4: Opinion of Probable Costs – Sewer Collection System 

  
Alternative A –  
50,000 gallons 

Alternative B –  
75,000 gallons 

Alternative C –  
150,000 gallons 

Item Unit Cost Units Quantity Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost 
Gravity 
Sewer $500 LF 0 $0 0 $0 30,500 $15,250,000 

Low Pressure 
Sewers $300 LF 23,000 $6,900,000 27,050 $8,116,000 16,500 $4,950,000 

Force Main $250 LF 0 $0 0 $0 9,600 $2,400,000 

Pump Station $400,000 EA 0 $0 0 $0 7 $2,800,000 
Grinder 
Pumps $5,000 EA 296 $1,480,000 396 $1,980,000 177 $885,000 
Water 

Crossing $100,000 EA 2 $200,000 2 $200,000 1 $100,000 
Construction 

Subtotal    $8,580,000  $10,296,000  $26,400,000 

Contingency 20%   $1,716,000  $2,059,000  $5,280,000 
Engineering – 

Design 10%   $858,000  $1,030,000  $2,640,000 
Engineering – 
Construction 15%   $1,287,000  $1,544,000  $3,960,000 

Total 
Collection 

System 
Construction 

Cost1    $12,441,000  $14,929,000  $38,280,000 
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

This section provides an analysis of options to convey and wastewater from the study area. Alternatives include the 
following: 

• Alternative 1: Connection to Southwick and Westfield WRF  

- Alternative 1A: 50,000 GPD to Southwick (Serves Alternative A as described in in Section 4.1.2) 

- Alternative 1B: 75,000 GPD to Southwick (Serves Alternative B as described in in Section 4.1.3) 

- Alternative 1C: 150,000 GPD to Southwick (Serves the entire study area, Alternative C as described in 
in Section 4.1.4) 

• Alternative 2: Force Main to Suffield Collection System (Serves the entire study area, Alternative C as 
described in in Section 4.1.4) 

• Alternative 3: Community Wastewater Treatment Facility with Groundwater Disposal (Serves the entire study 
area, Alternative C as described in in Section 4.1.4) 

5.1 Alternative 1: Connection to Southwick and Westfield WRF 

As described in Section 4, Southwick operates a collection system on the opposite shores of the Lakes, within 
Massachusetts. This collection system discharges to the Westfield WRF for treatment and disposal. Southwick has an 
intermunicipal agreement (IMA) with the City of Westfield where Westfield will accept up to 0.5 million gallons average 
daily flow, with a maximum peak daily flow of 1.5 million gallons at their facility (Appendix A).  

Southwick is currently only using approximately 150,000 gallons per day out of their 500,000 gallons per day allotment. 
Accordingly, Southwick could theoretically accommodate the full potential flow from the Suffield study area (also 
approximately 150,000 gallons per day) without requiring an additional request from the City of Westfield. However, 
Southwick likely intends to preserve the majority of this capacity for future in-Town needs. 

If Suffield were to connect the study area to Southwick’s collection system, Suffield would likely enter an IMA with 
Southwick to obtain a portion of their allotted flow. A sample IMA is provided in Appendix B. This IMA would likely 
include a capital fee for any upgrades to the collection system as well as an ongoing transport and conveyance fee as 
further described in this Section. 

Southwick has already installed a potential connection point to their collection system directly North of the study area 
in Babb’s Road. This connection includes an 8-inch diameter pipe that terminates in a manhole approximately 130 feet 
from the border, as shown in Figure 5-1.  
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Figure 5-1: Approximate Location of Southwick Connection 

 
Source: Shaheen, W., Analytical Engineering, Inc. 2019. Proposed Sewer Connection System Lakewood Village Apartments, Southwick, MA for Winton 

Corporation. Granby, MA., Salisbury, MA.: Shaheen, W., Analytical Engineering, Inc. 

5.1.1 Downstream Capacity Concerns 

As described in Section 4, during initial feasibility discussions with the Town of Southwick Department of Public Works, 
Southwick stated that the 8-inch pipe was installed as the Town had planned on potentially receiving a 50,000-gallon 
average daily flow from the study area. While planning was done to include the 8-inch pipe, there had previously been 
no analysis on whether downstream infrastructure could accept the flow contribution from Suffield. Woodard & Curran 
performed a high-level analysis on the downstream infrastructure and found that some infrastructure downstream of 
the connection with Suffield will likely require and upgrade to provide additional capacity. This includes portions of the 
downstream collection system and two of Southwick’s pump stations (Point Grove Road and Powder Mill). As Woodard 
& Curran did not have access to sewer profiles of the downstream infrastructure, further analysis would be required to 
confirm the capacity of Southwick’s downstream infrastructure. 

5.1.2 Connection Charges 

To be conservative, the costs presented in this report assume that Southwick will charge the Suffield WPCA the entire 
cost to upgrade the downstream infrastructure within Southwick as well as a connection fee of $2,000,000. The actual 
cost impact will be negotiated with the Town of Southwick while defining the IMA, as there will be cost sharing 
opportunities. For example, during the establishment of the current Southwick/Westfield IMA, Westfield was required 
to upgrade the WRF to accept the capacity of Southwick’s anticipated collection system. Southwick was charged a 
bond to cover the cost of the additional capacity, rather than the entire facility. Under the IMA, Southwick pays a user 
fee (the industrial user rate) plus a conveyance fee (an additional 10%). As of July 1, 2021, the total of the user and 
conveyance fees is $5.17/1,000 gallons. The fee structure will be renegotiated in 2022. 

5.1.3 Opinion of Probable Costs 

A high-level cost estimate for a connection to Southwick for each of the collection alternatives (Alternative A: 
50,000 gallons, Alternative B: 75,000 gallons, and Alternative C: 150,000 gallons) is provided below. These 
combinations of collection system and disposal alternatives will be referred to herein as Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C, 
accordingly and are presented in Tables 5-1 through 5-3. 
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Table 5-1: Opinion of Probable Costs – Alternative 1A (50,000 GPD to Southwick) 

Item Qty Unit Unit Cost Cost 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS - $240,400 
Upgrade Point Grove Road Pump Station to 600 
GPM Capacity 1 1 EA $1,800,000  $1,800,000 

8" Force Main (Replace 6") 950 LF $250  $238,000 

15" Gravity Sewer (Replace 12") 2 200 LF $550  $110,000 
Upgrade Powder Mill Pump Station to 850 GPM 
Capacity 1,3 1 EA $2,000,000  $2,000,000 

15" Gravity Sewer (Replace 12") 1,200 LF $550  $660,000 

Subtotal $5,048,400 

Contingency (20%) $1,010,000 

Design Fee (10%) $505,000 

Engineering (Bidding and Construction Administration, 15%) $757,000 

Police (5% of Sewer Main and Force Main Work) $51,000 

Other/ Miscellaneous $100,000 

Capacity Purchase from Southwick $1,010,000 

Subtotal – Connection Construction Cost  $9,480,000 

Collection System Construction Cost (Alternative A4) $12,411,000 

Total Cost $21,921,000 
1 Cost estimate assumes a masonry building to be conservative. 
2 Only the section from Depot Street to the Pump Station is anticipated to need additional capacity.  
3 No upgrades are anticipated at the downstream 10” force main. 
4 See Table 4-4 for a cost breakdown. 
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Table 5-2: Opinion of Probable Costs – Alternative 1B (75,000 GPD to Southwick) 

Item Qty Unit Unit Cost Cost 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS - $316,000 

12” Gravity Sewer (Replace 8") 3,030 LF  $500  $1,515,000 
Upgrade Point Grove Road Pump Station to 882 GPM 
Capacity 1 1 EA  $1,800,000  $1,800,000 

10" Force Main (Replace 6") 950 LF  $250  $238,000 

15" Gravity Sewer (Replace 12") 2 200 LF $550  $110,000 
Upgrade Powder Mill Pump Station to 1,132 GPM 
Capacity 1,2 1 LF  $2,000,000  $2,000,000 

18" Gravity Sewer (Replace 12") 1,200 LF  $550  $660,000 

Subtotal $6,639,150 

Contingency (20%) $1,328,000 

Design Fee (10%) $664,000 

Engineering (Bidding and Construction Administration, 15%) $996,000 

Police (5% of Sewer Main and Force Main Work) $127,000 

Other/ Miscellaneous $100,000 

Capacity Purchase from Southwick $3,000,000 

Subtotal – Connection Construction Cost  $12,860,000 

Collection System Construction Cost (Alternative B4) $14,929,000 

Total Cost $27,789,000 
1 Cost estimate assumes a masonry building to be conservative. 
2 Only the section from Depot Street to the Pump Station is anticipated to need additional capacity.  
3 No upgrades are anticipated at the downstream 10” force main. 
4 See Table 4-4 for a cost breakdown. 
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Table 5-3: Opinion of Probable Costs – Alternative 1C (150,000 GPD to Southwick) 

5.2 Alternative 2: Force Main to Suffield Collection System 

Woodard & Curran developed a high-level cost estimate for a connection to the Suffield collection system. This 
alternative had previously been considered cost prohibitive, however, the costs of a force main are comparable to the 
other alternatives. Costs are provided for reference purposes. 

The basis for this estimate is a force main along Mountain Road in Suffield to discharge into the Mountain Road Pump 
Station (Pump Station #3), as shown in Figure 5-2. No analysis has been performed on the available capacity in the 
downstream infrastructure. 

5.2.1 Opinion of Probable Costs 

A high-level cost estimate for this alternative is provided in Table 5-4 below. This cost estimate assumes that there will 
be a new relay pump station, and that given the age of the equipment, some upgrades will be required to the Mountain 
Road Pump Station. 

Item Qty Unit Unit Cost Cost 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS - $421,000 

12” Gravity Sewer (Replace 8”) 3,030 LF  $500  $1,515,000 
Upgrade Point Grove Road Pump Station to 882 GPM 
Capacity 1 1 EA  $1,800,000  $1,800,000 

10” Force Main (Replace 6”) 950 LF  $250  $238,000 

15” Gravity Sewer (Replace 12”) 3,900 LF  $550  $2,145,000 
Upgrade Powder Mill Pump Station to 1,132 GPM 
Capacity 1,2 1 LF  $2,000,000  $2,000,000 

18” Gravity Sewer (Replace 12”) 1,200 LF  $600  $720,000 

Subtotal $8,839,000 

Contingency (20%) $1,768,000 

Design Fee (10%) $884,000 

Engineering (Bidding and Construction Administration, 15%) $1,326,000 

Police (5% of Sewer Main and Force Main Work) $267,000 

Other/ Miscellaneous $100,000 

Capacity Purchase from Southwick $6,000,000 

Subtotal – Connection Construction Cost  $19,190,000 

Collection System Construction Cost (Alternative C3) $38,280,000 

Total Cost $57,470,000 
1 Cost estimate assumes a masonry building to be conservative. 
2 No upgrades are anticipated at the downstream 10” force main. 
3 See Table 4-4 for a cost breakdown. 
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Table 5-4: Opinion of Probable Costs – Alternative 2 (Force Main to Suffield) 

Item Qty Unit Unit Cost Cost 
Force Main to WPCA System 39,000 LF $250  $9,750,000 

Stream Crossing 4 EA $10,000  $40,000 

Relay Pump Station 1  1 EA $1,000,000  $1,000,000 

Upgrade Mountain Road Pump Station 2 1 EA $1,000,000  $1,000,000 

Subtotal $11,790,000 

Contingency (20%) $2,358,000 

Design Fee (10%) $1,179,000 

Engineering (Bidding and Construction Administration, 15%) $1,769,000 

Police (5% of Sewer Main and Force Main Work) $488,000 

Other/ Miscellaneous $100,000 

Subtotal – Connection Construction Cost  $17,690,000 

Collection System Construction Cost (Alternative C3) $38,280,000 

Total Cost $55,970,000 
1 Estimate includes an additional relay pump station due to high operating pressure from the service area to the Mountain Road 
pump station. 
2 Estimate includes some minor upgrades to the existing pump station. 
3 See Table 4-4 for a cost breakdown. 
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5.3 Alternative 3: Community Wastewater Treatment Facility with Groundwater Disposal  

This Alternative includes the construction of a small wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) for groundwater discharge. 
The facility would include a packaged treatment facility and groundwater disposal field. There are several developable 
parcels of land within or directly adjacent to the study area that are large enough for a facility. 

CT DEEP was contacted regarding the feasibility of this alternative. A groundwater discharge system is permitted under 
the Subsurface Sewage Disposal Program at CT DEEP. While they have not been permitted in recent years, the 
subsurface team has stated they are not opposed to new groundwater disposal facilities. Should the WPCA want to 
pursue this alternative, further study on the soils (with CT DEEP’s involvement) would be required and would include 
without limitation test pits and borings. 

While multiple treatment technologies may be viable, the cost basis is a membrane bioreactor (MBR) and groundwater 
disposal field. Woodard & Curran has experience planning and designing facilities using this technology for similar 
projects. 

5.3.1.1 Opinion of Probable Costs 

A high-level cost estimate for this alternative is provided in Table 5-3 below. 

Table 5-5: Opinion of Probable Costs – Alternative 3 (Community WWTF) 

Item Qty Unit Unit Cost Cost 

General Conditions, OH&P 1  1  EA $1,270,000 $1,270,000 

WWTF – MBR 2 (150,000 avg day)  300,000  GPD $40 $12,000,000 

Gravity Sewer  600  LF $300 $180,000 

Influent Force Main-from Field  700  LF $200 $140,000 

Groundwater Disposal Field  1  EA $3,900,000 $3,900,000 

Subtotal $17,500,000 

Contingency (20%) $3,500,000 

GWDP Application $50,000 

Design Fee (10%) $1,750,000 

Hydrogeology (1%) $175,000 

Permitting (1%) $175,000 

SCADA Integration (1%) $175,000 

Engineering (Bidding and Construction Administration, 15%) $2,625,000 

Police Details (1%) $175,000 

Subtotal – Connection Construction Cost  $26,125,000 

Collection System Construction Cost (Alternative C3) $38,280,000 

Total Cost $64,405,000 
1 General Conditions, OH&P include 30% of all non WWTF as the WWTF costs are inclusive of GC and OH&P. 
2 WWTF cost includes pretreatment tanks, building, process tanks and equipment. Leach field or piping to or from the facility are not included in 
these costs  

3 See Table 4-4 for a cost breakdown. 
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5.4 Combination Alternative – Southwick Connection and Community System 

This alternative would include the construction of a treatment facility in addition to sending limited flow to the Southwick 
collection system. As this alternative would include not only the capital costs of the treatment facility but the construction 
of an additional pipe to the Southwick collection system, it is cost prohibitive. 

5.4.1 Community Septic System 

CT DEEP’s Municipal and Subsurface Sewage groups proposed the investigation of a community septic system. In 
this alternative, individual homeowners have septic tanks that connect to a common leach field. This would be very 
similar to the existing Suffield WPCA Kent Farms community system. Due soil conditions a common leach field would 
require a very large area of land away from the shoreline, and therefore does not appear to be a viable alternative. 

5.5 Summary of Feasible Alternatives 

The feasible alternatives are summarized in Table 5-5. Each of these alternatives have high capital costs. Additional 
costs such as operation and maintenance and potential funding mechanisms and cost recovery options are discussed 
further in Section 6.  

Table 5-6: Feasible Alternatives 

 

Alt Description 
Flow 
(gpd) EDUs 

Connection 
Alternative 

Cost 

Collection 
System 

Construction 
Cost (Section 4) 

Total 
Project 

Cost 

Supports 
Existing 
Use or 

Buildout of 
Area 

1A 
Southwick 
Connection 50,000  264   $9,480,000   $12,441,000  

 
$21,921,000  

Existing 
Use Only 

1B 
Southwick 
Connection 75,000 319  

 
$12,860,000   $14,929,000  

 
$27,789,000  

Existing 
Use Only 

1C 
Southwick 
Connection 150,000 528  

 
$19,190,000   $38,280,000  

 
$57,470,000  Buildout 

2 FM to Suffield 150,000 528  
 

$17,690,000   $38,280,000  
 

$55,970,000  Buildout 

3 
Community 

WWTF 150,000  528  
 

$26,125,000   $38,280,000  
 

$64,405,000  Buildout 



 

 

 

Suffield WPCA (0228575.34) 6-1  Woodard & Curran, Inc. 
Congamond Lakes Feasibility Study - Final Report  May 2022 

6. FUNDING AND FINANCING 

As with any large project, funding and financing have a large impact on the financial viability of the overall effort. Due 
to the number of alternatives under consideration, this is especially applicable to the addition of centralized wastewater 
service to the Congamond Lakes area. 

The following subsections of this chapter will review the expected financial obligations and impacts associated with 
each of the alternatives under consideration.  

6.1 Capital Cost Recovery for Congamond Lakes 

Each of the sewer alternatives for the Congamond Lakes area will have similar conditions associated with the funding 
and repayment of the costs associated with system construction and operation.  

Capital and operational costs are usually recovered in very different ways in a newly built system (as opposed to an 
expansion of an existing system). Table 6-1 outlines the major classes of these costs and the manner of cost recovery 
which are generally used for each cost category.  

As a note, for several of the operational costs, the recovery methods refer to the need for a “subsidy.” This is in 
reference to the inadequate nature of partially connected customer bases to fully fund the full operational costs of 
assets designed and operated in a manner needed to serve all potential customers within the service area. For 
example, when accounting for the operational costs associated with pumping stations, the pumping stations generally 
cost the same to operate (with exception of electricity) whether all customers are connected or only a subset of the 
properties within the intended service area. 

6.1.1 Description of Capital and Operations Cost Categories 

In a case like Congamond Lakes, where a non-served area installs sewers, there are two basic types of costs to be 
considered. The first is the upfront capital expenses associated with making sewer service available and the second is 
the ongoing costs associated with operating the system after installation. A brief description of each type of cost and 
the manner of repayment is provided in the following sections.  

6.1.1.1 Capital – Collection System Installation 

The first category of costs associated with each of the alternatives is the upfront capital cost associated with the 
construction of facilities for the collection and conveyance of the sewage to a treatment works. These costs, which are 
detailed in prior sections of this report, would usually be bonded by either the WPCA or Town with the debt service fully 
covered by assessments on the properties within the service area. The assessments could be through property 
betterments, the establishment of a tax increment financing (TIF) district or a combination thereof. Each of these is 
described in greater detail later in this Section. 

In either case, the WPCA should plan on establishing a separate reserve account to handle betterment and other 
payments which are paid more quickly than the repayment schedule of the bond to ensure that these payments are 
used only for covering the capital costs required for construction. 
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Table 6-1: Cost Categories and Repayment Methods 

Type of Costs Description Manner of Repayment 

C
ap

it
al

 C
o

st
s 

Collection 
System 

Installation 

Construction of sewers and pumping 
stations in Suffield 

As a bonded cost, these would generally be funded 
through property assessments to properties in the 

service area 

Southwick 
Transmission 

Upgrades 

Upgrade of conveyance capacity in 
Southwick 

As a bonded cost, these would generally be funded 
through property assessments to properties in the 

service area 

Treatment 
Capacity 

Either purchase of treatment capacity or 
construction of treatment works 

As a bonded cost, these would generally be funded 
through property assessments to properties in the 

service area 

O
p

er
at

io
n

al
 C

o
st

s 

Staffing 
Staffing and overtime for the operations 

of the collection system and possibly 
treatment plant 

Operational costs are usually funded through user 
rates, however, in new systems, these costs often 
need to be subsidized until all customers in service 

area are connected 

Expenses 
Electricity, chemicals, etc. associated 

with system operations 

Operational costs are usually funded through user 
rates, however, in new systems, these costs often 
need to be subsidized until all customers in service 

area are connected 

Overhead 
Indirect support costs from WPCA 

(billing, accounting assistance, etc.) 
Overhead costs are generally funded through user 

rates 

Treatment 
and Disposal 

Cost for treatment and disposal of 
wastewater through another community 

If connected to a regional provider, as flow 
dependent costs, these would generally be paid for 

through user rates of connected customers. If 
operating a treatment plant, the rates would likely 
need to be subsidized until all customers in the 

service are connected. 

Wheeling 
Costs 

Charges from communities that convey 
sewage to a Treatment and Disposal 

(T&D) facility 

Similar to T&D these would generally be funded 
through user rates as they are usually flow 

dependent. 

6.1.1.2 Capital – Conveyance Upgrades 

Similar to the collection system, and assuming that an alternative including conveyance to the Westfield treatment 
works is selected, the costs of upgrading conveyance facilities through Southwick will be an upfront cost which would 
usually be covered through bonding. These costs are also described in earlier section of this report for each scenario. 
Also similar to the costs associated with collection system installation, the debt service incurred to construct these 
facilities would generally be expected to be paid through the application of either betterment or TIF requirements upon 
the properties to be serviced by the project.  
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Importantly, the bonding for these costs may not be eligible for certain state subsidized funding (CWF – See Section 
6.4.2.1) since these improvements would be made to assets not directly owned by the WPCA. As such, any bonding 
associated with these upgrades would likely need to be funded through a general obligation bond of the WPCA or 
Town. 

6.1.1.3 Capital – Treatment and Disposal Capacity – Construction or Purchase 

The final cost which would be expected to be recovered through bonding, concurrent with construction of collection 
and conveyance facilities, is the construction or purchase of adequate treatment capacity to serve the areas being 
sewered. Various scenarios detailed in prior sections of this report provide the estimated costs associated with each 
of these options. As with collection system and conveyance costs, these would be expected to be repaid through the 
use of betterments or other taxation of properties in the service area. 

Also, similar to conveyance upgrades, the bonding associated with these costs will likely need to be made through the 
use of general obligation bonds as the WPCA will not own the asset being acquired (but only the disposal capacity 
thereof). 

6.1.1.4 Operations Costs – Staffing, Expenses, and Overhead – Collection and Management 

Estimates of the costs of operating the collection system (including WPCA owned pumping stations) have been made 
using a combination of current WPCA budgets based upon the type and extent of system installed under the various 
alternatives. These types of costs also include the billing and accounting services associated with operating the new 
service area. 

These costs are usually recouped through service charges (wastewater rates) applied to properties connected to the 
newly constructed system. Due to the likely extended period over which potentially serviced properties will connect, 
these costs may need to be subsidized by the larger WPCA before all properties in the Congamond Lakes service area 
are being billed for service. 

6.1.1.5 Operations Costs – Staffing, Expenses, and Overhead – Treatment 

In the event that the scenario including WPCA-owned treatment is selected, estimates have been made of the annual 
operating costs associated with a new treatment works to service the Congamond Lakes service area. In the event 
that the WPCA elects to convey the flow from the service area to the existing WPCF for treatment, an estimate of the 
incremental increase in treatment costs has been made to reflect the impact on current operations. 

Similar to the costs associated with operating the collection system, these costs would generally be covered through 
wastewater rates charged to connected customers. Consequently, a similar temporary subsidy of these costs by the 
larger WPCA may be needed until all potentially served properties are connected and being charged for service. 

6.1.1.6 Operations Costs – Southwick Treatment and Disposal 

In addition to the standard operational expenses associated with WPCA owned assets, a number of the scenarios 
envision sending flow from this service area to the Westfield WRF under an intermunicipal agreement (IMA). Based 
upon a review of the existing agreement between Westfield and Southwick, it is expected that these costs will be 
directly related to the volume of flow generated and conveyed to Westfield. As a cost directly linked to the number of 
customers, these costs would be expected to be fully covered through the application of wastewater rates and would 
not need a subsidy from the larger WPCA. 
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6.1.1.7 Operations Costs – Wheeling Costs 

The final type of operations costs associated with transmitting sewage collected in the Congamond Lakes service area 
through the Town of Southwick’s collection system to the Westfield treatment plant. This would be a cost negotiated 
between the WPCA and Southwick and estimates based upon similar arrangement elsewhere have been made on 
what these might be. As a side note, it is possible that the WPCA could cover both T&D and Wheeling costs through a 
single IMA with the Town of Southwick under which Congamond Lakes would use a portion of Southwick’s already 
negotiated IMA with the City of Westfield. While this would simplify the contractual nature of the relationship, it would 
not be expected to offer significant saving on either operations or the cost of acquiring treatment capacity. 

6.1.2 Description of Cost Recovery Methods for Various Cost Categories 

There are two primary cost recovery methods under consideration; cost recovery based upon properties within the 
service areas (both served and non-served properties), and cost recovery based upon connected customers. As 
discussed in the Table 6-1, the capital costs for installing the systems and preparing the utility to provide sanitary sewer 
service would generally be paid for on the first basis and the actual operational costs associated with operating the 
installed system would generally be repaid using customer charges to the connected customer base. 

It is important to note that the recovery of capital costs can be completed using two different methods. The first is the 
creation of a Betterment District where properties are assessed a set value based upon the cost of the infrastructure 
constructed. The most common type of assessment using betterments is based upon the EDU (Equivalent Dwelling 
Unit) basis which uses certain characteristics (i.e., bedroom counts, bathroom counts, square footage, lot frontage, 
etc.) to equally distribute the capital costs amongst the properties being assessed. A second method involves the 
establishment of a TIF (tax increment financing) district in which the property owners within the district have an 
incremental increase in the normal property tax bill to fully or partially cover the cost of the capital investments. 

For operational costs, the recovery of these expenses is generally handled on a flow-based basis, whether that be by 
an estimated flow per EDU or through direct measurement. 

6.2 Probable Capital and Operational Costs of Alternatives 

As there are still significant uncertainties on the availability of funds and the grant portions which may become available 
associated with the American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA), we have provided a series of estimates for these costs. Table 
6-2 presents the five scenarios for Congamond Lakes and the costs associated with each. The capital and operational 
costs are separated because there is currently limited guidance on the financing which may become available through 
the Clean Water Fund. 
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Table 6-2: Summary of Feasible Alternatives per Assessable EDU  

  Alternative 1A Alternative 1B Alternative 1C Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Description 
50,000 GPD to 

Southwick 
75,000 GPD to 

Southwick 
150,000 GPD to 

Southwick 
FM to Suffield 

Community 
WWTF 

CAPITAL COSTS           

Capital Outlay $22,921,000 $28,789,000 $58,470,000 $56,970,000 $65,405,000 

Grant % of Capital 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Assessable EDU Count 295 358 633 633 633 

Betterment/Assessable EDU $77,698 $80,416 $92,370 $90,000 $103,325 

Repayment Period 30 30 30 30 30 

Finance Rate (APR) 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

Annual Repayment $3,964 $4,103 $4,713 $4,592 $5,272 

      

OPERATIONS COSTS      
Collections Costs $49,505 $74,257 $148,515 $148,515 $148,515 

Treatment Costs $85,775 $128,663 $257,325 $148,515 $193,069 

Wheeling Costs $8,578 $12,866 $25,733 $0 $0- 

Annual Cost/Assessable EDU $524 $524 $524 $360 $414 

   Notes: 

1 These scenarios finance the debt associated with each scenario with a 30-year loan, a 3% financing rate, and no grant percentage from the ARPA; 

a. The per EDU costs shown for capital also include the assumption that the properties in the service areas will be developed by 50% of the 
remaining expansion capacity through the term of the financing. 

2 These differences provide significantly different outcomes for the capital spending but the outcomes for the annual operational costs, being based upon 
existing budgets and IMA agreements, are accurate given the existing WPCA budgets and inter-municipal T&D contract between Southwick and Westfield.  

3 Attached to this report is a file which will allow the WPCA to assess changes in financing outcomes as more information on ARPA rollout becomes available. 
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6.3 Additional Considerations 

6.3.1 Negotiation of Inter-Municipal Agreement(s) 

If Suffield elects to move forward with a connection to the Westfield WRF through Southwick, Suffield will need to enter 
into an Intermunicipal Agreement (IMA) with the Town of Southwick and/or City of Westfield. A sample IMA is provided 
in Appendix B.  

As a general rule, interstate compacts are usually controlled under federal law. However, there are examples of non-
Massachusetts sewer utilities with T&D agreements with regional Massachusetts wastewater utilities. Specifically, the 
Town of Salem, NH discharges its sewage to the Greater Lawrence Sanitary District in Lawrence, MA. This 
arrangement has been successfully in force for over thirty years and has many similarities to the arrangement under 
consideration for Congamond Lakes. The IMA in Appendix B is the most recent version of their agreement. 

6.3.2 IMA Best Practices Manual (MADEP) 

The Massachusetts DEP has published a Manual of Best Practices Manual for the establishment and structuring of 
IMAs. Assuming the WPCA is considering entering into an IMA with a utility in Massachusetts, it should be familiar with 
the Commonwealth’s guidance on the agreements before starting this conversation. The guidance document is 
attached in Appendix C. 

6.3.3 Cost Sharing with Local Utilities 

Private water companies in Connecticut are often looking to increase their customer base. There is a precedent in 
Connecticut for some of these private water companies to work with sewer districts to share some of the construction 
costs and install water service in conjunction with the sewer project. 

The private water companies who may be interested in expanding their service to the area include Aquarion Water 
Company (who already serves a portion of the study area) and Connecticut Water Company (who is under negotiations 
to be acquired by Eversource). Figure 6-1 provides a map of a 2018 request from Aquarion Water Company to the 
Central Region Water Utility Coordinating Committee to expand their exclusive service area within the region. 
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6.3.4 Cost Sharing with Town Departments 

There may be cost sharing opportunities with other Town Departments. For example, if the Suffield Department of 
Public Works (DPW) anticipates paving within the service area, the paving project could directly follow the sewer 
installation. DPW and the WPCA would avoid the additional cost and public aggravation of paving the area twice. 

6.3.5 Private Grinder Pumps 

The cost estimates in this study include the purchase of low-pressure sewer grinder pumps. Occasionally municipalities 
will remove these from the project costs and require the pumps be purchased directly by the homeowners. This option 
is not recommended, as although the homeowner will still bear the cost of the pump (if not directly, through user fees), 
the private purchase of grinder pumps may cause more problems and maintenance issues for the WPCA in the long 
term. Homeowners are generally less knowledgeable, may make mistakes, and may not conform to the established 
standards for such equipment. While the costs of the pumps are included in the project, it is assumed homeowners will 
be responsible for long-term maintenance of their pump. 

6.4 Potential Project Funding Sources 

Woodard & Curran identified several potential funding opportunities to support this project. This section provides 
information on the grant and loan programs most likely to be available to the Town based on its demographic 
characteristics and the project parameters. This project may be eligible for both State and Federal funding programs. 

6.4.1 Town Funding Characteristics 

According to the US Census Bureau 2019 American Communities Survey, the Town of Suffield has an estimated 
population of 15,688, a Median Household Income (MHI) of $114,208, and a poverty rate of 1.4%. By comparison, the 
MHI and poverty rate for Hartford County are $75,381 and 10.9%, respectively, and for the State are $78,883 and 10%. 
The Town’s population (greater than 10,000) may preclude eligibility under the USDA Rural Development Water and 
Environment Program. Similarly, the Town’s MHI and poverty rate in relation to the Hartford region eliminates potential 
funding under the US Economic Development Administration’s Economic Adjustment Assistance program which 
provides infrastructure support to communities experiencing adverse economic changes that occur suddenly or over 
time (eligible EDA EEA projects must also be identified in the region’s Comprehensive Economic Development 
Strategy). 

As of September 2020, the Town had an S&P Global Bond Rating of AA+. 

6.4.2 State Programs 

6.4.2.1 CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection Clean Water Fund 

The CT DEEP administers the Clean Water Fund (CWF) to provide grants and loans to municipalities to finance 
planning, design, and construction of wastewater facility, collection, and treatment projects. Eligible projects include 
developing solutions to problem areas of septic system failures. Under the program, collection system projects are 
eligible for loan only programs and are funded from program reserves on a first-come, first-served basis with a $4 
million per year project cap. Requests to Place Projects on the FY 2022 Clean Water Fund Priority List were due in 
December 2021, and the program is awaiting capitalization by the State Bond Commission. 

6.4.2.2 CT Office of Policy and Management Local Capital Improvement Program (LoCIP) 

The Connecticut Office of Policy and Management (OPM) administers the Local Capital Improvement Program (LoCIP) 
to distribute State Bond funds to municipalities to reimburse the cost of eligible local capital improvement projects, such 
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as road, bridge, sewer/water, and public building construction activities. Eligible applicants include any town, city, 
borough, consolidated town and city, or consolidated town and borough. Eligible LoCIP projects include construction, 
renovation, enlargement, or repair of sewage treatment plants, and sanitary, stormwater, or sewer lines. Project costs 
eligible for LoCIP reimbursement include, but are not limited to, procurement and installation of permanently fixed 
equipment, engineering services, and architectural services. Each year, OPM provides a formula-based entitlement to 
each municipality’s available LoCIP balance, with funds accumulating from year to year. Each municipality’s entitlement 
balance is announced annually in March, at which time applicants may apply for funding authorization. Requests are 
accepted on an ongoing basis until the municipal entitlement has been fully allocated. Under the 2021 LoCIP 
entitlements effective March 1, 2021, the Town of Suffield received $91,594 (added to its available entitlement account). 
The most recent LoCIP Project Authorization for the Town of Suffield is dated July 2018. 

6.4.2.3 CT Office of Policy and Management Small Town Economic Assistance Program (STEAP) 

The Connecticut Office of Policy and Management administers the Small-Town Economic Assistance Program 
(STEAP) to preserve the historical integrity and beauty of Connecticut’s small towns by funding economic development, 
community conservation and quality-of-life capital projects for localities that are ineligible to receive Urban Action (CGS 
Section 4-66c) bonds through reimbursement. In 2020, for the first time in four years, approximately $11 million was 
made available. Eligible municipalities are determined by the FY20 Public Investment Community Index and CGS 
4- 66g(b) and include the Town of Suffield. Only capital projects are eligible and include new construction, expansion, 
renovation or replacement of an existing facility or facilities; priorities under the program include infrastructure and 
water pollution control to reduce environmental impacts. Eligible project costs include the cost of land, design, 
engineering, architectural planning, and contract services needed to complete the project. The maximum grant request 
for the 2020 round was $128,205. 

6.4.3 Federal Programs  

6.4.3.1 USDA Rural Development Water and Waste Disposal Loan and Grant Program  

The USDA Rural Development Water and Environment program provides long-term, low-interest loans for sanitary 
sewer collection, treatment, and disposal to households and businesses in eligible rural areas. An eligible area includes 
rural areas and towns with populations of 10,000 or fewer residents; while the Town of Suffield exceeds the program 
threshold, the Congamond Lakes area may qualify as a rural area. The program is intended for applicants not otherwise 
able to obtain commercial credit on reasonable terms. The loan term is up to a 40-year payback period, based on the 
useful life of the facilities and is financed with a fixed interest rate. The interest rate is based on the need for the project 
and the median household income of the area to be served. 

6.4.3.2 Long Island Sound Futures Fund 

The Long Island Sound Futures Fund provides funding for projects that secure clean water and healthy watersheds, 
restore thriving habitats and abundant wildlife, and engage the public in creating sustainable and resilient communities 
around Long Island Sound. The Futures Fund program is administered by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation 
(NFWF) in collaboration with US EPA, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Long Island Sound Study (LISS). All 
projects must be located within the Long Island Sound (LIS) watershed boundary, which includes the Town of Suffield. 
Water Quality Nitrogen Removal projects must be in areas of NY, CT, MA, NH and VT that are within the Long Island 
Sound watershed. The applicability of this program to the Congamond Lakes project would depend on the ability to 
quantify the amount of nitrogen removed from the watershed as a result of implementation. In prior years, the 
implementation project awards have ranged from $20,000 to $300,000. A minimum 50% non-federal match for the total 
project cost is required. The program typically opens the first quarter of each year. 
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6.4.4 Federal Stimulus and Earmarks 

6.4.4.1 The American Rescue Plan State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds 

The American Rescue Plan, signed into law on March 11, 2021, included a $350 billion relief package for states and 
local governments, with $130.2 billion designated for municipalities. In addition to COVID response, premium pay for 
essential workers, and government services revenue affected by COVID, these funds can be used “to make necessary 
investments in water, sewer, and broadband infrastructure.” According to US Treasury guidance, any water or sewer 
project that is eligible under the State Revolving Fund program is eligible to use the ARPA fiscal recovery funds. 

The Town of Suffield’s total allocation under the ARP Fiscal Recovery Fund is $4,680,162.56 and is being issued in 
two 50% tranches one year apart. Assuming that the Town filed the requisite paperwork with the State Office of Policy 
and Management by June 9, 2021, it would have received its first Tranche (2021) payment of $2,340,081.28 by the 
end of that month. The second Tranche payment will be issued one year from the first. 

Local governments can use their Fiscal Recovery Funds to cover costs incurred between March 3, 2021 and December 
31, 2024. Funds must be obligated by December 31, 2024 and expended by December 31, 2026.  

6.4.4.2 The Bipartisan Infrastructure Framework (Infrastructure and Investment Jobs Act of 2021) 

The Bipartisan Infrastructure framework (HR 3684) provides $11.7 billion each to the CWSRF and DWSRF programs 
over the next 5 years (FY2022 through 2026), a substantial increase in funding that will increase principal forgiveness 
on the loans and is likely to increase the percentage of grants available. This document was signed into law by the 
President on November 15 as Public Law No: 117-58. 

6.4.4.3 Congressional and Senate Earmarks  

Early in 2021, the House and Senate reestablished the earmark process last available in 2011. A second round of this 
process is expected to reopen in early 2022 but may not reoccur thereafter, dependent on the 2022 election results. 
Under this process, the WPCA can apply to its Congressional member and/or Senators for funding consideration under 
the Interior Subcommittee’s EPA State and Tribal Assistance Grant program (STAG) to assist with implementing the 
septic to sewer project for Congamond Lakes. The Town would be required to demonstrate the ability to fund 20% of 
the project cost at the time of application and document broad community support. The Interior Subcommittee also 
looks favorably on projects that are listed on the State’s most recent CWSRF Intended Use Plan/Priority Project List. 
If interested in pursuing earmarks, we recommend that the WPCA consult with its Representative and Senators at the 
earliest opportunity. Woodard & Curran can help facilitate these discussions. 
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7. ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITTING AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

Woodard & Curran contacted local stakeholders and agencies to assess potential permitting and regulatory 
requirements. 

7.1 Downstream Utilities 

Woodard & Curran contacted the two utilities that own and operate the potential downstream infrastructure, Town of 
Southwick, and the City of Westfield. 

7.1.1 Southwick, MA 

As discussed throughout this report, Woodard & Curran and the Suffield WPCA met with Southwick DPW to discuss 
the potential for an interconnection to their collection system. Southwick confirmed they are currently only using 
approximately 150,000 gallons per day out of their 500,000 gallons per day allotment. Although Southwick DPW was 
unable to provide any definitive guidance without additional Town leadership approval, they advised that the Town of 
Southwick will likely limit the potential interconnection to a maximum of 50,000 GPD.  

7.1.2 Westfield, MA 

Woodard & Curran contacted the City of Westfield Department of Public Works (DPW) regarding the potential for an 
interconnection through Southwick or directly to their collection system. Westfield DPW, like Southwick, noted that any 
decision would have to go through City Council approval, however, at this time they were not looking for additional 
capacity at the plant. The WRF had been operating near capacity during several notable wet-weather events. They 
also confirmed that Southwick is only using a fraction of their allotted capacity.  

7.2 CT Regulatory Authorities 

7.2.1 North Central District Health Department (NCDHD) 

The local public health regulatory authority is the North Central District Health Department (NCDHD), which regulates 
Suffield and 7 neighboring towns in Connecticut.  

Woodard & Curran initially contacted NCDHD as part of the Wastewater Facilities Plan effort. NCDHD provided a list 
of the parcels that do not meet the minimum required separating distances between the private drinking water wells 
and septic tanks that have been grandfathered in under a public health exception (See Section 2.3.4 for a map of these 
public health exceptions).  

Woodard & Curran contacted NCDHD again during this Feasibility Study effort to ascertain potential permit 
requirements and design considerations. NCDHD reaffirmed their concern with these public health exceptions. The 
properties adjacent to the lakes present a more significant concern than those properties farther from the lakes. 

NCDHD also advised that for any low-pressure sewer service (included in each alternative), by public health code, the 
grinder pump must be outside the home and at least 75 feet from any infrastructure. This is a challenge due to the 
limited plot sizes. NCDHD did express an interest to work with the WPCA to find a solution, as grinder pumps are 
preferred to the current failing septic tanks. NCDHD requested to be apprised if a project moves forward. At minimum, 
a formal review would be required during the design stage. This review would likely take place after CT DEEP has 
completed its review. 
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7.2.2 CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 

Woodard & Curran contacted the DEEP Municipal Wastewater and Subsurface Sewage groups to ascertain potential 
permit requirements and design considerations. DEEP Municipal Wastewater is familiar with this project due to their 
involvement in the prior WMC Report. DEEP Municipal Wastewater supports a project to help with pollutants in the 
area. DEEP advised that the review requirements could vary greatly depending on the selected alternative. Review 
requirements would also vary depending on the incorporation of the sewer service area. Due to this variability, the 
DEEP Municipal Group recommended a subsequent meeting after an alternative is selected. DEEP also noted that 
funding may be available for such a project.  

Woodard & Curran also contacted the DEEP Subsurface Sewage group for Alternative 3, the community treatment 
system alternative. The Subsurface Sewage group regulates groundwater discharges. New community groundwater 
discharge systems are heavily regulated and would require DEEP’s involvement in preliminary design. This includes 
but is not limited to a review of the potential site location and soil suitability, and witness to soil borings. 

7.3 Massachusetts Environmental Policy Agency (MEPA) 

Woodard & Curran contacted the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Agency regarding potential permit requirements 
and design considerations. A MEPA Pre-Filing meeting is required by Massachusetts regulations for any infrastructure 
project, particularly a new sewer service to a municipality or sewer district across a municipal boundary through new 
or existing pipelines. This regulation is typically for new customers in Massachusetts. While this project will include a 
new sewer service in Connecticut, it will not include any new customers in Massachusetts; all the residential customers 
will be in Connecticut. In addition, the boundary that is crossed is a State boundary, not a town boundary. As such, 
MEPA held a formal decision until an alternative has been selected, and additional state agencies may comment. 
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8. CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS 

Woodard & Curran’s analysis identified five feasible, but very costly solutions, as identified in Table 8-1 below. Although 
these alternatives are costly, Woodard & Curran also identified many potential funding and financing mechanisms to 
lower the cost per user.  

Table 8-1: Summary of Feasible Alternatives  

Alt Description GPD 

Estimated 
Total 

Project 
Cost 

Reduces 
Pollutants 
in Lake? 

Addresses all 
Public Health 

Code 
Exceptions? 1 

Additional 
Considerations 

Notes 

1A 
Southwick 
Connection 50,000 $22.0M Yes Most 

Southwick and 
Westfield seem 

amenable  

$ 
 Least 
Total 

Cost and 
Least per 
EDU Cost 

1B 
Southwick 
Connection 75,000 $27.8M Yes Yes 

Southwick has 
indicated this 
will require 
additional 

negotiation 

$$ 

1C 
Southwick 
Connection 150,000 $57.4M Yes Yes 

Southwick has 
indicated this 
will require 
additional 

negotiation 
$$$ 

Highest 
Total 
Costs 
and 

Highest 
Cost per 

EDU 

2 FM Suffield 150,000 $56.0M Yes Yes 

Potential 
maintenance 

and odor issues 
with a long force 

main 

3 
Community 

WWTF 150,000 $64.4M Yes Yes 

Will require 
significant 
additional 
permitting 

requirements 
1 This assessment is for the study area only. There are additional public health exceptions in the Town of Suffield that are not in the 
Congamond Lakes study area. 

As summarized in Table 8-1. Alternative 1A is the lowest capital cost, followed by Alternative 1B. Alternatives 1C, 2 
and 3 have a significantly higher capital cost, more than double 1A and 1B. Options 1A, 1B, and 1C have conservative 
connection costs, as they include the full downstream upgrades and capacity acquisition that should be negotiated with 
Southwick. In addition, Alternative 1A appears most feasible at this time as Southwick planned for a 50,000 allotment 
for Suffield when developing the IMA with Westfield. 

The funding analysis in Section 6 highlights the potential for a cost reduction through funding and financing 
mechanisms. An annual EDU cost in the order of $50,000 to $100,000 can be reduced to 3,900 annually for Alternative 
1A ($330 monthly), $4,100 annually for Alternative 1B ($342 monthly) and close to $5,000 annually for Alternatives 1C, 
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2 and 3 through a 30- year loan. Funding opportunities through the Clean Water Fund or funding from Federal 
Infrastructure stimulus or earmarks could even further reduce these user costs. If the WPCA were to move forward this 
project, we recommend pursuing funding for Alternative 1A. This alternative would allow the WPCA to maximize this 
benefit, as it has the lowest capital costs, and a set value of alternative funding would have the largest percentage 
impact on the project. 

8.1 Next Steps 

Due to the criticality of funding in this project the Suffield WPCA should consider making this project most desirable for 
the funding entities. The funding options to explore include the following: 

• Tax Increment Financing TIF (Capital Recovery) 

• Sewer Assessments (Capital Recovery) 

• Clean Water Fund (Financing,) 

• Federal Funding (Infrastructure Bill and Earmarks) 

Many of the funding and financing programs will fund a design effort. Projects with a well-defined scope and benefits 
are more likely to be selected. The project would be better positioned for funding by advancing the conceptual design 
including site survey, preliminary design, and furthering permitting/regulatory discussions. As Alternative 1A has the 
lowest capital cost, and as the shoreline option has the most direct impact for protecting the lake, it will likely be 
attractive for State or Federal funding programs.  

Public support can also bolster a project’s attractiveness to funding and financing programs. This project may gain 
public support as it will improve public health and environmental considerations in the area. A public outreach campaign 
can notify the public and key stakeholders of the project benefits and gather this support.  
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APPENDIX A: WESTFIELD/SOUTHWICK INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT 
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APPENDIX B: SAMPLE IMA: GLSD/SALEM INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENT 
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APPENDIX C: COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSSETS IMA BEST PRACTICES 
MANUAL 
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Inter-Municipal Agreements:  A Best Practice 

                                               Introduction 
Purpose This guide will help you understand: 

 
 Inter-Municipal Co-Operations on Water Infrastructure project 
 The Basics of Inter-municipal Agreements (IMA’s) for Water 

Infrastructure 
 Typical process for coming to agreements 
 Overcoming obstacles in IMA’s negotiations 

 
Target  

Audience 
This guidance is intended for community leaders that are considering a cooperative 
approach to solving water and/or sewer problems with one or more neighboring 
community. This guidance is also intended for planners, engineers, legal and 
financial advisors to use as a steppingstone to open communications that gives 
inter-municipal cooperation a chance at a successful outcome. It can also be used 
as a reference tool when existing IMA’s must be amended or are up for renewal. 
To a certain extent, some of the issues presented in this guidance document can 
also be useful in structuring “intra” municipal agreements for drinking water and 
sewer service facilities.   

 

Inter-Municipal Agreements 
IMA’s have been in place between Massachusetts communities for many years and in many 
communities for both drinking water and sewer facilities and their use. There are generally three (3) 
types of IMA’s; namely formal written contracts, joint service(s) agreements; and service exchange 
announcements. This document focuses on formal written contracts, since the latter two types of IMA’s 
are rarely used by water and sewer utilities.    
 
The Commonwealth demonstrated its support for and encouragement toward intercommunity 
agreements with the passage of Chapter 188 of the Acts of 2008. That Special Act, among other things, 
made it easier for municipalities to enter into IMA’s by shifting the authority for town approval to the 
Board of Selectmen. This relaxing of requirements for local approvals still maintains all other 
requirements for IMA’s, including financial safeguards and reporting. The provision does not apply to 
cities, where Mayoral and City Council approvals are required.   
 
There are both challenges and benefits relating to IMA’s. Since the primary cost savings resulting from 
inter-municipal cooperation can be substantial that can often be the impetus for municipal governments 
to get together for their mutual benefit. Regulatory agency official encouragement and increased grants 
or other funding can also motivate local governments to work together toward common goals. 
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Challenges to IMA’s Benefits of IMA’s 
 Timing/Scheduling of municipal planning 

activities do not coincide 
 Lack of Regional Scope in Municipal 

Infrastructure Planning 
 Community unwillingness to share 

essential water supplies and sewer 
treatment facilities with other towns 

 Limited system(s) capabilities; Limited 
expansion options; Unwillingness to 
expand systems 

 Inability to provide, and pay for, added  
uncommitted system capacity for growth   

 Isolated/distant facilities that aren’t cost 
effective to connect and consolidate 

 Inter-basin Transfer issues 
 Inadequate/undersized transmission 

facilities for regional capacity needs 
 Water Management Act permitting issues 
 NPDES Permitting Issues 
 Groundwater Discharge Permitting Issues 
 Bordering Community disputes / 

disagreements 
 Poor experiences with past attempts at 

inter-municipal cooperation 
 Inter-town competition for economic 

development dependent upon water/sewer 

 Economies of Scale in capital and annual 
operation and maintenance costs 

 Cost sharing resulting in lower costs for 
cooperating communities 

 Consolidated siting of facilities that are 
often a challenge and difficult to site 

 Cooperation with and Elimination of 
Redundancy in: 

-  Operation and Maintenance 
-  System monitoring and reporting 
-  Permit Compliance 
-  Administration 
-  Budgeting and billing 

 Lower per unit treatment costs  
 Larger service area in which to find the 

best sites for regional facilities, often 
times resulting in lower costs 

 Centralized/consolidated operations   
 
 

 

Implementing IMA’s: The Core Framework 
The following framework should be followed to implement IMA’s.  This framework includes:  

1. Inter Municipal Cooperation Assessment, 
2. IMA Framework,  
3. IMA District Representation,  
4. Agreement Negotiations – Facilities Capacity Considerations,  
5. Agreement Negotiations – Capital Cost Considerations,  
6. Agreement Negotiations – Operating and Maintenance; and  
7. Negotiating Other Items.   

 
Several IMA best practices are listed for each framework element. 
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Flow Chart:  The Seven Core Elements of IMA’s 
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1. Inter-municipal Cooperation Assessments 
The first step in establishing IMA’s is to determine if any inter-municipal cooperation opportunities 
exist. This is typically undertaken during the planning level or through afeasibility studies for water 
resources. All Water Resources Management Planning documents typically include regional option 
evaluations, with a level-of-detail commensurate with the plan scope and viability of more obvious 
regional options. Oftentimes the evaluation of regional solutions is conducted by one municipality and 
any serious consideration for a regional solution can be short-circuited by that community or 
neighboring communities that have no interest in cooperating or collaborating with their neighbors. 
Integrated Water Resource Management Plans, Water Resource Management Plans and 
Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plans all typically include cooperative regional 
considerations as part of the alternatives analyses. In some cases, the lesser detailed investigations 
including Project Engineering Reports or Preliminary Engineering Reports will focus on limited study 
areas that could, with some creativity, involve shared municipal solutions.  
 
In reviewing regional considerations, the following factors should be evaluated:  

 Targeted watershed management planning recommendations 
 Assessment of available uncommitted drinking water and/or sewer system capacity in 

neighboring towns 
 Future drinking water and/or sewer system capacity needs regardless of neighboring 

community needs 
 Possible facility siting issues in all involved communities 
 Duplication of facilities and/or excess system capacity that is not needed, allowing for 

consolidation of facilities and services 
 Age, condition, capacity and effectiveness of current systems to meet water and sewer quantity 

and quality demands of the community 
 Regulatory constraints on future use of facilities 
 Feasibility of “fix it first” options to maximize use of existing facilities/systems 

 
You should: 
 

 Determine if more than one inter-municipal option is available to the community 
 Evaluate all viable options for cost/benefit of the proposal as well as environmental benefits 

over the short and long-term 
 Potential cost savings/environmental benefits can be used to promote cooperative efforts 
 Consider concurrence with regional plans or area-wide management plans in such evaluations, 

as projects that are not consistent with such regional plans may make the project more 
challenging to get permitted or financed by state regulatory or funding agencies 

 
Best Practices include: 
 

 Assisting a neighboring community to address facility needs and/or rehabilitation that can 
create available capacity by completing needed system improvements or eliminating system 
deficiencies 

 Working cooperatively in joint planning level investigations 
 Considering offsets or trading of services to meet the needs of nearby communities 
 Using regional planning agency staff to serve as facilitators toward intermunicipal cooperation 
 Giving regional cooperation serious consideration beyond perfunctory and rudimentary inter-

town communications to check out neighboring towns’ needs/concerns 
 Including inter-town communications and/or meetings in planning project work scope to give 

as much credence as possible to regional solutions and mutual aid 
 Including citizen representatives and/or non-elected officials as participants 
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2. IMA’s - Framework 
 
The second step in establishing IMA’s is developing the IMA Framework. IMA’s can take several 
forms. There are three (3) basic forms of IMA’s: formal contracts; joint service agreements; and 
service(s) exchange arrangements. This document will focus on formal contracts primarily related to 
water infrastructure facilities and services as the best practice. In addition to IMA’s, the establishment 
of regional districts for water and/or sewer service and the agreements that are developed to describe 
the legal framework and responsibilities of district member communities (similar to IMA’s) will also 
be discussed.  
 
IMA’s in Massachusetts are generally governed by Chapter 40, Section 4A of the MA General Laws 
(MGLs).  Chapter 188 of the Acts of 2008 expedited the IMA negotiation and execution process for 
towns.However, the law does not simplify the process for cities to agree to and execute IMA’s. In most 
cases, IMA’s involve major community expenditures warranting borrowing for capital projects, which 
requires a two-thirds vote of town meeting or town/city council. As such, the need for town meeting or 
town/city council approvals cannot usually be obviated.  
 
Essential elements of an IMA include:  
 

1. Two or more recognized governmental units, such as a city, town, water or sewer district, 
water and sewer commission (under Chapter 40N; Section 25 of the MGLs) or a state agency  

2. A description of services to be provided or to be performed jointly or on behalf of one or more 
of the governmental units by a legally authorized governmental unit. 

3. Provision for a term of not more than 25 years 
4. Authority for the governmental units to raise funds and borrow monies to meet the obligations 

under the IMA. 
5. Provision for financial reporting and safeguards, including budgeting, record keeping and 

audits 
6. Provision of guarantees for the governmental unit’s future revenue stream from other 

participating municipalities, regardless of annual appropriations 
 
Regional water and/or sewer districts are typically established through special legislation whereby a 
completely separate entity is established to own, operate, and maintain common facilities for sewer 
transmission, treatment and disposal; or drinking water supply, treatment and distribution. Recent 
examples of such newly formed districts include the Mattapoisett River Valley Water District that 
provides drinking water to the member towns of Fairhaven, Marion, Mattapoisett and Rochester, 
formed in 2004. On the sewer side, the MFN Regional Wastewater District involving the towns of 
Mansfield, Foxboro and Norton was formed to provide sewer treatment,  effluent recharge and disposal 
in 2014. Those two districts have similar agreements between member towns that reference Chapter 40; 
Section 25 of the MGLs. In the case of the MFN Regional Wastewater District, the resultant district 
agreement between the three towns had its genesis in IMA’s between Mansfield and Foxboro, and 
Mansfield and Norton.   
 
Massachusetts Law provides three (3) mechanisms to establish such districts: 
 

1. General State Law 
2. Special (Session) Acts of the state legislature 
3. Municipal Home Rule Authority  

 
Under the Massachusetts Clean Water Act, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(MassDEP) is authorized to propose the establishment of water pollution abatement districts consisting 
of one or more cities or towns. Similar to an IMA arrangement, this regional entity is independent, 
administered by a district commission, and can, with MassDEP’s assistance, be formed without a 
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special act of the legislature. This option is rarely, if ever, used. It should also be noted that MassDEP 
rarely, if ever, gets involved with communities seeking to sign an IMA, since most of the issues being 
negotiated are for the communities to decide. In the unusual event that an IMA negotiation process 
becomes protracted or gets close to being abandoned,MassDEP could work to get the parties back to 
the negotiations if it is obvious that regional cooperation is the best option for both communities.  
 
State law also authorizes municipalities to enter into IMA’s to jointly perform a service that a 
municipality is authorized to do individually or to allow one municipality to perform as a service for 
another.  
 
The preferred and more common route to establish a regional district is through a Special Act of the 
state legislature. Typically, the municipal legislative body (town meeting or city council) must approve 
a home rule petition before it can be acted on by the legislature. The regional district approval process 
typically requires active roles by all involved towns and their executive branch, legal counsel, and state 
legislators, not to mention coordination with MassDEP and other state agencies. Involved municipality 
approvals should typically be solicited concurrently to provide clear direction to the state legislative 
bodies with regard to consistent definition of district boundaries, jurisdictions, and authority.  
 
Best practices for establishing the legal mechanism for an IMA or regional district, include: 
 

 Determining whether an IMA or regional district approach is preferred, with the user 
communities working in concert with the owner community on the preferred arrangement 

 Coordinating with applicable state agencies and local representatives and state senators to co-
sponsor the Special Act(s), in the event that a regional district approach is preferred 

 Developing consensus as to the Section of the MGLs that the IMA or district agreement will be 
established under 
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3. IMA/District Representation 
 
The third step in developing IMA’s is to form the district. Once it is determined that intermunicipal 
cooperation is beneficial to the involved municipalities and the form of the agreement is decided, the 
negotiation phase can begin in earnest. The level of representation by member municipalities on a 
regional district commission needs to be established. In some cases, the level of representation can 
become a negotiable issue. The level of “control” based on vommission membership can become an 
issue within a district, oftentimes loosely based on the relative flow contribution oruse assigned to the 
community. In districts where each community seeks to have equal say, an equal number of 
representatives from each community can often be established.   
 
The number of representatives from each community can vary depending upon involved community 
preferences, but generally does not exceed three. In some districts, representation is by 
residents/elected officials of the community, while in others, professional staff (i.e. DPW Director, 
Town Manager, Town Engineer, etc.) can serve as district officials, with those commissioners 
appointed by city and/or town elected officials. In some districts, like the South Essex Sewerage 
District, board membership includes a chairperson who is appointed by the Governor of the 
Commonwealth. 
 
Clearly the first step towards a mutually acceptable district commission is agreement on its 
authority/representation. The key is to have district officials who recognize their role in serving the 
district as a whole, while also looking out for the interests of the community that each district official 
represents. This first step sets the tone for future district-wide decision making on many issues. 
 
In those instances when “user” communities execute an IMA with the “owner” community (i.e. the 
community that owns the water supply/treatment facility or sewer treatment and disposal facility), there 
is typically no representation, when it comes to determining “regional system” issues. In those cases, 
the IMA must establish a solid, clearly understood framework for the future of all involved 
communities.   
 
Typically, the “owner” community is also the “host” community where the water supply or sewer 
treatment facilities are located. These communities typically have extended themselves financially as 
the central point of a facility sized to serve more than that community’s needs. That initial financial 
commitment can often be made based on regional planning studies/river basin planning studies or a 
series of coordinated individual municipal studies. In any event, initial system needs and projected 
needs over an established planning period (usually 20 years) serve as the basis for the relative 
ownership of regional facilities. Once again system capacity ownership doesn’t translate into “say” or a 
seat at the decision-making table. The “owner” community that typically acts first to build water 
supply/treatment or sewer treatment facilities and extends itself to pay for the facility has earned the 
right to control most aspects of the facility and to be responsible for proper operation and maintenance. 
The roles and responsibilities of “user” communities who may “partner” with capacity commitments, 
typically have limited influence based on the IMA terms. Where district representation is based on 
capacity owned (or population served), protocols and procedures for increasing (or decreasing) 
membership should be considered.  
 
Best Practices for IMA/District Representation Include: 

 Deciding if an “owner-user” relationship is appropriate 
 Establishing representation when communities decide to be “partners” in theformation of a 

district  
 Deciding on the district governance with the number and qualifications of board members 

established 
 Naming/electing board members should be included in concurrent enabling home rule 

petitions/legislation 
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4. Agreement Negotiations/Facilities Capacity Allocations 

 
The fourth step in establishing IMA’s is negotiating facilities’ capacity allocations. This is the most 
important, and oftentimes the lengthiest, step in inter-governmental cooperation. Virtually any 
disputable issue can introduce delays in the negotiation process, and, on occasion, result in the parties 
not reaching an agreement. Once again, it is important that municipalities put their agendas, needs (and 
wants) on the table for discussion early in the regional cooperation/collaboration process. 
 
Typically, communities can easily agree on “formulas” for assigning projects costs for capital and 
operation and maintenance expenditures. However, even the relative allocation of capacities, and 
timing of municipal facility construction and services (i.e. water/sewer service areas) need to be 
understood and actively agreed upon by all parties. The level of initial and future facility needs and the 
staging of owner/regional district facility construction to meet those needs are typically factored into 
the equation/formulas.   
 
As some towns move through the water resources planning process, capacity requirements (and the 
timing of same), can change markedly. Such capacity changes can be completely under the control of 
the municipality, if that municipality is mostly developed. In some cases unanticipated private 
developments (or projected/anticipated development that gets delayed, postponed or cancelled) can 
also dramatically change sewer capacity requirements. As such, municipalities need to develop 
reasonable capacity needs projections that are adequate and include some room for growth, but do not 
exaggerate their collective needs, which could result in a larger-than-needed project.  
 
The above issues are not as critical when municipalities collaborate in sharing drinking water 
supplies/treatment facilities. Relative allocation of water supply capacities among “member” 
municipalities can be set recognizable limitations in the supplies available based on technical and 
regulatory limitations.   
 
Best Practices Include: 

 Establishing reasonable existing and future capacity/supply needs 
 Anticipating changes in those capacity/supply needs and provide for re-allocation or 

preliminary design changes prior to final commitments 
 Providing for capacity/supply volumes that serve as a “contingency” for all involved 

communities without impacting permit approvals due to exaggerated growth factors, if needed 
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5. Agreement Negotiations/Capital Cost Considerations 
 
The fifth step in developing IMA’s is to negotiate capital cost considerations. Typically the capital cost 
of facilities paid by each community is based on the built system capacity allocated to each community.  
This is, perhaps, the easiest of all allocation formulas where each community’s allocation divided by 
total system/design flow or capacity is applied to the total “regional” capital cost share. It may be 
appropriate to identify “special cost considerations” to account for conditions or impacts on one or 
more communities that do not apply to all communities.  These can include: 

1. Prior capital investments for facilities to be used by “new” communities 
2. Land or other asset contributions to the “Regional Project”, possible including: 

a. Well supplies and Zone 1 (and Zone 2) protected areas 
b. Existing Treatment Facilities, portions of which will be used by other communities in 

the region 
c. Effluent disposal/recharge facilities including back-up sites purchased to meet future 

needs of all communities 
d. Impacts associated with facility siting, including possible adjacent or nearby property 

value impacts 
3. Other difficult-to-quantify facility siting impacts 
4. Transmission/distribution facilities that are needed by some, but not all, involved communities 

 
The above items can often be taken into account by applying an actual percentage of system design 
basis to specific facilities, which in some cases can be significant and in other cases negligible or non-
existent. Techniques to account for special cost considerations can include: 
 

 PILOTs (Payments in lieu of taxes) 
 HCFs (Host community fees) 
 Impact fees/Special assessments 
 Base facility cost and future facility cost allocations 

 
In determining proportionate costs to communities in an IMA, the methodology used most often is a 
percentage of use on capacity assigned to each community. These proportions are usually based on 
average day use (or demand) for water supplies or treatment facilities. For other facilities costs, 
maximum day flow (or demand) and even peak flow (or demand) can be used, as appropriate. The 
above flow/demand/cost allocations typically provide for the most equitable cost sharing of capital 
expenditures. In some agreements where “upsizing” of a facility or facilities is required, the use of 
“incremental costs” above the baseline owner/host community cost, could be considered for use. Such 
an approach typically does not provide a monetary benefit to the owner/host municipality, and 
therefore, is not a common practice.   
 
Another item that can sometimes be factored into cost allocations is when grants or other revenue 
sources are involved. In some cases, such funding can be limited to specific portions of capital projects 
effecting proportionate cost shares. This and other cost allocation formulas are best described and 
understood through the use of example calculations attached to IMA’s or regional district agreements.   
 
Best Practices for Addressing Capital Costs Include: 

 Identifying prior community facility and/or capital contributions and financial and non-
financial impacts that are not equivalent across all member communities(Prior community 
investments in facility construction or equipment that will continue to be used and that are not 
fully depreciated and collection/transmission facilities that are only used by some member 
communities are just a few such examples)  

 Determining the basis (and payment for) capital cost investments by specific municipalities 
 Developing consensus for the applicability, use, and basis for present impacts and 

commitments, and use of previously committed project assets 
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6. Agreement Negotiations/Annual Cost Considerations - O&M Expenses 
 
The sixth step in establishing IMA’s is to negotiate operation and maintenance (O&M) expenditures. In 
earlier IMA’s, little thought was given to fairly allocating annual O&M expenses to participating 
communities in regional systems or shared municipal water and sewer systems. Capital costs were 
typically allocated based on percentage ownership and O&M costs were based solely on the volume of 
drinking water used by each community or the volume of sewer treated. However, there has been a 
trend over the past few decades wherein annual O&M expenditures have been allocated through other 
methodologies. Those methods include breaking out annual fixed (or semi-fixed) costs from those cost 
items that are “flow-variable”. 
 
In most IMA’s/regional agreements fixed (or semi-fixed) costs are allocated to communities based on 
capacity owned or allocated. These are typically annual costs that would be expended regardless of 
actual flow or use. Staff costs, equipment maintenance costs, capital improvements, equipment 
replacement, etc., typically are considered as fixed costs. Conversely, electricity and other energy costs, 
chemicals, sludge handling and disposal, etc. typically vary with actual flow or use. As such, these 
costs are assessed to each community based on the actual water used or sewage treated. It should be 
noted that depending upon the district/regional facility, the cost factors incurred under each category 
can vary widely. The allocations established can sometimes be set to “equalize” certain cost factors or 
provide an allocation formula that offsets other cost factors. Regardless, the community representatives 
should agree on criteria to be used and how certain costs will be distributed among its participants. 
 
Often communities can sell portions of their system capacity/ownership/allocation to other “outside” 
communities. While certain restrictions may stipulate that capacity must be offered “internally” before 
selling system ownership or capacity to new communities, this can be an opportunity to charge higher 
costs to “outsiders”. Such a surcharge can be assessed to capital and/or annual O&M expenses.  
 
Best Practices for Allocating O&M Costs to Involved Municipalities Include: 

 Developing a detailed chart of accounts for use in developing annual O&M budgets 
 Using the chart of accounts for tracking all expenditures 
 Determining if different cost allocation bases will be used for fixed costs and flow-variable 

costs 
 Dividing the chart of accounts into flow-variable and fixed cost items 
 Prepare a draft/example O&M budget using the chart of accounts, and together with actual 

capacity allocations and assumed usage provide an attached example to clearly depict how 
future O&M costs will be distributed 

 Tracking actual fixed and flow-variable expenditures quarterly and calculate cost allocations 
based on actual flows, if appropriate 

 If tracking actual fixed and flow-variable expenditures is not a viable option, use budgeted 
costs adjusted later based on recorded actual quarterly flows/use 

 Agreeing on the billing methodology including use of budgeted vs. actual flow/usage 
 Providing for “truing up” annual billings at the end of the fiscal year by using actual flows and 

actual expenditures and adjusting the cost up or down as appropriate 
 Including a “miscellaneous” category or contingency account to allow for unexpected large 

expenditures that could not have been anticipated during the budgeting process 
 Considering using a “reserve” account for a safety factor or to build up capital or operating 

reserves on an annual basis for unexpected equipment repairs, rentals, replacement and/or 
increased staff needs to deal with extremes in weather and high or low flow or use volumes 

 Providing for separate tracking and accounting of services or products that are used by the 
municipality for its own utilities and for the regional entity 

 Separate identifiers or account numbers should be used if possible, or calculated percentages 
of use should be applied accordingly 
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7. Negotiating Other Terms and Conditions 

 
The last step in developing IMA’s is to negotiate other terms and conditions. These include the length 
of the agreement (Term), budgeting procedures, budgeting and accounting processes, and general terms 
and conditions. Each is highlighted below. 

A.  Term 
Under Massachusetts law, the maximum term for an IMA is 25 years. With most regional districts 
or IMA’s, terminating such an IMA or regional agreement for water and/or sewer systems after 25 
years is not a reasonable option. In addition, despite best attempts to clearly state all agreement 
provisions, an interim review of the IMA is often desired.  Such interim reviews every five to ten 
years are programmed in IMA’s. Those reviews and any resultant changes can be conducted by 
professional staff for each municipality or by the principals responsible for executing the 
IMA/regional agreement.    
 
Best Management Practices for Agreement Terms Include: 

 Provisions to extend the agreement well beyond an initial 25 year term 
 Provisions for agreement termination that include owners onerous requirements of the 

party proposing termination including continuation of certain fixed cost payments by the 
terminating party 

 Provisions for routine review of the Agreement at established intervals (i.e. every 5 or 10 
years) 

 Procedures to modify the IMA at any time, upon mutual agreement 
 
B.  Budgeting Procedures 

Municipal budgeting for cities and towns with their own water and/or sewer enterprise funds can 
be challenging and time consuming. Meeting with boards of selectmen, finance 
committees/advisory committees, and capital improvement committees, etc. can take weeks or 
months to arrive at budgets that are acceptable to all reviewing parties. The introduction of another 
layer of budget preparation and review can leave even less time to deal effectively with “local” 
budgets, especially when a district or neighboring towns must be depended upon to provide their 
budget figures in a timely manner.  Regional districts and owner communities involved in an IMA 
must be held to strict timeframes for draft budget preparation, budget review, and budget approval 
to allow municipalities enough time to generate their annual budgets. 
 
Best Practices for Budgeting Schedules include: 

 Determining the budgeting submission and approval processes and timing for all involved 
communities 

 Setting a schedule for regional district or IMA community’s budgets that allows for draft 
budgets and final budgets to be coordinated with all communities, factoring in the timing 
for all community approvals 

 
C.  Budgeting and Accounting Processes 

Inevitably, the “owner” town in an IMA will be using some of the same staff, equipment and 
supplies for its own drinking water facilities (or sewer collection system) that are employed in 
operating and maintaining the regional or shared system. Presuming that a detailed chart of 
accounts is used for tracking all regional costs, sufficient records of the regional vs local costs must 
be maintained. These could be as basic as an assumed percentage of the time allotted for each 
employee or as detailed as daily time sheets/reports for each individual.   
 
Where only treatment services are being provided to the regional system, there could typically be a 
complete separation of duties. However, when other services, such as landscaping, snow plowing, 
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general building maintenance, etc. are provided by owner town employees who also work on the 
regional system, the cost for their time, equipment and materials used must be accounted for 
separately.   
 
Similarly, when the same engineering consultants and/or legal counsel are used for both local and 
regional entities, the contracts for the work (if any) and hours expended by them need to be tracked 
and accounted for separately. This can be more complicated when those same consultants and legal 
advisors serve in the same role for both entities. Details must be provided when those individual 
town agents attend regional district meetings on behalf of the municipality and regional entity.  
 
A system of checks and balances wherein an independent review (or possibly even an end-of-year 
audit) may be justified if the shared duties and expenditures are significant. 
 
The Best Management Practices for Budgeting and Accounting Processes Would Include: 

 Providing for adequate tracking of staff who are assigned duties both for the regional entity 
and owner municipality 

 When rotating personnel shifts are used in operating pumping stations, metering stations, 
etc. some of which are regional and some that are local, time and cost allocation or 
tracking procedures that are acceptable to all parties need to be developed 

 Indirect costs assigned to the regional district or shared IMA facilities operations should be 
a subset of that assigned to the water and/or sewer system 

 Formulas or procedures for determining shares of indirect costs assigned to an enterprise 
fund must be developed and described, possibly using an example calculation in the IMA 

 Purchasing of supplies and equipment that are used by both the regional and owner 
municipality should reflect separate, clearly defined identifiers, possibly even separate 
invoicing 

 End-of-year statements should be made available to “user” municipalities to demonstrate 
allocation of shared staff, equipment, materials, and services 

 Procedures for annual reviews or audits should be included in the IMA or regional district 
agreement(s) 

 
D.  General Terms and Conditions 

All IMA’s or regional district agreements should include standard terms and conditions. Some 
agreements provide much greater detail of responsibilities of the parties when there are outside 
reviewing agencies involved based on their interventions or legal requirements and activities, that 
could be part of an Administrative Consent Order (ACO); or possibly an ACO-P (which includes a 
penalty provision). In those cases, responsibilities of additional third parties or regional entities 
should be clearly spelled out.   
 
In some cases “user communities” or communities that are part of a regional district could be 
named as “Co-Permittees” under a NPDES Permit or other similar permit. In that case, the required 
actions of each entity and remedies for inaction must be spelled out in the IMA/regional district 
agreement.   
 
Refer to Attachment 1 for a checklist of the terms and conditions for an IMA. 
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Exhibit 1
 
The following is a check list of terms and conditions for an IMA as presented by the Massachusetts 
Department of Revenue at a previous municipal law seminar: These terms and conditions are more 
typically used for all IMA’s in Massachusetts. As such, the following checklist is, in itself, a Best 
Management Practice. 
 

Terms and Conditions of An Inter-Municipal Agreement Between Towns  
 

I. General Terms: 
 

A. State the names of each participating city and town 
 
B. Identify the effective date and term of agreement 
 
C. State the general purpose of the agreement 
 
D. State that costs will be shared 
 
E. State how municipalities may terminate participation (required) 
 
F. State how the agreement may be amended 
 
G. Acknowledge acceptance of liability under agreement 
 
H. Include a severability clause; identify applicable laws 
 
I. Provide addresses for official notices 

 
II. Operations Terms and Conditions 

 
A. Describe services to be provided 
 
B. Identify personnel or department to perform services 
 
C. Establish reporting relationship and successorship in shared department 
 
D. Specify where shared services, personnel or department will be located 
 
E. Establish lines of communication among participating municipalities 
 
F. Describe dispute resolution process 

 
III. Finance Terms and Conditions 

 
A. Identify salaries, wages and benefits to be shared 
 
B. Identify operating expenses to be shared 
 
C. Address sharing of capital cost incurred prior to and after agreement date 
 
D. Describe how each participant approves the shared budget 
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E. Describe how shared costs will be allocated 
 
F. Describe payment methodology 
 
G. Specify insurance and indemnification requirements 

 
IV. Provisions for Financial Safeguards Required by c.40,s.4A 

 
A. The OWNER town must maintain accurate and comprehensive records of services 

performed, costs incurred, and reimbursements and contributions received 
 

B. The OWNER town must arrange for the performance of annual audits of such records, 
which audits can be part of the OWNER town’s annual, independent audit of its financial 
statements 

 
C. The OWNER town must ensure that all officers or staff responsible for carrying out 

terms and conditions of this AGREEMENT shall give appropriate performance bonds 
 

D. The OWNER town must provide the PARTIES with monthly expenditure reports and 
quarterly revenue reports and any other information reasonably requested by NON-
OWNER town to present a complete picture of the financial condition of the shared 
department, function or position 
 

E. The PARTIES otherwise must comply with all other provisions of M.G.L.c.40,s.4A 
 

V. Signatures 
 
A. Provide lines for signatures, titles, and date of a city mayor and each city councilor, town 

board of selectmen, elected water and/or sewer commission, and/or district prudential 
committee. 
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