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Town of Londonderry, Vermont
Village Wastewater Committee Meeting Minutes – July 16, 2024 ______________________________________________________________________________
Town of Londonderry, Vermont
Village Wastewater Committee
Special Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, July 16, 2024 – 6:00 PM

​Neighborhood Connections, 5700 VT Rte. 100
Londonderry, VT

Village Wastewater Committee (VWC) Members Present: Sharon Crossman, Tom Metcalfe, Gary Hedman (online), Larry Gubb.

[bookmark: _Hlk128161782]Others in Attendance: 
Matt Bachler (Windham Regional Commission – Senior Planner), George J. Legace (resident), Pamela J. Spaulding (resident), Center Merrow (resident).

Online: 
Chrissy Haskins (Dufresne Group – Project Engineers), Martha Dale (Londonderry Selectboard), Shane O’Keefe (Town Administrator, Londoderry), Emily Hackett (EI - Environmental Engineer – VT DEC)


1. Call Meeting to Order
The meeting was called to order at 6:06 PM.
2. Additions or Deletions to the Agenda
No additions or deletions
3. [bookmark: _Hlk166790593][bookmark: _Hlk118815730]Approve Minutes
Sharon Crossman made a motion to defer approval of the minutes of the May 21, 2024 meeting of the VWC, Tom Metcalfe seconded.  Motion passed unanimously.

4. [bookmark: _Hlk148030423]VWC – Updates and Next Steps 

a. Introduce VWW Project Coordinator In Person - Matthew Bachler, WRC Planner.
Tom reintroduced Matt Bachler of the Windham Regional Commission (WRC) Who is the Village Wastewater (VWW) Project Coordinator for the Londonderry Village Wastewater Projects. Matt presented some additional background on work he has been doing with Londonderry on a culvert replacement and said he is prepared to report on the progress of the wastewater projects.

b. Status of North & South areas field surveys and status of base maps for project areas and any other updates - Christina Haskins – Dufresne Group 
Tom suggested that this part (4b) could be passed over as these would be covered in the following 

[bookmark: _Hlk173443096]       5. Status Reports requests from VWC – Tom Metcalfe

a. Status of N & S areas field surveys and status of base maps for project areas.



b. Status of 30% design documents for submission to State.

c. Status of N river crossing, S site layout and capacity; S site work piping layout along VT 100; N&S Piping layout additional soil investigations

d. Status of appraisal efforts.

e. Status of development of design schedule to ensure project is on schedule for all tasks (IE. design; permitting with all agencies).

f. Status of mailed surveys (number of respondents to total mailed) and follow-up of requested connections to systems in north and south villages.

g. Status of additional south site area archaeological work and additional soil boring.

h. Status of north site area work.

i. Status of coordination with V Trans for design.


Tom asked Matt if he was aware of the status of the field surveys and base maps. Matt said that in his communications with Chrissy that the archeological shovel tests had been completed in June and the results were sent to Emily.  He said Emily then gave permission to go ahead with test pits and Chrissy was coordinating the digging of the test pits with Hunter excavating to get them done either this week or next week. Once those test pits were completed the exact locations of the septic fields could be located. Once this is done Chrissy expected to have the 30% Design completed by early August. At that point there would be a check-in to review the 30% Design with Emily Hackett.  He added that the easement process will begin after the septic field layout designs are completed.  He said Shane has spoken to an appraiser in Manchester who is awaiting the go ahead to do the appraisals.  Shane confirmed this.

Tom asked about the status for the north village system and Matt replied an easement may be pending for a pipe across property leading to the septic field on the north village site. The location of the septic field will be important in determining where piping across any properties may go.

[bookmark: _Hlk173452638]Sharon asked if Emily had any additional comments to add to Matt’s report. She added that Achouak Arfaoui  who is the Indirect Discharge Technical Analyst and Regional Engineer for the Vermont DEC.

Tom asked about the status of progress of the additional things listed on the agenda for this meeting.  Emily said she had a conversation with Chrissy about putting as much detail as possible in the 30% Design submittal. Emily spoke specifically to things like potential borings along the path of the piping main where it will follow Rte. 100, needed to see if there may be any “refusal” (ledge or some other obstruction) She said at the 30% Design submittal level the layout of the piping should be pretty well set and said archeological review will be important as soon as possible to identify any potential relocations so they can be done earlier, rather than later. She said at 30% there is usually a layout of design locations, sometimes profiles and then a table of contents for the technical specifications. At 60% there is more detail and technical specifications are asked for.  She said that at 90% things are fairly well set in stone, partly because archeology will have been reviewed.  She said the front end specifications are also a part of the 90% Design.  She added that Chrissy was hoping to add the technical specifications as part of the 30% Design so that it was done early.  In addition, there will be a project cost summary that will be more detailed than those done to date. She said she had e-mailed Chrissy to say that she would need the updated PCS (Project Cost Summary) by the close of business on Tuesday (July 23rd?) to make sure that Londonderry does not need additional funding under ARPA. She said there was some additional money that could be applied if the numbers showed an additional need in Londonderry and all was fully funded. Shane asked if Emily was copying Matt on funding matters and Emily said she will do so.  Shane also mentioned that the project was “pre-audited” today regarding financing. Emily said that with a 30% cost contingency, there were no roadblocks at the end of the project.

Chrissy joined the meeting and Tom asked about the status of surveys. Chrissy said that with regard to surveys, as much as can be done at this point in the design stage has been done.  Tom asked about surveys needed to do appraisal work. Chrissy said that all the topographic surveying has been done. She added that the easement work will come after the 30% Design which will be completed after test pits are done.

Tom mentioned the planned schedule as discussed with Emily to have the 30% Design done by the beginning of August and asked Chrissy if she saw any impediments to meeting that schedule.  Chrissy answered that getting the test pits completed was a potential impediment.  She said that scheduling is done through her site engineer who has been out with a recent family emergency. She said Hunter excavating has been good about putting the work on their schedule.  Once they are done, Chrissy’s engineer can then do the system design.  She added that the Prouty town property is fairly well set, just needing a few more test pits to confirm the design area already preliminarily laid out. Tom asked if she had a schedule yet for doing the test pits and she responded that she did not have one at this time.  Tom asked if Chrissy had contacted her engineer to let him know these are critical elements to keeping on schedule.  Chrissy said she had contacted him today, but had not heard back from him. Shane asked to clarify if her engineer was Chris Ponessi and Chrissy confirmed.

Tom asked if all the work on the base maps was completed. Chrissy responded that she was unclear what Tom meant by basemaps, but said all the information that could be collected and all existing conditions have been mapped at this point in the design stage.  Tom asked about the alignment of the piping along Rte. 100. Chrissy responded that the collection system has been designed to 30% for both villages with the exception of the route to the system in the north village, pending the layout of that septic field. Tom asked Emily if those alignments are needed. Emily responded that as much detail as can be done, should be done for the 30% Design submittal.

Tom asked if there was an updated schedule of the various tasks to assess whether things are keeping on the timeline track. Chrissy responded that 30% and 60% Design submittals that are required by Emily’s office are not how Dufresne Group normally do their work and said that when they submit the 30% Design, it will appear to be closer to the completion of a 90% Design. She said she is planned to have the 90% done by late September which is according to the grant agreement schedule.  Matt added that in his discussions with Chrissy that while the 30% and 60% submittals may have some current delays leading to their completion, that there was still confidence that the 90% could be completed by September 27th of this year.

Toma asked about permitting and if applications looked to be on schedule and if all agencies where permitting would be required are included in the permit application check list. Emily said that the Environmental Review is needed which requires a sign-off from the Division for Historic Preservation, which is why she would like to see as much information provided as early as possible in order to get their sign-off sooner than later. She said she believed that Act 250 was not needed, which Chrissy confirmed.  Shane mentioned that sign-offs would be needed from VTrans (Vermont Agency of Transportation) for any areas used within their rights-of-way. Chrissy confirmed that, as well. Tom asked if a VTrans permit sign-off was difficult to obtain and both Shane and Chrissy responded that typically, it was not. Shane iterated that it would be good to see an updated task progress chart to see how timeline schedules are being met.  Martha asked if he meant something like a Gantt Chart. Tom said yes, something similar and that he had put together a task/timeline chart about a year prior to track progress on the various tasks was going against the timeline schedule. Tom thought there might be some discrepancy between some dates at the end of September.  Emily said she believed the due date was by the last date of September, 2024. She added that  Achouak will be doing the project reviews and that it will be important to be mindful of the schedule because several projects will be coming in for review at the same time and the plan is to go out to bid in the spring of 2025.  

Matt asked for clarification of what is due on September 30th, 2024 and if that meant 100% design completion. He also asked if the Engineering Services Agreement with the Town was to be submitted by December 20th, 2024. Emily confirmed both. She added that in the fine print of the agreements there is some allowance for “slippage” of timelines, but intoned that it was better to try to be ahead of schedule than fall behind and that the reviews require time to occur, thus she said the period up until projects going out to bid, is critical, with regard to trying to not just meet the timelines, but be ahead of them, where possible.

 Tom asked if there was any statutory requirement for completion of project reviews. She said she could not answer what the requirement was, but a lot would depend upon how many projects were coming in for review at the same time and it looked like many were coming in at the same time this fall. Shane asked if this project was subjected to NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act Review Process). Emily confirmed that yes, the environmental review process will have to take place. She said it is complicated and has a lot of “crosscutting” where environment permits will have to be obtained throughout the process, like wetlands permitting, etc. She said these projects will also have to have a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) review. She added that this formerly was able to be done between the Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) and the design phase, but because the Department of Historic Preservation in Section 106 wishes to be able to sign-off on projects, but do not want to do so before 90% Design, in the event something has to be moved prior to that, which would need archeological review of the new location. She said this is why it is important to get as much done as early as possible so the APE (Area of Potential Effects) can be sent to Scott Dillon at the Division for Historic Preservation for him to say areas that are already cleared or where areas need an ARA (Archeological Resource Assessment) and that comes back to her office. She said she did not anticipate other issues because they are very thorough in the detail they are required to provide, with posting and comment periods. She added that some environmental reviews can take a long time based on a lot of comments from the public or can be done within 45 days because there are few or no public comments.
She continued by saying while Londonderry is a whole project there are two individual sites within the whole and each site will need their own reviews and comment periods which can be done concurrently, but one may take longer than the other.

Matt asked if the NEPA review and permitting process would come following the 90% Design. Emily said that no, it should begin after the 30% is done. She added that the design process would want to avoid running into known potential issues like tree removal only being able to be done in winter months due to the Migratory Bird Treaty and the Northern Long Eared Bat. She said she can’t be certain how public comments will come in.

Tom mentioned his concern about what work needs to be done for the service connection work in addition to the design work for the septic fields, adding that we have gotten letters of interest from a fair number of people.  Emily said this would take some time to do and asked if we had permission from those who have expressed an interest to do surveys on their properties.  Tom said he believed that permission may have been inferred by their expressed interest, but that they should also be reached out to in coordination between Matt, Chrissy and the Town to proceed with the next steps.  Matt said that in his communications with Chrissy, her plan was to wait until the septic field designs were further along (closer to 30%) to know more about the actual capacity, then compare capacity with requests to hook into the system and prioritize if needed or look to fill the capacity, then schedule times with the property owners to survey their properties. Emily said that the service connection survey information should be possible to gather at the 30% level and that information is going to be very important with regard to the archeological information the Division of Historic Preservation (DHP) will be looking at and assessing.  She because these projects generally fall in historical village areas, these are where complications can happen, so it is important to have the information to the DHP as soon as may be possible so that adjustments can be made as early as possible.  

Tom reiterated an earlier discussion about the service connections where service connections that may follow existing driveways would likely not present concerns, but connections that would cross previously undisturbed earth would present more concern, relating this to the importance of getting the service connection survey’s done to be able to assess where planned service connection routes may have to be relocated. Emily added that the environmental review cannot be done until such details are figured out, thus the importance of getting the system designs done, then the property surveys, offering the example that if there is a wetland on someone’s property, that would have to be identified.

Tom said his last question was about VTrans and said Chrissy had commented that she did not anticipate a problem with that, but added some form additional comment could be added.  

Shane returned online to the meeting stating the storm outside during the meeting had caused a power outage where he was and Gary reported that Chrissy, who also lost her online connection to the meeting had sent him a communication, saying she would send out an update to all in the next day.  

Sharon asked if Gary or Martha had any additional comments and each responded they did not at the time. Sharon then went to the guests at the meeting to ask them to comment and ask any questions they might have.

Center Merrill was the first to speak, saying he owned several properties on Main Street in the north village and was interested in hooking up, but had not heard anything more and came to the meeting to find out where the project stood. Tom reiterated some of the discussion of this meeting regarding the ongoing process to establish in more detail what the system designs will look like and more detail on their capacity, which will then be matched up with connection requests, explaining that if there were more requests for capacity than was available, those determined to have the most need would be prioritized.  If there was more capacity than was requested, there would likely be a search for additional people to hook into the system to use the full capacity and to maximize the cost effectiveness.  Tom mentioned that the south village system will be designed to be doubled in size, with only the first half of the system falling under this funding, the additional capacity, although designed, would not be constructed under this funding, but would need additional funding in order to go forward with that extra capacity construction. Matt added that the test pits are very important to complete so a more exact capacity of systems based on the soils can be determined and once known, the capacity needed and the system design capacity can compared and reviewed for prioritization if required. 

Center also asked what the cost to hook into the system would be.  Matt responded that
An ordinance which will include a fee structure for connection costs and annual fees for operation and maintenance is forthcoming as more detailed information becomes known, saying that the Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) had some estimates on what the fee structure and average user fees to property owners hooked into the system would look like.
Tom went on to clarify what connection costs Center was asking about with regard to the connection costs.  Both he and Matt said their understanding of the costs to connect if one’s property(ies) fell into the initial boundaries set for the service area and a ¼ mile buffer area surrounding the core boundaries and they signed up during before the completion of the Design Phase, the cost of their connections would be included and paid for by the ARPA grant funding and those that were not in that initial area and those that wished to hook into the system at a later date would have a cost to them associated with connecting to the system. Those costs would be outlined in the ordinance, once written.

Shane confirmed that this was his understanding in discussions and preparation for the bond vote.  Larry also explained that it was his understanding that those within the designated area and the ¼ mile buffer, would as already expressed, be paid for by the ARPA grant funding, but if not all the capacity was used by those connections, others outside of the designated area and buffer and signed up after the Design Phase, would have a chance to connect to the system, but would have to pay for their connections because they did not lie within the initial designated service area, covered by the grant funding.

Sharon said that guests George Legace and Pam Spaulding came to the meeting to talk about and ask more questions about connecting if a property falls outside of the designated area, as their property does. Tom asked where their property location was and they responded that it was a fair distance up Winhall Hollow Road from the south village and also across the bridge from Main Street in the south village. Tom suggested that the cost for them to connect to the system would likely be very prohibitive. Pam Spaulding asked why these types of systems were chosen over a centralized sewage treatment plant. Tom responded that there would be a very large difference in permitting and costs, if a centralize sewage treatment plant were possible.  Larry added that Londonderry had researched a centralized treatment facility many years ago and with the amount of ledge to bring piping along the state highway (Rte.100) to the site, the cost would be prohibitive.  Emily added that partly because of nitrogen and phosphorous allocations, there are no new wastewater plants in Vermont, saying it would not even be a viable option for Londonderry or any community in the state without an already existing wastewater facility of that type and there are no more direct discharge systems allowed in the state currently.  Pam then asked about what occurs on small ¼ acre lots and if they would have to connect to the system.  Larry described the concerns on smaller lots related to replacement area for an inground septic field and the need for a replacement area should the existing one fail, as well as the required separation distance between a well and the septic system.  Matt stated that there are new technologies that would be allowed on smaller lots, but they would not work for all small lots where specific lot configurations and conditions would not make them feasible.  Larry added that there may be several approaches to solve these concerns including a municipal water supply, which would solve the well separation requirement, but an inground system or connection to a municipal wastewater system would still be required.  Both municipal wastewater and a municipal water supply would be optimal to solve small lot problems, but regulations and cost prevent doing both for many communities. The initial thought for Londonderry was to research all potential solutions so that small lots in the village areas in particular could be made safer (health wise) and better utilized and the best approach was to go after the wastewater systems being designed.  

Emily added that there was a difference between federal rules for drinking water and clean water and communities must show they have a “technical managerial, financial capacity” (TMF).  She said the requirement is the same regardless of the size and population of the community, using Boston and Londonderry as comparison examples and this makes it very difficult for smaller communities to meet that requirement.  She cited Killington as the most recent application in Vermont and that it took 12 years for Killington to show they could meet the TMF capacity requirement. She said that for this reason and that clean water requirements for TMF capacity is less stringent than requirements for drinking water TMF capacity, wastewater solutions are much more viable solutions for solving the separation requirements for wells and onsite individual septic systems.

George Legace asked where the planned systems were to be located. Tom responded that the south village site was on what is known as the Prouty Town property and Larry explained than the north village site was off of Edge Hill Road beyond where the road elevation rises where the land elevation comes back down somewhat, but was no absolutely certain where the proposed site would be, beyond what has been preliminarily mapped.  George and Pam asked if it would be in the floodplain and the committee responded that no it would not be permitted to be in the floodplain. George asked if there would be pumping stations for both areas.  Larry said there would likely be some need to pump for both systems. Tom said all would be small ejector systems, explaining that waste would be collected at each tank and liquids would be pumped through the ejectors to a low pressure liquid-only main pipe leading to the septic field. He added that there may also be some form of pre-treatment at the septic field location depending on soil conditions at the septic field site. Matt confirmed and reiterated that each service connection would still have tanks which would have the solids pumped from them periodically as part of the operation and maintenance (O&M) costs of the system.

Center Merrill asked if there would be metering of people’s waste. Chrissy was able to return online to answer these questions, reiterating what Tom and Matt had explained about the individual tanks and pumps.  She added that metering did not work very well as the meters did not last very long due to clogging. She said the alternative to this would be to meter the water source, but said that where the water systems are individual private wells, the meters also tend to become clogged due to unfiltered sediment and unfiltered varieties of minerals.  She added that it is up to the Londonderry to decide whether to use any sort of metering, but towns, similar to Londonderry where water sources are private wells, the choice has most been to use a flat fee or a fee based on the type of use. She said that her thought would be that metering would not be used. Tom asked if there may be a way to meter a pump run time for each pump. Chrissy said she would have to check with the pump manufacturers to see if this may be possible, but said that as pumps age they tend to be not as efficient and may need to run longer to pump the same amount of fluid as they needed to run when they were new.  Tom thought that this might not be significant in relation to a means to monitor either cycling or pump run time. He added a concern about how a problem like a ground water leak into a tank or some other problem like a toilet stuck on flushing could be detected, where both the town and the property owner would want to know.  The town because it would be flushing groundwater into the system and adding wear to the pump and the property owner wanting to know if there is problem in their water system like a toilet stuck on flush of something else running their water supply pump while dumping too much water into their tank.  Chrissy said she would look into what options might be available through the pump vendor.  Center said a building he owns in another town meters his water use, which is also supplied by the town. Tom added that a concern with metering water use is that not all water coming into a property, from a municipal source or their own source (well or spring) is necessarily being dumped into their septic tank, an example being irrigation of their lawns and gardens, etc.

Shane had a question for Matt and Chrissy. He wanted to find out if there was a clear delineation between what was considered funded under the Clean Water grant funding agreement and the ARPA grant funding agreement saying he could talk to both Matt and Chrissy at a separate time about this, if need be. He wanted to know which invoice from Dufresne Group (DG) would be or was the last to be paid for by the Clean Water grant funding and which would be the first invoice from DG to be charged to the ARPA funding.
Chrissy responded that she could send both Shane and Matt invoices which have numbers on them related to which funding source they would be charged to.  Shane asked if all the Clean Water grant funding had been used to date and Chrissy responded, no

Larry told Shane he had 18 downloaded recordings of prior VWC meetings to fill in where Shane may not have the same total, saying that the size of each recording file is too large to send them via e-mail, if Shane for some reason did not have all the recordings. Shane said he could send a screen shot of the list of recordings he does have stored for the town to compare against Larry’s list and see if Larry has more recordings that Shane still needs to complete his list.  If there are recordings Shane still needs, Larry suggested the best way to get them to Shane would be to see if links to where they are stored by Neighborhood Connections can still be found so he can download them directly.  Otherwise, some other way to transfer those that Shane may still need for the town archives, would need to be arranged.

Matt said he would work with Chrissy to put together an updated project schedule for the VWC and Londonderry. Tom said he would be glad to forward what he had done previously saying it was not comprehensive, but more information like the project cost summary and information about tasks and deliverables related to the timeline could be added. 

5. Other

       Sharon brought up discussion of meeting schedule and what the VWC thought about
       meetings going forward and if the VWC should keep its current 2 meetings a month schedule,       
       reduce the number or add more.  Tom reiterated that in past meetings it was decided to try 
       to keep the two meetings a month schedule as there remained a lot of work for the    
       committee to do. 

       Emily asked if the VWC had begun to work on the ordinance to forward to the Selectboard 
       based on there need to make some major decisions about the ordinances. She mentioned       
       Chrissy had said that most other villages have been working on a rate structure based on use 
       Because all, but one do not have a municipal water supply system. She said that town will use   
       water supply metering. She added that a draft rate structure and draft ordinance will allow 
       both the town and the potential users to make decisions about connecting to the system.

       Tom suggested that the ordinance may have to be updated annually. Emily responded that       
       every town is different and some towns have elected to waive connection fees during      
       construction and considering what to do if extra capacity remains in the system with 
       regard to maximizing use of the capacity in order to spread the O&M costs across the 
       greatest number of users as possible. She said these are things the VWC could begin to work 
       on once a month. Matt said that Sue Westa had worked on a draft for Londonderry and 
       asked Emily if she knew of any other towns in particular that were doing this work and may 
       be ahead of Londonderry with their rate structure work that might present a good model for 
       Londonderry. Emily said Wolcott would be a good example as they had similar issues like
       flooding. She said their meetings were also recorded and their minutes available.

       Matt said he can look at their websites and reach out to them as well. Emily recommended 
       he reach out to Seth Jensen. Chrissy added that she would recommend adding an additional
       fee for those properties requiring pre-treatment as those systems would add to the O&M of
       the overall town system.

       Sharon asked how Matt and the VWC might coordinate and meet to accomplish some of 
       these tasks asking if special meetings may be needed between regular meetings. Tom 
       thought a special meeting with Matt to review a rough draft would be good. Matt said he
       would review what Sue Westa had done and what Wolcott has done and bring it to the VWC.
       Sharon asked what a suggested timeline for having a draft ready for the Selectboard to 
       review would be. Matt suggested having something by early fall even before the 100% design  
       was completed and would send an e-mail out with potential dates to meet in August to begin 
       this work.
                                   

       7. Next VWC meeting date

The next regular meetings of the VWC will be the first Friday of every month at 10:00 AM and the third Tuesday of every month at 6:00 PM

The VWC agreed the next regular meeting of the VWC will be on Friday August 2, 2024 at 9:00 AM (This may be corrected in the next agenda to reflect the previous regular meeting time of 10:00 AM)


       7.  Adjourn

	Sharon made a motion to adjourn.
	Tom seconded.
	Motion passed.
	Meeting was adjourned at 7:36 PM

Respectfully Submitted, 
             Larry Gubb	
             Secretary, Village Wastewater Committee



       Approved__________________________________________________________. 
       Village Wastewater Committee
[bookmark: _Hlk14354552]       Sharon Crossman, Interim Chair 	


Link to AV recording of July 16, 2024 meeting below.
Topic: Village Waste Water Study (Gail Mann- 802-856-7669)
Date: Jul 16, 2024 05:51 PM Eastern Time (US and Canada)
You can copy the recording information below and share with others
https://us06web.zoom.us/rec/share/UXCJ1dvNBaxyZsxH6j7n6opnCG-1iKzn8zCivJilBlh8FL9jOmdUTN6DQgn_SAd6.X6ubkVmLTlIBbPSP

Passcode: &Xh4A&im
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