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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

( ) Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(X) Final Environmental Impact Statement

US Environmental Protection Agency, Region V
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

1. NAME OF ACTION

Administrative (X)
Legislative ()

2. LEGAL BASIS FOR ACTION

The National Environmental Pqlicy Act of 1969 (NEPA) requires a Federal
agency to prepare an EIS on "...major Federal actions significantly affecting
the quality of the human environment...." In addition, the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) has established regulations (40 CFR Part
1500-1508) to guide Federal agencies in determinations of whether Federal
funds or Federal approvals would involve a project that would significantly
affect the environment. USEPA has developed its own regulations (40 CFR Part
6) for the implementation of the NEPA review. As noted above, USEPA Region V
has determined that pursuant to these regulations, an EIS was required for the

Hilltop project.

The Federal Vater Pollution Control Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-500)
established a uniform nationwide water pollution control program. Section 201
of the Act established grants for planning, design, and gonstruetion of water
pollution control facilities. The Construction Grants program was an
important impetus for planning improved wastewater cqllection and treatment
facilities in Northeast Ohio.

3. PROJECT HISTORY

The Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (NEORSD), previously the
Cleveland Regional Sewer District, was formed by court order in 1972 to
conduct a program of pollution abatement in northeast Ohio. Subsequently, the
NEORSD was designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) as



the lead agency to provide a program for wastewater management in Cleveland’s
Easterly Wastewater Treatment Plant service area. Subsequent NEORSD facili-
ties planning divided the Cleveland metropolitan area into separate planning

areas. Individual facilities plans were then prepared for each area.

Suburban communities to the east of Cleveland were included in the
Easterly Separate Sewer Area (ESSA). NEORSD initiated facilities planning for
the ESSA in 1977, with the goal of eliminating problems in the existing
wastewater treatment and conveyance systems. Although the ESSA originally
included the Creekside area, NEORSD concluded that a separate facilities
planning approach for this area would be more cost-effective than a regional
approach, and the Creekside area was dropped from the ESSA. The remaining
area was termed the Heights/Hilltop Facilities Planning Area (see Figure 1).

A chronologic listing of relevant facilities planning documents is provided in
Table 1.

In 1981, a facilities plan was prepared for the Heights/Hilltop
Facilities Planning Area (FPA), including all or portions of Cleveland, East
Cleveland, Cleveland Heights, Gates Mills, Shaker Heights, University Heights,
Mayfield Heights, South Euclid, Lyndhurst, Richmond Heights, Highland Heights,
Mayfield, and Willoughby Hills. Additional facililities planning (including a
Sewer System Evaluation Survey) for the Heights/Hilltop FPA was initiated in
1981, and submitted to Ohio EPA in 1983. During review, it was determined by
Ohio EPA that a partitioned environmental assessment would be appropriate due
to several unresolved issues concerning alternatives in the Hilltop portion of
the project, as well as the extended project timeframe (calling for completion
of the Hilltop interceptor in 1997). As a result, facilities planning
activities were continued independently for the Heights Facility Planning Area
(FPA) and for the Hilltop FPA.

The USEPA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) on the Heights
FPA on August 29, 1984. The Heights interceptor will extend from the Easterly
WWTP southward through Cleveland, East Cleveland, Cleveland Heights, Shaker
Heights, and South Euclid. This FNSI approved a sewer segment along Green
Road, between Euclid Avenue and Monticello Boulevard, called Contract G, but
acknovledged that final sizing would depend on decisions made for the Hilltop
FPA.

ii
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Table 1. Facilities Planning Documents Relevant
to the Hilltop Planning Area

TITLE PREPARED BY DATE

Easterly Separate Sewer Segment CH, M-Hill 1978
Vastewater Facilities Plan.
Volume 1 - Environmental
Inventory and Assessment

Easterly Separate S3ewer Segment CH,M-Hill 1978
Vastewater Facilities Plan.
Volume 2 - Infiltration
and Inflow Analysis

Easterly Separate Sewer Segment CH,M-Hill 1978
Wastewater Facilities Plan.
Volume 3 - Sewerage Study

Easterly Separate Sewer Segment CH,M-Hill 1981
Wastewater Facilities Plan.
Executive Summary

Advanced Facility Planning Report. Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1983
Easterly Separate Sewer Area, and Dalton, Dalton, and
Supplemental Facilities Newport

Planning, Sewver System Evaluation
Survey, Advanced Facility

Planning

Advanced Facility Planning Report. Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1983
Volume 1: Appendices A, B, C. and Dalton, Dalton, and
Easterly Separate Sewer Area, Newport

Sewer System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning

Advanced Facility Flanning Report. Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1983
Volume 2: Appendices D1, D2. and Dalton, Dalton, and
Easterly Separate Sewer Area, Newport

Sewer System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning

Supplemental Facilities Planning Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1983
Report. Easterly Separate and Dalton, Dalton, and
Sewer Area, Supplemental Newport

Facilities Planning, Sewer
System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning
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Table 1. Facilities Planning Documents Relevant
to the Hilltop Planning Area (Continued)

TITLE PREPARED BY DATE
Public Participation Programs Report. Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1983
Easterly Separate Sewer Area, and Dalton, Dalton, and
Supplemental Facilities Planning, Newport

Sewer System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning

Water Quality Sampling Report. Dalton, Dalton, and 1984
Easterly Separate Sewer Area, Newport
Sever System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning

Sewer System Evaluation Survey Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1985
Report. Easterly Separate and Dalton, Dalton, and
Sewer Area, Supplemental Newport

Facilities Planning, Sewer
System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning



The Heights FNSI also acknowledged that planning for the Cleveland
Easterly Wastewater Treatment Plant had not been completed, but that planning
had demonstrated that flows from the Heights/Hilltop area should be trans-
ported for treatment at Easterly. Since 1984, USEPA has reviewed an envi-
ronmental assessment for sludge handling facilities for Easterly, but the
system improvements for control and treatment of wet weather overflows from
Cleveland’s combined sewer systems have not yet been evaluated. Based on its
review, the USEPA issued a FNSI for solids handling at Easterly on April 17,
1985. Plans evaluated in this EIS, therefore, are not the final components of
the Easterly system. Combined sewer overflow (CSO) issues are to be resolved

during future planning segments.

Ohio EPA prepared an environmental assessment on the Hilltop Planning
Area in August 1985. The USEPA carefully reviewed this information and, on
April 2, 1986, issued a Notice of Intent to prepare this EIS on proposals to
construct interceptor sewers to serve the wastewater treatment needs of the
Hilltop Planning Area. This decision was based on concern for the environ-

mental and cost impacts of the project proposed by the NEORSD.

4, PROJECT NEED

Four problems with wastewater treatment facilities in the Hilltop FPA

vere identified by the facilities planning process. These included:

o Vet weather sanitary sewer overflows from the
Beech/Hill/Bonnieview/Wilson Mills BBW pumping complex;

o Infiltration and inflow to sanitary sewers in the area, many of which
are deteriorating with age and are located in common trenches with
storm sewers;

o Inadequate treatment of wastewater by a variety of small wastewater
treatment plants discharging to Buclid Creek and tributaries of the
Chagrin River;

o Onsite wastewvater treatment facilities (largely septic leach fields)
in the unsewered portions of the Hilltop Planning Area. The majority
of these systems are overloaded and/or nearing the end of their design
life. Many onsite systems have problems with high clay content soils,
high water table, and shallow depth to bedrock. As a result, many of
the onsite systems have discharges that reach existing storm sewers
and drainage ditches. This contaminates tributaries of Euclid Creek,
the Chagrin River, and small ponds in the area such as Mayfair Lake.

vi



A major focus of the proccess of preparing this EIS was to define the actual
wastevater treatment needs in the Hilltop area. Analysis of data provided by
NEORSD indicated that control and capacity problems with the BBW pumping
complex lead to wet weather sanitary overflows which discharge to local
streams. Infiltration and inflow (I/I) to community sanitary sewers cause
flow conveyance problems within the communities and within the BBV system.
This I/I problem is primarily due to common trench sewer construction, where
both storm and sanitary sewers were originally placed in the same trench. In
addition, area package plants are not meeting permit limits for effluent

discharged to local streams.

No documentation of problems from existing onsite systems in the areas
primarily located north of Wilson Mills Road is available. While site
conditions and the age of most systems indicate the possibility for problems,
additional facilities planning by NEORSD to determine the extent of the

problems will be necessary before any corrective action can occur.

The original facilities planning effort listed basement flooding as a
problem within the Hilltop area. During the preparation of this EIS, it is
determined that sewer maintenance on portions of the existing collector system
would help relieve this problem. The SSES outlined several relief sewer and
sever rehabilitation projects which would increase the sewer capacity and
reduce the incidence of basement flooding in the area. These projects are all
local improvements and are not part of this EIS. With the exception of a few
homes around the pumping stations, the BBW complex is not the cause of
basement flooding in the area. Basement flooding around Beech Hill and Wilson
Mills pumping stations is a result of basement floor elevations located below
the overflow points of the pumping stations’ wet wells. Most of these homes

have had plumbing modifications to correct the problem.

5. EIS ISSUES

Environmental, planning, and fiscal issues addressed in this draft EIS
vere identified during USEPA review of the Heights/Hilltop Facility Plan and
Ohio EPA’s related environmental assessment. These issues were first outlined

in USEPA’s Notice of Intent (April 2, 1986) and further refined through public

vii



comments at two scoping meetings held on June 18, 1986. The resulting issues,
which directly influenced the scope of the technical investigations in this

EIS, include the following:

Impacts to natural habitat
Impacts to wetlands

Impacts to Euclid Creek

Project costs and fiscal impacts

Induced secondary growth

© O O o o o

Project reliability.

6. WASTEWVATER MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

Evaluation of the Hilltop FPA is one component of an overall, regional
facilities planning effort for the Cleveland metropolitan area. As such, the
history of development and refinement of alternatives for the Hilltop FPA is
interwoven with the development of alternatives for the overall Cleveland
area. Based on earlier and parallel facilities planning activities for the
overall Cleveland area, it was determined that flows from the Hilltop
Facilities Planning Area would be routed to the Easterly WWTP, through the
Heights/Hilltop interceptor. In keeping with this regional approach, flows
from an area south and west of the Hilltop FPA, called Belvoir, were planned
to be routed through the Hilltop system and then to the Heights interceptor.
Approximately 202 million gallons per day (MGD) from the central Belvoir area
were planned to be routed to the Heights interceptor at Green Road, and 59 MGD
of flow from the eastern Belvoir area would be routed into the Hilltop system
along Richmond Road. In addition, the EIS analysis of system alternatives for
the Hilltop FPA used a worst-case scenario assuming that the most extensive
system of local sewers would be needed to replace package plants, to serve
unsevered areas, and to serve uyltimate future growth. All alternatives also

were assumed to have capacity to convey the Belvoir flows.

Connection of the unsewered areas and future growth were included in the
analysis of each system alternative. The majority of growth will occur in the
northern areas of the basin. The addition of future residential and
commercial-industrial growth will add about 8.5 MGD (as projected by the
NEORSD) to the system, as total peak flow. Most of this flow will enter the

system near the Cuyahoga County Airport.
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Four EIS system alternatives were evaluated for the Hilltop FPA. These
alternatives were developed based on those provided in the facilities planning
documents and the environmental assessment prepared by Ohio EPA. The four EIS

system alternatives for the Hilltop FPA are as follows:

o EIS-1

EIS-1 will replace the Beech Hill/Bonnieview/Wilson Mills pumping complex
with gravity interceptors. This was the alternative proposed by NEORSD during
the facilities planning process. Wastewater flows will be transported to the
Easterly WWTP via a newly constructed interceptor, as illustrated in Figure 2.
Local sewers needed to serve the presently unsewered areas with this alter-
native are shown in Figure 3. The eastern leg of EIS-1 will be a 48" diameter
sewer installed (open cut) primarily along SOM Center Road, and the western
leg will be a 42" to 54" sewer installed (open cut) in Richmond Road with
other spurs along Highland Road. The northern 48" leg of this alternative
will be layed (open cut) along the Cuyahoga-Lake County Line. Tunnel con-
struction will be used along the northern part of Richmond Road, Chardon Road,
and Euclid Avenue. The crossing of Euclid Creek near the intersection of
Chardon Road and Euclid Avenue will be constructed using a series of drop

manholes and open cut construction across the stream bed.

New pump stations and force mains would be constructed at the Scottish
Highlands (2) and Hickory Hills (3) Package Plant sites to remove these
treatment facilities from service with direct pumping to the gravity system.
Stark (c), Thornapple (L), Woods (M), and Suffolk Country Estates (N) Pumping
Stations would all remain in service with EIS-1. Sufficient capacity will be
available in the interceptor to remove Sleepy Hollow and Pleasant Hills
Package Plants from service. Bonnieview Storage Tank would be removed under
this plan. A variation of EIS-1 which included the Bonnieview Storage Tank

wvas also studied during the preparation of the EIS.

o EIS-2

EIS-2 consists of upgraded facilities at Beech Hill (A) and Wilson Mills
(B) pumping stations, and a new Richmond/White Pumping Station (D) as
presented in Figure 4. The local sewers required with this option are

included in Figure 5.

ix
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The facilities required for EIS-2 include new single force mains along
Wilson Mills Road and Richmond Road. The Beech Hill force main will consist
of approximately 8,900 feet of 30" pipe, and the Wilson Mills force main will
consist of about 2,000 feet of 36" pipe. About 13,400 feet of 30" pipe will
be required for the Richmond/White force main. The Beech Hill (A) and Wilson
Mills (B) Pumping Stations will be sized to 11.6 mgd and 24.2 mgd respec-
tively. The Richmond/White (D) Pumping Station was sized at 12.9 mgd. The
pumping portion of this alternative was designed for reliable operation
utilizing the latest in control technology. Each major pumping station (Beech
Hill, Wilson Mills, and Richmond White) should be designed with sufficient
capacity to handle the peak event with one pump out of service. Existing
buildings at Beech Hill and Wilson Mills could be used, with a new or expanded

structure required for Richmond/White.

Scottish Highlands (2) and Hickory Hills (3) Package Plants will be
eliminated by new pumping stations; however, they will require construction of
local gravity sewers before the flow can be collected. Several pumping
stations will continue to be used with this alternative, as shown on Figure 4.
Sufficient capacity would also be available to remove Sleepy Hollow and
Pleasant Hill package plants from service. The crossing of Euclid Creek along
Monticello Boulevard was assumed to be by a free standing pipe bridge

supporting twin 54" sewers.

o EIS-3

Alternative EIS-3 consists of upgraded facilities at Beech Hill pumping
station (A) and a new Richmond/White pumping station (D). EIS-3 is similar to
EIS-2, except that the Wilson Mills Pump Station is replaced with a gravity
tunnel. All other aspects are the same including pump station sizes,
controls, and the Euclid Creek crossing. This alternative is shown on Figure

6. The local sewers are shown on Figure 7.

xXiv
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o EIS-4

This alternative consists of an upgraded Beech Hill pumping station (A)
combined with a new interceptor as shown in Figure 8. The local sewers are

included in Figure 9.

Beech Hill will be the only major pumping station included with this
alternative. Wastes will be pumped west along Wilson Mills Road via a 30"
force main, until it connects with a gravity sewer near Miner Road. From that
point, flow will continue via gravity sewers past Wilson Mills Pumping
Station, and then north to Highland Road. This 30" segment (open cut) will
connect with a 42" gravity line along Richmond Road (open cut) which will
continue north to Chardon Road. This 60" to 66" interceptor (tunnel) will
follow Chardon Road and Euclid Road west to Green Road where another 60" spur
will be added. The Chardon Road crossing of Euclid Creek will include several

energy dissipating manholes and an open cut across the stream bed.

Scottish Highlands and Hickory Hills package plants will be replaced by
pumping stations. Scottish Highlands force main will tie directly into the
interceptor, while Hickory Hills will require construction of local sewers
before it can be connected. Several existing pumping stations will still be

used with this alternative.

7. EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

Each of the four EIS alternatives were evaluated against the following

five technical evaluation criteria:

o Cost - Total present worth of the alternative over a 20-year period.
This includes capital costs for materials and installation as well as
operation and maintenance costs.

o Implementability - The relative difficulty to construct each
alternative.

o Reliability - The dependability of each alternative with respect to
system failures.

o Energy Use - An analysis of the energy requirements for each
alternative.

o Feasibility - The ability of each alternative to convey the Hilltop
vaste load.

xvii
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A comparison of the four EIS alternatives, according to the five

evaluation criteria, is summarized in the following discussion.

o Cost
See Table 2 for a comparison of EIS alternative costs.
o Implementability

The alternatives which require open-cut construction across Euclid
Creek (EIS-1 and EIS-4) present some very unique construction problems
and would probably be more difficult to implement than EIS-2 and
EIS-3. These same alternatives also have several segments which
require deep (greater than 20 feet) open-cut construction which may
also present implementation problems because of the sheeting and
shoring required and also the excavation problems of the bedrock.

Alternatives EIS-2 and EIS-3 present less implementation problems than
EIS-1 and EIS-4; however, the Euclid Creek aerial crossing will be
needed. With proper design of this crossing, few implementation
problems should be encountered.

o Reliability

Extensive pump station control systems would be designed into
Alternatives EIS-2, EIS-3, and EIS-4 to provide good reliability for
these options. This control system would be designed with the ability
to monitor and control the system from one central location as well as
onsite. Separate power grids and backup diesel generators will be
provided to prevent shutdown from power failures. With these control
features, the reliability of these alternatives is very high.

Although Alternative EIS-1 provides main transport by a gravity
system, it does utilize existing pump stations which would remain in
service, and nev stations which would be added at Scottish Highlands
and Hickory Hills.

Vith proper design considerations, the overall reliability of all the
alternatives is relatively good.

o Energy Use

0f the EIS alternatives, EIS-1 had the lowest energy costs at $49,600
per year. As would be expected, the alternatives which include the
use of major pump stations would have higher energy costs. EIS-4 had
an energy cost of $92,000 per year and was the second lowest. The two
least cost alternatives from a construction and O&M perspective, EIS-2
and EIS-3, had the highest energy costs of $192,900 and $176,400
respectively per year.

XX
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o Feasibility

Each system as designed has the feasibility to effectively transport
vastevater to the Easterly Vastewater Treatment Plant. Since no
significant advantages exist for any of the alternatives in this
category, no comparisons can be made.

8. COST-EFFECTIVE SYSTEM ALTERNATIVE

Considering the current problems and conditions in the Hilltop area, this
EIS evaluated several options that would serve the needs of the area. Several
criteria were evaluated for each EIS alternative, including cost, implemen-
tability, reliability, energy use, feasibility, and environmental factors.
Since sufficient facilities planning to document need for local sewers to
serve the entire FPA has not been conducted, the EIS recommends an approach to
solve the documented existing needs. Based on the EIS analysis, Alternative
EIS-3 (shown in Figures 6 and 7) was selected as the best system alternative

to serve the entire Hilltop FPA.

Although EIS-3 was not the lowest cost alternative (see Table 2), it was
determined that removal of the Wilson Mills pumping station would be
environmentally advantageous to the system. As previously discussed, the
Wilson Mills pumping station has caused many of the probems for the existing
system. Therefore, EIS-3 was selected over the least cost alternative based

on this factor.

The analysis conducted in the EIS compared alternatives on the ability to
provide service to the entire Hilltop FPA (for transport of flows to the
Easterly WWTP) within the planning period. This was done to maintain the
level of detail used thoughout the facilities planning process, and to compare
all alternatives on equal terms. This analysis, however, was a worst case
analysis since it assumed that ultimate growth would occur and that all septic
systems, small pump stations, and package plants needed to be replaced by the
central and local sewver systems. In reality, only portions of the local sewer

system may need to be built to relieve these problems.

The EIS cost-effective system alternative would consist of upgraded
facilities at the Beech Hill pumping station (A) and Bonnieview storage basin,
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and an expanded Richmond/White pumping station (D) to serve the northern
areas. The Beech Hill pumping station would be sized at 11.6 MGD based on the
flows projected in the SSES, and the Richmond/White pumping station would be
sized at 12.9 MGD based 6n the connection of the unsewered areas, several
package plants, and ultimate growth. Approximately 8,900 feet of new 30" pipe
would be required for the Beech Hill force main, and about 13,400 feet of new

30" pipe would be required for the Richmond/White force main.

The Wilson Mills pumping station will be replaced by a new 60" gravity
sewver. Historically, the Wilson Mills pumping station has created problems
for the existing system. The majority of overflows from the existing system
result from capacity problems at the Wilson Mills station, which signals the
Beech Hill pumping station to shut down. By removing this problem source from

the system, the overall reliability would be greatly increased.

A new control system for the pump stations would also improve the
reliability of the entire system. Remote monitoring and control of each
pumping station by a central control computer will provide a continuous report
of all system functions. Central control will also respond to problems in the
system with corrective actions. Automatic onsite controls at each pumping
station would also contribute to the reliability of the system for EIS-3.

Manual controls for onsite operators would also be available at each station.

The major pumping stations would also be designed with sufficient pumping
capacity to handle the peak flow rate with one pump out of service. Coupled
with separate power grids and onsite backup power generators, the major
pumping stations for EIS-3 are designed for continuous reliable operation.

The Bonnieview facility would be upgraded with comminutors, grit removal,

6-inch vater line, and odor control measures.

The EIS cost-effective system alternative includes provisions for
eliminating several package plants and small pump stations and all onsite
'systems in the Hilltop area with local sewers (Figure 7). Under this worst
case scenario, Scottish Highlands and Hickory Hills package plants would be

eliminated by constructing pump stations and force mains to new local gravity
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severs; Richmond Park, Sleepy Hollow, and Pleasant Hills package plants would
be eliminated by gravity sewers tributary to local sewers. While Richmond
Mall, Franklin, Williamsburg, and Picker X-ray pump stations would be
eliminated, several pump”stations would remain in use. Before any of these
package plants, pump stations, or onsite systems can be eliminated, additional
facilities planning by NEORSD is necessary to show that elimination is

cost-effective.

The EIS analysis of EIS-3 includes a free standing pipe bridge supporting
twin 54" sewers for the crossing of Euclid Creek along Monticello Boulevard.
Actually, a single 66" pipe could be used with the existing 30" sewer which is
in place under the bridge if the existing pipe is found to be in good condi-
tion. This option would be less expensive than using twin 54" sewers, however

twin 54" sewers are used in cost-estimates as a worst-case assumption.

The projected costs for Alternative EIS-3 are provided in Table 3 and
Appendix F.

9. RECOMMENDED PLAN

Although EIS-3 is the cost-effective system plan for serving the entire
Hilltop area, a need to serve the entire area (specifically the unsewered
areas) has not been sufficiently demonstrated. This section will describe an

approach to serve the area’s identified needs for the 20 year planning period.

The immediate needs for the Hilltop area are to relieve I/I problems in
community relief sewers and overflows caused by the existing BBW complex.
This will be done by implementing the recommendations for sewer construction
and rehabilitation outlined in the SSES and constructing modifications to the

existing BBW complex.
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Table 3. EIS-3: Cost-Effective System Alternative Cost Summaryl'4

Capital Costs ,

Transport System $25,825,572
Local Sewers 16,008,346
Total 41,833,918

Annual O&M Costs

Sewer Maintenance S 49,600
Pover 176,400
Labor 330,700
Miscellaneous 16,500
Total § 573,200
Present Worth

Capital $41,016,293

0&M 5,788,345
Salvage 5,108,397

Net §41,696,241°

Table 4. EIS-Recommended Alternatiye
(A Component of EIS-3) Cost Summary '

Capital Costs

Transport System $26,131,1133
Annual O&M Costs
Sewver Maintenance S 49,600
Power 176,400
Labor 330,700
Miscellaneous 16,500
Total S 573,200
Present Worth
Capital $25,973,070
0&M 5,788,345
Salvage 2,954,361
Net §28,788,964°

'Costs shown in Tables 3 and 4 for EIS-3 do not include those costs for
Contract G already covered by the Heights FNSI ($8,395,683).

’See Appendix G for detailed costs.
A1l severs under this alternative are considered to be interceptor sewvers.

“Costs were revised during additional evaluations performed in response to
comments on the DEIS; these are described in Chapter 8. These evaluations
did not shift the recommended alternative and therefore corrections were not
made throughout this document to reflect the additional evaluations in
Chapter 8.
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As previously discussed, the NEORSD is currently working with the com-
munities to coordinate several rehabilitation and relief sewer projects.
These projects were outlined in the SSES and included as a grant condition for
the Heights project. As they are implemented, they will help relieve the I/I
and basement flooding problems. See Appendix I for several articles from
NEORSD’s "Pipeline" newsletter, which describe some ongoing programs for sewer

rehabilitation.

Because of the problems created by the Wilson Mills pumping station, it
should be replaced by a gravity sewer (approximate capital cost of $7 million,
see Appendix G) as soon as possible. This would remove the main control
problem of the existing BBW complex. Downstream capacity along Monticello
Boulevard would also need to be increased to handle the full peak flow from a
5-year, 1l-hour storm event in the Hilltop area. A 60" gravity sewer is
recommended for this segment. The existing 30" sewer over Euclid Creek at

Monticello Boulevard has sufficient capacity to handle this peak storm event.

Upgrading the Beech Hill pumping station (approximate capital cost of
$494,500, see Appendix G) and installing the control system (approximate
capital cost of $52,000, see Appendix G) could be done during the same time
frame as the Wilson Mills elimination. Along with upgrading the Beech Hill
pumping station, the force main should also be replaced (approximate capital
cost of $2.3 million, see Appendix G) as soon as possible. This will allow
the Beech Hill pumping station to operate at full design capacity without the
concern of pipe failure. The proposed improvements to Bonnieview, as included

in EIS-3, should also be implemented.

As shown in Figure 7, all of the proposed local sewers for the cost-
effective system alternative are tributary to the Richmond/White pump station.
Thus the system sizing of the pump station and force main in EIS-3 was such
that all onsite system flows were included. As discussed previously, this

need has yet to be established.
In order to solve the documented existing needs of the Hilltop area, the

Richmond/White pump station should be upgraded to 1.8 MGD and a 12" force main
to Wilson Mills Road constructed. With this configuration, Scottish Highlands
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and Richmond Park package plants could be eliminated (if demonstrated to be
cost-effective by NEORSD) by a gravity sewer from Richmond Park to Richmond/
White (to eliminate Richmond Park) and a force main from Scottish Highlands to
the nev gravity sewver, as shown in Figure 10. The Richmond/VWhite pump station
would then convey the flows from the eliminated plants and flows from areas
nov tributary to the pump station (see Section 2.4.2). Though facilities
planning by NEORSD to show the cost-effectiveness of package plant elimination

has yet to occur, the costs for this approach have been included (Appendix G).

Additional study of the onsite systems areas is needed before any local
severs could be determined to be cost-effective. Innovative options such as
cluster systems, mound systems, and small diameter collection systems would
need to be evaluated in order to identify a cost-effective solution. Deci-
sions made for handling the unsewered areas, including areas currently
undeveloped, may affect the need for additional capacity at Richmond/White
pumping station. The recommended plan proposes sizing the pump station struc-
ture to accommodate pumping capacity for the future while only recommending

pumping equipment capacity for existing needs until planning can be completed.

Since the extent of needed local sewer coverages is unknown at this time,
an alternative solution (besides that proposed in system alternative EIS-3)
for removing the Hickory Hills package plant from service was also developed.
Flow from the Hickory Hills plant could be pumped to Beech Hill pump station
via an 8" force main. As with the elimination of Scottish Highlands and
Richmond Park, the costs were included for this option (Table 4 and Appendix
G) even though facilities planning by NEORSD needs to be done to establish if
this option is cost-effective. It should also be noted that these sewers
vhich eliminate package plants would be considered interceptor sewers and not

local sewers.

The Sleepy Hollow and Pleasant Hill package plants were not a focus of
any of the previous facilities planning efforts. Modification may be needed
on these plants, and they may eventually be removed from service by the
centralized system; however, this will depend on the extent of the local sewer
coverages and on future facilities planning to establish the cost-
effectiveness of that option.
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As previously discussed in this section, the existing sewer under the
Monticello Boulevard Bridge now has capacity to handle the existing flows from
the area. Additional capacity for the aerial crossing will be needed when the
Eastern Belvoir flows enter the Hilltop system. This is currently planned for
1994. The costs for the segment to convey the Eastern Belvoir flows
($897,803) and for the aerial crossing of Euclid Creek ($948,750) were
included in Table 4 and Appendix G. These costs do not pertain directly to
solving the needs of the Hilltop FPA, but are included since decisions to
route the Belvoir flows through the Hilltop system were made prior to the EIS.
Only the incremental costs for handling Hilltop flows were included in Table 4
(and Table 3) for Contract G.

The net present worth cost of the EIS-recommended alternative the Hilltop
FPA is $28,788,964. The operation and maintenance (0&M) costs included in
Table 3 are the same as those included in Table 2 for the EIS-3 alternative.
Though the alternative to solve existing needs will obviously require somewhat
less 0&M, the draft EIS does not refine the 0&M figures beyond the system

level analyses.

10. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF SELECTED SYSTEM ALTERNATIVE

None of the four system alternatives considered in this EIS included
highly significant, adverse environmental impacts. As a result, selection of
the recommended action was not directly linked to any particular category of
environmental impact. Further, because many commonalities exist between the
four alternatives, the degree to which individual alternatives may be
distinguished, with respect to differential impacts, is reduced. It was often
found that one or two alternatives were preferable with respect to one
category of environmental impact, but less desirable with respect to another.
Overall, the cost-effective system alternative (EIS-3) was judged to be
slightly less impact sensitive than the other alternatives but the differences

vere often subtle.

Construction of the cost-effective system alternative will result in some

localized short-term dust and noise impacts due to construction activities and

Xxix



demolition of the Wilson Mills pump station. This alternative will relieve
the nuisance of sewage overflows to creeks, which contribute to ambient odors.
Construction of this alternative will also result in erosion and subsequent
sedimentation in area drdinageways and streams. At a minimum, the Ohio
Department of Transportation requirements for erosion control will be

observed.

The cost-effective system alternative should result in a net improvement
of water quality in Euclid Creek and the Chagrin River due to the proposed
removal of three existing waste discharges from the Euclid Creek drainage
area (the Richmond Park, Scottish Highlands, and Pleasant Hills wastewater
treatment plants) and the elimination of two discharges from the Chagrin River
drainage area (the Hickory Hills and Sleepy Hollow plants). Adverse impacts
to water quality and stream biota resulting from construction of the cost-
effective system alternative should be temporary, associated with short-term
runoff of sediment and attached pollutants from construction activities. The
cost-effective alternative involves one major and five minor crossings of
Euclid Creek. The potential adverse impacts resulting from this sewer
construction include some nutrient and other pollutant inputs to the Euclid
wvatershed. The one major Euclid crossing in the cost-effective system
alternative is located at Monticello Boulevard east of Green Road. Adverse
impacts to water quality could occur if the new structure requires
construction in the waterwvay (e.g., abutments). These impacts can be
minimized by following proper sediment and erosion control practices adjacent

to the stream bed.

Floods with an expected 100-year return interval do not presently
inundate existing wastewater treatment facilities within the FPA. None of the
facilities proposed in the cost-effective system alternative is located in the

100-year floodplain.

Construction activities associated with the selected alternative could
impact wildlife and vegetation. The placement of sewer lines, construction on
and around pumping stations, and construction of new holding basins will
disrupt existing biota. No adverse impact on Federal- and State-listed

threatened and endangered species are anticipated to occur from the proposed
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work. Minimal impacts to riparian wetlands associated with Euclid Creek are

expected to occur from proposed stream crossings.

No relocation of existing residences in the FPA is expected to occur due
to construction and operation of the selected alternative. Most sewer con-
struction of the selected alternative is proposed to occur within rights-of-
vay of existing roads and will not significantly affect adjacent land uses.
Construction of sewers proposed under the selected alternative may temporarily
disrupt access to some local businesses. Improved water quality should
increase the potential for recreation in the Euclid Creek Reservation and the
Chagrin River Reservation. Construction activity involved with the Euclid
Creek crossing at Monticello Boulevard will temporarily limit the use of the
Euclid Creek Reservation for picnicking, biking, and passive recreational
uses. The existing Monticello Boulevard bridge, built in 1954, has an arched
design which complements the natural surroundings of the Euclid Creek
Reservation gorge. Construction of a free standing pipe bridge to carry the
sever line across Buclid River would disrupt the aesthetics of the area both

during and after construction.

The selected alternative involves open-cut trenching and tunneling
including staging areas to construct regional interceptors which may
temporarily affect local traffic patterns. Any restriction of traffic flow
along Euclid Avenue will have significant short-term impacts to traffic flow,

especially during rush hours. Most other traffic impacts will be minor.

None of the construction for the selected alternative will directly

affect known sites of historic or archaeologic significance.

Analysis shows a demand in the Hilltop FPA for increased single and
multi-family units as well as commercial and industrial development.
Projected growth impacts of the cost-effective system alternative will be to
accommodate demand in areas with inadequate sewer service rather than inducing
growth from surrounding areas. Growth levels with the cost-effective system
alternative are not expected to contribute to any further long-term deteriora-
tion of air quality. Temporary inputs of sediment from construction of new

developments will cause short-term water quality degradation. Increased
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nonpoint source pollution from urban runoff due to projected growth in the FPA
is not expected to significantly affect surface water quality. Secondary
development under any of the alternatives is not expected to affect the
100-year floodplain area$ within the FPA since the terrain is very steep and
is not conducive to development. A total of 36.7 acres of palustrine forested
wetlands, 54 percent of the forested wetlands within the Hilltop FPA, could be
destroyed by forecast levels of development. One acre of open water wetland

would also be lost to development in the FPA.

Development resulting from the cost-effective system alternative might
secondarily affect community facilities in the FPA by increasing demand for
schools, waste disposal, energy, and other municipal services. Projected
secondary impacts on most community facilities will not be significant.
Increased need for police and fire services will represent the greatest demand
on local jurisdictions for improved services. Additional households will also
increase traffic pressure somewhat on local roadways such as Richmond and SOM

Center Roads.

The estimated annual user costs for the EIS-recommended alternative
(component of EIS-3 to solve existing needs) are $207 annually. These user

costs should not be a significant burden on the users within the Hilltop FPA.

In the recommended plan to solve existing need (Figure 10) most of the
proposed local sewer lines shown in Figure 5-6 and associated with Alternative
EIS-3 are not retained because the need to serve much of the unsewered portion
of the Hilltop FPA has not been demonstrated. The local sewer lines retained
in the recommended plan (now termed interceptors) are principally for the
purpose of eliminating package plants (subject to demonstration by NEORSD that
eliminating them in lieu of plant upgrade is cost-effective). This recom-
mended interceptor system does not significantly extend central sewer service
beyond currently served areas and, as such, will not induce growth to the
Hilltop FPA. Portions of the Hilltop FPA with the highest growth potential
such as the airport vicinity are sufficiently close to existing regional
severs to enable developers in these areas to provide connections with private
financing. Most of the larger, centrally located parcels of vacant land in
the FPA (those in Highland Heights) are large enough that the cost of
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providing connections or adding reserve capacity to regional sewers could be
absorbed in the cost of site development. Finally, most of the smaller infill
parcels in the FPA are located in substantially sewered areas such as Mayfield
Heights. Many of the sewers in these areas are currently being rehabilitated
or replaced. For these reasons, the growth inducement potential of the

recommended plan to solve existing needs is considered low.
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CHAPTER 1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

1.1.1 Introduction

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) addresses plans prepared by the
Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (NEORSD) to meet wastewater treatment
needs in the Hilltop Facility Planning Area (FPA) near the city of Cleveland.
The Hilltop FPA is located northeast of Cleveland, in northeast Ohio, on the
border of Lake and Cuyahoga Counties. The Hilltop Facilities Planning Area
includes all or parts of Richmond Heights, Highland Heights, Mayfield Heights,
Mayfield, Willoughby Hills, and Gates Mills (Figure 1-1). The area encom-
passes 20.4 square miles of which 46.6 percent (9.5 mi®) is drained by the
Euclid Creek system and 53.4 percent (10.9 miz) is drained by the Chagrin
River. After crossing the western boundary of the planning area, Euclid Creek
flows west for approximately 3.0 miles to Lake Erie. The Chagrin River never
actually enters the planning area but flows approximately 7.4 miles beyond the
northern border to Lake Erie. The Euclid Creek drainage basin, covering
roughly 23 square miles, is considerably smaller than the Chagrin drainage
basin which measures 264 square miles. Approximately 42.2 percent of the
Euclid Creek drainage basin lies within the facility planning area while only
4.1 percent of the Chagrin drainage basin is included in this area (CRSD
1979a). The geographic relationship of the planning area to these watersheds

is depicted in Figure 1-2.

1.1.2 Areawide Planning and Project History

The NEORSD, previously the Cleveland Regional Sewer District, was formed
by court order in 1972 to conduct a program of pollution abatement in north-
east Ohio. Subsequently, the NEORSD was designated by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) as the lead agency to provide a program for waste-
water management in Cleveland’s Easterly Wastewater Treatment Plant service
area. One segment of the resulting plan addressed the portions of the
Easterly service area with separate sewers. This plan was termed the Easterly
Separate Sewer Segment and generally encompassed suburban communities to the

east of Cleveland (Figure 1-2). Facilities planning was begun in 1977, with
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the goal of eliminating problems with existing wastewater treatment and
conveyance systems in the Easterly Separate Sewer Area (ESSA). Originally,
ESSA facility planning included the Creekside area (also shown in Figure 1-2).
However, early in facilities planning, the NEORSD concluded that a regional
solution including the Creekside area would not be cost-effective and a
separate Creekside facility planning process was initiated. The remaining
area was termed the Heights/Hilltop Facilities Planning Area. A chronologic

listing of relevant facilities planning documents is provided in Table 1-1.

In 1981, a facilities plan was prepared by CH,M-Hill for the Heights/
Hilltop Facility Planning Area (NEORSD 1981). This planning area (Figure 1-2)
included all or portions of Cleveland, East Cleveland, Cleveland Heights,
Shaker Heights, University Heights, Mayfield Heights, South Euclid, Lyndhurst,
Richmond Heights, Highland Heights, Mayfield, and Willoughby Hills. Infil-
tration and inflow analyses in the facilities plan indicated need for a Sewer
System Evaluation Survey (SSES) to assess the extent of necessary sever
rehabilitation. These studies and additional facilities planning for the
Heights/Hilltop FPA were initiated in 1981, and submitted to Ohio EPA in 1983.
During review of the 1983 submittal, it was determined by Ohio EPA that a
partitioned environmental assessment would be appropriate due to several
unresolved issues concerning alternatives in the Hilltop portion of the
project, as well as the extended project timeframe calling for completion of
the Hilltop interceptor in 1997 (NEORSD 1983d). As a result, facilities
planning activities were continued independently for the Heights and Hilltop
FPAs.

The USEPA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) on the
Heights Facility Planning Area on August 29, 1984 (USEPA 1984d). The Heights
interceptor covered by the FNSI will extend from the Easterly WWTP southward
through Cleveland, East Cleveland, Cleveland Heights, Shaker Heights, and
South Euclid. This FNSI approved a sewer segment along Green Road, between
Euclid Avenue and Monticello Boulevard, called Contract G, but acknowledged
that final sizing would depend on decisions made for the Hilltop FPA.

1-4



Table 1-1. Facilities Planning Documents Relevant
to the Hilltop Planning Area

TITLE PREPARED BY DATE

Easterly Separate Sewer Segment CH,M-Hill 1978
Wastewvater Facilities Plan.
Volume 1 - Environmental
Inventory and Assessment

Easterly Separate Sewer Segment CH,M-Hill 1978
Wastewvater Facilities Plan.
Volume 2 - Infiltration
and Inflow Analysis

Easterly Separate Sewer Segment CH,M-Hill 1978
Vastewvater Facilities Plan.
Volume 3 - Sewerage Study

Easterly Separate Sewer Segment CH,M-Hill 1981
Wastevater Facilities Plan.
Executive Summary

Advanced Facility Planning Report. Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1983
Easterly Separate Sewer Area, and Dalton, Dalton, and
Supplemental Facilities Newport

Planning, Sewer System Evaluation
Survey, Advanced Facility

Planning

Advanced Facility Planning Report. Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1983
Volume 1: Appendices A, B, C. and Dalton, Dalton, and
Easterly Separate Sewer Area, Newport

Sewver System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning

Advanced Facility Planning Report. Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1983
Volume 2: Appendices D1, D2Z. - and Dalton, Dalton, and
Easterly Separate Sewer Area, Newport

Sewer System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning

Supplemental Facilities Planning Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1983
Report. Easterly Separate and Dalton, Dalton, and
Sewer Area, Supplemental Newport

Facilities Planning, Sewer
System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning
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Table 1-1. Facilities Planning Documents Relevant
to the Hilltop Planning Area (Continued)

TITLE PREPARED BY DATE
Public Participation Programs Report. Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1983
Easterly Separate Sewer Area, and Dalton, Dalton, and
Supplemental Facilities Planning, Newport
Sewer System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning
Water Quality Sampling Report. Dalton, Dalton, and 1984
Easterly Separate Sewer Area, Newport
Sewer System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning
Sewer System Evaluation Survey Havens and Emerson, Inc. 1985

Report. Easterly Separate
Sever Area, Supplemental
Facilities Planning, Sewer
System Evaluation Survey,
Advanced Facility Planning

and Dalton, Dalton, and
Newport
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The total estimated construction cost of the Heights interceptor sewer is
$93.1 million (1983 value). The total estimated costs of relief sewer and
sewer rehabilitation for all communities- in the Heights/Hilltop planning area
amount to $97.8 million (USEPA 1984d). A condition of the grant for the
Heights project required that NEORSD work with the communities in the Heights/
Hilltop planning area to develop and implement programs for relief sewer
construction and rehabilitation. This grant condition covered all communities
in the Heights FPA and Mayfield Heights, Richmond Heights, Mayfield Village,
Gates Mills, and Highland Heights in the Hilltop FPA. The construction
schedule for the Heights project is presented in Figure 1-3 and the various

contracts in the project are illustrated in Figure 1-4.

The Heights FNSI acknowledged that planning for the Cleveland Easterly
Wastevater Treatment Plant had not been completed, but that planning had
demonstrated that flows from the Heights/Hilltop area should be transported
for treatment at Easterly. Since 1984, USEPA has reviewed an environmental
assessment for sludge handling facilities for Easterly, but the system
improvements for control and treatment of wet weather overflows from
Cleveland’s combined sewer systems have not yet been evaluated. Based on its
review, the USEPA issued a FNSI for solids handling at Easterly on April 17,
1985 (USEPA 1985). Plans evaluated in this EIS, therefore, are not the final
components of the Easterly system. Combined sewer overflow (CSO) issues are

to be resolved during future planning segments,

Ohio EPA prepared an environmental assessment on the Hilltop Facility
Planning Area in August 1985 (OEPA 1985a). The USEPA carefully reviewed this
information and, on April 2, 1986, issued a Notice of Intent to prepare this
EIS on proposals to construct interceptor sewers to serve the wastewater
treatment needs of the Hilltop Facility Planning Area (USEPA 1986b). This
decision was based on concern for the environmental and cost impacts of the

project proposed by the NEORSD.

1.2 PROJECT NEED

The purpose of the proposed improvements to the Hilltop wastewater

collection and conveyance system is to solve the current problems in the

1-7
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Hilltop area. These include pump station control problems, excessive I/I,
poorly operating package plants, and septic system failures. 1In addition,
decisions made during facilities planning for the Easterly Separate Sewer Area

(ESSA) must also be considered.

The most serious problem with the existing sewage transport system is the
operation of the Beech Hill/Bonnieview/Wilson Mills complex (BBW). During
periods of extremely wet weather, the Wilson Mills pumping station becomes
overloaded and signals the Beech Hill pumping station to shut down. Beech
Hill in turn signals a sluice gate to divert flow to the Bonnieview storage
basin. Although a majority of the flow is diverted to the storage basin, some
flow continues to the Beech Hill pumping station. This flow overflows from
the wet well and is discharged to a small tributary of the Chagrin River. If
pumping is not resumed at Beech Hill, the Bonnieview facility then becomes

full and eventually overflows.

These excessive flow volumes that occur during wet weather are a result
of I/I problems in the local collector systems. Many of these problems are
the result of common trench sewer construction (see Section 2.3). The Sewver
System Evaluation Survey (SSES) outlined several sewer rehabilitation and
relief sewer projects for the local communities which will help relieve a
portion of the I/I problem. The NEORSD is currently working with the

communities to coordinate these rehabilitation and relief projects.

Several package plants exist within the Hilltop Facility Planning Area
(FPA) and operate with varying degrees of efficiency as discussed in Section
2.2. These plants discharge poor quality effluent to area waterways and thus

have problems meeting the NPDES permit limitations.

The original facilities planning efforts listed basement flooding as a
problem within the Hilltop area. During the preparation of this EIS, it was
determined that sewer maintenance on portions of the existing collector system
would help relieve this problem. As previously discussed, the SSES outlined
several relief sewer and sewer rehabilitation projects that would increase the

sever capacity and reduce the incidence of basement flooding in the area.
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These projects are all local improvements and are not part of the scope of
this EIS. With the exception of a few homes around the pumping stations, the
BBW complex is not the cause of basement flooding in the area. Basement
flooding around Beech Hill and Wilson Mills pumping stations is a result of
basement floor elevations lower than the overflow of the pumping stations’ wet
wells. Most of these homes have had plumbing modifications to correct the

problem.

Failing septic systems within the Hilltop FPA were noted as another
problem throughout the facilities planning process. Since a complete study of
these problems has never been conducted, the actual extent of failing systems
in the area is relatively unknown. Although a complete study of existing
onsite systems has not been conducted for the Hilltop FPA, facilities planning
identified poor soils in the area, the relative age of the onsite systems, and
the fact that construction projects have been rejected because of no sewver

access as indicators that the existing onsite systems should be eliminated.

1.3 LEGAL BASIS FOR ACTION

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) requires a Federal
agency to prepare an EIS on "...major Federal actions significantly affecting
the quality of the human environment...." In addition, the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) has established regulations (40 CFR Part
1500-1508) to guide Federal agencies in determinations of whether Federal
funds or Federal approvals would involve a project that would significantly
affect the environment. USEPA has developed its own regulations (40 CFR Part 6)
for the implementation of the NEPA review. As noted above, USEPA Region V has
determined that pursuant to these regulations, an EIS was required for the

Hilltop project.

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (FWPCA, Public Law
92-500), as amended in 1977 by the Clean Water Act (CWA, Public Law 95-217),
established a uniform, nationwvide water pollution control program according to
wvhich all State water quality programs operate. OEPA has been delegated the
responsibility and authority to administer this program in Ohio, subject to
the approval of USEPA. However, the authority for determining whether
proposed actions are subject to NEPA is retained by USEPA.
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Federal funding for wastewater treatment projects is provided under
Section 201 of the FWPCA. The USEPA will fund 75 percent of the grant-
eligible costs for conventional collection and treatment facilities for
subsequent grant awards made to treatment works that received partial funding
prior to October 1, 1984. For grants awarded after October 1, 1984, Federal
participation will be for 55 percent of all grant-eligible costs (current
capacity at the time of the Step 3 award) and conventional gravity collection
sewvers become ineligible for grant awards. For alternative collection systems
and treatment systems in small communities (e.g. pressure sewers, septic tank
effluent sewers, septic tanks, and soil absorption systems), the funding level
is 85 percent of the eligible costs for grant awards made prior to October 1,
1984, and decreases to 75 percent of all eligible costs for grants made after
October 1, 1984. The conventional sewer costs for which USEPA will not pro-
vide funding assistance are land and easement costs; sewers for which less
than two-thirds of the planned flow originated before October 28, 1972; sewver
laterals located in the street or in easements required to connect house
laterals with the sewer main; and house laterals for connection to an onsite
pumping or treatment system. Grant eligibility of the onsite portions of
alternative systems varies depending on their ownership and management.
Privately owned systems constructed after December 27, 1977, alternative
service for homes built after this date, and new conventional systems are not

eligible for Federal grants.

The dispersal of Federal funds to local applicants is made via the
Municipal Wastewater Treatment Works Construction Grants Program administered
by USEPA. The Municipal Wastewater Treatment Construction Grants Amendments
of 1981 became law (Public Law 97-217) on December 29, 1981, and significantly
changed the procedural and administrative aspects of the municipal construc-
tion grants program. The changes reflected in these amendments have been
incorporated into the USEPA manual, Construction Grants 1985 (CG-85) Municipal
Wastewater Treatment. Under the 1981 Amendments, separate Federal grants are
no longer provided for facilities planning and design of projects. The desig-
nation of these activities as Step 1, facilities planning, and Step 2, design,
are retained in CG-8%. The Step 3 grant refers to the project for which grant
assistance will be awarded and will include an allowance for planning (Step 1)

and design (Step 2) activities.
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The CG-85 states that projects which received Step 1 or Step 2 grants
prior to the enactment of the 1981 amendments may be completed in accordance
with terms and conditions of their grant agreement except where statutory
changes require revisions or the grantee elects to meet new requirements.
Step 3 grant assistance includes a design allowance for those projects which
received a Step 1 grant prior to December 29, 1981. A municipality may be
eligible, however, to receive an advance of the allowance for planning or
design if the population of the community is under 25,000 and the State
revieving agency (OEPA) determines that the municipality would be unable to
complete the facilities planning and design to qualify for grant assistance
(Step 3).

Communities also may choose to construct wastewater treatment facilities
without financial support from the State or Federal governments. In such
cases, the only State and Federal requirements that apply are that the design
be technically sound and that OEPA be satisfied that the facility will meet
NPDES permit standards and public health requirements. Any applicable local

ordinances would also have to be met.

If a community choo