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DEEP 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford CT  
 
July 9, 2012 
 
Re:  GNHWPCA’s application for permits to upgrade New Haven’s East Shore Water Pollution 
Abatement Facility to meet Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
environmental regulations regarding water quality.  
 
Dear:  Edith Pestana, Environmental Justice Equity Officer, DEEP.   
 
The New Haven Environmental Justice Network has serious concerns about GNHWPCA’s application 
for permits based upon past and current experience. We support efforts to improve water quality in the 
rivers and harbor of New Haven’s region.   We support investment in green infrastructure to manage 
storm water runoff and limit combined sewer overspills.   We testified at the informational session on 
June 21, 2012 that the GNHWPCA’s incineration process should be included in activities that increase 
water pollution in our harbor especially since 45% of the sludge incinerated is from outside our region 
and the incineration process releases pollution into our harbor as indicated by recent core measurement 
of heavy metals in the harbor.  Please see a copy of our testimony at the informational session.  
 
We estimate that about 500 pounds of mercury vapor has been released into our neighborhood over the 
17 years that GNHWPCA been incinerating sludge.  The incinerator is nestled in a residential 
community; thousands of citizens live and recreate within ½ mile of the stack. No one has ever done a 
study to determine the fate of mercury vapor from the incinerator, and until the recent core sediment 
analysis we were not aware that mercury from incineration was reflected in the superficial water 
sediments around the sewer plant.  Several reasons come to mind: 1) mercury is falling out of the air 
into the water; 2) mercury is falling out of the air into the soil around the incinerator and washing into 
the water or a combination of the two.   
 
We have several questions and requests:  
 
POWER POINT PRESENTATION 
 
Please describe the power generator back ups.  What operations are they backing up?  What type of 
generators are they? What type of fuel will they be using?  Will they be located at the pumping stations 
or at the East Shore plant or both?   How many generators are you planning on using?  What is their 
capacity for power generation?   How much air pollution will be released from each generator when 
running at full capacity?  How will they be protected against flooding? 
 
I noticed that the slide indicating money for scrubbers in phase I was not present in the email version 
but was presented at the informational session.  How will Clean Water Funds for scrubbers reduce 
combined sewer overspills?   
 
What flooding and sewage overspills occur in the other constituent municipalities: Hamden, East 
Haven and Woodbridge? 
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Re the new proposed sewage sludge storage tank: is this to replace the current tank or provide 
additional storage; how much will the capacity of sludge storage be increased?  Will it be linked to 
the current storage tank or be separate?   Will the current infrastructure for dewatering sludge before 
entering the incinerator access both tanks?  Will it be used to increase importation of sludge from 
outside our region?  
 
How much additional sludge will be generated by the increase in wet weather capacity of the treatment 
plant? 
 
Will the sludge and primary clarifier tanks for extra storm water also handle additional sewage should 
you choose to expand the facility?  What is your responsibility for maintaining the expanded facility 
for just the purpose of storm water management?  
  
What is the supplemental carbon building?  Is this for carbon injection?  What is that?  
 
What are the white circles at property line on slide 23.  Are you planning to expand your property at 
East Shore?   
 
Money is available for beneficial uses of sludge such as anaerobic digestion.   Have you evaluated the 
feasibility of anaerobic digesters given the availability of money for anaerobic digesters?   
 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
How do you anticipate meeting your role as a quasi-governmental regional wastewater management 
entity if there isn’t unified constituent municipality support for green infrastructures and you are not 
actively engaged in providing incentives and regulatory structure for it to occur?  Provisions in CT 
General Statues 22a-500 to 519 state that regional water pollution control authorities determine the 
location and character of any wastewater system to be developed and design or provide for the design 
of any wastewater system of the authority.  Further they state that regional water pollution control 
authorities shall have all of the powers of a municipality to conduct a water pollution control program.   
 
What incentives can GNHWPCA offer citizens in our region to incorporate green infrastructures to 
manage storm water run off?  What can you do to encourage businesses and communities to provide 
storm water management in development plans?   
 
Can you identify definite areas of flooding and overspills that would benefit from green infrastructure 
interventions in the constituent municipalities?  
 
TRANSPARENCY 
 
Was there a fire at the East Shore Abatement Facility last week (early July 2012)? A resident at our 
local neighborhood meeting said that they saw black smoke coming out of floor one and two of the 
building at GNHWPCA recently.   Can you describe what happened and why?  What air pollutants did 
the fire release? 
 
The energy recovery device was not operational when we toured the plant March 31,2012.  How long 
has this system not worked since inception?  How long has it been used since inception? What percent 
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of the time since inception has it actually worked as planned?  Given the 1 million recovered by 
lawsuit for the cost of the device, has the device been paid for?   
  
How much revenue does Synagro make per year from incinerating sludge from outside our region at 
the East Shore Abatement facility in New Haven for the last 5 years? 
 
How much air pollution is caused by 12-15 semi truckloads of sludge brought in daily by Synagro for 
incineration in New Haven.  How much does this pollution cost? 
 
GNHWPCA alluded to a Biosolids Study done by CH2M and GNHPWCA in their informational 
session on June 21, 2012.  The Yale Environmental Protection Clinic identified 15 major flaws for 
NHEJN that make the report unreliable: “its conclusions cannot safely be relied upon, and the report is 
an inadequate tool upon which to base decisions about sludge-disposal alternatives.”  
We ask that the benefit/cost analysis be recalculated using correct numbers from flaw# 9 to #15 as 
identified by the Yale Environmental Protection Clinic in “An Analysis of Flaws in the CH2M Hill 
Report, Biosolids Evaluation”.  In addition, we request that money saved by the energy recovery either 
be considered a reduction in cost of incineration or a benefit from incineration but not both (flaw#6).  
We ask that this information be released to the public via a well-publicized community meeting.   
 
REQUESTS TO DEEP AND GNHWPCA 
 
We ask that material balance studies be done by a company independent of GNHPWCA on heavy 
metals and dioxins coming into the incineration process through sludge and FOG and exiting the 
system through FOG and sludge treatment processes and that this information be released to the public 
via a well-publicized community meeting.  
 
We ask that soil sample analysis be done by a company independent of GNHWPCA within ½ mile 
radius of the sewage sludge incinerator indicating how much pollution is in the soil from non-criteria 
air pollutants from the incinerator, including description of the chemical state of the mercury (such as 
methyl mercury) and compare the values to a control residential are that is not exposed to point source 
air emissions from the incinerator or other high polluting entities. While the content of mercury in 
sludge is falling, we have no idea what the impact of the continual exposures to mercury released into 
the air and then entering soil and water would be to those of us living and recreating in this area.  
Mercury is 70 times more toxic in soil than lead according to EPA relative toxicity values.  We ask that 
this information be released to the public via a well-publicized community meeting.  
 
We ask that there be continuous monitoring of hazardous air pollutants with the information released 
in real time.  Currently testing is done once per year, oftentimes under best operating conditions, which 
don’t reveal the amount of pollution accurately.    
 
Thank you for offering this opportunity to ask that our concerns be addressed.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lynne Bonnett 
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January 5, 2012 

Gary Zrelak, GNHWPCA 

Requested Biosolids Information 
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Greater New Haven Water Pollution Control Authority
260 East Street, New Haven, CT 06511 203.466.5280 P 203 772.2027 f www.gnhwpca.com

January 5, 2012

Lynne Bonnett
New Haven Environmental Justice Network
675 Townsend Avenue
New Haven, CT. 06512

RE: Requested Biosolids Information

Dear Ms. Bonnett:

Attached please find the information that was discussed at our previous meeting on November 16, 2011.
There are three pieces of information attached they are:

1. Plot of decreasing levels of Mercury in the sludge of the East Shore Water Pollution Abatement
Facility over eleven years.

2. Cover page from the final draft of the Biosolids Evaluation. The April 2007 is the working
document. There were no further revisions to the document.

3. Comments to the Yale review of the Biosolids Evaluation by CH2MHili.

If you have any questions or require further information, please feel free to contact me by phone at (203)
466-5280 x222 or bye-mail (gzrelak@gnhwpca.com ).

Sincerely,

Gary Zrelak
Director of Operations
GNHWPCA

cc: Sidney J. Holbrook, Executive Director, GNHWPCA
Gabriel Varca, Director of Finance, GNHWPCA
Thomas Sgroi, P.E. Director of Engineering, GNHWPCA
John Torre, Project Manager, CH2MHili OMI
Michael Madden, Plant Manager, Synagro/New Haven Residuals LP
File
Attachment
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ATIACHMENT 1

New Haven Historical Sludge Mercury

Concentration
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ATIACHMENT 2

Cover Page for Biosolids Evaluation Draft

Report

Appendices Page 88



Draft Report

Biosolids Evaluation

Prepared for

Greater New Haven Water Pollution Control
Authority

April 9, 2007

CH2MHILL
25 New Chardon Street

Suite 300
Boston, MA 02114-4770
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ATTACHMENT 3

Comments on Yale review of the Biosolids

Evaluation by CH2M Hill
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COMMENTARY ON ANALYSIS OF YALE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CLINIC
(YELC) OF THE BIOSOLIDS EVALUATION REPORT PREPARED BY CH2M HILL

January 23, 2009

INTRODUCTION
The Greater New Haven Regional Water Pollution Control Authority (GNHWPCA)
commissioned CH2M HILL to prepare a biosolids alternatives study for its East Shore
Water Pollution Abatement Facility (WPAF). The need for the study was precipitated by a
resolution passed by the Board of Aldermen of the City of New Haven, dated May 17, 2005.
The resolution had been prepared by a citizen group thathad the aim of shutting down the
sludge incineration facility at this facility, which also serves as a regional outlet for FOG
wastes and liquid sludges, thereby serving many communities in the region in fulfillment of
a state charter as a regional agency

The resolution equated the complex emissions from refuse incinerators with those from a
municipal sludge incinerator, which is inconsistent with the types of compounds listed. Dire
health consequences were alleged without following standard health risk assessment
methodologies. There was no written rebuttal to the resolution of May 17, 2005, and it
stands to this day with the misrepresentations intact. There is no recognition in this
proceeding that the incineration facility ha functioned in full com liance with its air permit
to operate, namely DEP Permit to Construct and Operate a Multiple Hearth Incinerator, #
117-0035, issued January, 1976 and modification issued September 14, 2004.

The Biosolids Evaluation prepared by CH2M HILL was a study of alternatives including the
status quo alternative, using decision science methodology. The methodology incorporates
a cost-benefit analysis that at that time had been applied at more than 10 municipal
biosolids management programs. The separate evaluation of costs, benefits and
cost/benefit ratios, is a widely accepted procedure. The CH2M HILL study evaluated the
alternatives, using benefit-scoring criteria presented in the public meetings on the dates
reported below.

BACKGROUND
The background for the project was summarized in the kick-off meeting notes of November
11,2006 (Attachment A). The background is summarized as follows:

• There was bias on the part of the Environmental Justice Network (EJN) in pushing
forward the resolution in 2006, pressing for a shutdown of the incinerator by 2014.

• The EJN bias is reflected in the resolution inference that the GNHWPCA incinerator
emissions are identical to those from a solid waste incinerator,

• The incineration operation at the ESWPAF is one highly controlled emission source
that is located in an region of much greater air emissions, and includes the power
generation station and the heavy vehicular traffic on 1-95. Moreover the expansion
of 1-95 from six to 10 lanes in the vicinity of the East Shore WPAF will exacerbate the
present situation.

WDC/3 REPLY-YEPC REVIEW-1-23-09-DRAFT
COPYRIGHT 2012 BY CH2M HILL, INC.• COMPANY CONFIDENTIALAppendices Page 91
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• The scope for the CH2M HILL project recognized that more detailed work may be
needed after the Biosolids Evaluation work was completed. The further work would
be by others and address, among other things, the assembly and interpretation of
predicted air quality impacts resulting from a recommended sludge receiving and
processing scheme or schemes.

• The scope also recognized the need to plan for capacity loadings to the incineration
system to realize the financial feasibility of the waste heat boiler and electrical
energy generation project - now being implemented.

• The assumed operation at capacity loadings is consistent with the regional mission
of the GNHWPCA, recognizing the importance 0 consolidation of wastewater
treatment and solids processing to the surrounding communities.

• The assumed operation at capacity loadings is also consistent with the positions of
the State of CT with respect to banning ot the land a~plicationof biosolids, and to
minimize the disposal of sludge or biosolids instate to landfill except under exigency
situations.

• The study also recognized that, as a result of the States positions above, that long
distance haul would be required in the event of a shutdown of the regional sludge
incineration facility.

In summary the scope of the Biosolids E luation y CH2M HILL was to be limited to the
identification, screening of rankings at capacity, that is, for the assumed future condition.
The future condition was to be based upon the full utilization of the incinerator system at its
permitted capacity, and with tfie recognition that more detailed evaluations would be
needed after the biosolids evaluation was complete and its outcome known. This
approach is accepted widely as appropriate for this type of work.

The{ollowing meetings were held subsequent to the kick-off meeting of November 11, 2006:

• Presentation to the Board on January 9, 2007
• Public information session - January 16, 2007
• Board of Aldermen session, February 21, 2007
• Public information ses ion - March 27, 2007
• Presentation to the Board on April 10, 2007

Public meeting, March 27, 2007 RESPONSES
The following comments are intended to respond directly to the points raised in the YELC
review. The comments presented are numbered the same as the 'Flaws' listed in the YELC
review.

#1 - The report fails to address the emission ofpollutants from the smokestack of the
incinerator and does not factor this consideration into its conclusions.

An extensive review of the emissions from the multiple hearth furnace (MHF) was
summarized in a memorandum and referenced in the Biosolids Evaluation as Appendix E.
This appendix was reviewed and is referenced by the YELC. The MHF is subject to several
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specific regulations promulgated by the U.5. EPA. The emission limits set by these
regulations were established to provide an ample margin of safety or followed a health risk
screening methodology that ensure that public health would be protected. In addition, the
CT Department of Environmental Protection established additional testing and reporting
requirements to ensure that 17 additional pollutants not regulated by the Federal standards
would be protective of public health. The memorandum as provided in Appendix E
concluded that air emissions from the MHF are in compliance with the air permit to operate
and do not adversely affect public health.

The communities' concern about air emissions from the biosolids tre9tment alternatives are
reflected in 2 of the 18 evaluation criteria: Air Impacts Onsite and Air Impacts Offsite. It was
give a criteria weighting of 100 because of its importanee to the community. The ranking or
emissions ranges from 1 (no air emissions) to 10 (air emissions with the potential to
adversely impact public health). The alternatives that include the use of the MHF were give
higher ratings that the other disposal alternatives.

Thus, the primary concern of the community was addressed. Air emissions from the MHF
do not pose a risk to public health. Biosolids treatment alternatives with air emission where
identified, ranked in proportion to the significance of their emissions and given the highest
weighting criteria.

#2 - The criteria used by the report to evaluate ludge-disposal alternatives are based on
subjective values and priorities that were defined solely by CH2M HILL and GNHWPCA.

The criteria used to evaluate the benefits of each alternative were presented to the public for
comment at the public meetings of January 16, 2007 and March 27,2007. The two public
meetings allowed for the community to have input to the evaluation criteria as they were
being defined and then have input to the ranking of the criteria prior to the release of the
final report. The weighting factors were clearly the results of community input with the
factors of greatest concern to the community given the highest weighting. All comments
received were taken into account as a standard procedure.

#3 - The first draft of the report claimed that public input would playa role in selecting,
defining and weighting the criteria used to judge each sludge-disposal alternative. However
this did not occur.

Considerable effort was expended to hold public meetings and have the technical specialists
from CH2M HILL available for questions and comments. These meetings were held to
receive public comment on the selection and definition of the evaluation criteria. To the
extent the comments were received, they were reflected in the final report.

In the draft report it was important to note that public comment was still a valued input to
the review process. Comments did not have to be limited to those present at public
meetings. The final report reflected the comments that were received and a request for
further comment was no longer necessary.

#4 - The system used to assign different levels of importance to different criteria does not
allow for the relative importance of certain key criteria to be sufficiently taken into
account.

Appendices Page 93



ERROR! NO TEXT OF SPECIFIED STYLE IN DOCUMENT.

Because of the subjective nature of the weighting system, it was important to receive input
from the public. Factors that had direct and potentially adverse impacts on the water, air,
community and local land use were ranked the highest (100%), impacts that resulted in
secondary impacts on the environment where given a lesser ranking (75% or 50%) and
administrative impacts were given the lowest ranking (25%).

However, the impact on the benefit for any alternative is not limited to the weighting
criteria alone. It is the product of the weighting criteria and the benefit score. A high score
on a top weighted criterion is 40 times more significant than a low benefit score on an
administrative criterion.

#5 - The report wrongly incorporates costs into its evaluation of benefits, which according
the terms of the report are meant to address "all non-monetary factors."

While many of the evaluation criteria have capital or operational cost implications, the
potential costs are not quantified in dollars and appropriately defined the criteria in terms
of risk.

Using the "ability to finance" criterion cited by YELC, one would no longer challenge that a
higher capital cost project would be much more difficult to obtain financing now than when
the final report was drafted potentially eliminating a treatment alternative regardless of the
interest rate or length of term. Thus, th "ability of finance" is better characterized as a risk
than a cost.

This is true for other factors in which the ability to successfully implement the treatment
alternative is at risk due to financial, administrative, operational or permitting factors.

#6 - The report double-counts energy recovenJ by including it on both sides of the
benefits/cost equation.

The revenue derived from the recovery of energy is consistent with the treatment of
increased revenue from the receipt of off-site solids or FOG wastes as is the cost of installing
a larger FOG waste receiving facility and refurbishing the incineration system.

However, the benefit of ene.t;gy recovery extends beyond the project and improved energy
efficiency to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and decreased reliance on fossil fuel.
The inclusion of the non-monetary benefits of energy recovery is fairly accounted for in this
analysis.

#7 - The performance measures that are used to evaluate each alternative are not
transparent and were devised entirely by CH2M HILL and GNHWPCA.

The performance measures, also known as benefit scoring criteria, were subject to the
review and comment during the public meetings. At one meeting, the scoring spreadsheet
was available electronically for the public to comment on the assigned scores. Technical
specialists from CH2M HILL were present to comment on the criteria and benefit score.

#8 - The scoring ofsludge disposal alternatives according to each of the report's criteria is
not transparent, and the scores assigned to many alternatives are highly questionable.

The scoring system reflects the subjective preference for the benefits or dis-benefits of an
alternative. The scoring system was discussed at the public meetings, with invitations to
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those wished to pursue the subject further. Given no requests the team assumed that the
scoring was settled and moved on. The YELC has assumed that moving on was not in order
and labeled this action as less than transparent.

#9 - The report uses an erroneous figure for the average amount of regional sludge
incinerated at the facility, thereby undermining numerous subsequent calculations based
upon this figure.

The sludge quantities of offsite and onsite origin to be used were provided as background
(Attachment A), addressing a future situation as is the case with this type of work. The
GNHWPCA at the time was organizing its records to operate as a combined (regional)
operation.

#10 - The report overestimates by nearly 10% the revenue that GNHWPCA receives from
Synagro in exchanges for the processing ofnon-regional sludge at the incinerator.

The revenues were based upon projections as stated earlier.

#11 - Because the report overestimates the per-dry ton revenue that GNHWPCA receives
from Synagro in exchange for the burning of offsite sludge, it significantly overestimated
the revenue that SQ-1 (Alternative Status Quo 1) will generate from offsite sludge contracts
over the next 20 years.

As indicated by the YELC figures, the outcome does not change whether the per-dry ton
revenue is $150 or $300. Moreover the $300 unit co t is based upon projected conditions
such as seen recently in the rising fuel costs. The status quo as the most favorable metrics
across the range from $150 to $300 per dry ton so the outcome is not changed.

#12 - The report's erroneous figure for current onsite sludge processing lead it to
overestimate the amount of onsite sludge that will be processed by the incinerator over the
course of the next 20 years.

The analysis was developed using projected conditions, not present conditions.

# 3 - By overestimating the amount of onsite sludge that will be processed by the
incinerator over the next 20 years, the report underestimates the amount ofoffsite sludge
that will be processed during this period under SQ-1.

As noted, the analysis was developed using projected conditions, not present conditions.
The important point is that the system is permitted for the total sludge production not that
from one source or another, and that it is assumed that the system will be operated at
capacity.

#14 - The report uses an erroneous figure for the amount ofFOG wastes incinerated at the
facility, thereby underestimating the percentage of offsite sludge incinerated over the next
20 years.

As noted, the analysis was developed using projected conditions, not present conditi~:ms.
The important point is that the system is permitted for the total sludge production not that
from one source or another, and that it is assumed that the system will be operated at
capacity. The volatile solids contained in the FOG waste are included in this capacity
estimate.
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ATTACHMENT A- EXCERPT FROM NOTES FROM KICK·OFF MEETING OF NOVEMBER 11, 2006

'The meeting was held at the office of Greater New Haven Water Pollution Control
Authority (GNHWPCA), from 8:00 to 9:40 AM on Friday, November 10, 2006. The agenda
and sign-up sheet are attached. The day was a holiday for GNHWPCA folks so their
participation was most appreciated.

The notes are presented in three sections, the first two reflecting information gained at the
meeting and site tour, and the third section looking forward to the development of
alternatives for study and decision criteria for evaluation 01 the alternatives.

BACKGROUND

The background as received from Mr. DiGangi and his staff was as follows:

• The Board of Aldermen of the City of New Haven by resolution in 2005 approved the
regionalization of the WPCA and its assets, leading to the formation of the GNHWPCA.

• The GNHWPCA serves as a regional authority, providing liquid sludge and FOG (fat
oil-grease) waste receiving and processing services for the City of New Haven
wastewater treatment plant as well as for 12 other jurisdictions at a significant level, and
additional communities at a lesser level.

• The GNHWPCA provides the regional services using its sludge incineration system,
which has a permitted capacity of 1.66 DTPH 0 about 40 DTPD. About 55% of this
capacity is required for incineration of onsite sludge production. The remaining
capacity is fully utilized for receipt and processing of liquid sludges from communities
in the region, under an operating contract ith Synagro.

• The Synagro contract was awarded competitively in 1996 and again after a second
competition later. The present contract is in effect until 2014. The contract contains
provisions for sharing of profits from the merchant operations between the GNHWPCA
and Synagro. Synagro under its first contract made substantive improvements to the
sQlids processing system, after which the receipt of offsite liquid sludges began in 1997.

• The sludge incineration capacity consists of a single multiple hearth incineration system
equipped with an advanced air emission control system that includes gas recirculation
from the lower to the top hearth, a wet electrostatic precipitator (WESP), and a
regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO) with plume suppression.

• This operation is under a permit issued by the State of Connecticut, DEP, and is one of
several regional authorities in the State providing an essential service to the host and
surrounding communities.

• Synagro has made continuing upgrades to the sludge and FOG waste receiving and
processing systems that have maintained performance in compliance with the DEP
permit and achieved a high degree of reliability.

• Synagro by virtue of its other operations in the region has guaranteed the redundancy of
the operation, thereby assuring GNHWCA of an acceptable outlet at a guaranteed price
at all times.

• The redundancy provided in the Synagro contract has allowed the shutdown and partial
dismantling of a little-used, problematic lime stabilization system at the City of New
Haven WWTP. The lime stabilized cake had on several occasions caused odor issues at
the City's landfill.
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• The City's Board of Aldermen, in a 2006 resolution prompted by the presentation of the
Environmental Justice Network, passed a resolution advising the GNHWPCA to
consider alternatives to incineration and to anticipate the shutdown of the incineration
system as of the end of the current operating contract in 2014.

• The basis for the presentation by the environmental group was by inference that the
incinerator emissions at GNHWPCA are similar to those of a waste-to-energy facility
such as exists at the MDC in Hartford at present. As there was no opportunity for the
GNHWPCA to respond at the time of the resolution, the resolution stands, casting a
cloud of uncertainty over the future of the sludge and FOG waste receiving and
processing operations.

• With this uncertainty, there are also uncertainty with !;WO projects under development,
the first a waste-heat-to-energy recovery project, and the second the possible
consolidation of the sewer service area of the Town of West Haven into that of the
GNHWPCA.

• The GNHWPCA has requested CH2M HILL to prepare a biosolids management plan
(BMP) that considers that alternatives available to the present operation, both onsite and
offsite, and their economic and other impacts on G HWPCA. Overarching the BMP is
the profile of emissions taking place in the airshed of the region under present and
projected conditions. We were advised that the State is starting the construction of an
expansion to 1-95 in the area that will increase the traffic lanes from six to 10, alleviating
congestion. An EIS has been published in this freeway project.

• Clearly the BMP needs to take into account the truck traffic and air emissions impacts
associated with the present and with alternative solids processing and disposal
operations, as well as other pertinent measures of impact. However the assembly and
interpretation of predicted air quality impacts resulting from various sludge receiving
and processing schemes will be assigned to others after the BMP effort is completed. In
the latter regards, there is meteorological station located at the treatment plant.

There are two projects planned or needed at the New Haven WWTP:

• The first is in the agency's Capital Improvement Program and is an upgrade of the odor
collection, transfer and treatment system for odorous air from the liquid sludge holding
tank (where liquid sludges are received from offsite sources), from the one covered
primary sludge gravity thickening tank, and from other sources.

• The second is the waste-heat-to energy project, which would be financed partially under
a CREB (Clean Renewable Energy Bond) subsidy on the interest to be paid on the loan
for the economizer and electrical generating equipment (Dresser Rand).

The second project is dependent on a fully-loaded incinerator, a condition that is achieved at
present because of the offsite sludge receipts allowing the incinerator to be loaded all but
the six hours each week needed for routine maintenance including the weekly WESP
washdown. The economics of this project would not work if the GNHWPCA were required
to stop the receipt of offsite sludges as the environmental group petitioning the City's Board
of Alderman would prefer.
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Another potential project is in jeopardy if the sludge processing system at the GNHWPCA
WWTP is shut down or limited in scope after 2014. This is the consolidation of the sewer
service area of the Town of West Haven with that of the City of New Haven. The Town is
not in good economic condition. There is a study under way presently to determine the cost
of upgrading the wastewater treatment plant for BNR, and if the cost is excessive it is likely
that the Town will want to pursue consolidation. The liquid sludge production from the
Town is already received and processed at the GNHWPCA. The shutdown or limitation of
offsite sludge receipts at GNHWPCA would result in this community and over 10 others
having to find alternative outlets for their sludge and FOG wastes. It is very likely that
these alternatives will have a significant cost impact on the sludge disposal costs of these
communities, as well as impact the cost of incinerator operation adversely at GNHWPCA.

The State of Connecticut does not allow the land application of biosolids, and landfill
disposal is discouraged except as a short-term expediency. This would mean that the
shutdown or limitation of the sludge processing system at GNHWPCA would require the
agency (and others also impacted) to consider such the offsite options for biosolids
management for GNHWPCA as:

• Haul cake by tractor trailer to either the MDC sludge receiving facility at Hartford,
about 35 miles distant, or to the facility at the City of Woonsocket, Rhode Island WWTP,
about 110 miles distant.

• Haul liquid sludge by barge to the ewark, Jwastewater treatment plant of the
Passaic Valley Sewerage Commissioners.'

LIQUID SLUDGE D FOG- ASTE RECEIVING AND PROCESSING SYSTEM

The following description of these systems at the City of New Haven WWTP will be
supplemented with information to be received with the assistance of Gary Zrelak, Director
of Operations of GNHWPCA, in a few days.

The New Haven WWTP receives three streams in addition to wastewater. These are septage,
liquid sludge from offsite, and FOG (fat-oil-grease) wastes. The septage is received at a
separate location and routed to the headworks for commingling with the wastewater flow.
The liquid sludges and FOG wastes are handled as described below.

Liquid Sludge Handling

The primary sludge from onsite is gravity-thickened to 4 to 6% TS in the covered South
Gravity Thickener, and the waste activated sludge is thickened to about 5% TS using the
gravity belt thickener in the solids processing building. The thickened sludges are then
transferred to the covered holding tank, adjacent to the gravity thickener, where liquid
sludges from offsite sources are also received. The holding tank is equipped with a cover, a
sludge recirculation system to ensure that the contents are maintained in suspension and as
homogeneous as possible, and an off-gas collection system. The off-gas is taken to a single
stage odor scrubber on the roof of the solids processing building. There are two other
gravity thickeners (North and East Gravity Thickeners) in the area that are uncovered and
used for back-up purposes only.
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In 2005 liquid sludges were received from New Haven and from 18 communities. The total
amount received was 13,348 DTPY on a 365-day/ year basis, or 36.57 DTPD. The majority of
the receipts were from:

• New Haven (7,224 DTPY or 54%).
• Bridgeport West and East (3,278 DTPY or 25%)
• New London (609 DTPY or 5%)
• Branford (532 DTPY of 4%)
• West Haven (543 DTPY or 4%)
• Branford (532 DTPY or 4%)
• Remainder (4%) is from 13 other Connecticut communities

We are in processing of requesting the sludge (and FOG waste) characterization data and
will report on this separately.

FOG Waste Receiving

FOG wastes are received from registered haulers in a separate location, and processed in a
fractionation tank by heating to separate water from the liquid. The resulting feed is about
5% FOG and 95% water. The heat for the fractionation process is obtained as waste heat
from a 200-Kw fuel cell onsite that is manufactured by United Technologies Corporation
and fueled with natural gas. Annual FOG waste receipts have increased as follows:

• 310,000 gallons in 2000
• 1,678,000 gallons in 2003
• 2)80,000 gallons in 2005

Incinerator Feed

The liquid sludge from the holding tank is transferred to dewatering facilities. The
dewatering facilities consist-of two belt filter presses (BFPs) and one Centrisys centrifuge.
The cake from the BFP is a<;lded to a single transfer belt, which moves forward, receiving the
BFP cake, centrifuge cake (laid over the BFP cake), and the concentrated FOG waste, in this
order. This 'layer cake' is then discharged from the conveyor belt into an auger for mixing,
and from the auger into the drop hole of the multiple hearth furnace (MHF).

Incineration System

The MHF is a nine-hearth Nichols-Herreshoff unit having a diameter of 18 ft and installed in
the early 1970s. The MHF has undergone subsequent modification since its construction, in
order to address a number of operating problems and to improve the air emissions control
system.

The MHF unit is equipped with a gas recirculation system to take heated gas from the
bottom hearth to the top hearth where the feed is added. The gas recirculation system has
controlled the production of cyanide in the liquid stream that caused problems in the BNR
process.
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The exhaust air discharge from the MHF is taken through a Venturi scrubber, a wet
electrostatic precipitator (WESP) and a regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO), and a single
flue stack with a GEP (good engineering practice) stack height. The RTO provides plume
suppression by heating the exhaust above the dew point. These controls have eliminated
the release of hydrocarbons and other volatile organic carbon compounds, as demonstrated
by the record of compliance with the air permit to operate.

The incineration system operates on an around the clock basis, with weekly six-hour
shutdowns to clean the WESP and perform other maintenance. The on-line performance of
the system has exceeded 95%, making it energy-efficient. The continued performance of the
incineration system at this level of on-line performance is essential for the viability of the
waste-to-energy project discussed earlier.

Odor Control System

Off-gas is collected from the covered holding tank, from the cover primary sludge gravity
thickening tank, and from other sources, an transferred to a single stage odor scrubber.
The transfer capacity is limited at present and improvements are planned.

Sludge Quality

The quality of the blended sludge is in compliance with all U EPA regulations and could be
processed to a Class A biosolids were it not impractical in the State of Connecticut - because
of the ban on land application of biosolids - to do so.

DISCUSSION

The following material is presented to initiate the development of the alternatives to be
addressed in the biosolids study, considering the information gained at the kick-off meeting.

The present processing operation at the G HWPCA is a well-managed and highly
productive processing system. The resolution of the City's Board of Aldermen advising the
GNHWPCA to consider alternatives to incineration and to anticipate the shutdown of the
incineration system as of the end of the current operating contract in 2014 would, if it comes
to pass, cause a multitude of problems that would have to be managed through new
alternatives. The situations that can be envisioned include:

• Completion elimination of incineration.
• Elimination of offsite liquid sludge receipts, thereby eliminating much of the regional

service aspect of the present operation, and the valuable operational efficiency of
maintaining furnace temperature almost continuously.

• Elimination additionally of FOG waste receipts, furthering reducing the regional service
aspect.

The impacts of these actions would be far-reaching, as is evident from the types of
alternatives (see below) that would likely be required, and their impacts on the
environment. In this listing it is assumed that the base case or status quo will consist of the
present system for receiving and processing liquid sludges and FOG wastes, but with
improvements made in the following areas:
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• Upgrade of existing odor control system to collect, transfer and treat air exhausted from
the covered holding tank, the South Gravity Thickener (the covered primary sludge
gravity thickener now in use) and the East and North Gravity Thickeners.

• Construction of the waste heat to energy project supporting 0.75 Megawatt of electrical
energy generation.

• Construction of a mercury emission control facility, using an activated carbon medium
for removal of mercury, as based upon European experience.

We also assume that the first of the above improvements woUld be warranted in any of the
alternatives considered below.

Alternatives

The following alternatives are suggested for discussion at the first workshop:

SQ-l: The base case is assumed to be the existing status quo, adding the planned
projects for upgrade of the existing odor control system, the waste heat to energy
system, and the mercury removal system. This system would continue the
present operation, which is based upon a contract operation receiving liquid
sludges, FOG wastes and septage, and providing full back-up redundancy.

MSQ-l: Modified status quo, eliminating the off-site receipts of liquid and, if then not
feasible, the waste to energy system.

MSQ-2: Further modified status quo, eli . ating the FOG wastes as well as the off-site
receipts of liquid and, if then not feasible, the waste to energy system.

TD-l: Install an onsite thermal drying facility in ·eu of incineration, with the complete
shutdown of incineration. All liquid sludge receipts from onsite and offsite
sources would continue to be received, excepting the FOG wastes, which would
be diverted elsewhere, perhaps to a biodiesel production facility.

OS-X: Offsite disposal of GNHWPCA sludges in either liquid or dewatered form at a
merchant facility or facilities, with of course the elimination of offsite sludge and
FOG waste receipts. Candidate sites are:

OS-C-l: To MDC at Hartford, CT, as cake.

OS-C-2: To City of Woonsocket, RI, as cake.

OS-C-3: To a contractor, for disposal as cake at one or multiple sites either in Connecticut
or in the multi-state region.

OS-L-l: To Passaic Valley Sewerage Commissioners, as liquid by barge.

Criteria for Evaluation of Alternatives
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The following criteria and weightings of relative importance are suggested as a trial list to
be discussed at the first workshop:

1. Capital cost to GNHWPCA (50%)
2. Operation and maintenance cost to GNHWPCA (50%)
3. Net present worth to NHWPCA Cost impact to user communities (50%)
4. Air emissions from on-site operations (100%)
5. Air emissions from offsite operations (100%)
6. CompleXity of contracts required (50%)
7. Energy recovery potential (75%)
8. Energy utilization (100%)
9. Worker health and safety (100%)
10. Public scrutiny of compliance with regulations and permits (75%)
11. Impact on local community (100%)
12. Flexibility of operation for GNHWPCA (75 %)
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February 29, 2012 

Gary Zrelak, GNHWPCA 

Requested Biosolids Information 
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PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING ANNOUNCEMENT 
 

Greater New Haven Water Pollution Control Authority 
 

OPEN TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC 
 

AN INFORMATIONAL MEETING REGARDING:  
 
The upgrade of the East Shore Water Pollution Abatement Facility to meet Connecticut 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection environmental regulations regarding water 
quality. This upgrade is a key part of the Greater New Haven Combined Sewer Overflow Long-
Term Control Plan to reduce the discharge of combined sewer overflows. The goal is to improve 
the water quality of the West River, the Mill River, the Quinnipiac River, New Haven Harbor and 
ultimately Long Island Sound. 
 
WILL BE HELD AT:  
 
Sound School Regional Vocational Aquaculture Center, 60 South Water St, New Haven CT 
06519 
 
ON:  
 
June 21st, 2012 at 6:30pm  
 
PRIOR TO THE MEETING, INTERESTED PARTIES MAY RSVP ON WEEKDAYS, 
WITH RESPECT TO ATTENDANCE, TO:  
 
GNHWPCA Administrative Office, 203.466.5280, ext. 321 
 
 THE AGENDA FOR THE INFORMATIONAL MEETING WILL BE:  
(1) GENERAL INTRODUCTION  
(2) COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW LONG TERM CONTROL PLAN HISTORY 
(3) BENEFITS TO THE ENVIRONMENT AND RESIDENTS 
(4) LAYOUT OF THE FACILITY 
(5) SCHEDULE 
(6) QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS  
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ANUNCIO DE REUNION SOBRE PROYECTO MUNICIPAL  
   

Greater New Haven Water Pollution Control Authority 
 

ABIERTO A TODO PUBLICO 
 

REUNION INFORMATIVA SOBRE: 
 
Mejoras al East Shore Water Pollution Abatement Facility para satisfacer requisitos del 
tratamiento de aguas residuales domésticas impuestos por Connecticut Department of Energy 
and Environmental Protection. La obra es parte del programa Greater New Haven Combined 
Sewer Overflow Long-Term Control Plan para reducir descargas de aguas residuales en 
combinación con aguas lluvias al medio ambiente durante tormentas.  Este proyecto es esencial 
para reducir estas descargas. El objetivo es mejorar la calidad de agua en West River, Mill River, 
Quinnipiac River, New Haven Harbor y Long Island Sound. 
 
LA REUNION VA A TOMAR LUGAR EN:  
 
Sound School Regional Vocational Aquaculture Center  
60 South Water St, New Haven CT 06519 
 
FECHA / HORA: 
 
21 de Junio del 2012, 6:30pm  
 
RSVP (opcional):  
 
GNHWPCA Administrative Office, 203.466.5280, ext. 321 
 
 ORDEN DEL DIA:  
(1) INTRODUCCION   
(2) HISTORIA DEL PROGRAMA  
(3) BENEFICIOS AL MEDIO AMBIENTE Y RESIDENTES  
(4) PLAN DE CONSTRUCCION  
(5) CALENDARIO DE PROYECTO  
(6) PREGUNTAS Y RESPUESTAS 
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RECIPIENT ADDRESS INFO 
 
 
 
Dear XXX, 
 
As a local stakeholder you are being notified of the proposed upgrade to the Greater New Haven Water 
Pollution Control Authority’s (GNHWPA) East Shore Water Pollution Abatement Facilities at 345 East 
Shore Parkway, New Haven, CT. Equipment upgrades are also proposed for Pre-Treatment Pumping 
Facilities at the GNHWPCA’s East Street, Boulevard, and Union Street Pumping Stations.  These 
upgrades are required by the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection to meet 
environmental regulations regarding water quality.  
 
The proposed upgrades of facilities are to Maximize Flow to the Treatment Plant in accordance with US 
EPA Guidelines for CSO Communities.  This upgrade is a key part of the 2001 and 2011 Update of the 
Greater New Haven Combined Sewer Overflow Long-Term Control Plan (LTCP) to reduce the discharge 
of combined sewer overflows and reduce the discharge of Nitrogen to New Haven Harbor and Long 
Island Sound.  The Environmental Impacts are improved water quality in the West River, the Mill River, 
the Quinnipiac River, New Haven Harbor and ultimately Long Island Sound.  The water quality 
improvements are measured by a reduction of combined sewer overflows for up to a 2 year design storm.  
In addition, the upgrades will reduce basement backups; reduce street flooding; and protect critical 
shoreline areas of greatest public use and environmental sensitivity.  It is anticipated that the 
improvements to the East Shore Water Pollution Abatement Facility will reduce overflows to public 
waterways by approximately 30 percent.  
 
Implementation of the Greater New Haven Combined Sewer Overflow Long Term Control Plan will clearly 
dominate the Authority’s agenda for the foreseeable future.  This is just one more way the Greater New 
Haven Water Pollution Control Authority is doing its part to provide you, our customers, with the best 
service possible. The changes we will make will help protect our environment and improve the quality of 
life for the region both now and in years to come. 
 
This notification is a requirement of the Connecticut Department of Environmental Justice Program to 
inform the community and interested parties about the proposed project. The attached announcement 
details a public participation forum to be held on June 21, 2012.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Greater New Haven Water Pollution Control Authority 
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PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING ANNOUNCEMENT 
 

Greater New Haven Water Pollution Control Authority 
 

OPEN TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC 
 

AN INFORMATIONAL MEETING REGARDING:  
 
The upgrade of the East Shore Water Pollution Abatement Facility to meet Connecticut Department of 
Energy and Environmental Protection environmental regulations regarding water quality. This upgrade is 
a key part of the Greater New Haven Combined Sewer Overflow Long-Term Control Plan to reduce the 
discharge of combined sewer overflows. The goal is to improve the water quality of the West River, the 
Mill River, the Quinnipiac River, New Haven Harbor and ultimately Long Island Sound. 
 
WILL BE HELD AT:  
 
Sound School Regional Vocational Aquaculture Center, 60 South Water St, New Haven CT 06519 
 
ON:  
 
June 21st, 2012 at 6:30pm  
 
PRIOR TO THE MEETING, INTERESTED PARTIES MAY RSVP ON WEEKDAYS, WITH 
RESPECT TO ATTENDANCE, TO:  
 
GNHWPCA Administrative Office, 203.466.5280, ext. 321 
 
 THE AGENDA FOR THE INFORMATIONAL MEETING WILL BE:  
(1) GENERAL INTRODUCTION  
(2) COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW LONG TERM CONTROL PLAN HISTORY 
(3) BENEFITS TO THE ENVIRONMENT AND RESIDENTS 
(4) LAYOUT OF THE FACILITY 
(5) SCHEDULE 
(6) QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS  
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   PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING    
ANNOUNCEMENT 

 

Greater New Haven Water Pollution Control Authority 
 

OPEN TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC 
 

June 21st, 2012 at 6:30pm 
 

AN INFORMATIONAL MEETING REGARDING: 
 

The upgrade of the East Shore Water Pollution Abatement Facility to meet Connecticut Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection environmental regulations regarding water quality. This upgrade is a key part of the 

Greater New Haven Combined Sewer Overflow Long-Term Control Plan to reduce the discharge of combined sewer 
overflows. The goal is to improve the water quality of the West River, the Mill River, the Quinnipiac River, New 

Haven Harbor and ultimately Long Island Sound. 
 

Will be Held At: Sound School Regional Vocational Aquaculture Center,  
    60 South Water St, New Haven CT 06519 

 
 

PRIOR TO THE MEETING, INTERESTED PARTIES MAY RSVP ON WEEKDAYS, WITH RESPECT TO ATTENDANCE, TO: 
GNHWPCA Administrative Office, 203.466.5680 ext. 321 
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Greater New Haven Water Pollution Control Authority 
 

ABIERTO A TODO PUBLICO 
 

21 de Junio del 2012, 6:30 pm 
 

REUNION INFORMATIVA SOBRE: 
 

Mejoras al East Shore Water Pollution Abatement Facility para satisfacer requisitos del tratamiento de aguas 
residuales domésticas impuestos por Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection. La obra es 
parte del programa Greater New Haven Combined Sewer Overflow Long-Term Control Plan para reducir descargas 

de aguas residuales en combinación con aguas lluvias al medio ambiente durante tormentas.  Este proyecto es 
esencial para reducir estas descargas. El objetivo es mejorar la calidad de agua en West River, Mill River, 

Quinnipiac River, New Haven Harbor y Long Island Sound. 
 

La reunión va a tomar lugar en: Sound School Regional Vocational Aquaculture Center, 
60 South Water St, New Haven CT 06519 

 
 

RSVP (opcional): 
GNHWPCA Administrative Office, 203.466.5680 ext. 321 
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