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WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT OF 1972: EFFECT
ON SMALL COMMUNITIES

SATURDAY, APRIL 5, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
ComyirTEe oN Pusric WoRKs,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION,
Gardiner, Maine.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in the city
council chamber, Gardiner, Maine, Hon. Edmund S. Muskie (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senator Muskie, chairman.

Senator Muskre. Mr. Mayor, I think it would be appropriate to
express our appreciation to you for making these beautiful facilities
available to us. We are delighted to be holding this hearing in Gardiner.

Mayor SHAPIro. You are certainly welcome, Senator Muskie, and
we are privileged to have you and your staff as guests here this morn-
ing to use our facilities. I think perhaps a lot of good can take place
from what is going to——

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. EDMUND S. MUSKIE, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MAINE

Senator Muskig. It is rather symbolic, as T hope I can indicate at
the moment that we are meeting in this municipal building in a small
town in Maine. That is our concern.

I’d like to begin with just a few observations to indicate not only
to the witnesses but to those others in the room exactly what the
purpose of this meeting is. And I’d like to begin by saying ‘‘thank
you” to all of you for giving your Saturday, at least this Saturday
morning, to the subcommittee for this hearing. I know how precious
a weekend can be after a busy week, especially at this time of the year
when we’re all working on our taxes.

We have asked you to come here today to discuss something that
is of concern to each member of the subcommittee: How smaller
communities are coping with the program mandated by the Clean
Water Act of 1972. In Washington we always hear from the big cities
and the organized interest groups. Seattle and Chicago must have
contacted us a hundred times, at least, in the last 2 years. But we
think we need to hear from the smaller places as well and that’s the
purpose of this workshop, which isn’t really in the form of a conven-
tional hearing.

There are two major areas of concern to the subcommittee, issues
that coalesce many of the specific problems that will be raised today.

(1)
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And I would expect them to form the theme of today’s discussion:
(1) What should national policy be for an industry which, in all good
faith, is committed to a stalled municipal system? The deadlines are
fast approaching. And, (2) what treatment options are available to a
small community to meet its clean water requirements? Big city
solutions don’t often work in small towns.

We are fortunate to have with us this morning a representative and
knowledgeable group to translate those general issues into the practical
problems which officials and industries are facing.

During the morning I will call on each of you, in turn, and ask you
to spend about 10 minutes explaining your specific situation. I will
then try to ask some questions to stimulate a general discussion.

This hearing will conclude at 12:30. Unfortunately, we cannot
accommodate every citizen who could make a contribution to the
hearing but, if there is some time left over, we would be glad to invite
any comments from citizens in the group.

ill, I wonder if you wouldn’t like to sit around this table? Mr.
Adams is the State commissioner in charge of the program in the
State, and may I say I'm always proud that Maine has progressed
so well. I think Maine ranks among the top States in the country in
terms of its response to this program and the problem, and its ability
now to take advantage of lLe funds which, thanks to the Supreme
Court, have been unleashed and are available to us. This is one time
where two branches of the Government, the court and the Congress,
combined to implement public policy.

And now if I may proceed to our witnesses this morning, we’ll
start with the first witness, who holds the rare distinction of serving
on the Governor’s Executive Council as a Democrat, and I think you'll
all agree that is a rare distinction, indeed. But, this morning he is
representing the Dover-Foxcroft area, within the Guilford-Sangerville
Sewer District, and we're delighted to call on you, Charlie, at this
point to start the discussion.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES JACOBS, GUILFORD-SANGERVILLE SEWER
DISTRICT, ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM R. ADAMS, JR., COMMIS-
SIONER, AND DENNIS PURINGTON, CHIEF, DIVISION OF MUNICI-
PAL SERVICES, MAINE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

Mr. Jacoss. Thank you, Senator. If T might, I will speak of the
current general situation in Dexter, Dover-Foxcroft, Guilford area and
then deal more specifically with the problems facing these towns in
meeting the requirements of the 1972 Clean Water Act.

First of all and perhaps most important, this area is a depressed
economic area of the State. We have a high unemployment rate. In

Piscataquis County the unemployment is now 15.5 percent. The
western Penobscot point—in western Penobscot County it is 19.5
percent. We have marginal industries; that is, shoes and textiles, and
a very low per capita income.

The towns that I will discuss, Guilford, Dexter and Dover, with
particular emphasis on Guilford, are all small towns, ranging from
2,000 to 4,000 people. Guilford is perhaps the most significant—has
the most significant economic problems. Guilford Industries, its only
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major employer, a year and a half ago was employing 500 people. At
this point in time, they are employing 175. And they also have re-
ceived, or are about to receive, an EDA loan, operating loan of, I
believe, $400,000 or $500,000. They are in difficult financial straits.

With particular regard to the 1972 Clean Water Act, there are—at
this point in time—no treatment facilities in any of these towns. All
of them have a low priority, and it appears now, unless funding is
increased, that none of these towns will meet the deadlines, either the
State deadline or the Federal deadline of July 1977.

With regard to collection systems, Guilford has no collection system
whatsoever: Dexter and Dover-Foxcroft have inadequate collection
systems; that is, they mix sewage and storm water and therefore
don’t meet the Federal or State requirements. The major polluting
industries in Dexter are now committed to joining the municipal
systems. Dover has no major polluting industry at this point in time.

With particular regard to the situation in_Guilford, the town of
Guilford has obtained a $100,000 loan from FHA. We are planning
site selection for the sewage treatment plant. Guilford Industries
has also invested $100,000 in planning within its own shop. Just to
give an example of how this act will impact on the people in Guilford,
and I use Guilford because they don’t have a collection system, the
financial impact on the citizens will probably be greater there than in
any of the other two towns. If Guilford Industries joins with the
municipal district, which is actually Guilford and Sangerville—which
is contemplated—and if there is no help from the Federal Govern-
ment in building the collection system, not only the treatment plant
but the collection system, the user charges will probably be in the
vicinity of $176 per year. This compares with current user charges in
Dexter and Dover-Foxcroft of $16 and $27, respectively. The combined
user charge and capital payback for Guilford Industries would be
$40,000 or $50,000 a year.

One of the officials of Guilford Industries indicated to me yesterday
that they could handle the $40,000 or $50,000, that would not overly
burden them, in terms of cost.

Senator Muskie. That’s $40.000 or $50,000 for the user charges
and the payback on the collection system?

Mr. Jacoss. No, that doesn’t involve the collection system

Senator Muskie. I see.

Mr. Jacoss [continuing]. That's a user charge and the payback
to the Federal Government.

Senator Muskie. Wholly on the treatment plant? :

Mr. Jacoss. Right. Another factor that will impact very signif-
icantly on the people in Guilford are the hookup charges which could
vary, because of the situation, from $300 to $1,000 for each household.
And, currently, there is an EDA disaster relief proposal pending that
might provide some assistance to Guilford, I'Bt-xter, and Dover 1n
updating their collection systems.

I might just say that the projected cost of the collection system
is $2.2 million and the treatment plant and interceptors will be
approximately $1,066,000. 1 guess that it’s obvious that the eco-
nomic impact on the people in Guilford is very significant. The
combined high user charges and the hookup costs will pose a very
great burden through that town.

Senator Muskie. What's the population of Guilford?




4

Mr. Jacoss. Approximately 2,000. They do have a municipal—by
the way, that imrﬁldos Sangerville—water district.

In terms of possible solutions to the problem, I think there has
to be some Federal help in building a collection system and that would
reduce the user charge significantly. I think they could handle the
operating costs, and I don’t think that would be overly burdensome.
But T think with paying off the capital on the construction costs
of the collection system, I think that it would be prohibitive. The
cost would be higher than the property taxes in many cases in
Guilford.

Perhaps there could be—I think we've agreed though—I don’t
know if there’s anyone here from Greenville today, but Greenville
had a package of various funds they put together. Perhaps you are
familiar with it. I think there was some HUD money, F{IA, EDA,
that was used to build their collection system and perhaps some
sort of combination could be put together to assist Guilford in that
regard.

Senator Muskie. There hasn’t been any HUD money available
for some time,

Mr. Jacoss. There is some, but it is limited, I think. There is
discretionary grants of 2.2 million for Maine, which, if that all went
to Guilford, it would solve Guilford’s problem, but there is no signif-
icant amount of money in HUD right now. And, also, FHA, 1 don’t
believe, would assign a high priority to collection systems, at this
point.

I think, also, perhaps where hookup charges are very high, that
perhaps, the FHA—I'm not familiar with FHA, but perhaps there
could be some assistance provided where the hookup charges in a
particular situation are overly burdensome.

Now, perhaps the most serious, or the most significant, issue is
how Guilford Industries should be treated, given the fact that Guilford
will not meet either the State or the Federal deadline because of
their low priority. It seems to me that the most obvious alternative
would be to increase Federal funding, and even if that were done
immediately, it's doubtful if they could meet the deadline, either
deadline, even if funds were made available immediately.

So it seems to me there has to be something done that either would
extend the deadlines or grant some sort of variance in certain situa-
tions. I can’t believe that anyone is very anxious to enforce those
deadlines on a municipality, particularly when the delay results
from lack of Federal funds. So that I guess the question is whether
Guilford Industries, or industries in general, should be treated the
same as—in the same manner as municipalities or granted the same
waiver or extension.

I guess my preferred action in the particular case of Guilford
would be that the industry should be treated the same as the munici-
palities in either granting waivers or an extension of the deadline. It
seems to me that if they were treated differently, it would encourage
the industry to build its own—encourage or force the industry to
build its own treatment plant which, in the case of Guilford would
result in higher user costs for the people within the town, higher
construction costs

lSenator Muskie. When they finally build the municipal treatment
plant.
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Mr. Jacoss. Right. In other words, they wouldn’t be sharing the
operating costs or the costs of capital construction, so both the
industry and the townspeople would be penalized from that situation.
So, I think, by treating them the same, we would be encouraging
Guilford Industries to join with the town and would thereby result
in whatever economies of scale that would result from a joint venture.

I think there is—the argument raised against that is there is—an
equity argument that—what about those industries who have in
good faith gone ahead and constructed their plant, their treatment
plants, and does that put them in a less competitive position with
regard to industries who have been slower to either join in with a
municipal district or construct their own plant? I think the answer
to that perhaps is that it may well be inequitable but there are already
inequities in the system. Those industries that got in before the 1972
amendments, for instance, aren’t contributing to the capital costs
of the treatment plant, if they joined with a municipality, so they
are in a different position than industries who are attempting to
build their plants now or join with a municipality. So there are some
inequities anyway.

And I think also the Federal Government has established a policy
encouraging industries to join with municipalities and it would seem
unwise to reverse that at this point in time.

In terms of granting either a waiver or an extension, I'm not sure
which is the better alternative. I think it would depend somewhat
on what percentage of towns and industries will not be ready on
July 1, 1977. If there is a very high percentage that have already

built their plants, then perhaps a waiver would be the best alternative,

because it recognizes the varying situations throughout the country.
And it would allow the Government to impose some sort of standards,
for instance, in terms of where a waiver would be granted.

You mentioned, Senator, alternatives to the general collection,
interception and secondary treatment facilities. I'm not a technologist.
I don’t know—I'm not familiar with what alternatives there might be,
but I will say this, that the people in our area aren’t aware of any
alternatives. They're moving ahead with the traditional systems and
they are either not exploring or not aware of any cheaper alternatives
at this point in time. I think that’s perhaps all 1 would say, at this
point Senator Muskie, unless you have any questions

Senator Muskie. All right, then. I want to make sure I understand
everything you said. All of the polluting industries in your county
have made or are willing to make a commitment to join n the——

Mr. Jacoss. I'm talking about the Dexter, Dover, Guilford—

Senator Muskie. Those three.

Mr. Jacoss. Those three towns.

Senator Muskie. And they’ve all made that commitment?

Mr. Jacoss. That’s my understanding, yes.

Senator Muskie. But, of the three towns, Guilford is the only one
without a collection system?

Mr. Jacoss. That's right.

Senator Muskie. And it is that problem which you have emphasized
in your testimony. Is it exclusive to Guilford?

Mr. Jacoss. That’s right.

Senator MUSKIE. As a result of that, I gather, no application has
been made to the State for treatment plant money?




6

Mr. Jacoss. I think they have made application, but I believe
we're low on the priority list. I think the reason is, in part, because
of the pollution problems in those towns and on the Piscataguis River
and the Sebasticook River are less than in other areas of the State
and for that reason, in part, I think, we were assigned a low priority.
The commissioner might be able to elaborate on that.

Senator Muskie. The juestion I would put to the commissioner,
if he could answer it, is: The priority list therefore, in effect, mandated
that towns in this situation could not meet the deadline, isn’t that
right, Bill?

Mr. Avams. The priority list depends on a series of factors, and
where a community places on it. The area involved is on the priority
list. The final plans, or the commitment to final plans, has not been
made because there has been some indecision in studies from the
industry and the town as to whether or not they should join the town.
[ think it’s only the last study which indicated they definitely should
go in with the town.

Senator Muskie. Have you made judgments in the case? Has the
commission made judgments on these particular towns, on the desira-
bility of a joint system?

Mr. Avams. Well, we leave that to the areas themselves rather
than the Commission deciding whether or not it should be a joint
venture. Basically, the department feels that joint ventures are
helpful. In this particular case, it means lower user charges for both
the industry and the citizenry, and so the commission 1s willing to
allow that and hopeful that it will come to that.

Senator Muskie. Now, I take it that even though all Federal funds
authorized in the 1972 act have now been released, that they would
not be sufficient to fund the projects in Guilford and Piscataquis
Counties.

Mr, Apams. We have them scheduled for some step 1 and 2 grants,
design for construction.

Senator Muskie. So that a solution to the problem that Mr. Jacobs
has described must await further congressional action, in other words?

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir.

Senator Muskie. Do you have any knowledge at all of the money
available, about the money available for collection systems?

Mr. Apams. The department, Senator, has given interceptors and
treatment plants priority. We are not funding collection systems at
the moment. It’s just that we don’t have enough to go around. We
put a higher priority on cleaning up rivers where towns already have
a collection system.

Senator Muskie. And the HUD money is processed directly from
HUD to the community, I take it? It doesn’t go to a State agency;
is that correct?

Mr. Apams. No; HUD money does not go through us. It’s in ad di-
tion to anything we put in. FHA also participates, as you know. I
believe Ellsworth received some FHA money.

Senator Muskie. Yes, and that’s a direct Federal municipal line.
Have you been in touch with HUD on these questions?

Mr. Jacoss. I don’t believe HUD has been contacted, no. 1 was
only made aware that there was some money available yesterday.

Senator Muskie. Are you ready to make that contact? I mean, do
you think you are far enough advanced in your thinking about it and
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that the county could approach HUD on the availability of collection
money ?

Mr. Jacoss. I think it's appropriate to make the contact but at
the level of funding now, as I understand it, there is only $2.2 million
available for the whole State, for discretionary grants.

Senator Muskie. If nobody else grabs for it, you ought to! [Laughter]

Mr. Jacoss. I assume that others are.

Senator Muskie. I wouldn’t make that assumption.

Mr. Jacoss. This $2.2 million isn’t designated specifically for
sewage collection systems. In other words, it is a broad discretionary
grant that is available for all sorts of community developments.

Senator Muskie. Oh, 1 see.

Mr. Jacoss. So the chances of getting that money in any significant
amount are probably low.

Senator Muskie. To what extent has the problem of lack of collec-
tion systems been an obstacle to the development of the treatment
program?

Mr. Apaus. In several communities, very serious because it drives
the user charges beyond the reach of the normal householder.

Senator Muskie. Have you got an analysis of that, so we could get
a picture of the total need in this respect, the total cost?

Mr. Apams. Yes, sit. We have a breakdown by the categories that
are established, EPA established five, of all of those needs and we can
make those available to you.

Senator Muskie. Would you see that the material is made available
to the staff?

How do you respond to the suggestion that has been made, Charlie,
that perhaps in order to eliminate potential inequities, if an industry
in this situation is given a variance or an extension, how do you re-
spond to the suggestion that maybe user charges could be negotiated
and payments started and put into escrow, looking toward the time
when the plant is constructed?

Mr. Jacoss. 1 think there are some problems with that. For one
thing, it seems to me that it is taking money out of circulation, putting
the industry’s money out of circulation, which is a serious problem
for a marginal industry like Guilford.

Whatever amount that would be, $40,000, $50,000 a year, if it's
going to be 10 years, or 8 years before they build a plant, they would
have a significant amount of money tied up that wouldn’t be used.

Senator Muskie. Without benefit.

Mr. Jacoss. To anyone.

I think that’s the most serious problem with that proposal. As 1
said before, I think that money could better be used by t][:r? industry
in other ways. For instance, in improving the economic situation,
providing more jobs or perhaps in the meantime reducing some of the
pollution. For instance Guilford Industries have already reduced their
pollution from 800,000 gallons a day to 250,000 gallons a day.

Senator Muskik, How have they done that? By process changes?

Mr. Jacoss. I assume so. I'm not familiar with the details. But
anyway, I think that’s one of the major obstacles to that proposal.
And I’m not sure the equity argument is a very significant one. I think
as I said, I think there are inequities anyway. I'm not sure it really
greatly affects the competitive position of the various industries.
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Senator Muskie. Thank you, Charlie. Let me turn to the next
witness to make sure we cover everybody before we get involved in a
lot of questions.

Our most distant witness, Mr. Louis Cyr, is town manager of Mada-
waska. I apologize for bringing you down through all this weather.

STATEMENT OF LOUIS CYR, TOWN MANAGER, MADAWASKA, MAINE

Mr. Cyr. It is quite all right, Senator, and I certainly want to
thank you for inviting me here tmim

I think, if T make no other pnml here, I would like to make one,
and impress this very much on you, is the Tact that most big city peo-
ple forget what Maine is composed of. And Maine, in my opinion, is
composed of small towns, and I think we lose sicht of that sometimes.

And 1 can best illustrate that by saying that Madawaska is a
town of 6,000 population. We rank 49th in the State in population.
In valuation we rank 13th in the State. And we are a State of about
495 communities, which means there is about 450 communities with
less than 6,000 people, and believe me, Senator, there are a lot of
communities with less than 1,000 people. I know you know this but,
sometimes, we lose sight.

And in talking regarding water quality in small towns, I can best
illustrate that by a meeting we had in Augusta a few months ago, and
we had some experts lt“wllr\ ing about the surface treatment of water,
surface runoff. The guy was highly educated and, I am sure, hitrhl\
knowledgeable, but he was not relating to the State of Maine. He was
talking about Los Angeles, he was tu!kmg about New Jersey, Indian-
apolis, and here he’s testifying in the State of Maine, trying to relate
to our problem, which is unlike a big city—they don’t have the same
problems. Especially in my town.

And, by the way, I might add here that our area is doing consider-
able work in cleaning up the St. John River, which is an international
boundary between ¢ ‘anada and the United States. Fort Kent, which
is about 20 miles north of Madawaska, has a treatment plant, which
was put in operation, I believe, 2 years ago. Coming down river,
Frenchville does not, but it has plans.

Senator Muskie. How big is Frenchville?

Mr. Cyr. About 1,500 people. I might point out Fort Kent is about
4,000; Frenchville, 1,500. St. Agatha has a treatment plant, which
was polluting a beautiful lake up there, which is Long Lake, and this
has {}("(‘.I‘I cleaned up. There are no more industrial wastes or town
wastes going into the Long Lake area.

\lmlu\min has completed its final application and we have been
funded, I understand, for our treatment plant, which will cost about
$2.2 million. Our share of this will be about $550,000. We also are in
the process of—or the problem, I should say-

Senator Muskie. Could you explain that, Lum- That’s 25 percent.

Mr, Cyr. Well, this is what we were tuld, Senator. We were told
that the system actually cost $2,291,000 and our share is roughly
$550,000.

Senator Muskie. Does that include some collection money?
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~ Mr. Cyr. Well, yes. This is what 1 was going to add, there.
Since we are extending our collection system, we have to pick up
about an extra mile and a half, maybe, which will cost the town
$250,000.

Senator Musxkie. All right.

Mr. Cyr. We have the same problem as the Guilford area. This
is going to be borne 100 percent by the town, we were told. We were
told this was not—could not be funded.

Senator Muskie. Not unless we can gel some more money into
that HUD program.

Mr. Cyr. Right. So, what I am trying to say here is that our area
is cleaning up the St. John River, and Madawaska, hopefully by 1977,
will be in operation.

Now, going down river, the Grand Isle area is talking about a treat-
ment system, and that’s a town of about 800 people.

Senator Muski. Is there an industry in Grand Isle?

Mr. Cyr. No industry. It’s mostly composed of farmers and people
who work in our town, in Madawaska, at Fraser Paper, Ltd. lt is a
Jarge paper mill. It employs about 1,200 people, and they contribute
highly to the pollution in the St. John River. They dump about 200
to 300 tons of solids in the river every day. But there, again, they are
cleaning up their problem. A clarifier system is being constructed,
which should be in operation, I hope, early next year, which will
remove about 200 cubic yards of solids every day, mostly fiber and
clay.

Senator Muskie. Is that the biggest industrial pollutant in this
whole group of towns?

Mr. Cyr. Yes; it is. So that by 1977 the St. John River from the
Allagash down to Van Buren—and 1 might add, Van Buren already
has a system which is operating, and that’s a town of about 4,000
people, it is operating and there is very little waste going into the
river. So that by 1977, that river will be pretty clean, hopefully
We'll probably get salmon back up that river somehow.

Senator Muskie. Do you have ice fishing derbies up there?

Mr. Cyr. No: we have this on Long Lake.

But to come back to the small town concept, you see, Madawaska
is 6,000 population, yet we're continuously referred to as a small
town, which in my opinion, if we relate it to the State of Maine, we
are not. And, sometimes I feel we are forgotten because we are &
small town.

Madawaska, by the way, pays the highest county tax in Aroostook
County and that includes Presque [sle, Houlton, and Caribou, which
are about double our population, so I sometimes question this deal
where we are continuously referred to as small towns and sometimes
forgotten, because we are small towns.

Senator Muskie. And charged as though you were a big town?

Mr. Cyr. Yes. A funny one happened with the State, the depart-
ment of transportation. They claim that if a town is over 5,000
population, we have to maintain our main street, U.S. 1, going
through the town. Yet there was some funds available the other
day and it was available to all towns over 5,000, so I applied for it
and T was told we were too small, because we didn’t have 5,000
people in the urban area. And sometimes, you know, it gets irritating.
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But, to come back to pollution, Senator, I feel, personally, that
the St. John Valley, which I come from, is doing, or has done con-
siderable work to clean up the St. John River.

The only concern I have is small towns—again I’m going to use
the words, “small towns”—like Frenchville, which is mainly com-
posed of—the whole town is on U.S. 1 and it stretches for about 6
miles. So how do you construct something that will clean up their
problem? Economically, I think it is very costly for a town like that,
yet unless they get almost 100-percent Federal money, they just
can’t afford it.

I might also add here that sometimes we feel the pollution is a lot
worse than it is. To illustrate that, we, even before Fort Kent had a
treatment plant (they are only 20 miles up river from us) 20 miles
downstream where we live, we're drinking the water. In other words,
our water treatment plant pulls water from the river, treats it and
it is drinkable, and I understand that it is good quality.

To illustrate a point that Mr. Jacobs said, our user charge for our
treatment plant, & understand, will be between $60 and $80 a year.
I think the townspeople can afford this. But a town like Grand Isle
or Frenchville, where the user charge just would have to be higher
because of the operating costs and the very few connections that
would be made on this system.

That's about all 1 have, Senator, unless you have questions.

Senator Muskie. What kind of a user charge will the Fraser Paper
Co. be paying, do you know?

Mr. Cyr. Fraser has elected to maintain a system by itself. They
will not be connected, except for their sanitary wastes, and they will
be charged by the amount of waste that they have on this system.
But they are going alone. They are not going with Madawaska.

Senator Muskie. You know, you talked about these small towns
like Frenchville with no industrial pollution.

Mr. Cyr. No.

Senator Muskie. I guess most—there are others here that—St.
Agatha doesn’t have any industry.

Mr. Cyr. No.

Senator Muskie. You know, in Vermont they are exploring the
possibility of using septic tanks for clusters of houses, with the State
assuming the responsibility for proper construction. I don’t know
whether that will work, or not, but it seems to me.

Mr. Cyr. I think

Senator Muskie. It’s an idea worth pursuing.

Mr. Cyr. Yes.

Senator Muskie. Then you can be sure that proper standards are
set, site selection takes the water table, the contour of the land, all
other factors into account.

So I think that’s worth exploring and developing. There is another
idea, of course that is being slowly developed in some parts of the
country, and that is the use of—what do you call that—it’s land
treatment or spray irrigation that converts the effuents and the
nutrients in the effluents into effective fertilizer. It seems to me that
might be worth exploring for an area like Aroostook County.

Mr. Cyr. Yes; Rut the only comment I have to make on that,

Senator, is again, the fact they don’t realize where we live and I
have
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Senator Muskie. I do. I've campaigned up there.

Mr. Cyr. I have problems with Augusta all the time because, in
the winter, and I’'m sure many of your communities have the same
problem but maybe not quite as bad—you see, we have frost 4, 5,
and 7 feet deep in the wintertime. The State health and welfare says
you can’t dump this stuff on frozen ground. Now, they're not thinking
right, because anywhere north of Houlton you’ve got this problem.

And where do we dump the stuff in the wintertime? He says,
“Well, put it in holding tanks.” And I kind of smile on that because
that’s not practical at all, in an area where you have 30 and 40 degrees
below zero, vou see, and 5 or 6 feet of snow. In fact, there’s still 5
or 6 feet of snow up there right now. And so this idea you have is very
good in summer, but very impractical in winter.

Senator Muskie. How do they deal with that in Michigan?

Mr. Fresuman.! Well, they just store it. In Michigan they have a
great big lagoon.

Mr. Cyr. Yes; but what are the temperatures there? What are the
below temperatures in Michigan?

Mr. Fresamax. Well, it goes substantially below zero in Michigan.
I don’t know if you've ever been there, but it’s very cold. It takes a
lot of land.

Mr. Cyr. I'm sure that in Michigan their winters are probably 3
months long, where ours are 6.

Mr. Fresuman. It gets pretty cold in Michigan.

Senator Muskie. Well, Michigan’s pretty cold.

Mr, Fruesaman. Michigan is where they always register the oldest
temperature in that—what’s that town in Michigan?

Senator Muskie. Well, they don’t go up to Madawaska. It’s too
small to send the temperature gages up there. [Laughter.]

Mr. Cyr. That's right.

Senator Muskie. I'm curious. Why do you pay the highest county
tax?

Mr. Cyr. Because, 1 believe, of Fraser, and that’s a point that
nobody knows or even most of Aroostook towns don t know this.
And I always like to point this out because every chance 1 get, when
somebody’s listening, I always put out that point. We pay the highest
county tax, Senator, because of the Fraser Paper, Ltd.

The complex is very valuable and they rate this as part of our
town. So we pay about $110,000 a year to the county government.

Senator Muskie. How much of that does Fraser pay?

Mr. Cyr. About 66 percent, but we get back in services, I feel
about $10,000 worth, which is not correct.

Senator Muskie. Well, I hope that the window is open so that the
legislature in Augusta can hear what you say.

Mr. Cyr. I hope so. There is already talk about abolishing the
county government and maybe it s time.

Senator Muskie. Well, thank you very much, Louis. I think '
turn to the next witness and we’ll come back, probably, for other
questions,

Before 1 do, I'd like to acknowledge that Mr. Leon Warren has
driven down today from Jackman. He’s not on the list of witnesses,
but you submitted a statement for the record and we're most appre-
ciative of that. (See p. 38.)

Mr. Warrexn. Thank you, Senator.

1| National Commission on Water Quality staff member.
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Senator Muskie. Mr. Eldege J. Parent, chairman of the board of
the sewer district, Wells, Maine—we're at the other end of the State,
now.

STATEMENT OF ELDEGE J. PARENT, CHAIRMAN, WELLS SEWER
DISTRICT

Mr. Parexnt. Thank yvou, Senator. Qur town is mostly recreational,
as you know, also the shell-fish industry.

In 1968 our clam flats were closed by the Sea & Shore Fisheries
and shortly afterwards we got a directive from Mr. Gormley of the
DEP, pertaining to cleaning up the clam flats and also the marshes.
And, at the annual town meeting of 1969, a sewer study committee
was elected and the committee interviewed four engineering firms
and picked Hayden, Harding & Buchanan of Boston to look into the
most economical and feasible aspect of sewage waste collection and
also a treatment plant. After the study, all the things were turned
over to Federal and State agencies. They all agreed to our plan.

Preliminary plans and specs were drawn up and presented to the
DEP and the citizens of Wells at a public hearing, and no objections
were raised to the plan. Maps were also displayed and everybody
approved the site. We had two sites—site 1, and an alternate, 2,
and nobody raised any objections to site 1, so a special town meeting
was held at the annual town meeting—no, a special town meeting
was held in November 1970, and a sanitary district was formed.
Also maps were displayed again and nobody raised any objections.
The citizens of We]E& voted to proceed with the construction of the
sewage collection and treatment plant.

A certificate of organization was presented to the board on Decem-
ber 2, establishing the Wells Sanitary District under title 38, section
1105, statutes of the State of Maine. A letter dated March 17, 1971,
was received and signed by Mr. Peterson of the EPA, for Federal
approval for Federal funding. All agencies at this time had agreed
on the project, including the Department of Sea and Shore Fisheries
and Wild Life, et cetera.

On June 8, 1971, the trustees and officials met with the banks of
the area and on the strength of the approval from these different
agencies, and we presented the banks with everything and asked them
for a schedule, we discussed interest, repayment schedules, and also
refinancing. On the strength of all of these approvals, Sanford Trust
loaned us $400,000 to start with the planning.

The board of trustees had all of the approvals and was thinking
the redtape was all over.

Senator Muskie. This was 19717

Mr. Parent. This was 1971, in June. And the State lp]anning
agency gave us $130,000 of funds for a planning grant to help us get
started. Afterwards objections were made to the DEP by Mr. Brad
Sterl, coordinator of the Coastal Wetlands, or Sea and Shore Fisheries,
objecting to site 1. The trustees had to drop site 1 location and pick
up site 2 and had the plans all revised for a treatment plant on site 2.
And also Mr. Sterl had made certain specifications. The effluent from
the plant going into Stevens Brook was changing saltwater marshes
int-(;lfreshwater marshes. Well, to this date we have no data confirming
such.
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After several meetings with the Southern Maine Regional and a
few other agencies, the board of trustees agreed to go to an ocean
outfall, which added another cost of about $1 million. Due to various
postponements, furstrations, et cetera, delays have soared the cost
of the original project from approximately $5,200,000 to $13 million.
Originally, start of construction had been targeted for the fall of 1972,
so you can see how many delays we have had.

Now, as you know, we have quite a shellfish industry, or did have.
The financial impact of the shellfish industry, clamming, et cetera,
would bring revenues to the town of approximately anywhere from
$250,000 to a half million. And, also, issuing of licenses would be
quite a revenue for the town and also permits for the State. Last
year the town issued clamming licenses, we issued 328, so you see
there were quite a few. Of course, they are not all commercial, some

families might come down there for 2 weeks and want to go dig a
there it went again.

mess of clams;,you know that, yourself. So,

So, as we stand now, we’re almost ready to go to construction and the
only hitch right now that I can see, we started with a tertiary plant,
and when we decided to go to an ocean outfall, some of the members of
the State agency wanted us to change to a secondary treatment plant.
But being recreational and with beaches on both sides of us—we have
good swimming beaches, and about the best on the east coast, which
you know, Senator——

Senator Muskie. Every morning, 6:30 a.m.

Mr. ParenT. That’s right. You're right across the bay. We can’t
see having a secondary plant, because I don’t think the people at

Wells and Moody Beach, nor the fishermen, nor the lobstermen, would
stand for it. So we're asking to keep our tertiary plant with the ocean

outfall.

Senator Muskie. What is the difference in cost?

Mr. Parent. About $80,000; isn’t it, Bill?

Mr. Purinaron. Well, altogether it is $160,000. You could eliminate
those sand filters. The sand filters aren’t really required. What you're
trying to do is kill the bacteria. Sand filters don’t do anything to bac-
teria. They polish the effluent, clean up the BOD and the suspended
solids. Tt really isn’t required to dump it into the ocean. So you are
actually—you're wasting $160,000. You could use some of it in the
community.

Mr. Parent. Well, that’s the only argument we have now, but——

Senator Muskie. 1 may have a conflict of interest here!

Mr. Parent. What's that?

Senator Muskie. I may have a conflict of interest here! [Laughter.]
How much—What’s the size of the population to be served?

Mr. ParexT. Well, the summer population—I mean, the winter

population is about 7,500. Of course 1t balloons in the summertime to

40,000.

Senator Muskie. Now, is all of that 40,000 a sewered population?
I mean, are they all—

Mr. Parext. All, probably, but about 2,000 up in the back country
west of Route 1.

Senator Muskie. So all the summer cottages are on the sewer?

Mr. ParenT. Yes. And we have a very bad situation on the beach
because of the low water table and the ground is saturated from
the effluent of septic tanks and water.
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Senator Muskie. Is the funding available for your plant?

Mr. PArenT. Yes.

Senator Muskie. It’s been approved?

Mr. Parent. It’s been all approved.

Mr. PuriNeron. Funding for the interceptors and the treatment
plant. They have to build a whole new collection system.

Mr. PARENT. Yes.

Mr. PuriNgron. There aren’t any funds from EPA or DEP for
the collection system.

Senator Muskie. A whole new collection system?

Mr. Pagrent. Right. We have nothing.

Senator Muskie. How much is that?

Mr. Puringron. $5 million.

Mr. Parent. Five, well, the whole—yes. About 5 million.

Senator Muskie. And the town is funding that?

Mr. Parent. Yes.

Senator Muskie. Is Wells the only town involved?

Mr. Pare~nt. That's right.

Senator Muskie. The district just covers Wells?

Mr. PArent. That's right. And we're really up against it because,
with all the delays and everything, we started with a user charge of
about $52 and now it’s up to $130.

Senator Muskie. $130 for every year-round citizen?

Mr. PArENT. Approximately.

Senator Muskie. Well, how many homes are involved in that?
How many units?

Mr. PARENT. Let’s see, residential would be 2,128, and commercial
193, a total of 2,321 units.

Senator Muskie. That would include summer?

Mr. ParenTt. Yes.

Senator Muskie. And will the summer residents pay the same user
charge as the year-round residents?

Mr. PArenT. Yes, they would have to because the service is avail-
able, just the same as the water district.

Senator Muskie. Yes. Well, I just wanted to get the town’s share
of the treatment plant cost?

Mr. Parent. The town’s share of the treatment plant will be about
$500,000.

Senator Muskie. So the cost to the town in all, is $514 million?

Mr. Parent. Just about.

Senator Muskie. Have the citizens accepted this?

Mr. ParEnrt. What's that?

Senator Muskie. The citizens accepted this?

Mr. Parent. Well, it hasn’t gone through public hearing yet for
the whole thing.

Senator Muskie. Oh, I see. That still has to be done?

Mr. Parenr. All that has been through public hearing now has
been on the wetlands permit, ocean outfall permit, and the hearing
we should have pretty soon is on the treatment plant.

Mr. Purinaron. It has got to be advertised for a 30-day period.

Mr. ParenT. Yes.

Mr. PurinGTon. It could be, when the outfall is located, over here.
They have got to know where the outfall is.
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Mr. Parext. We know where the outfall is now. We’ve had the
meeting on that.

Senator Muskie. Well, I appreciate that detail. Let’s go on to still
another situation: Mr. Solomon Gay, superintendent of the Paris
Utility District in Paris, and accompanied by Paul Finnegan, plant
manager of the A. C. Lawrence Tanning Co.

STATEMENT OF SOLOMAN GAY, SUPERINTENDENT, PARIS UTILITY
DISTRICT

Mr. Gay. Thank you, Senator. What 1 am going to try to do is just
explain, as near as I can, how the industry and the district arrived at
the proportionate costs in constructior. and also in operation.

Senator Muskie. As we all know this is a situation in which the
tannery and the town have gone into a joint venture.

Mr. Gay. That is right. I was just going to say, we were asked to
clean up pollution as much as possible so at that time the industry,
which is a tannery—we do have a cannery there, but they are small,
compared with the tannery. The tannery and the district got together,
made quite a thorough study of whether it would be better for the
industry to go on their own and the district on their own, or whether
to make a joint plan. After studying it out, in order to find, for sure,
which was the best way, through some EPA money, the tannery did
set up a pilot plant, a test plant, on a real small scale. And in order
to do that, they had to have the domestic waste, the town sewage,
to help in treating the tannery waste.

The tannery has two different types of waste—one has a high pH
and one has a low pH. But, after doing this, the way they got their
domestic waste, as you know, probably, Norway and Paris are two
towns right close together, and they had a system all in operation, so
they hired a tank truck, or one of those trucks that they pump out
septic tanks with—they hired one of those to haul, if I remember
right, there was three loads a day of raw sewage from the town of
Norway brought over and used in treatment of this tannery waste.

Well, of course they took a lot of tests and studies. They ran this
plant for 6 months, I believe. So these tests, and the information that
they found, was all sent in to the EPA and, from different things
that T have heard in the past, I guess they have treated tannery wastes
for some time but it hasn’t been satisfactory. So by this pilot plant
and tests, after the EPA received the information that they got, they
approved it.

So, after they approved it, then the district hired Whitman &
Howard as engineers and the law firm of Berstein, Shur, Sawyer &
Nelson, in Portland, to work up an agreement between the district
and the industry, which they did do. They had to work up several
because—or at least three or four, because apparently the first two or
three that they did, the wording wasn't just right. But they finally
came up with an agreement that both the industry and the district
agreed upon. A similar agreement was made for A. L. Stewart, which
is a cannery.

Now, after this was signed by both parties, then we started con-
struction, and what this turned out to be—the basis on which this
was figured, was on flow and biochemical oxygen demand and sus-
pended solids, from both parties. And roughly speaking, I haven’t
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gotten any exact figures, but roughly speaking, the tannery will be
paying approximately 75 percent of part of the construction of the
plant and also on the operation costs. The cannery, I believe, is only
about 5 percent.

Now, to go along with all that, I might say that we had—when
we started out, we had actually three different contracts and it's
what we call one, two and three. Number 1 was on the treatment
plant alone; No. 2 was on the interceptor lines, picking up, because
we had three outfalls from the old system that we had, going into the
river and we picked those up; and No. 3 was new laterals, streets, and
the pumping station.

But just to give vou an idea, the plant alone was bid at $4,514,480.
The three contracts, mgvllu‘l—lt so happened that the same con-
tractor got all three bids, three con racts—the total overall bid on all
three was $5,775,272.50. I might add, along with this, that of course
we could only go so far; you always have to have a stopping point.
And on these laterals you come out on a street and you stop here, and
the next house says, “why can’t we have it?”’ Well, we had so much
controversy over this that now we have already got specs out, which
our bids will be opened up next Monday, to extend these laterals out
farther in the town which, the job itself, will run just under a million
dollars.

I’ve heard FHA funds here mentioned. In order to do this, I don’t
think we would have done it, if it hadn’t been that we did apply to
FHA for grant money, so we got approximately 50 percent grant
money to do this job, this is what we call No. 4 contract.

Senator Muskie. From FHA?

Mr. Gay. From FHA. We just got that—I don’t remember the
exact date, but somewhere around a month ago when we received
approval of it. So, with this contract four, when we get this completed,
we think that our user rate will be approximately $112 a year, per
unit. I think that's about all I can say unless there’s

Senator Muskie. Do you know what the tannery and the cannery
pay for user {‘Imlm‘ ? You said about 75 percent.

Mr. Gay. I can’t——

Senator Muskie. Well, maybe, Mr. Finnegan can—

Mr. Finneaan. We have awr('ml that we would pick up something
like 81 percent of the operating costs of the sewerage treatment plant
and this, I guess, will be our user charge. Will it?

Mr, Gay. I feel that that’s the way it will be. Yes.

Senator Muskie. Well, what does that amount to?

Mr. Finngcan. Roughly, I think—we have rough estimates now
since the plant won’t be in operation until June 15, hopefully
that's our target date. At that time we have rough figures right now
it will be about $184,000 a year, total cost. Our contribution will be
up around $138,000.

Senator Muskie. Does that include the pay-back on the investment?

Mr. FinnEGaN. No; this is just operating cost.

Senator Muskie. Operating cost.

Mr. FinnvBcan. Our involvement in this thing takes

Senator Muskie. Why don’t you go ahead and make your
presentation?
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STATEMENT OF PAUL FINNEGAN, PLANT MANAGER, A. C. LAW-
RENCE TANNERY, PARIS, MAINE

Mr. Fixnecan. All right. I guess I'll probably go over some of the
things that Solly already has gone over.

About 20 years ago, A. C. Lawrence Leather Co. replaced an
which opened for

existing tannery with a completely new facility
business in November of 1955.

Senator Muskig. I was there.

Mr. FiNNEGAN. Yes. Not long after that, the State legislature began
to act in the direction of upgrading and providing cleaner water in
all State streams. The first action was the classification of rivers by
segments. And in the early 1960’s, it became very clear that waste
water treatment would have to be provided for all discharge sources
of contamination. The town of South Paris was discharging all waste
water without treatment, and our technical people recognized that the
tannery waste water would respond fo treatment better if the two
waste streams were combined.

In order to provide guidance and assurance that a combined treat-
ment system would properly respond to treatment when completed,
2 Boston consulting firm was asked to design and build a pilot plant.
This was accomplished with the help of a research and development
grant, with which I am sure you are familiar, through the Federal
Water Pollution Control Administration. This resulted in a report
document which has received wide circulation throughout our par-
ticular industry, the tanning industry.

_Upon completion of the pilot plant work, designs and specifica-
tions——

Senator Muskie. I would gather that that report, now, ought to be
useful throughout the country in dealing with this line of work.

Mr. FinnEGAN. It has. It has been distributed to other tanneries,
in particular. Yes.

Upon completion of the pilot plant work, designs and specifications
were prepared for a full size treatment plant which would function for
the town, the tannery, and the cannery. Construction began in late
1973 with the assurance of substantial State and Federal funding
assistance.

Today this plant, as I say, is—we expect it to go on stream on
June 15 of this year, 1975. Thisis a secondary treatment facility, which
will receive the raw tannery waste from the A. C. Lawrence Leather
(lo. next spring—or at this time, in June, actually.

Our financial commitment to the Federal and State aide project is
estimated to be $1,758,000 of a total estimated cost of £6,500,000. We
have also agreed to—since this is a little different than the normal
municipal-industry treatment plant, in that we will supply, if you want
to use that word, about 75 percent of the effluent going through the
treatment plant. Consequently our share is higher. We have also
agreed to supply the funds to operate the plant on the same basis of
introducing the effluent into the plant, and, as I said earlier, this cost
is estimated, right now, at $184,000, of which we pay $138,000. We
will also supply to the plant our flue gas which is necessary in the
floceulation and treatment of the waste.
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Initially, we agreed to quitclaim a certain parcel of land which we
have, in order to dump the solid waste generated by the treatment
plant. However, with the change in regulations, this land is no longer
acceptable for this purpose, so the utility district had to go out
and purchase another plot of land where we’ll dump the solid waste.

We're assuming, of course, we say June 15, but pilot plant pro-
duction sometimes requires some maneuvering so perhaps the effec-
tiveness of the thing won’t be 100 percent, or 98 percent, until we’'ve
worked out some of the problems, you know, when the plant goes on
stream. That’s about all T have to say.

Senator Muskie. I have one question Id like clarification on.
The treatment plant existed before this, did it?

Mr. Finneean. No; it did not. Norway—the town of Norway,
had a sewage treatment facility which is

Mr. Gay. A lagoon system.

Senator Muskie. Oh, I see.

Mr. FINNEGAN, Quite primitive and, eventually, I'm sure that
they’ll be asking to join in the Paris Utility District’s treatment
plant.

Senator Muskie. They are not now part of it?

Mr. FinneGan. Noj; they are not. They are downstream from it.

Senator Muskie. Is there capacity built into this that would take
care of all this?

Mr. FINNEGAN. Yes.

Mr. Gay. Oh, yes.

Mr. FinnecaN. We can absorb them quite easily, the Paris Utility
District can. We found some of the problems in connection with this
from its infancy to its actual accomplishment. Our initial involvement,
we estimated to be about $375,000 but, due to the change in require-
ments and inflation, our involvement now has gone from $375,000 up
to $1,750,000. We're not sure, either at this time that—the present
requirements for clean water are strictly temporary; I mean, these
could change again in 1977 or 1978, and if they do, why, perhaps this
will require some financial investment on our part inside our plant or
in addition to the sewage treatment plant prior to our effluents
going into the treatment plant, but we won’t know that vet.

Senator Muskie. Have you been able to make any process changes
that would reduce the efluent?

Mr. Finneean. Well, since our direction has been toward this
joint venture, we have not. There are some things that we can do.
One of the things that we do introduce into the stream is the chromium
which is poison, literally, to most of the enzyme action and also the
fish, in the stream. Right now, I think the State of Maine requires,
or allows, a license which permits you to dump one part per million
chromium into the stream. I have a rather vague uneasiness that this
will be decreased even further. If that happens, then we will have to
make some definite arrangements either to change process—we’re
doing some investigation anyway as an economic thing, but it will
also require a process change or possibly the creation of holding tanks.
Right now, we currently exhaust all day long out of the plant there,
but we may have to have holding tanks and time our exhaust, I
don’t know.

Senator Muskie. Well, of course, the fact is that, in a sense, you're
being a guinea pig for tanneries across the country.
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Mr. Finneean. Actually, there are others involved, Senator.
Hartland is involved in their own treatment plant. S.B. Fort, where
we visited also has a Government grant. So we’re not unique in that
we are one of perhaps four or five who are——

Senator Muskie. But all of you are in sort of an experimental
phase?

Mr. FinneEcaN. Yes; that’s so.

Senator Muskie. And converting from a pilot project into a full-
scale commercial project.

Mr. FixngGan. Actually S.B. Fort has already done this, however,
the quality of the water is not, I don’t think, suitable yet. So they
are going to have to do some work, even though they are on a produc-
tion level.

Senator Muskie. Let me ask you this: Are you going to be able to
absorb all this, within the economics of your operation?

Mr. Finnecan. Certainly the increased cost we are already starting
to build into the cost of our product, and it hurts. This is a product
in which a penny a foot is quite important, and this is going to be,
perhaps, more than a penny a foot.

So a result of this, we have to circumvent this by making produc-
tion changes where we can save in other areas in order to absorb this
cost and still remain competitive.

Senator MUskIE. You carry the lion’s share of this plant. Why is
it economical for you to do it this way, rather than have your own
separate system? I'm curious because in Madawaska it was not.

Mr. Fixxecan. Il have to pass on that because I wasn’t in on
the original studies and meetings and discussions at that time.

Mr. Gay. I think I can answer part of that.

Senator Muskie. Yes?

Mr. Gay. Not wholly, but one of the factors is that by using the
domestic waste in the treatment does help treating chemical—

Senator Muskie. From a chemical standpoint?

Mr. Gay. Right. That way, I mean, if 1t wasn’'t for the domestic
waste, then they would have to be spending money for other chemicals

Senator MUSKIE. Yes.

Mr. Cyr. I have a comment, too, on that, Senator. The main
reason Fraser did not go with Madawaska was the fact that at that
time, and I don’t know how it is now, but at that time, whatever
money they would have contributed toward the cost of financing
the plant, the Federal money that would be allocated to the town
would be—you know, we would be reimbursed 85 percent. And
whatever share they put in, they would have had to pay back. So
this was not attractive to them at all.

Mr. Gay. Paris does not. Paris is under the old law.

Senator Muskie. Oh, I see. I sec. You would have been under
the new law.

Mr. Fixnecan, I think so.

Senator Muskie. I know. That’s true. Under the old law, there
was no payback required.

Mr. Cyr. That’s the main reason Fraser did not go.

Senator Muskie. Well, we wrote that in the old law in order to
try to stimulate this kind of joint venture, but then when we began
to see it escalating, we could see enormous costs to the country and
then we wrote the payback provision in. So the only advantage,
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I guess, is having the Federal Government put up the capital rather
than going out into the market and maybe some advantage in in-
terest costs. So it is less of a bargain. No question, But I was interested
in the fact that the chemistry of the plant may be-—

Mr. Finnecan. We can describe a few of the things, We didn’t
want to bore you, but perhaps if I read a few lines——

Senator Muskie. Yes, do.

Mr. FinneGan, The design of this facility, which incorporates
data from a pilot plant study, is based on a modified secondary
activated sludge treatment process.

Because of the quality of the specific industrial wastes being treated,
this modified process will employ some unconventional unit operations,
including the use of rotary screens, equalization tanks, earbonation
tanks, upflow clarifiers, and special pH monitoring and control
equipment to facilitate the treatment of complex industrial wastes.

Three separate pipelines will convey flows to the treatment facility.
One pipeline will transport combined sewage and stormflows from
the town of Paris and wastes from the A. L. Stewart & Sons cannery.

The other two pipelines will carry beamhouse wastes and tanhouse
wastes from the A. C. Lawrence Leather Co. These two wastes,
which drastically differ in composition and pH level, will be kept
separate to maintain pH control.

Initial treatment will occur within the headworks where the sewage-
storm-cannery flow will pass through a mechanical bar rack, aerated
grit chamber, and flow measuring devices. The tanhouse waste,
which is relatively low in suspended solids, will bypass pretreatment
and be mixed with the pretreated beamhouse flow in the equaliza-
tion tanks.

Primary clarification will follow equalization of the controlled-
combined tannery flows, where solids —essentially chromium hy-
droxide formed by the acid-base reaction—will be removed.

In the carbonation tank, flue gas will be distributed in the waste-
water to remove the high calcium content of the beamhouse waste.
An upflow clarifier will collect sludge and employ the sludge-blanket-
filtration-settling technique, which 1s required by the unstable settling
characteristics of this sludge floc.

The oxygen requirements of the wastes will be about three times
the biochemical oxygen demand if sulfides present in the tannery
wastes are to be oxidized to an unobjectionable sulfate form.

Senator Muskie. I find it curious that this plant cost $4% mil-
lion——

Mr. Gay. For the—for the three—

Senator Muskre. [continuing] No¢ including the laterals and the
interceptors. It is $4¥% million for the——

Mr. Gay. I believe it’s almost that. Yes: the bid was $4,514,480.

Senator Muskie. And it sounds like a very complex process. And
the Wells plant, which has no industry, industrial effluent, was
what, $8 million?

Mr. ParexT. The treatment plant was well over $2 million.

Senator Muskie. Oh, the treatment was $2 million. All right.
I got that other figure in my mind, and I couldn’t figure it.

Mr. Parent. And $3 million including the outfall.

Senator Muskie. Right. So it’s your collection system that is

expensive
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Mr. ParenT. Right.

Senator Muskie. |continuing] In your case. All right. The two
together go up to $8 million.

Mr. Fresuayan. Is that right, Bill?

Mr. Apams. Yes.

Mr. Fresayan. That $8 million includes the collection system.

Mr. Apams. Yes.

Mr. Purinatoy. No. Itincludes the interceptor system and the treat-
ment plant. It does not include any collection system. It includes
the treatment plant and the interceptor system only. It’s long lines
in Wells. 1t’s spread out all over the place. That’s why it cost so much.

Senator Muskie. What is the plant, itself? Two million?

Mr. Fresauan. Two million.

Senator Muskie. Then the plant, itself, is more than half of it?
[ appreciate that addition. I'm impressed by the complexity of this
problem that you are now trying to tackle in that plant. Was that
unusual? I'll ask——

Mr. Apans. It was, at the time, Senator. It must be one of the
first on record.

Mr. Gay. They tell us it’s the only plant in the United States.

Senator Muskie. You are all going to have your fingers crossed
to see if this works, I would say! [Laughter.]

Mr. Purineron. I was hoping you wouldn’t say that! [Laughter.]

Senator Muskie. Well, no. I compliment you all on making this
effort and trying it. If it doesn’t work, then you have to do something
else, but that’s quite a complicated process.

Mr. Jacons. Senator, 1 might point out that the chemical com-
patibility of sewage and the waste from the Guilford Industries
plant is a similar—similar situation so there was further incentive
for them to join together.

Senator Muskie. My staff says that money for collection sewers
was once available under the Farmer’s Home program, under HUD
and under economic development programs and they were all stopped
by the impoundments President Nixon invoked several years ago. 1
guess that’s been the problem.

Mr. Cyg. Is there any chance they might come back?

Senator Muskie. Well, T guess that they are now covered by the
community development money and it would be necessary to expand
that program. That’s the trouble with these consolidated grant pro-
grams. Then the community decides its priorities and whether or not
your community wants to use your community development money
for this purpose is the question. | would guess that there may be higher
priorities to begin with and then they become the dominant factor
in the use of that money.

Mr. Apams. Senator?

Senator Muskie. Yes.

Mr. Apams. Because of the fact that they are small towns, as
pointed out by Mr. Cyr, the FHA program was most beneficial to the
State of Maine. Most of our communities, as pointed out by Mr. Cyr,
would qualify on population requirements for that program.

Senator Muskie. Is that still available?

Mr. Apams. There is some money, yes.
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Senator Muskie. Should we sic Charlie Jacobs onto that program?

Mr. Apawms. I believe it’s too late for this vear. [Laughter.]

Mr. Fresaman. They had $11% million for Maine so far, the FHA.
It was money, as I get it, that was released by some Supreme Court
decision.

Senator Musxkie. Thank God for the Supreme Court.

Mr. Apams. That won’t go very far.

Mr. Fresaman. No, that won't go very far.

Senator Muskie. Well, let’s turn to our next witness, Mr. Edwin
Mitchell of the department of marine resources. He’s going to tell us
the story of Thomaston, Maine, which is sort of a plus, a positive note.

STATEMENT OF EDWIN M. MITCHELL, MAINE DEPARTMENT OF
MARINE RESOURCES

Mr. MircueLL. Thank you, Senator. Indeed it is a positive note.
The problems here, 1 understand, are of an economic nature and of
funding. And one of the nice economic results of sewage treatment
facilities in this locality is looking at it from the resources point of
view. And the St. George River, in Thomaston, has proven out to be
just one of these niceties. We did a cooperative study, the department
of marine resources, with the Food and Drug Administration in 1967,
in Thomaston, after the sewage treatment plant was in operation.
And through a great deal of hydrographie, sophisticated, comprehen-
sive studies in the river, we were able to reopen shellfish areas down
there that had been closed for a long time, as you well know, and in
fact, probably, in that particular river, nearly doubled the size of the
available resources from what it was prior to the sewage treatment
plant.

We have established a cooperative program with the sewage
treatment facility in Thomaston whereby if there are malfunections
in the plant, they will immediately notify us and we can introduce a
temporary closure in the area, and we've also learned how long it
takes after a period of malfunction before the area—to clean up,
usually 48 hours in the case of the Thomaston area and St. George
and reopen it again. And this has worked beautifully.

In fact, to say something for the plant—initially, after the plant
went into operation, they had several malfunctions which you'd
expect in any piece of machinery. Like your automobile, it tends
to fail now and then. And so we did have some initial problems with
the operation of the plant but after it got underway, and since 1967
we have only had two occasions when we had to close the river, and
those occasions were for, I think, 2 and 4 days, respectively.

One of the problems, initially, was with the State prison. They
were putting some waste into the treatment plant that we couldn’t
handle, and it plugged up the pumps and what have you. But they
resolved that. They put in some screening devices, and what have
you, in the prison.

Getting back to your economic problems, your particular economie
situations regarding waste treatment, that I notice in my work along
the coast, that seem to be cropping up everywhere, 1s individual
waste treatment problems, where towns—people living in outlying
areas on the coast, particularly, on tidewaters, are finding it very
difficult. Some people can’t afford to pay $5,000 or whatever it might
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cost to put in a treatment facility and maintain it. And their first
argument is, ‘“Well, if I lived in the town, then I would be paying
$20 or $30 a year for sewage treatment. But I'm not, and so I've
got to pay for my own, and there’s no Federal money,” or appears
to be they believe that there is no Federal money and I’'m not sure
whether there is or not, to support their own treatment. But many
of them have gotten together in clusters, in the areas where there
are several summer homes or year-round homes in an area and created
their own association and their own sewer district, including one
package plant to take care of this.

The gentleman from Wells—they have their specific problems
down there with the ocean outfall and I might point out that, here
again, is another economic situation. Which is more valuable—the
resources, weighed against the cost of an ocean outfall, and this is a
hard argument because you may find that there is an indication that
in the Thomaston/St. George area it was valid, that it was worth the
money, in addition to the laws and the esthetic value, in changing
the water quality of the river. It was also worth money in terms of
the employment and resources maintained.

In Wells you are involved in another specific environmental problem
there. Had they not gone to an ocean outfall, it is questionable
whether or not they would still be able to use the resource. This has
happened in other States and it’s been an embarassment to a lot of
people. They have put in concentrated sources of pollution that were
distributed up and down an estuary into one large outfall and, for
public health purposes, you'd still have to have some kind of closed
area as far as the shellfish or other resources around these outfalls,
just as an assurance that the plant is functioning at its maximum
ability, and when they did this, they concentrated all these sources
into one large one at the head of an estuary, the hydrographic situa-
tions were such that they made the situation, in effect, worse than
it was before, as far as reliability. So, lots of times, a lot of thought and
study has to be put into these things to determine where the outfall
goes. And it may result in a very costly change, such as the ocean
outfall at Wells. Then the question arises, is it worth ths additional
$1 million for the ocean outfall to make available our resources?

That’s about all—I didn’t have any prepared statement on that,
and if anybody has any questions, I'd be happy to try and answer
them.

Senator Muskie. Prepared statements are unnecessary.

Mr. PARENT. A comment on the ocean outfall: We were forced to
put in the ocean outfall. Dennis will verify that.

Mr. PuriNgToN. What happened, Stevens Brook doesn’t have the
flushing capacity to put in 1} million gallons a day sewage——

Mr. MircueLL. Right.

Mr. Parent. Right.

Mr. PURINGTON |continuing]. Which the system was designed for.
We did some flushing studies down there which indicated it stayed in
there something like 14 days.

Mr. MircaeLL. Right.

Mr. Parent. Right.

Mr. PurineToN. It ended up, the only alternative we had, if they
were going to have a discharge, they would have to go to the ocean.
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Mr. MrrcueLL. I used that as an example. That is the situation.
I't is very costly.

Mr. PArenT. I'm still saying that would change that area from a
saltwater marsh to a freshwater marsh. i

Mr. MircreLL. And you would actually be putting more fresh
water in there than the salt water that was already there.

Mr. Fresaman. Which would also kill the shellfish, wouldn’t it?

Mr. MircaeLL. Well, I'm not—To kill it is another thing. It would
kill it as far as being an available resource and a source of economic
revenue for the town; yes, indeed, it would.

Segator Muskie. Well, now, the Thomaston plant was built in
19677

Mr. MircuELL. No; prior to 1967.

Senator Muskig. Prior to 1967.

Mr. MrrceELL. 1967 was the year that we did the Food and Drug
Administration, then the Public Health Service. And, incidentally,
I'm curious as to whether or not funds are still available for these
type of studies. We have called on the Public Health Service, Food
and Drug Administration in years past to do these cooperative studies
because they have the facilities—that is, the equipment and tech-
niques available for them, that the State does not have. And they have
done these, are more than willing to do these cooperative studies and
come up with the answers. And since shellfish is this Department’s
particular interest, in order to maintain interstate shipment of shell-
fish, then we have to meet the Food and Drug Administration’s
regulations, and since they are the ones that are putting regulations
on us, they are more than willing to cooperate with us with the State,
that is, in helping us evaluate some of these areas that have sewerage
treatment plants.

Senator Muskie. One of the first gentlemen to visit me when I
took office as Governor—I won’t say how long ago, was the regional
director of HEW in Boston, to go over the program, the Public Health
Service program on clam flats along the coast. It was a constant
headache.

Well, now, since that was built prior to 1967, does Thomaston have
a user charge?

Mr. MircueLL. Now, there again, you are getting into economics
of the situation and I can’t answer that. I’'m sure they do, but I
don’t live in Thomaston, I live on Southport Island, and I don’t know
whether they have a user charge, or not. I'm sure they do.

Mr. PuriNgToN. Senator, I think that they do it on a basis of taxa-
tion mostly, down there in Thomaston. There may be some sort of
user tax involved but it’s not set up like what we have today.

Mr. MrrcrELL. In Boothbay Harbor the user charge is based on
the water—it is tied in with the water district. And depending on how
much water you use, that’s how much—

Senator Muskie. That’s true in Waterville, too; isn’t it?

Mr. Puringron. Boothbay has a sanitary district, but Thomaston
isn’t a district, it is a municipality, and I think they use mostly
taxation.

Senator Muskie. Well, thank you very much. At least we see
something about the economic benefits of these programs. They’re
not all cost.

Well, now we come to Gardiner: Paul Herman, city manager, and
Milton Oskley, plant manager of Yorktowne Paper.




25

STATEMENTS OF PAUL HERMAN, CITY MANAGER, GARDINER,
MAINE, AND MILTON OAKLEY, PLANT MANAGER, YORKTOWNE

PAPER MILL

Mr. Herman, Well, do you want me to g0 first? Senator, in 1967,
we completed plans at the cost of $67,000 with the benefit of the 701
program for a primary treatment plant, ready to go to bid. After
some agitation on the part of the DEP, or the EIC at the time, we
had two paper industries, one, the S. D. Warren, which has been
destroyed ; and the Yorktowne Paper, which is still in operation—
they are represented here today—it was decided it would be best if
they came mnto the system. So those plans were set aside and, at a
cost to the city of $75,000, and plans were developed for a secondary
treatment plant, the plant to be located in the same place down here,
known as the Municipal Wharf. And in the process of one thiu% and
another, we were not quite satisfied with the plans as meeting all the
criteria. The upshot of it is that a third set of plans was completely
drawn up on more of a regional basis, and that was done in 1971-72.
And believe me, we have met every deadline, and the only line we
get back is that you're dead, but I'll illustrate bhatypoint.

We have gotien together with the towns of Farmingdale and
Randoi}rh and for the purpose of this contract, it is a municipal con-
tract allowed in the State of Maine to gather together and to meet

some of these problems.
The purpose of this contract is to provide an agreement whereby

Farmingdale and Randolph will participate with Gardiner in the
cost of constructing a water pollution control facility, along with

certain common sewerage collection facilities for use for the collection
and transmission of sewerage from Gardiner, Farmingdale, and
Randolph, the water pollution con trol facility constructed in Gardiner.
In addition, Gardiner, Farmingdale, and Randolph shall construct
independent sewerage collection systems to connect with the common
facilities above. The resulting water pollution control system shall
collect and treat sewerage generated in Gardiner, Farmingdale, and
Randolph including some portions of Pittston and South Gardiner.

That was a first for us, and we got that, and that was consummated
in 1971 and we went on to conclude the final construction plans which
met the deadline of October 1, of 1972, and those are on file.

To give you some idea, people have given you costs, and these
figures here are old 1971 figures, so you'll have to apply & rather large
correction factor. This total cost was $4,532,000, and to suﬁport. that, 1t
was divided between Gardiner, Farmingdale, and Randolph: $3,398,000
for Gardiner; Farmingdale, $556,000 and $578,000 for Randolph. And,

at the time, I reported to the council, a recommendation for sewer
rates to support this business which will make a—1I might saﬁ that
we have a contractual arrangement with Yorktowne which Mr.
Oakley will go into later. But basically, we were looking, at that time,
at $75 a year, or $15 per quarter, $60 for each residential unit, and $10
for each additional unit. That wasn’t adopted, but that gave me some
idea of what this was going to cost, because we understand this thing
had to be paid by user charges and we worked out the cost at the time.
I haven’t brought those figures up to date—well, we haven't been
faced with that particular problem for reasons that have already been

cited.
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Our problems in Gardiner are twofold. As stated, we have one main
industry and then we have a problem that’s quite common to the rest
of Maine communities, and 1t was brought out very acutely at the
time we had a real estate development building some very fine homes.
And it came to a problem whether he could hook onto the municipal
sewer system known locally as the Lincoln Avenue extension or go to
independent septic facilities. And we ran aground on I guess perhaps
some State laws, as well as—they have State laws that were put on
the books to comply with the Federal laws as well, and it got down
to the specific point that we were denied the request because the
particular nutfalll we were going to connect with, the flow would
increase, perhaps, 80 or 90 percent, and they were allowing 20 per-
cent as a sort of an administrative allowance from the DEP. They
were handling it that way and the gentlemen here will verify this
thing. But they are faced with the problem of complying with their
own laws, interpreting them, and hopefully this legislature will get
back to that particular problem.

But that leads us into the very vitals of the city. If we cannot
normally add some homes to our city, why, you are going to put
Gardiner on the “no-no” list, and this is what I said, the deadlines
are met, and even then the only line we get back is, “You're dead,”
you cut our growth and there is no tax money, in addition to which
we have to meet our increased costs, which seems to be a way of life.
But also the home building industry, we would like to have that
active around here, as well as elsewhere, and that industry is severely
handicapped. And I thought this, although legally I can’t criticize
Mr. Adams and Mr. Purington—I mean, they are wrestling with the
law as much as I am, but

Senator Muskie. What is the nature of that problem?

Mr. Apams. The problem is, Senator, the State law requires that
any new discharge must receive the best practicuble treatment, and
the Attorney General’s office has indicated that the variances, or the
grandfather right, of the municipalities do not hold for this type of
expansion.

There was a hearing last week in the Legislative Committee and
there is no doubt there is going to be a change in that procedure,
and the Department is going to be allowed to grant variances and the
question of the inequities of the charges and Mr. Jacobs mentioned is
one thing that is being discussed, and I think everybody there, in-
cluding the committee, felt that we’ve got to change that. We can’t
stymie development.

Mr. Herman. We've been working together on that, but never-
theless these—this is where an industry, now, you say the home
building industry is very fundamental, and—but ‘we have had three
sets of plans ready to go to bid. The first was $67,000, which the
Federal Government footed most of that bill through the 701 pro-

ram; the $75,000 was right out of our tax money, and, hopefully, the
ast payment will be made next year. And then, at present, now, we
are engaged in another $144,000, we’re ready to go to bid possibly,
with the exception of the inflow/infiltration study, which I don’t know
the exact effects of, but that’s in process. And we’re arranging for an
interest-free loan and that is being put through the council next
Monday night, and again with the cooperation of the State environ-
mental protection, that’s another $144,000.
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We are into our secondary treatment plant. I think that we’ve got
it well located now. Wev’e got it out of the flood zone. We had a Few
other problems, but we’ve got it out of the flood zone and we are now
taking care of the large part of the city up here, where we're located
now and in South Gardiner. The other areas and the outlyings will
have to come in at & later date, although the council wrestles with
that periodically. But the amount of money involved would be sub-
stantial.

So at this time, without further comment I'd like to introduce
Mr. Milton Oakley, who will give a statement from Yorktowne.

Senator Muskie. Mr. Oakley.

STATEMENT OF MILTON OAKLEY, PLANT MANAGER, YORKTOWNE
PAPER MILL

Mr. OakLEY. Senator Muskie, perhaps you will want to know a
little about the company that I represent. Yorktowne Paper Mills
of Maine is & manufacturer of paperboard, the main end use of the
product being various types of industrial packaging, more of it going
into paper tubes and cores than any other single product.

Our operation is similar in principle to other papermills except
that our raw material consists exclusively of wastepaper rather than
pulp. We consume approximately 80 tons of wastepaper per produc-
tion day so that to timt. extent we are contributing to the solution of
the solid waste disposal problem. We have been in the business for
30 years and it is gratifying to us to find that recently we are being
credited with performing a social service by doing precisely what we
have always done.

With 70 employees we are the fifth largest employer in the city of
Gardiner. Our annual payroll is approximately $700,000. We recognize
fully that when compared to much of the Nation’s businesses, these
figures are not large, but we do take pride in the fact that in a commu-
nity the size of Gardiner and in a local economy that can hardly be
deseribed as robust we are a significant and constructive factor. Asis
true of all business, our primary purpose is to make money and ours
has been consistently profitable, but 1t is important to us that we are
providing the means of support for 70 families.

As I understand it from the gentleman from your office who invited
me to participate in this meeting, you are interested in our problems
and ideas concerning existing requirements for water pollution abate-
ment and 1 want you to know that we very much appreciate this
opportunity to express them to you.

A brief history of the situation as it applies to Yorktowne is in order.
In 1967 Yorktowne acquired Gardiner l-I’Japer Mills which had been in
operation since 1947. We recognized at the time of the acquisition that
treatment of our effluent was a necessity and it was also evident that
the city of Gardiner would have to treat its domestic sewage. Talks
with the city authorities were begun at once based on the 1dea that
the most efficient, least expensive and common sense approach was to
design the city’s municipal treatment plant to accommodate our
offluent. There was immediate agreement that this was the proper
approach and neither the city or the company has ex ressed any doubt
in the intervening years that such a cooperative ei?ort was the only
practical way to accomplish our common purpose.




28

Since then the city of Gardiner has gone through a number of
stages of planning. To me the cost of this planning has been made
excessive by changes in the law that required revisions in already
completed plans. This is regrettable but perhaps it was necessary.
In any event the city now has approved plaps that meet the require-
ments of existing law. The plans specifically provide for the treat-
ment of effluent from Yorktowne based on established daily flow
and the types and amount of pollutants contained in our effluent.
I should add that within the past 6 months we have completed the
installation of a primary treatment facility that has very substantially
reduced the volume of flow and the amount of solids. We have an
NPDES permit and are in full compliance with its terms.

So what's the problem? If the city of Gardiner has a proved plans
for a sewage disposal plant that includes treatment of this company’s
effluent, if the condition of the company’s effluent when it is delivered
to the city system meets all of the city’s requirements so that it can
pro{)er]y treat that effluent, is there really a problem?

Well, as I'm sure you know, the problem for us lies in the fact
that Maine State law requires that we be connected to the city system
by October 1976, and Federal law requires that we do so by 1977,
whether the system exists or not. We are in the distinetly uncom-
fortable position of having done all that we can do to comply with
the law but until Federal funding is provided to the city we will be
in violation of the law. Further, we are aware that if we are legally
and technically in violation that we can be ordered to cease all opera-
tions. We have found it difficult to believe that under the circum-
stances the law would be that strictly enforced, but that is the way
it reads and we worry about it.

About a year ago we concluded that a capital expenditure running
well into six figures was necessary for us to maintain quality and
quantity of production. It was extremely difficult for us to make
such a commitment when we knew that within 2 yvears we would be
in violation of State law and within 3 years in violation of Federal
law and that the price of such violation could be a court order that
would put us out of business.

We decided to go ahead with the project and are now in the midst
of construction. It was essential to go ahead with it if we were to
retain our competitive position and we felt that some how, in some
way, we would be able to overcome or circumvent the ultimate penalty.
It is profoundly uncomfortable to make an expensive decision In
the face of such circumstances. We hope that we did not make a
mistake.

The reason that I am so pleased to have had your invitation to
participate here today is the opportunity that it gives me to lay
the problem before you and ask for your help in its solution. Certainly
the best solution is prompt Federal funding so that the city’s treat-
ment plant can be built and so that we can tie into it and hence there
will be no violation. However, since further delay in funding appears
to be inevitable, a relaxation of the law would seem to be a practical
interim solution.

The Maine Department of Environmental Protection is sponsoring
legislation that will grant that department permission to extend
the time limit for private industry as it now does for municipalities.
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This is certainly a step in the right direction although there are
points in that legislation that we find very objectionable. Without
going into the pros and cons of that particular piece of proposed
legislation, it is significant that the DEP recognizes the problem and
the need for a solution.

We know that our effluent is polluting the stream. We don’t like
it. In the form of our primary treatment system we have spent a
good deal of money in reducing that pollution. We are willing, eager,
to further reduce it to an acceptable level by discharging into the
municipal system and are fully prepared to pay our share of the capital
cost of that system and our share of the operating cost. But the city
can’t construct it without Federal dollars. To us it seems necessary
that the law be changed so that we are not required to perform until
the wherewithal is provided to permit us to perform.

You could logically ask whether it is in fact necessary for us to
wait for the construction of the municipal plant. Is it feasible for
us to construct our own system? We think not. Our engineers tell us
that the cost of such a project would so far exceed our share of the
cost of a municipal plant that we would not want to consider it.

We have not squarely faced the question as to whether we would
be forced to cease operation entirely rather than bear the cost of the
construction of our own treatment facility and we feel that it should
not be necessary to face it. Rather we would hope that the dollars
would be made available as soon as possible and_that we, and we
assume many others in the same situation, would be permitted to
proceed as we have been doing until the dollars are available.

We have no way of knowing how many other businesses there are
throughout the country that face the same problem, but we assume
that there are a great many. We are not so presumptuous as to ask
the Congress of the United States to pass a ?ﬂw for the benefit of a
single employer of 70 people, but to ask it for a large number of
employers and employees seems eminently reasonable.

In summing up, I would repeat that we are in no way attempting
to evade our responsibility to abate pollution. On the contrary we
are anxious to do our part. We recognize and are pre ared to pay
our share of the cost of accomplishing it. Our plea is to%e permitted
to do it in the most practical and least expensive way possible without
the threat of being forced out of business. Thaok you.

Senator Muskie. 1 appreciate that presentation, Mr. Oakley. I
might make some observations at this point in order to respond.

First of all, when we enacted the 1972 act, we provided sufficient
funding, $18 billion to catch up with the backlog. At least, that was
our objective. Two things have happened since, of course, the im-
poundment of half that money and inflation, and both of those have
enormously distorted the funding of plants as they came off the draw-
ing boards, and second, the deadlines which the law established in
conjunction with that funding and we've been aware for sometime,
of course, that we faced both problems.

The impoundment led, of course, to the litigation which ultimately
reached the Supreme Court, and the Supreme Court finally handed
down & decision this year. But while that litigation was pending, the
Congress was in a difficult position to do anything to supplement the
the 1972 act. We didn’t know whether the $9 million which had been
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impounded would be made available or if it would be made available,
when and how it should be programed, that's an uncertain question,
So, until the Supreme Court acted, we were really in a state of sus-
pended animation, knowing all the time that the deadlines were
rapidly approaching and were likely to be slipped, that projects were
ailing up on the shelves, creating frustration in every community
ps we have witnessed here this morning. And so, at this point, we are
faced with these kinds of questions which Mr. Oakley has raised and
which others of you have raised. and the Congress hopefully this
year will make some decisions. I can’t anticipate what they are,
but I would expect Congress to be realistic. You may not think of
Congress as a realistic body most, of the time, but I do think there is
an effort to be. I would hope that we can respond to the questions
that you have raised, and we have no desire to shut down industry
or to repeal it or to repeal civilization. so I hope we can do it.

Now, it is interesting that in the State legislature there is some
legislation to deal with this question. I think we ought to include in
the record a staff document from DEP which is described as An
Informational Report on Proposed Variances in Municipal Pollution
Abatement Time Schedules. [See appendix A, p. 55].

Senator Muskie. And then two legislative documents—one, which
I gather, represents your legislation, L.D. 702——

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir.

Senator MuskiE [continuing]. And L.D. 951, which has been in-
troduced by Mr. Hall. (See appendix A. pp- 66 and 69.) Both of those,
of course, are addressed to the question that you have raised here,
Mr. Oakley. And my own personal judgment is that it was perfectly
appropriate for industries and municipalities to consider the possibility
of joint ventures and to make commitments and to proceed on that
assumption. And if, because of these developments which I have
briefly described, they find themselves caught in a squeeze on time and
funding, I don’t think they ought to be penalized for it. That’s my
personal view. It doesn’t give you an answer to the present problem.

[t’s interesting that here this morning we have heard that Guilford
Industries for the very good reasons which have been described by
Mr. Jacobs is doing nothing at the moment about oroceeding with
the plant. It's paying nothing for reasons that have also I think been
well deseribed.

Yorktowne Paper, involving the pretreatment process, of its own
construction, primary treatment, are paying nothing toward a plant
and are worried about what to do: and A. C' Lawrence, which is now
in a system and has already started making full payment, as I under-
stand

Mr. Finnecan. We're on the verge.

Senator Muskie. On the verge of it.

Mr. FiNNEGAN. Yes.

Senator Muskie. And they have the funding and are ready to go
ahead. So, three different circumstances, Are you going to be slipping
& deadline at all, on this plant? I gather not.

Mr. FINNEGAN. Just the same one that applies to Yorktowne
Paper.

Senator Muskie. 19767

Mr. FINNEGAN. 1976. Yes.

Senator Muskie. 1976, then. I forgot the National 1977.
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Mr. Finnecan. No. We will meet it. No. I'm sorry.

Senator Muskie. Oh, you will be meeting it?

Mr. FinnEGaN. We will meet it, yes.

Sepator Muskie. What is the——

Mr. Apams. October 1, 1976.

Senator Muskie. October 1, 1976. Well, you'll be meeting it.

Mr. Finnecan. Yes, we will.

Senator Muskie. Now, there is one other development underway
that ought to be brought to your attention. The 1972 act created a
National Water Quality Commission of which T am a vice chairman,
Vice President Rockefeller is chairman. There are 15 members, 5
public and 5 from each House of Congress. And it is the responsibility
of that Commission to look down the road 10 or 15 years to give us a
more definitive picture of what the problem is and what the difficulties
are and what the challenges are in meeting this oonl of clean water.
And that report should be available by the end of this calendar year,
I would think. And that may give us some insights, too, upon which
the Congress can build new policy and to which you can respond.

Now, | understand your frustration about changing of requirements.
But the set of circumstances we have listened to this morning indicate
why sometimes, requirements have to be changed. And I would hope
that they will be minimal but you do have to build on developing
knowledge and changing circumstances. Sometimes those changes
are convenient as required by some municipalities and in other cases
they are just a frustration and a nuisance. That happens when you
try to write national legislation which applies to so many different
kinds of situations.

Well, with those observations, let me ask all of you to think with
the perspective of the whole morning’s discussion m mind, that you
will try to pinpoint the sticking points, the problems, with the legisla-
tion that you try to live under, with the problems that have developed,
with the problems we are now struggling with, what kind of a critique
would you make? You know, I would like to get a frank discussion of
that.

Mr. HErmaN. One, you are going to have to extend the deadline.
Now, whether you want to do that carte blanche—you might want to
develop some guidelines on that. That might be, in itself, unfair,
but you have an emergency situation. At least, extend the deadlines
2-times and then I think, probably, from there on, you should work in
some guidelines as to what to do and as is cited by Yorktowne, well,
you can go, “your license will be renewed but, maybe, certain—such-
and-such will be done.” Either that or you just have to limit them to
continual revision. I'll limit my remarks to say vou've just got to
extend those deadlines.

Senator Muskie. How about using the variance? I think the State
legislature would use variances for this purpose.

Mr. HErMAN. Well, then, if it was permissible to get that. I'd
have to ask Bill on that. Your variances—Are you allowed to grant
variances under the present law? Or under the one that would be
amended?

Mr. Apaxs. The amendments that are before the legislature will
allow us to grant variances to the industries. We now can to the
municipalities.

Mr. HermaN. I see.
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Mr. Apams. The proposals will include industries, but that won’t
solve the special questions.

Senator Muskie. Noj; all you could give would be a 1-year variance
under State law, unless the Federal law were changed. That’s the
point you're making, Bill?

Mr. Apams. Yes.

Senator Muskie. So that throws the ball back into our court.

Mr. Herman. Well, Senator, the thing is to make it so they are
given reasonable criteria to grant a variance, and I’'m sure that, under
the circumstances, the board will listen to all the facts. Now, to give
them carte blanche extension, that’s the simplest, administratively,
but I think they’ve gone into this extensively, why, perhaps a combi-
nation of 1-year or 2-year blanket extension and, then after that,
variances may be done under the guise of the various State boards
and the EPA, et cetera. But there should be some legal method for
them to consider all these factors in granting them.

The fact that it was done, say, in the first place, you didn’t anticipate
these things, you perhaps wouldn’t be gathered today, they'd feel
competent to, all right, I can give you a variance up to such-and-such,
but you've got to do so-and-so by z years. But you've got to build
in some legal flexibility there and then I think the good judgment of
the various boards and State governments will take over from there.

Senator Muskie. Charlie?

Mr. Jacoss. Senator, I’d also make another point to add to that,
that I think we have got to do something that can give industry
some assurance that they can come into a town like Guilford or
Dexter or Dover without facing a penalty 2 years down the road.
Mr.. Oakley mentioned that Yorktown took a chance, really. They
assumed that the Federal Government would do something. But per-
haps a company might not come into Dexter, for instance, knowing
that they would meet a deadline and without assurance that there
would be some way of—well, they might be very hesitant to come into
Dexter or those towns. That’s the problem, maybe one problem with
the variance procedure is that a company that might be prepared to
move into a town, unless they could get their variance in advance,
in some way, might not be willing to do that.

Senator Muskie. And you are stating the situation where there
isn’t a treatment plant in existence with the capacity to absorb——

Mr. Jacoss. That’s right. There will be no treatment plant by
1977.

Senator Muskie. Yes.

Mr. Jacoss. It makes it very difficult to attract industry.

Senator Muskie. That’s an important

Mr. Jacoss. It is difficult enough as it is.

Mr. FresamaN. I just make the observation that—and I know that
there are some problems with it, really, but the land treatment system
in the State of Michigan has worked out some of its mechanical bugs
and they are at the point of attracting industry. In fact, they can’t
accommodate all the industry that wants to come there during a
national period that is obviously recessionary, simply because of
the capability and flexibility of their waste treatment systems. To a
certain extent, a good system which is designed properly can actually
serve to attract industry and Muskegon was the poorest area in
Michigan.
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Mr. HErMAN. My next point was going to be, we've been taiing
about survivial rights of our existing industries.

Senator MUSKIE. Yes.

Mr. HermMAN. We've been so much concentrating on survival.
It’s a no-no subject when you get into something new. Moving
something new into a town and the first question 1s, what is your
waste? I don’t know about where we stand on that. If we were to
bring in new industry that would cause pollution, I'm a little bit
rusty on that, but I think that would be a very, very severe hurdle.
There’s no doubt that once you’ve got this thing, wonderful. But
there, again, that just compounds the problems that I just mentioned
with our housing industry. We like to attract good quality housing
to provide the people and now, when we are acting with the concoction
of the laws we were stopped. But hopefully we have got that—we’ve
overcome that, but the delay is also lethal in timing.

Mr. HermMAN. We've lost an up to 70-odd house development of the
very exclusive variety, which would have been a tremendous asset
to the town.

Senator Muskie. Legitimate

Mr. HermAN. Survival. Now you're talking a new one. You’ve got
a new ball game.

Senator Muskie. Anyone else like to comment? What’s the word
from the St. John River Valley?

Mr. Cyr. Well, I only point out that the availability of money
for loans, you know, for towns. Right now the best we can do 18
probably FHA and that’s 5 percent. And maybe some towns can afford
that, but I know there are a lot that would find that relatively high
over & number of vears and I think the Federal Government should
look into the problem of maybe allowing loans with a lower interest
rate for municipalities. I think that would help the situation some.

Mr. Jacoss. If I may add to that, Senator, I think, at least in our
area, we need—Guilford needs more than loans to help with our
collection system. They simply can't afford to pay off that principal.

Senator Muskie. That seems evident.

2 Mr. Jacoss. Whether it’s 5 percent or 2 percent, they still can’t
o 1t.
Senator Muskie. Any other observations?

STATEMENT OF JOHN FORSTER, SOUTHERN KENNEBEC VALLEY
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

Mr. ForsTER. My name is John Forster from the Southern Kennebec
Valley Regional Planning Commission, and I didn’t know about this
meeting. 1 heard about it yesterday.

It seems to me that one of our problems in dealing with this whole
issue is the process problem. When we get a law like the amendments
of 1972, I don’t feel we get enough information as to how the process
is going to work so that we can explain it. Have it explained to us
first, and then can translate it, and we get into problems of mnot
understanding how it all fits together or how individual communities
are run through it. And that gets us into a lot of nonproductive con-
versation where everybody has got some ideas of what’s going to
happen and nobody really knows what is going to happen.
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As an example, in the Gardiner situation where they were ready to
g0 _to construction and then found out that, because of a change in
priorities, which we agreed with, they were not going to go to con-
struction on their timetable, it raised a whole group of new questions
for the three towns. How do they stay together for a decade if they
are continually asked to make changes in their plan or continually
told that they can’t build?

It seems to me that in the process of developing these things, if
somebody could work through all the different situations that could
arise and put them all together, we wouldn’t be floundering around
in midstream, trying to satisfy everybody’s request for information,
and I guess what I am coming down to is a proposal that if you are
going to review the 1972 amendments, that somebody be there to
draw the process lined right through that act and come up with
answers that we can give ahead of the problems rather than behind.

I would also like to mention that the 208 process, which has not
been discussed today, we feel can be extremely valuable in answering
some of your questions about new techniques, because this is the first
time that we have ever had an opportunity to spend money for

reservation and for alternatives. Unfortunately our poor communities

ere are all ready past that. They really know they need facilities
and every time they slip a year, they see an increase in costs and that
brings lots of hea?, anger, which I think is understandable, given the
fact that they were told, in no uncertain terms, to meet some dead-
lines. And they started their process and are now told to put it into a
holding pattern. So I think that’s basic, what I'm commenting here;
I'm questioning.

Senator ‘Muskie. Well, that, of course, is wholly due to the fact
we had a President who didn’t recognize the fact his veto had been
overridden! [Laughter.]

Mr. Fresaman. I might add on that, additionally, the Senator
referred to the Commission on Water Quality, and I know that one
of their conclusions is going to be that the information on how te
cope with the new program was not disseminated to the people
that actually have to do 1t. The in-depth study of the implementation
of the construction grant program and the implementation of the 208
program have, you know, uncovered that, over and over again. [
think that will provide more information for the subcommittee to
use on that subject.

Senator Muskie. Yes; we have great hopes for the 208 program,
and we're delighted that it has helped some of the main initiatives
of this bill.

Mr. Apans. Senator, it might be wise to tell everyone, as I'm sure
you know, that Maine was chosen one of the eight States for the in-
depth studies for the Water Quality Commission investigation, and
that should bring to light the very problems that have been discussed
here today.

I would—I have two or three other points on which——

Senator Muskie. Yes.

Mr. Apaums [continuing]. You have asked for information. I think
many of the frustrations that have been voiced today are now behind
us. The change in the State regulations are now behind us. The De-
partment doesn’t see great changes needed in Public Law 92-500. We
see some dated to be slipped, but I think you’ve got to look at the
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problems of industry and how they can be accommodated into it, and
perhaps the answer to that is that variances would be issued to in-
dustries that are a part and have valid contracts with municipalities.

I think that the real problem that has been voiced here today, and
at the hearing when I appeared before you in Washington, is funding,

ure and simple. Everyone of the problems voiced here today, the

tate could solve if we had dollars, Federal dollars. We see a need for
something like $40 million, on a regular basis—Federal funds given to
the State of Maine for this program.

One other item that you might consider is the previous act allowed
prefunding. This gave communities that had unusual problems the
opportunity to go ahead in anticipation of funds. I know of one com-
munity that is not represented here today which was more than willing
to prefund 100 percent of a very worthwhile project which would solve
a pollution problem. That might be something you would want fo
investigate. | understand the problems of prefunding, but it certainly
was a useful tool and gave L*i)aine a real headstart on this problem.
You know, in a nutshell, it’s just that we need dollars, that’s all.

Mr. FINNEGAN. Are the national standards of water quality in
agreement with the States’ standards of water quality? I mean, as-
suming that we have overcome all the obstacles which have been
voiced here this morning, then when we finally do discharge into the
stream, are the national standards in agreement with the State, or
are the States more stringent or—I was just curious about that.

Mr. Apams. No; I think they are in step, but say, keepin in mind
the zoals of Public Law 92-500 which is for fishable, swimable waters.

Mr. FINNEGAN. Yes.

Mr. Apams. And I think the State and the Federal goals, standards,
are walking hand in hand.

Mr. FINNEGAN. Yes.

Senator Muskie. May I say this about the Maine situation. I—I
understand all the problems, frustrations, and the tone of pessimism
that permeates so much of what has been said this morning, but Maine
really is ahead of the rest of the country. We were the first State to
provide State matching funds in 1957 for this program, the year after
the program was created. And Maine, as far as I know, is the only
State in a position to take full advantage, at once, of the release of
the impounded funds. We have got projects ready to go, and Bill
testified in Washington that the full amount of that money should
be in the construction phase within 12 months. So that, to a certain
extent, many of these frustrations are behind for so much of Maine
that it could well become the situation that attracts people to come
into this State, because you've got your base pretty well in a position
to be laid. So now, what you need is to build on that. There are other
States that haven’t advanced this far, so they are going to have to
grow through some of those frustrations that Maine has already gone
through. So there is some reason to be optimistic. The rest of the
responsibility is ours in Washington to provide the funding and we’ll
try to do that, now that we've got all of the uncertainties generated
by the impoundment out of the way.

The only other uncertainty now is the Federal budget. And we’ll
have to deal with that, or we’re going to find ourselves spending deficits
instead of spending dollars. But I guess that’s unavoidable. Well, are
there other observations? Yes, Mr. Warren, from Jackman, who has
been nice to come down and submit a written statement. Would you
care to comment, Mr. Warren?
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STATEMENT OF LEON A. WARREN, TOWN MANAGER, JACKMAN,
MAINE

Mr. WarreN. Thank you. I have the impression that our problems
are somewhat different up to this point tﬂan most that I've heard
discussed this morning.

We are, and have been for some little time, No. 1 on the funding
list, until just recently when, because of the decision that we were not
ready to go to construction, we are now backed off, that's until next
year. But I think the impressions of our people in our small communi-
ties are important.

I agree with Mr. Cyr that perhaps the umbrella, the engineering
umbrella, I might say, that is put over the whole country could be
revamped. I feel confident, for example, that our own Department of
Environmental Protection, their engineering expertise, is as good as
that which might come from far places. And, if that were true, if it
were recognized, Jackman would perhaps already be in construction.

These things in small towns, ours is only 850 people, and I shudder
to think that we have not yet arrived at the point where many of these
Eeople are, concerning funding. But we are the first town over the

order, coming from Quebec. And whether they mean it or not, their
attitudes, their impressions of government, are transmitted to visitors,
to tourists, as they come into our town. And they face an unusual
situation which is not directly related to pure water or clean water.
It’s true that we discharge into the headwaters of the Kennebec
River, Holeb Pond, Big Wood Lake, and Attean Lake are the head-
waters and Moose River, and we discharge directly into these waters.
We also discharge at certain times of the year when part of the septic
system is flooded by the lake into Big Wood Lake, a hundred yards
from were we take our water supply. This is important. This has to do
with clean water.

But there are other areas. Our whole collection system has deterio-
rated to the point where it is breaking up. And 25 to 30 percent of the
town is without a septic system, in any event, septic systems which
do not function. The soil will not—has not the capability, in that area,
to take care of septic systems. I think this is true in Madawaska to a
large extent. And actually on some of our streets, the ditches are the
septic systems. And these people read the papers, and they recently
have read that they will no longer be allowed to discharge directly
into the river, and what is the aﬁcmative? Septic systems in a terri-
tory that’s not capable of taking them, which means gravel banks or
gravel beds, at a cost of anywhere from $1,500 to $7,500, they read.
They are not quarreling with a $150 or more a year as a user fee be-
cause in the long run it may cost them many times that. And so, we
are in a community with a high rate of unemployment. We can see
and can be frustrated by the fact that bureaucracy, which they are
impatient with in a small town, far removed, because they are people
l:\':Pho work in the woods, and when they swing an ax, something

appens.

genator Muskie. The ax isn't swung very often in Washington.
[Laughter.]

Mr. Warren. But being used to action and being used to being
perhaps ﬂIUite independent, getting things done. For example, re-
cently, Bill, they laid 1,000 feet of their own sewerline without help
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from anybody. This impatience is transmitted to our guests who
come into the country. But, more than that, they are unemployed,
they see that immediate construction could, perhaps, take care of the
total unemployment situation in our small town. They know that they
have been at it since 1969. In a small town they hear many reasons
for these things, most of which are not accurate. I'm not sure that
this contributes to this meeting, at all, except that I think that impres-
sions are important, I think they should be recognized. In your town
you must have some of this same type of thing, Mr. Cyr, and certainly
we are all in favor of clean water, but much closer to us is our own
sanitary situation, our own unemployment expense annually of
rebuilding inadequate sewer systems to begin with.

1 have no answers. 1 think we perhaps have had delays that were
not necessary, but most of us who are uninformed are likely to make
inaccurate statements, so I wouldn’t want to do that. But I do see a
need for immediate action in the smaller communities who are willing
to do things. If that adds to this conference, it has been worthwhile to
come from Jackman and, in any event, I appreciate the opportunity.

Senator Muskie. Well, it is, indeed, appropriate. It might interest
you to know that I heard these same arguments made in the Senate
Subcommittee on Environmental Pollution, not so long ago. Now
that the Supreme Court has spoken, maybe we can get some of these
things moving. And since we are in a recession, it 1s a good way to
make jobs. And where it is frustrated with the fact that the bureauc-
racy doesn’t seem to carry out our intentions rapidly as you are. So
we're on both sides of that great divide, but I hope we come to grips
with that problem. We may not still act as fast as you would like, we
still may not move as fast as you would like, but I think it’s going to
move faster. 1 think we are going to do the job, I really do.

Do you have something, John?

Mr. FresamaN. 1 was just going to say that we recognize and
heard of those at the hearing where I also was with the Senator, that
these construction grant funds are about the only real Federal funds
available to the towns any more, with the programs that were dried
up under the Nixon administration. The highway program is phased
out in most places and the unemployment indication is rather high,
especially in a town like Jackman. We want to get them going for
that reason, as well as to clean up the water. In other words, both
purposes—the fact that we have a rather high unemployment rate
which was just announced yesterday as getting higher, and we have &
serious water problem, can come together here. Ior that reason, we
want to move them as fast as we can now, too.

Senator Muskie. We so often seem to be getting involved in make-
work projects to put people to work in a time of unemployment, when
here is something that needs to be done. And it seems to me now is
the time to do those things and create jobs and also serve a more
useful, you know, a long-term purpose. It makes so much sense.
The economists, you know, don’t like public work projects to meet a
recession because, they say, it takes too much leadtime and you
waste a lot of time. I think this is the best kind, to put people actually
to work on something useful.

I drove into Rumford, which is the town where I was born, recently
and those of you who know Rumford know that the business section
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of the town is on an island in the Androscoggin River. And, periodi-
cally, we are troubled by floods. And there was a big one in 1936 and a
few of you are old enough to remember it, with me, but I drove across
the bridge onto the island recently and there was this big concrete
buffer and the workmen had scrawled on it “WPA, 1936”. Now,
there is a permanent public work that has protected that island, that
business section, almost 40 years now. That is the kind of thing that
has lasting value and it created work at the time.

So we are very conscious of that, Mr. Warren, and the desirability
of doing that. Whether we can get the money down to Jackman, just
like that, I don’t know. We'll have to depend on Bill Adams to carry
it when we—if we can get it to him.

Mr. Apawus. I think Jackman is No. 1.

Mr. WaRgeN. You said something a few moments ago, that we are
ahead of a great part of the Nation in our efforts. I would hope that
that’s because of the people we have workin , and I think that goes
back again to the idea of the engineering umbrella over the complete
country, when our own folks who, in this instance, know Jackman,
know the size of it, know the soil conditions, know what infiltration
and inflow means in that town, how much it has to be tested, the
criteria they might establish might be much more valuable than the
criteria created at a national level.

Senator Muskie. Well, it’s a question of balancing, Mr. Warren.
[ agree. I'm all for getting these decisions down as close to the local
level as possible. The fact is, of course, that if you have the national
programing, you have fo have some national standards. Flexibility
within those standards ought not to be too detailed. But they have
to lay down the objectives. We have really been all involved in a
learning process here for the last 10 years. I hope we've reached the
point now where we can be a little loose, and a little more flexible and
delegate authority to get the thing moving. I’'m all for that.

I don’t think Washington is very good in actually doing the de-
tailed operation of these programs. Washington is the policy setting.
Down here is where you get 1t executed, I think. At least, that's my
feelings on it.
< ][er. Warren’s statement and a memorandum from Mr. Purington
ollow:]

STATEMENT OoF LEON WARREN, Towx MANAGER, JAckMAN, MAINE

To share with you “the experience of your community in dealing with the law"
is to share with you a record of frustration.

In 1969, a Sewer District was created in Jackman. Since that time one might
get the impression that our federal government does not really want to clean
up the water, at least not the waters of the Kennebec. The waters of the Kennebec
River originate in Holeb Pond, Attean Lake, Big Wood Lake and the Moose
River. The sewer disposal for Jackman is direct ischarge into Big Wood Lake
and the Moose River. Further, the domestic water supply is taken from Big
Wood Lake only a few hundred yards from the sewer discharge and only about
one hundred yards from the leachfield serving about twenty homes: said leach
field being only a few feet from the lake shore and always flooded by the lake and
non-functional in the spring of the year.

Since 1969 there have been constant road blocks and delays for one reason or
another, not the least of which was the impoundment of funds.

It was not until 1974 that Jackman arrived near the top of the priority list
even though the situation of discharge into both our domestic water supply as
well as into the headwaters of the l%ennebec had been a fact since the Sewer
District had been created in 1969.
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Apparently it was assumed that because we were not in line for funding, there
was no urgency with design of final treatment, an assumption, incidentally,
with which I do not agree. When we did reach the top of the list in 1974, final
design, according to our engineer, was delayed by new and additional criteria.
Now final design is dealyed once again because E.P.A., contends that the engineer
did not comply with requirements—requirements which an engineer on the spot
determined were met from a practical point of view, with certification from D.E.P.

This determination not to accept flow-gauging from the engineer, was made
by the Regional Administrator who, I venture to guess, has never been to Jackman
and who I suspect, has a work load sufficient to keep him in a Boston office where
he must make judgments from statistics rather than from first hand, practical
knowledge of a situation such as our own D.E.P. and engineer do have.

For the record, I present with this statement, a letter from the Regional
Director which outlines the position of the E.P.A. I assume D.E.P. must also
have a point of view to express. Certainly the engineer who by this letter from
E.P.A., is accused of not fulfilling requirements, must have a statement.

However, nothing at this point is as important as beginning construction on
this sewer project immediately. Six years would seem to be ample time in which
to design a sewer treatment plant to the satisfaction of all concerned, especially
for a town the size of Jackman.

Clean water is even more important than it was in 1969. The need for adequate
sewers is not less important than it was in 1969.

Unemployment in Jackman is a very serious situation, and this one project,
started now, within this month, could perhaps virtually wipe out all unemploy-
ment here. If other funds are not available, then we suggest money earmarked
to relieve unemployment could be made available.

Whatever construction is begun now, could not progress so far as to seriously
affect the cost of final design before the required infiltration and inflow tests
could be made and necessary adjustments to final design determined.

Finally, I realize that testimony such as this from the uninformed and frustrated
citizens of any community, may only serve 1o further complicate an already
confusing situation. In any event, there must be a way to meet this immediate

need.
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3 STATE OF MAINE

MEMORANDIM

March 21, 1975

T0: Municipal fo1c1%‘-’zﬁ‘_’
FROM: FME*«. A. guﬁ/mmn. fef, DMv. of Municinal Services, DEP

SUBJECT: Municipal Priority Point System Revision and FY 76 Construction
Grant Program

The DEP will hold a public hearing on April 7, 1975 at the Auqusta
Civic Center at 10:N0 am to nresent 1ts Continuine Planninn Process
pursuant the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972,

Part of the hearinn will present the construction project list that
will be funded with the released impounded funds for Fiscal Years
1973, 1974 and 1975, These projects were picked from our priority
it S 11st established at the public hearinn on March 15, 1974. These pro-
PRESL 51 04 Tvb jects were picked from our priority 1ist on the basis of beinag able
oy to proceed to construction within a six months perfod.

PRESGUE |

A 11st of tentative projects for Step One (Facilities Plannina) and
Step Two (Final Desion) will be presented at the public hearina,

Projects to be funded with future Fiscal Year Federal allottments will
be determined from the revised priority 11st presented at the hearinn.
Priority 3 (Severe Environmental Nufsance) has heen redefined to attemot
to make the DEP's intent clearer and to senarate 1t from Priority Six.
The "most upstream source” cateqory has been deleted from this priority
point system, The Add-on Category B (EPA Priority Basin) has been in-
creased from one point to three pofints.

The following 1tems are enclosed with this memorandum:

Construction Project List.

Supplemental Construction Project List.
Proposed Step One and Two Project List,
Revised Priority Point System.

Revised State Municinal Discharoe Inventory.
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Priority 5§ Statutory Time Schedule 16 Points

This priority denotes that the project is on a statutory time schedule enacted
by the Maine Legislature. These schedules include the Kennebec River, the
Penobscot River, Hancock County, Waldo County, the Mousam River, and Section 451
of the Maine Revised Statutes, Annotated. (Hereto referred to as the "451"
Schedule).

Priority 6 Misc. Water Quality Problems
Tr1oriLY X y

This priority denotes that the problem is not as severe as those in Priority
but will require abatement or corrective action. This priority takes into
account local problens such as limited area of project is on malfunctioning
subsurface disposal systems.

Priority 7 Necessary to Maintain Water Quality 13 Points
This priority is given to problems which are not creating a nuisance or Sserious
conditions other than violating an assigned water quality standard. This would

be applicable to a small discharge located on a relatively large river where
bacterial pollution may be a problem.

Priority 8 Upgrading Facility 12 Points
This priority is assigned projects which require additional facility consturction.
This would be applied to a primary treatment facility biring upgraded to secondary,

a secondary facility being upgraded to tertiary, or any facility requiring
expansion, corrective action, or other renovation.

ADD-ON POINTS

A. Order and Directive 10 Points
A project which has been ordered by a Federal Court, a Maine Court, or the Board
of Environmental Protection, will receive ten (10) points in addition to its base
point total.

B. EPA Priority Basin 3 Points
A project located in an EPA Priority Basin will receive three additional points.
St. Croix and the Androscoggin River Basins in Maine are EPA Priority Basins at
the present time.

C. Located on a Class I Segment 4 Points

Qny prqjett located on a Class | Segment as defined by DEP in its Segment Class-
ification System developed pursuant to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Requlations,
Part 130.41, (40 CFR 130.41), will receive four (4) additional points.

D. Located on a Class II Segment 3 Points
See C above for definition

E. Location on a Class II] Segment

See C above for definition.




F. Discharge Effects Lake
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Senator Muskie. Well, I appreciate again, all of you attending
this morning. It has been very helpful to me with respect to the fact
that we didn’t advertise this as broadly as might be. We weren’t
really looking for a big public turnout. What we were looking for is a
chance to get a selective presentation of the problems affecting small
towns and so we did select our witnesses and select the situations so
that we could get a sort of a mosaic that was meaningful. If we wanted
a big public meeting, we could have gone, perhaps, to the Portland
City Hall, but I thought we would come to Gardiner City Hall in-
stead and have a more selective group. So it has been very helpful to
me and I'm most appreciative and we'll see if we can’t do something
to be helpful to you in return.

[Thereupon at 12:30 p.m. the hearing was recessed subject to the call
of the Chair.]
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REPORT ON
POLLUTION ABATEMENT TIME SCHEDULE PROBLEMS
(Proposed Amendments to Title 38, Section 451-A)

The first legislative time schedules were established for the Kennebec River

in 196]1 and required treatment of all wastes on that river by October 1, 1976. All
subsequent statutory time schedules endorsed the completion date for State-wide
clean-up as October 1, 1976. As the State's water pollution control laws

continued to be developed, the licensing provisions of Title 38 found in Sections
413 and 414 currently require that all discharges must be receiving best practicable
treatment by October 1, 1976.

In order for municipalities to meet their water pollution abatement respon-
sibilities, they have relied heavily on grant assistance which has been provided at
both the Federal and State levels. The municipal programs moved along well and many
communities now have operating treatment plants with others under construction.
Until approximately three years ago, it appeared that there was still a chance
all municipalities would be able to meet the October 1, 1976 deadline. Since that
time because of Federal impoundment of water pollution control funds coupled with
drastic increases in the cost of providing pollution abatement facilities, it
become evident that the 1976 deadline, if conditioned upon the receipt of Federal
and State grants, could not be met. The Legislature chose to adopt the theory that
municipalities could not be expected to proceed without Federal and State grant
assistance and, this being the case, recognized that the '76 deadlines were not
going to be met. On the other hand, industries and all others had not historically
been eligible to receive Federal and State grant assistance and, therefore, their
programs were not dependent upon the availability of these funds. Considering
these two foregoing factors, the Legislature in 1973 passed a statutory provision

now found in Title 38, Section 451-A which would allow a municipality a variance from




the October 1, 1976 completion date if the municipality had done everything

that they could do towards meeting their pollution abatement obligation with their

only hold-up being the lack of availability of Federal construction grants.
PROBLEMS

Situations have recently come to light which may warrant a broadening of
the variance provisions as they now exist. The first circumstance comes about as
a result of recent interpretations of the statutory language which indicate that
the municipal variances should apply only to the municipal system as it existed
on October 3, 1973. Rigid interpretation could result in the following: Every
individual home not connected to a municipal system on October 3, 1973 whether it
be an existing home or a new home would have to provide its own treatment system
prior to October 1, 1976. A1l new subdivisions no matter how small or new sewer
extensions even if only considering single streets, could not be connected to an
existing municipal system unless treatment of the waste was provided immediately in
some cases, but in all cases no later than October 1, 1976. The existing inter-
pretation of the law would also preclude individual home owners waiting to connect
to a municipal sewer system that has been planned for them by their community. The
interpretation concludes that if the sewerage system and treatment facility is
not going to be available on October 1, 1976, then all that might have connected
to this planned system would have to be providing their own treatment by that date.
It would appear that this interpretation would completely destroy the concept of
municipal systems for it would not seem that individuals would be willing to pay
from two to five thousand dollars for their own treatment systems and then be
willing to abandon those systems when a municipal sewer is provided for them. From
the standpoint of the State's regulatory agency, it would mean that thousands of
individual systems would have to be routinely inspected instead of the 150-200

municipal plants that ultimately would be built to serve these same individuals.
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dischargers other than findustrial dischargers, the municipality may

of fees to be paid by non-industrial dischargers. The funds collected
or_apportioned pursuant to this paragraph and interest collected thereon

shall be invested pursuant to the provisions of Title 30, Chapter 241,

Maine Revised Statutes and shall be placed in an escrow account by the

municipality to be used as needed by the municipality in planning and
unicip ¥_£0 D 20 Dy the 3l1ty 1n | 9

constructing its sewage system and waste treatment facility.

Variances shall be issued for a term certain, not to exceed three

years, and may be renewed, except that no variance shall run longer than

March 1, 1979 nor beyond the time specified for completion of the municipal

the municipality shall present to the Department of Environmental Protection

for approval an implementation schedule for designing, constructing and

placing the waste collection and treatment facilities in operation.

Variances may be conditioned upon terms relating to appropriate

interim measures to be taken by the municipality to maintain or improve

2. Any person, other than a municipality, maintaining a discharge

subject to the requirements of sections 413, 414,and 414-A of this subchaoter

shall be exempt from the requirements of sectfon 414-A-1-D (Effluent
Practicable Treatment) if, within 90 days of the

enactment of this legislation, or on the commencement of a licensed

municipality to connect to the existing or planned municipal sewage system
as soon as it is available. The Department shall approve such_an agreement

e, 1 JURAL

exempting the discharge from the requirements of section 414-A-1-D only
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STATEMENT OF FACT

The existing statute, 38 M.R.5.A., Section 451-A authorizes the
Board of Environmental Protection to grant variances from statutory
time schedules to municipalities and quasi-municipalities. The

authority is continued intact in this Act.

The existing statute does not authorize the Board of Environmental

Protection to extend a variance to persons, industries or other entities
not connected to the municipal system prior to October 3, 1973 although
these entities have indicated that they wish to be included in the
municipal type system when it is constructed. This Act would allow the
Board of Environmental Protection to include potential users of the
municipal type system in any variance provided the potential users and
the owners of the municipal type system meet the requirements specified
in this Act.

The key requirements are:

(1) A binding agreement s entered into by all parties;

(2) Potential industrial and commercial users of the municipal

type system have operating all pre-treatment systems prior to

October 1, 1976.

(3) The owners of the municipal type systems are charging an

appropriate fee of users and potential users beginning October 1, 1976; and

(4) The municipal type system qualifies for a variance.
Entitiesqualifying for a variance are also exempted from the
effluent limitiations and best practicable treatment requirements of

38 M.R.S.A., Section 414-A-1-D.




ONE HUNDRED AND SEVENTH LEGISLATURE

Legislative Document

No. 702

House of Representatives, Fe y 10, 1975
ed to the Committee on Natural Resources. Sent up for concurrence
and ordered printed

EDWIN H. PERT, Clerk

Presented by Mr. McBreairty of Perham.

STATE OF MAINE

IN THE YEAR OF OUR LORD NINETEEN HUNDRED
SEVENTY-FIVE

AN ACT to Allow the Board of Environmental Protection to Grant
Variances to Statutory Time Schedules.

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine, as follows:

38 MRSA, § 451-A, as enacte I by PL 1973, c. 423, § 8, is repealed and the

following enacted in place there
§ 451-A. Time schedule variances

1. Power to grant variances. The Board of Environmental Protection
may grant a variance from any statutory water pollution abatement time
schedule to any municipality or quasi-municipal entity, hereinafter called the
“municipality,” upon application by it. The board may grant a variance only
upon a finding that:

A. Federal funds for the construction of municipal waste water treatment
facilities are not available for the project; and

B. The municipality has demonstrated that it has completed preliminary
plans acceptable to the Department of Environmental Protection for the
treatment of municipal wastes and for construction of that portion of the
municipal sewage system intended to be served by the planned municipal
treatment plant when that plant first begins operations: and

C. Beginning on October 1, 1976, the municipality will collect from each
discharger into its sewage system and each discharger not connected to the
sewage system which has signed an approved agreement with the munici-
pality pursuant to subsection 2, an annual fee sufficient to equal the pro-
spective annual capital amortization and operating costs of the waste treat-
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ment plant and the sewage system for which preliminary plans have been
completed and approved pursuant to paragraph B; provided, however, that
in lieu of such annual fees paid by dischargers, other than industrial dis-
chargers, the municipality may apportion an appropriate amount from gen-
eral revenues to cover that share of fees to be paid by nonindustrial dis-
chargers. The funds collected or apportioned pursuant to this paragraph
and interest collected thereon shall be invested pursuant to Title 30, chap-
ter z41, and shall be placed in an escrow account by the municipality to be
used as needed by the municipality in planning and constructing its sewage
system and waste treatment facility.

Variances shall be issued for a term certain, not to exceed 3 years, and may
be renewed, except that no variance shall run longer than March 1, 1979 nor
beyond the time specified for completion of the municipal waste treatment
facility. Upon notice of the availability of federal funds, the municipality
shall present to the Department of Environmental Protection for approval an
implamentation schedule for designing, constructing and placing the waste
collection and treatment facilities in operation.

Variances may be conditioned upon terms relating to appropriate interim
measures to be taken by the municipality to maintain or improve water
qualit

Exemptions. Any person, other than a municipality, maintaining a
harge subject to the requirements of sections 413, 414 and 414-A shall be
exempt from the requirements of section 414-A, subsection 1, paragraph D,
Effluent Limitations and Best Practicable Treatment, if, within go days of
the effective date of this Act, or on the commencement of a licensed dis-
charge, which ever occurs later, such discharger presents to the Department
of Environmental Protection and receives approval of an agreement with the

municipality to connect to the existing or planned municipal sewage system
as soon as it is available, The department shall approve such an agreement
exempting the discharge from the requirements of section 414-A, subsection
1, paragraph D, only where the department determines that:

A. In the case of a new discharge, that such new discharge will not cause
serious water quality problems, including but not limited to downgrading
the receiving waters so as to make them unsuitable for currently existing
uses. Fer the purposes of this section, a “new discharge” is a discharge
which commences or a discharge which changes characteristics or increases
licensed volume by more than 109 on or after the effective date of this

Act;

B. The agreement with the municipality fully binds the individual re-
questing this exemption to connect to the municipal system as soon as it
is available and to pay the fees specified in subsection 1, paragraph C; and

C. The sewer into which the discharge is connected or is proposed to be
connacted will be serviced by the proposed sewage treatment plant im-
mediately upon completion of construction and commencement of cpera-
tion of such treatment plant.




3. Failure to comply with agreement, Failure to comply with any of the
terms of an agreement approved pursuant to subsection 2 shall immediately
render such agreement null and void and discharges included in such an
agreement shall immediately cease or shall only discharge in accordance with
the standards of best practicable treatment specified in section 414-A, sub-
section 1, paragraph D, and all other requirements of sections 414 and 414-A.

4. Pretreatment systems. Where a discharger otherwise exempted from
constructing treatment facilities pursuant to this section will be required to
pretreat effluents before discharge into the municipal system pursuant to any
requirement of state or federal law, such pretreatment system shall be in-
stalled not later than October 1, 1976.

5. Fees. Municipalities and quasi-municipal entities shall assess and col-
lect the fees to be charged pursuant to this section in accordance with the
provisions of chapter 11, and Title 30, chapters 235 and 237, as if the planned
sewage system and waste treatment facility were funded and under construc-
tion or constructed and in operation.

STATEMENT OF FACT

This Act authorizes the Board of Environmental Protection to grant vari-
ances from statutory time schedules to municipalities and quasi-municipali-
ties. The authority is continued intact in this Act.

The existing statute does not authorize the Board of Environmental Pro-
tection to extend a variance to persons, industries or other entities not con-
nected to the municipal system prior to October 3, 1973, although these en-
tities have indicated that they wish to be included in the municipal-type sys-
tem when it is constructed. This Act would allow the Board of Environmen-
tal Protection to include potential users of the municipal-type system in any
variance provided the potential users and the owners of the municipal-type
system meet the requirements specified in this Act

The key requirements are:
(1) A binding agreement is entered into by all parties;

(2) Potential industrial and commercial users of the municipal-type Sys-
tem have been operating all pretreatment systems prior to October 1, 1976 ;

(3) The owners of the municipal type systems are charging an appropri-
ate fee of users and potential users beginning October 1, 1976; and

(4) The municipal-type system qualifies for a variance,

Entities qualifying for a variance are also exempted from the effluent limi-
tations and best practicable treatment requirements of section 414-A, sub-
section 1, paragraph D.
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ONE HUNDRED AND SEVENTH LEGISLATURE

Legislative Document No. 951

H. P. 780 House of Representatives, March 6, 1975
Referred to the Committee on Natural Resources. Sent up for concurrence
and ordered printed.

EDWIN H. PERT, Clerk

Presented by Mr. Hall of Sangerville.

STATE OF MAINE

IN THE YEAR OF OUR LORD NINETEEN HUNDRED
SEVENTY-FIVE

AN ACT to Authorize the Board of Environmental Protection to Grant a
Time Schedule Variance to Users and Planned Users of Proposed Mu-
nicipal or Quasi-Municipal Waste Treatment Facilities.

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine, as follows:

38 MRSA § 451-A, as enacted by PL 1973, c. 423, § 8, is repealed and the

following enacted in place thereof:
§ 451-A. Time schedule variances

The Board of Environmental Protection shall grant a variance from any
statutory water pollution abatement time schedule or other requirement to
any municipality or quasi-municipal entity upon application by it. Such
variance shall be granted upon a finding that:

1. Federal funds unavailable. Federal funds for the construction of the
municipal or quasi-municipal treatment facilities are not available, and

no other impediments to the municipality or quasi-municipal entity proceed-
ing to construction of the system except the availability of federal funds.

2. No other impediments except availability of federal funds. There are

Where any municipal or quasi-municipal entity has been granted a vari-
ance, the Board of Environmental Protection shall also grant a variance to
any user, or planned user of the proposed municipal or quasi-municipal treat-
ment facility upon a finding that the discharge from the user or planned user
will be serviced by the proposed municipal or quasi-municipal treatment
facilities immediately upon construction thereof and that a binding commit-
ment exists between the user or planned user and municipal or quasi-munici-
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pal entity requiring said user or planned user to uti
P 3 ng _ ;
pal or quasi-municipal facilities upon completion.

Variances may be conditioned upon reasonable terms relating to apnro-
priate interim measures to be taken by the rmunicipality or quasi-municipal
entity to maintain or improve water quality.

STATEMENT OF FACT

e purpose of this bill is to require the Board of Environmental

tion to grant a time schedule or other statutory requirement

Users nned users of proposed municipal or quasi-municipal

ties. Under the present law, only municipalities may obtain

1
and residential, commercial and industrial users or planned users of
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ment faci a
variance,
systems not completed by October 1, » will be required t
structed and operating their own treatment facilities by that date
mate res would be duplication of treatment facilities creatit

of burdensome costs on those required to construct their own f

partmental surveillance and enforcement of many separate dis-
) ately high user charges on small users when the systems are
without inclusion of industries and other large discharges and
ss use of energy resources in operation of many separate treatment
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Crity oFr BANGOR, MAINE,
April 15, 1976.
Hon. Epmunp 8. Muskie,
U.S. Senator, 221 Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SeENATorR Muskie: Reference is made to your recent memorandum
regarding the hearing of the Environmental Pollution Subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on Public Works which was held in Gardiner on April 5, for
the purpose of examining the problems that small communities and local industries
face in meeting clean water requirements. Since we in Bangor are very much
interested in the cleanup of the Penobscot River, and since we have encountered
problems with the present Law, we would very much like to submit the following
comments for the record.

As you know, the City of Bangor has continually maintained that the municipal
effluent, limitations as imposed by Section 301 of PL92-500 are far too inflexible,
and in many cases will result in the expenditure of considerable sums of money
with no appreciable results. Qur specific objection has been the re%tiiremcut. that
municipalities provide secondary treatment by July 1, 1977, while industrial
sources will be required to provide the best practicable control technology cur-
rently available. The basis of our concern is contained in the findings of the
Penobscot River Study, undertaken by the Environmental Studies Center at the
University of Maine under a Ford Foundation grant, which was completed in
1972. This study, with which you are familiar, is focused on the segment of the
Penobscot River between Old Town and Penobscot Bay, a 35-mile segment of
the River bordered by a total population of 60,000 people and three paper product
mills. The Study determined the pollution load from all sources along the River
(Exhibit A), and determined their effect on the dissolved oxygen content in the
River under different flow conditions (Exhibit B). The Study concluded that:

1. If all municipalities and industries on the lower River provided primary
trea;ment, the dissolved oxygen content would be above the legal minimum 97%
of the time.

2. If the Diamond International Corp. in Old Town provided secondary
treatment, with primary treatment elsewhere, the dissolved oxygen content
would always be at least 10% higher than the legal minimum, and most of the
time would be 25% higher than the legal minimum.

3. If Diamond and Bangor provided secondary treatment, with primary
treatment elsewhere, there would be no measurable change in the dissolved
oxygen content specified in item 2 above.

4. If the other communities and industries on the River estuary provided sec-
ondary treatment, the increase in dissolved oxygen content would still be not
measurable when compared to item 2 above.

The cost of secondary treatment facilities for the municipalities on the lower
River was estimated at $12 million in 1972, and is ﬁrobably at least $15 million
at this time. Thus, the present law would require the expenditure of more than
$11 million of Federal funds for secondary treatment plants, while providing no
increase in the quality of water in the Penobscot River.

In addition to the vast amount of capital cost for secondary plants, the munici-
palities would be faced with considerable operating expense. For example, the
debt service and operating cost for secondary treatment in Bangor would be
increased more than $270,000 per year—a cost which must be borne locally.

Consideration should also be given to the waste of resources to operate second-
ary treatment Bplanta where no increase in pollution abatement will be realized.
For example, Bangor’s primary plant uses approximately 900,000 KWH of elec-
tricity per year, but is it estimated that the electircal use will rise to 2,500,000
KWH when secondary facilities are added. This power increase would equal
the annual requirement for approximately 300 homes.

Municipal waste is the largest source of bacterial pollution, which has resulted
in the closing of the shellfish beds in Penobscot Bay. Previous studies by the State
of Maine have indicated that municipalities contribute approximately 80% of the
bacteria, with the remaining 20% being contributed by industry. Bacteria can be
removed from municipal waste without resorting to the construction of full second-
ary treatment facilities. It has been roughly estimated that bacteria removal
facilities for municipal plants on the lower Penobscot would cost ap roximately
$600,000—a considerable savings over $15,000,000 for full secondary acilities.

(73)
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With regard to dissolved oxygen and suspended soilds, the reverse is true:
industries contribute approximately 809, and municipalities contribute 20%.
Since these types of pollution are responsible for the complete loss of water quality,
i.e., smell, turbidity, sedimentation, and elimination of aquatic life, then it is
apparent that the elimination of industrial pollution is necessary to achieve a
significant increase in water quality. Unfortunately, certain industrial waste
treatment processes are extremely expensive and are often beyond the ability
of a particular industry to achieve. This would result in either the closing of the
industry, or a relaxing of the treatment standards. Perhaps more consideration
should be given to Federal financing of industrial wastewater treatment facilities.
The present Law appears to be heading in the opposite direction, since industries
are now not allowed a cost discount for large volumes to be treated in municipal
plants but must pay the same rate as the residential user. Industries are also re-
quired to Kay special charges based upon their level of BOD, COD, or other pol-
lutants, The Federal Government to a certain extent subsidizes farmers, railroads,
and airlines; possibly a subsidy should be considered for industrial pollution abate-
ment, facilities.

It is our feeling that the Penobscot River is typical of every other river in the
State of Maine, and many rivers in the Northeast, i.e., considerable water volumes,
low population densities, and high industrial use. We are certain that if studies
similar to the Penobscot River Study were conducted on other rivers, similar
results would be shown, and the amount of money being spent for ineffective
wastewater treatment facilities would be staggering.

One other provision of the current Law which we feel may deter the construction
of treatment facilities is the lack of a reimbursement provision for projects which
are prefunded locally. The 1965 Amendment to the Water Quality Act had such
a provision, and Bangor was able to proceed with the second phase of our inter-
ceptor sewer system, which we prefunded, and were later reimbursed for by the
Federal Government. We recently decided to extend the Kenduskeag Stream
Interceptor Sewer for a distance of approximately 15,000 feet to the Capehart
Treatment Plant, at an estimated cost of approximately $700,000. However,
since there were no Federal funds available, and since we were at least two years
away from receiving a Federal grant, we were advised that we would not be re-
imbursed if we proceeded on our own. Because the project is considered urgent
we have decideé) to proceed, thereby losing more than $600,000 of Federal an
State funds. We could have delayed this project for approximately two years
until funding was available; however, the total cost would have risen to approxi-
mately $800,000, thereby putting an additional strain on available Federal and
State funds. It is felt that many municipalities would proceed with projects
immediately, at current prices, if they could be assured tEat they would be re-
imbursed at a later date. Not only would many millions of dollars be saved, but
also clean water goals would be reached sooner.

Finally, we would like to mention a project which has produced very pleasin
results: the installation of the Kenduskeag Stream Interceptor Sewer. The initia
project, which was completed in 1973, has resulted in a most remarkable increase
in the quality of the Kenduskeag Stream through the built-up area of the City.
The smell has gone, Spring freshets have removed the scum and algae from the
bottom, and the clarity of the water has been restored. The City is now proceedin
with plans for the development of a park along the shores, which will be designe
both to restore the natural beauty of the shoreline and to make the area available
for recreational use by the public.

Again, we are very much interested in the abatement of pollution in the Penob-
scot River, and the effect that present legislation will have on the achievement of
that goal. For this reason, we are extremely interested in any future hearin
which may be held relative to this matter, and would like very much to attend,
either as participants or as observers.

Yours very truly,

Merre F. Gorr,
City Manager.




City oF BaNGor, MAINE,
April 16, 1975,
Hon. EpmMuxp S. MUSKIE,
U.S. Senator,
221 Old Senate Office Butlding,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Senator Muskie: In our submission to you dated April 15, relative to
our experience with the current pollution abatement legislation, we neglected to
enclose Exhibits A & B as noted therein.

You will find these exhibits attached for inclusion with our letter.

Yours very truly,
MerLE F. Gorr,
City Manager.

[Attachments (2).]
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Citry or BREWER, MAINE,
April 2, 1975.
Re Gardiner Hearing on Clean Water, April 5, 1975

Senator Epmunp 8. Muskiz,
Senate Building
Washingtion, D.C.

Dear Senator Muskie: The City of Brewer and Eastern Fine Paper Inc
have cooperated in wastewater treatment from the initial planning stages through
design, contract award and through the constructicn process. In September of
1975 we will activate the wastewater treatment facility to jointly treat all of the
City of Brewer's wastewater and the wastewater from Eastern Fine Paper Inc.
Careful analysis and planning of the needs of the industry and of the City resulted
in a plant designed to meet our joint needs. The cost of capital construction has
been assigned based upon the design criteria for the mill and for the City and
the industry is to pay l%r 45.7% of the Capital Cost of the Facility. They will do
this by reimbursing the City 45.7% of the interest payment and principal pay-
ment on the Treatment Plant each time a payment is due. In addition, we have
contractually agreed to participate jointly in the operational cost of the waste-
water treatment with costs allocated to Flow, to BOD and Suspended Solids,
divided between industry and City, based upon continual monitoring at the plant.

After start-up of the Plant in late September, this secondary treatment activated
sludge wastewater treatment plant should remove from the wastewater about
one hundred fifty (150) cubic yards per week of material now being emptied
into the Penobscot River. It seems that this cannot help but effect a significant
improvement in the Penobscot River water quality.

t is our understanding that our joint municipal-industry wastewater treat-
ment plant was the last one authorized in the eountry under this arrangement.
It is our understanding that currently the industry must pay not only its share
of the local cost of the facility and its operation but must reimburse the federal
dollars which are in the form of a grant to the municipality. We think the law
which was in effect at the time of our project approval was excellent. Since we

have had no experience with the present law we cannot comment favorably or
unfavorably upon it. We do believe that the present law would have made our
pollution abatement project much more difficult to accomplish.

Very truly yours,

ArtrHUR P. Do, Mayor.

TownN or BRUNsWICK, MAINE,
March 31, 1975.
Re Gardiner Hearing on Clean Water
Senator Epmunp 8, Muskig,
Room 115, Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SexaTor Muskie: Brunswick has not had a cooperative experience with
industry in the matter of combining water treatment processes because we do not
have any large industries with waste water needing treatment. However, perhaps
it should be noted that after some negotiations the Brunswick Sewer District
entered into an agreement with the Topsham Sewer District under which Topsham
will collect its sewage and pump it to the Brunswick Treatment Plant for treat-
glent. Topsham will be billed a proportionate share of applicable costs based upon

ow.

Also, over the past three years the Brunswick Codes Enforcement Office has
been working very successfully to locate untreated wastes entering tidewater
from shorefront residences and urging the homeowners to install proper treatment
facilities. As a result of this activity, certain clam digging flats in the Mere Point
area have been reopened to digging.

Very truly yours,
Jonx P. Bisser, Town Manager.




Ciry oF GARDINER, MAINE,
April 7, 1975.

Hon. Epmunp 8, Muskig,
U7.S. Senator, Chairman, Subcommitiee on Environmenial Pollution, United Stales
Senate, Washington, D.C

Dear Sir: This is to acknowledge and thank you for your very suecessful
“Clean Water Hearing” for your subcommittee here at Gardiner City Hall,

I am enclosing a letter received from the Mayor, Arthur P. Doe, of the city of
Brewer. 1 am sorry that this letter did not arrive in time so that I could give it
to you.

Sincerely,
PavL H. HErmanN, City Manager.

GrEAT SaLT Bay Sanitary Districr,
Damariscotia, Maine, April 5, 1975.
Senator EpMunp 8. Muskig,
U.S. Senate, Commitiee on Public Works,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SExaTOR Muskie: This letter is in lieu of appearing at the hearing of the
Senate Sub-committee on Environmental Pollution held in Gardiner on April 5.

I represent the Town of Newcastle by delegation of First Selectman, Robert
Baker, and the Great Salt Bay Sanitary District, comprising the Towns of Damar-
iscotta, Neweastle and part of Nobleboro, of which !] am a Trustee.

The Great Salt Bay Sanitary District has detailed designs of a collection and
treatment facility, which meets the requirements of the Maine Bureau of Environ-
mental Pollution. We do not have sufficient subsidy money to proceed with con-
struction under & scheme of financing that would result in a bearable users fee.

Other than receiving sufficient subsidy to proceed with the present plan includ-
ing escalation caused by inflation, two changes in law or administrative procedure
would be advantageous o us.

1. It appears that a less costly remedy might be worked out through the use of a
multiplicity of small treatment plants along the lines of the plan going forward in
Bridgeton, Maine. In order to be attractive, such a plan would have to be elegible
for subsidy.

2. The detailed engineering plans for a conventional facility for Great Salt Bay
were paid for by the Towns of Damariscotta and Newecastle for which they
incurred a debt currently of about $70,000. Procedures ought to be changed so
that subsidies can be evaluated on the basis of sound engineering feasibility
studies, and Towns ought to be recompensed for expenditures for detailed plans
which may be useless due to obsolescence resulting from (a) new technology, (b)
the ]rnng_lnpse of time between design and financing.

our truly,
E. L. Laus,

Vice Chairman, Great Salt Bay Sanitary Disirict.

Puiuir W. Hussey, Sr.,
North Berwick, Maine, March 28, 1975.
Senator Epmuxp 8. Muskig,
Senate Office Bldg.,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Ep: I note in today’s Portland (Me) Press Herald that on April 5th
your Sub-committee on Environmental Pollution is to hear testimony on Water
Standards particularly in small communities.

We sure have one here in North Berwick and try as we may we have been
unable to get the North Berwick Water Co. to renew outdated filter system.
And worst of all the Public Utilities Commission gives us only a brushoff when
we have several times asked for help. Instead they approved a 27% increase
in rates.

Do hope you have good success.

Sincerely,
PuaiL Hussey.




80

Senator Epmunp 8. MuskiEe.

Dear Sir: In answer to the memorandum received from you on Clean Water
March 31st, the town of Guilford, Maine has made three surveys for a sewer
treatment plant. They hired $100,000.00 to pay for it. The Government has not
reimbursed them as they agreed to so at town meeting the town had to raise
$5,000.00 to pay the interest on the money hired.

The Guilford Industries is working with the town on a treatment plant. They
are a fabric industry and are having a very difficult time to keep going.

Yours truly,
MerwiN LANDER, Seleciman.

167 SeconND STREET,
Harvowern, MAINE,
March 31, 1975.
Hon. Epmuxp 8. Muskie,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Senator Muskie: Thank you for the notice of the Gardiner Hearing
on Clean Water, which I received today.

Your statement that ‘“federal funds for the clean water program have been
released” is most encouraging although confirmation of that fact (in dollars) has
not as yet filtered down to our municipal level.

As stated in my letter to you dated 14 March, Hallowell has had its sewer
program engineered and practically ready to go for some years now, waiting only
for the funds necessary to get it under way. Also, as noted, we are in a bind on
the condition of our streets, because major maintenance has been deferred in
expectation of the sewer work. The streets are now in such shape that if the
sewer program does not become active in the very near future, substantial amounts
will have to be spent for repair in spite of the impending sewer work.

As regards “partnership’’, you may be interested to learn that Hallowell plans
to pump its sewage to Augusta for treatment in the plant of the Augusta Sanitary
District. This avoids the necessity for a separate and smaller plant in Hallowell
which would be relatively mueh more expensive to build and operate. When
Augusta’s secondary treatment plant comes along that, too, will handle Hallowell's
sewage. I consider this an instance of commendable and economical community
cooperafion.

his is not yet a “success story', but when funding becomes available and
given time to pursue the project T assure you that every effort will be made to
achieve that objective.

Thank you for this opportunity to again state our case. With best wishes for a
profitable hearing on the 5th I am,

Respectfully yours,
Basin T. PAYNE,

(Councilman-at-large, Hallowell City Council).

Orrice oF THE Town oF PirrsriELp, MAINE,
April 1, 1976.
Hon. Epwarp 8. MuskiIg,
Chairman, Environmental Pollulion Subcommitiee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeAr SexaTor: In response to your request for information in respect to our
experience concerning clean water requirements, we submit the following:

1. As a result of water quality improvement, Pittsfield has developed long range
plans to include the Sebasticook River as an integral part of a recreational area
in town,

2. Engineering consultations with local industries reveal no unusual problems
requiring special treatment or financial arrangements.

mpoundment of assistance funds has delayed the implementation of our devel-
opment plans.
; Wdc wish to extend our thanks for your efforts in the release of these water quality
unas.

Funds have been allotted to Pittsfield and necessary paper work is under way
with construction to be started as soon as possible.

Very truly yours,
WirLiam M. LowT, Jr,,
Town Manager.
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Town oF RockrorT, MAINE,
April 2, 1976.
Re Gardiner hearing on clean water
Hon. EpMmunp S. MUSKIE,
115 Russell Office Building, U.8. Senale,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTor Muskie: The Town of Rockport has made every effort to
comply with the Clean Water Act. In 1965 the Town voted to have a preliminary
plan completed and this was accomplished. In 1974 the Town received a grant
and we are in the process of doing a second preliminary plan, the first being
outdated and incomplete by current standards.

It is very frustrating as a town official to have to continue to explain to people
that a schedule for compliance and clean-up cannot be set up because of lack

of funds.
More importantly the State Department of Environmental Protection has

granted numerous licenses for “package” trzatment plants in Rockport which we
will be able to supervise in the future only with difficulty and great cost.

Delays have caused unnecessary expenditures by residents who want to reduce
the poliution problem but can only solve their problem on a short term basis.

I hope this information helps explain our di culties.

Sincerely,
E. MAYNARD GRAFFAM,
Chairman, Board of Selectmen.

—

Sourn Brance Lumser Co.,
Howland, Maine, April 3, 1976.

Senator EpmunDp 8. MUSKIE.

Dear Sir: In reference to your memorandum on, the Gardiner Hearing on
clean water.

At the present time the Town of Howland receives their water supply from the
Piscataquis River. This supply was installed in the year of 1924 with a few small

pipe lines being added over the years. On the up-river side, we have raw sewage
running into tﬁv river. We also have the flow from the Great Northern Paper
mills and the Lincoln Pulp running into our water supply.

A few years ago, our major industry, the Tannery, closed leaving approximately
300 people jobless and loss of $2,6000 in taxes to the town. Now, we have sol
the buildings to the Lincoln Pulp and Paper company and we are in hopes that
this will develop into a new industry for tEe town.

The town of Howland is trying to form a water district. In 1974, we had a
water survey by Wright, Pierce & Barnes (at a cost of $9500) through our Revenue
Sharing. They came up with a cost of $1,100,000 to give us the proper water supply
and fire protection (force and supply). We mention fire protection due to the fact
that at the present Howland has to pay 85% on insurance cost, whereas a town
such as Dover-Foxeraft only has to pay 35% for their protection. The difference
in rates being that Dover-Foxcroft does have ample force and supply.

Without help from some other source, small towns such as ours (1440 pop.)
would not be able to have the water project.

I wish to thank you for notifying me of the Hearing and also giving me the
opportunity to express my opinions.

Yours truly, . o
Liem L. SacE,

South Branch Lumber Co.
O
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