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1.0

1.1  Background

Over 99 % of the residences in Coventry rely on individual sewage disposal systems (ISDS) for
treatment and disposal of wastewater. Existing ISDS that are sited, designed and maintained
properly provide adequate domestic wastewater disposal (Figure 1-1 and 1-2). However,
responses to a 1992 needs questionnaire confirmed a preponderance of ISDS problems in several
areas of eastern Coventry. The questionnaire was sent out to 6,250 homes and businesses in
eastern Coventry. The results of the questionnaire were compiled and included in the 1995
Wastewater Facilities Plan completed by Weston & Sampson Engineers, Inc. As part of the
study, the canvassed area was divided into 35 needs study areas. = The Wastewater Facilities
Plan concluded that several areas of eastern Ceventry are experiencing significant ISDS
problems which cannot be economically resolved through on-site solutions such as system

rehabilitation or reconstruction.

The Wastewater Facilities Plan suggested that sanitary Sewers be constructed to serve
approximately half of the totdl properties in Coventry. The remaining properties were to
continue to rely on ISDS. Many of the areas outside of the suggested sewer area were
experiencing ISDS problems, but it was not deemed feasible to install sewers in these areas. In
all areas that were to continueto rely on ISDS, a public information program was recommended.
For several aréas without sewer, future consideration of a Wastewater Management District

(WWMD )was suggested.

The Wastewater Faeilities®Plan was approved by the Department of Environmental Management
(DEM) in 1995. However, as of this date, none of the Wastewater Facilities Plan
recommendations have been implemented. No sewer system was constructed, and 99% of
Coventry is still reliant on onsite systems. As such, onsite ISDS systems represent the Town’s

only significant option for wastewater management, and these ISDS systems form a critical part

of Coventry’s infrastructure.
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An Onsite Wastewater Management (OWM) plan could help to protect environmentally
sensitive areas from failing/failed ISDS. The plan would also assist in alleviating problems in
densely developed neighborhoods with high intensity wastewater usage, such as older

neighborhoods with multi-family housing on small lots.

The responsibility for maintenance and pumping of the ISDS has traditionally been that of the
individual property owner. Some of the factors that have inhibited implementation of municipal

onsite management include:

» Little state and/or federal grants/loans are available for onsite system management.
» Individual homeowners do not want government involved with facilities on their
private property.

Homeowners feel that the maintenance and repaif of onsite systems is a private issue

7

and that homeowners are fully capable of making.decisions on the maintenance and
upkeep of their facilities.
» Access to private property and system ownership issues become potentially intrusive

and therefore unattractive to the homeowner.

Y

Costs of repairsfreplacements of systems are often seen as inequitable, because site
conditions vary and require added components for transmission or additional levels of

treatment.

In recent ¢ears 14 Rhode Island communities have initiated projects to plan and implement
onsite wastewater management programs for repair, replacement and maintenance of onsite
wastewater systems.,, The/Department of Environmental Management’s approval of an OWM
grant request has enabled the town of Coventry to develop an OWM plan. The objective of an
OWM Plan is to raise the level of performance of ISDS through improved and/or enhanced
management. Enhanced management includes factors such as public education, establishment of
measurable performance standards, system inspection and maintenance (I&M), and system
monitoring and enforcement. The program’s components often become more comprehensive
(and potentially more complicated) as the sensitivity of the environment (receiving waters)

and/or the degree of treatment complexity increases.
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Obtaining access to the Community Septic System Loan Program (CSSLP) is considered one of
the most important goals of this plan because the cost associated with ISDS repairs and upgrades
is the primary factor preventing homeowners from repairing and upgrading their ISDS.
Currently, there is very little financial assistance available to the residents of Coventry. The
town utilizes the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) for assisting in
repairing/replacing ISDS. In 1999, the town received $41,500 through a CDBG pilot project.
The $41,500 was enough to cover six ISDS upgrades; however; this source is no longer
supplying enough funds for the community’s needs. For instanee, in the year 2000, only two
upgrades were funded with $12,200 used from the CDBG housing rehabilitation fund. In 2001,

only one upgrade that cost $10,400 was funded from the'same source.

1.2 Community Septic System Loan Program (CSSLP)

As stated above, one goal of this OWMP is to become eligible for the CSSLP. The CSSLP
provides low-interest loans for septic system upgrades. The program is administered by the
DEM, the Clean Water Finaneé Agency (CWFA) and the RI Housing and Mortgage Finance
Corporation (RI Housing)< Funding was established in the spring of 1999 through the Clean
Water State Revolving Fund Programy (SRF). The CWFA earmarks $1 million a year for the
CSSLP, but they have additional funds to support extra funding if needed. CWFA says that, if a
community usés up its CSSLP loan money, a community can request another separate loan.

Accordingto the CWFA, to date, CSSLP loans have been given to the following communities:

* Charlestown $250,000
=  (Glocester $250,000
= New Shoreham $250,000

* South Kingstown $300,000
* North Kingstown $300,000

A copy of the CWFA’s Loan Policies and Procedures for the “Community Septic System Loan

Program™ is in Appendix C. In summary, the process is as follows:
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1) Receive DEM approval of OWMP.

2) Submit SRF loan application (Appendix C).
3) Obtain Certificate of Approval from DEM.
4) Submit a letter to CWFA requesting a loan.

The OWMP acts as the project, and the town signs a loan agreement as borrower. A zero percent
(0%) interest rate is provided to the town, but the town must pay its own eut of pocket borrowing
costs (i.e. Coventry’s legal counsel or financial advisor fees for theprocess of writing the loan
with CWFA). A typical borrowing fee is approximately $25004 The town must assign a town
employee to act as liason between the homeowner and the RI Housing. The town liason informs
the public that loans are available and provides informational packets to interested homeowners.
The informational packets are provided to the liason by RI Housing. RI Housing will act as the

homeowner loan administrator.

RI Housing will accept applications from property owners; coordinate payments to septic system
installers/property owners; collect repayments from property owners; credit property owner
repayments to Coventry’s prineciple payment; make monthly reports to both CWFA and
Coventry.

A homeowner can_receive a 3, 5, 7 or 10-year loan at four percent (4%) interest. The four
percent acts a$ a flat fee to the homeowner; there are no loan origination or application fees
charged te the homeowner. The four percent (4%) pays the administration expenses of Rhode
Island Housing and the CWFA, as well as grows the SRF fund. CWFA recommends a
maximum loan of $15,000 for a conventional septic system but allows the community to decide

on its own limits. The following are examples of specific criteria that the community can decide:

e The number of estimates required from licensed installers.
e What type of property can qualify.
e Qualifications can be limited to owner occupied or limiting the number of housing units

per structure.
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A homeowner is considered to have defaulted on the loan for lack of payments, after several
months and attempts by RI Housing to receive payment. CWFA allows the town to decide how
to handle the default. The town can use processes such as a lien on the property or a tax sale to

get the money back; however, the town is only liable for the principal.

1.3 OWMP Process

The DPW, Sheila Patnode--Director of Public Works, initiated the process of establishing an
OWMP Committee. Sheila Patnode solicited members from the town staff, Brent Narkawicz—
Director of Planning and Development, and Town Couficil—William Hall.,, The DPW then
advertised in the local newspaper for residents to velunteer forsthe OWMP Committee. Two
residents responded and filled out Citizen Applieations’ for Membership on Board or
Commission. Each of the residents, Roy Pruett and Roger Plante, accepted a position on the
Committee. Since there were only two residents at large on the Committee, it was suggested that
a member of the Johnson’s Pond Civic Asseciation be invited; Amold Blasbag was suggested

and accepted the invitation.

The Committee’s kickoff meeting was-held at the town offices on August 1, 2002. WSE took
the minutes for this meeting;Roy Pruett offered to take minutes of future meetings. The
Committee was' introduced to the consultant and staff and provided the history of wastewater
management i Coventry, the objectives and tasks required of the grant, and the five EPA model
program options. All meeting advertisements and minutes are provided in Appendix A. Roy

Pruett, with assistance from'the Committee, wrote the following mission statement:

The Town of Coventry remains committed to the health and well being of its
residents and their environment. Currently, 99% of town residents rely upon
individual sewage disposal systems. Preventing contaminates from reaching our
groundwater is a far easier task than cleaning up contaminated groundwater.

The development of an Onsite Wastewater Management Plan will minimize
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wastewater contamination and ensure the health of future generations residing in

Coventry.

The Committee will continue to serve until the adoption of the OWMP or until the

Town Council votes that the mission of the Committee is complete.

Subsequent Committee meetings to discuss the draft OWMP were held on August 29, 2002, and
September 9, 2002. At the September 9, 2002, meeting, Roger Plante and Roy Pruett reported
on their interviews with local septic haulers. A report by Roy Pruett detailing these interviews is
included in Appendix B. The first public meeting to present the draft OWMP was held on
September 12, 2002, in the Auditorium at the Middle S¢hool. Despite advertisements posted in
multiple locations, there was only one attendee. A<Committeemeeting was held on September
20, 2002, to finalize the OWMP. On September 23, 2002, the Consultant and the DPW
presented the final recommendations to the Town Couneil.. On October 2, 2002, a public
meeting was held at the Coventry Health and Human Services Building. The final public
meeting was held on October 7, 2002, following a work session with the Town Council. Town
Council adopted this plan on October 7, 2002; a copy of the resolution is provided in the
Appendix A.

G:\MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER\COVENTRYRNOWM PLAN\OWMP REPORT\FINAL OWMP.DOC
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2.0

2.1 Management Areas Characterized

2.1.1 Water Quality

Each state must report every two years on the health of its waters to the EPA. This report is
called the 305(b) report and is used to develop a list of “impaired waters,” otherwise known as
the 303(d) list (Appendix B). The criteria for being “impaired” is pollutant specific and is
defined by the levels that must be maintained to be protective of various uses, such as fish
consumption, aquatic life, drinking water, and swimming. Rhode Island submitted its 303(d) list
to EPA late in 2000. The list cited problems with a section' of the South Branch of the Pawtuxet
River and the Quidnick Reservoir. However, neither impaired waterbody was considered
polluted by fecal contaminants or common indicators (pathogens, nutrients or excess algal
growth). At this time, there is no water quality data available to prioritize what surface waters

may be impaired as a result of failing or substandard septic systeéms.

2.1.2 ISDS Conditions

There are an estimated 114000 ISDS systems in the Town of Coventry. Since Coventry is almost
exclusively reliant on ISDS for wastewater disposal, there is significant potential for surface and
groundwater contamination due te failing or substandard septic systems in Coventry. This can
happen when‘a system is not designed to current standards; for instance, there is an inadequate
separation between an ISDS and the groundwater table, the system is undersized, or the site

conditions do net support an ISDS.

One example of a substandard ISDS is a cesspool. A cesspool is a buried chamber which
receives sanitary discharge with the purpose of both collecting solids and discharging liquids to
the surrounding soil. A cesspool is not an approved method for ISDS installation, and DEM
considers a cesspool to be substandard. Current ISDS regulations require the installation of a
septic tank, which settles solids and contains solids which provide a period of anaerobic
biological treatment, and a separate soil absorption (infiltration) system, consisting of either

series of leaching trenches or a leaching bed.
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A malfunctioning ISDS typically results from inadequate soil absorption of wastewater flows.

Failures are often attributable to one or more of the following causes:

= Soils clogged from improper use or age of system.
= Site conditions inappropriate for system.
o Insufficient separation between leach field and impermeable soil layer.
o Soils too permeable for sufficient treatment prior to groundwater.
o Insufficient separation between leach field and groundwater table.
o Lot size insufficient.
* Broken or clogged system components.
= System incorrectly designed or constructed.
= Lack of proper maintenance pumping of the septic tank; allowing solid carry-over into
the leach area.

= Excessive or extraneous flows resulting in hydraulic overloading.

The Wastewater Facilities Plail (FP) finalized in May 1995 documented types and location of
failures. The FP focused on eastern Coventry because of the population densities and land use.
The eastern third of the town is characterized by urban-suburban development and the rest of
town is rural with significant pertions of agricultural land and open space. Furthermore, the
population is dense in the east and sparse in the west. The western areas of town consist of large
(two to five acres) lots. This decision was substantiated by a DEM ISDS record review. The
record review found 441 repairs had been filed for eastern Coventry for a total of 6,418 homes
inside of the study area resulting in a percent repaired of 6.9 percent. The other two-thirds of
Coventry only had 91 repairs for the 5,370 homes that were outside of the study areas. This
resulted in a percent repaired of 1.7 percent. Therefore, though the Committee did locate a few
outlying areas, the same focus is true of this OWMP. Section 3.4, Existing Individual Sewage
Disposal Systems, of the FP evaluated the number, type and condition of ISDS in Coventry.

This section has been appended in Appendix B.

e
[
%

Weston & Sampson



Table 1, Types of Existing ISDS Systems, provides percentages for each of the type of ISDS
systems that exist within Coventry. The percentages are based on results from the questionnaire
conducted as part of the FP. As can see from the table, several areas have a high occurrence of

cesspools.

Figure 2, Onsite Management Priority Areas, highlights the areas in town that are considered
priorities for wastewater management solutions. These areas were originally identified by the FP
and later supplemented by Committee recommendations. The areas shown in light purple are
areas added by the Committee. A number of study areas identified in the FP are proposed for
sanitary sewer. Two FP study areas, numbers 27 and 28, were originally proposed in the Phase 3
Sewer Program; because of the distance from other proposed sewer areas, the FP Update
removed these two areas from the sewer program. The Committee recognizes that the
highlighted areas are not inclusive of all onsite wastewater problems in town. Therefore, lots
that remain outside of the priority areas will.be considered for approval in the loan program. The

criteria for the loan program are discussed in Section 4.3, Coventry CSSLP Details.

Figure 3, Onsite Management Areas, highlights two different types of parcels; the red parcels
indicate those properties cutrently serviced by sanitary sewers and the blue parcels indicate those
properties identified by the OWM Commiftee . as having significant need. The majority of
anticipated need in town is in the areas highlighted by blue.

2.1.3 CCSLP - Anticipated Needs

The Town of Coventry is the largest community in the State of Rhode Island not served by a
community sewer system. Therefore, Coventry has more ISDS than any other town in Rhode
Island. The number of systems in town coupled with the many older residential areas of eastern
Coventry that were developed with average lots less than 10,000 square feet (in some cases less
than 5,000 square feet) indicates a higher number of ISDS problems than those experienced in
nearby towns. Table 3, Anticipated Needs for CSSLP — Unsewered Scenario, utilizes the FP data
on ISDS Repair Records from 1887 — 1992 to estimate a dollar value for expected repairs using

funds from the CSSLP. Table 3 anticipates needs if the sewer project does not go forward.
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Table 4, Anticipated Needs for CSSLP — Sewered Scenario, anticipates the amount needed if the
sewer project does proceed. The worse case scenario is the one outlined on Table 3; this
provides a total expected annual cost of $1,006,200 for the entire town. Therefore, the town’s
request to the CSSLP is in the amount of $1,006,200. The Town of Coventry requests an initial
capitalization of the program in the amount of $500,000.

G:\Municipal Wastewater\CoventryRINOWM Plan\OWMP Report\final OWMP.doc
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Table 1

Types of Existing ISDS Systems

Subarea | Number of | Septic Tank with | Septic Tank with Drywell for
Number | Homes Leach Field' Leach Pit' Cesspool' Tight Tank' | Wash Watur'
|Phase 1 - Facilities Plan e

6 99 57% 0% 38% 0% 0%
7 207 44% 5% 37% % 1%
16 290 23% 4% 66% 1% 1%
21 106 33% 2% 57% 0% 0%

Phase 2 — Facilities Plan
3 167 46% 7% 43% 0% 2%
] 245 70% 7% 23% 0% 0%
5 297 62% 9% 26% 1% 0%
8 346 75% 5% 17% 2% 0%
g 109 69% 6% 20% % 2%
10 316 57% 3% 36% 1% 0%
11 288 73% 1% 24% 1% 0%
12 373 34% 2% 63% 1% %
17 314 33% 4% 54% 1% &
18 80 27% 5% 51%: 3% 0%
19 90 34% 3% 6(& 0% 0%
22 163 34% 4% 58% 2% 0%
23 190 57% 3% T30% ~ 0% 1%
26 196 40% 10% 49% 0% 1%

Phase 3 -- Facilities Plan .
1 269 67% 5% . 25% 1% 0%
2 154 57% 3% 35% : 0%
13 37 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%
14 303 86% 2% 0% 0% 0%
15 211 15% 5% 78% 0% 0%
20 109 16% 10% 55% 0% 0%
24 183 69% 2% 27% 0% 0%
25 o1 50% 3% 29% 0% 0%
30 151 “58% 3% 38% 0% 0%
31 111 % 13% 50% 0% 0%
32 146 0% 5% 0% 0%

LPreviously

27 3% 0% 0%
28 34% 0% 0%

Additional Need&Areas - OWMP |

Additional

Areas® 268 46% 7% 43% 0% 2%

Notes:

'Parcenlages are based on results from the questionnaire conducted as part of the FP

*The OWMP Committee identified additional need areas in town. These areas consist of very small lots, located along town
water bodies

JAreas 27 and 28 were previously designated for sewer in the FP. The FP Update removed these areas from the
recommended sewer program
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Table 2
Occurrence and Types of ISDS System Problems

Systems
Subarea | Number of | Experiencing Frequent System Odor Surface Limitation of
Number | Homes Problems’ Cleanouts' Backups' | Problems' | Breakout' Usage'
Phase 1 -- Facilities Plan
6 99 53% 80% 30% 20% 10% 70%
7 207 31% 18% 71% 25% 14% 61%
16 290 31% 33% 45% 13% 15% 73%
21 106 20% 44% 33% 44% 33% 22%
Phase 2 -- Facilities Plan l
3 167 22% 42% 58% 25% 25% 50%
4 245 18% 88% 71% 41% 59% 0%
5 297 30% 35% 53% 29% 26% 44%
8 346 23% 27% 67% 10% 13% 77%
9 109 34% 29% 59% 29% 35% 35%
10 316 29% 49% 57% 20% 17% 63%
11 288 27% 37% 58% 26% 29% 45%
12 =) 22% 53% 41% 19% 9% 72%
17 314 19% 22% 48% 22% 35% 43%
18 89 21% 43% 71% 43% 14% 43%
19 90 21% 43% 43% 14% 29% 57%
22 163 30% 38% 69% 19% 25% 56%
23 190 28% 24% ﬁf_ié 24% 28% 48%
26 196 24% 40% 55% 30% 25% 45%
Phase 3 -- Facilities Plan £y
1 269 22% 41% 64% 41% 36% 50%
2 154 36% 62% 43% 29% 14% 57%
13 37 50% 50% 50% 0% 0% 100%
14 303 23% 60% 50% 40% 30% 30%
15 211 27% 50% 44% 19% 31% 50%
20 109 11% 0% 0% 0% 33% 67%
24 183 21% 32% 32% 26% 26% 47%
25 91 29% 50% 50% 20% 20% 60%
30 151 22% 27% 53% 13% 13% 73%
3 111 13% 0% 100% 0% 0% 100%
32 146 26% 35% 65% 35% 18% 47%
Previously Designated forSewer -- Facilities Plan®
27 214 23% 7% 40% 40% 20% 40%
28 137 11% 33% 50% 33% 33% 33%
Additional Needs Areas -- OWMP
Additional
Areas’ 268 22% 42% 58% 25% 25% 50%
Notes:

'Percentages are based on results from the questionnaire conducted as part of the FP.

The OWMP Committee identified additional need areas in town. These areas consist of very small lots, located along town
water bodies.

3Areas 27 and 28 were previously designated for sewer in the FP. The FP Update removed these areas from the
recommended sewer program.
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Table 3
Anticipated Needs for CSSLP -- Unsewered Scenario

Subarea | Number of |Number of | Percent of Repairs| ~ Number of Annual Cost
Number | Homes | Repairs' Expected? | Repairs to Fund®| Per Area *
(PhaBE T = FaCiities PN g8 1 s 2o o, el G e ey
6 99 13 13.1% 3 $23,400
7 207 17 8.2% 3 $23,400
16 290 23 7.9% 5 $39,000
21 106 8 7.5% 2 $15,600
SUBTOTAL 13 $101,400
|Phase 2 - Facilities Plan
3 167 12 7.2% 2
4 245 15 6.1% 3
5 297 22 7.4% 4
8 346 27 7.8% 5
9 109 g 8.3% 2
10 316 23 7.3% 5
11 288 8 2.8% 2
12 373 25 6.7% 5
17 314 18 5.7% 4
18 89 6 6.7% 1
19 o0 3 3.3% 1
22 163 13 8.0% 3
23 190 13 6.8% 3
26 196 14 71% 3
SUBTOTAL 43
|Phase 3 - Facilities Plan &
1 269 15 5.6% 3
2 154 10 6.5% 2
13 37 4 10.8% 1
14 303 19 6.3% 4
15 211 5 24% 1 $7,800
20 109 9 8.3% 2 $15,600
24 183 11 6.0% 2 $15,600
25 91 8 8.8% 2 $15,600
30 151 12 7.9% 2 $15,600
31 111 5 4.5% 1 $7,800
32 146 11 7.5% 2 $15.600
SUBTOTAL 22 $171,600
|Previously Désignated for Sewer - Faciliiés Plan’
27 214 7 3.3% 1 $7,800
28 137 1 8.0% 2 $15,600|
SUBTOTAL 3 $23,400]
Additional NeedSlAreas — OWMB! |
Added
Areas ° 268 32 11.9% 6 $46,800|
Rest of C
Town 5370 209 3.9% 42 $327,600
TOTAL 129 $1,006,200
Notes:

'Number of Repairs is the number of systems that had repairs or upgrades based on the ISDS file review conducted
between 1987-1992

2percent of Repairs Expected is calculated by dividing Number of Repairs by the Number of Homes . Exceptions: Enlire
Town and Added Areas are calculated using the Percent of Systems found in the FP for the Entire Town.

*The Number of Repairs to Fund is the Number of Repairs divided by 5 years to annualize the five year data.

*Annual cost is calculated by multiplying the estimated Number of Repairs to Fund by the average cost to repair a system
The average cost is based on the average cost ($7,800) of CDBG funded systems from 1999-2001.

Sgubareas 27 and 28 were included for sewering in the Facilities Plan but were removed in the FP Update.

%The added areas are problem areas that were designated by the OWMP Committee and not previously included in the FP
The number of repairs/upgrades are from RIDEM data for the years 1992-2002; data was converted to five years for
compatibility with FP dala.



Table 4
Anticipated Needs for CSSLP -- Sewered Scenario

Subarea | Number of | Number of | Percent of Repairs Number of Annual Cost
Homes :
3 1
4 245 15 3.1% 2
5 297 22 3.7% 2
8 346 27 3.9% 5
9 109 9 4.2% 1
10 316 23 3.6% 2
11 288 8 1.4% 1
12 373 25 3.4% 2
17 314 18 2.9% 2
18 89 6 3.4% 3
19 90 3 1.7% 0
22 163 13 4.0% 1
23 190 13 3.4% ;
26 196 14 3.6% 1
SUBTOTAL
=
1
% 4
15 211 5 2.4% 1 $7,800
20 109 9 8.3% 2 ! $15,600]
24 183 11 6.0% b $15,600]
25 91 8 8.8% 2 $15,600
30 151 12 ) 7.9% 2 $15,600
31 111 5 4.5% 1 $7,800
2
P2 ]

27 214 7 3.3% 1 $7.800
28 137 11 8.0% 2 $15.600
SUBTOTAL _ B $23.400

est of

Town 5370 209 3.9% 42 $327,600
TOTAL 93 $725,400
Notes:

'Number of Repairs is the number of systems that had repairs or upgrades based on the ISDS file review conducted between
1987-1992.

percent of Repairs Expected is calculated by dividing Number of Repairs by the Number of Homes . Exceptions: Phase 2 is
calculated assuming that half of the properties will wait for sewer rather than repairing their system. Entire Town and Added
Areas are calculated using the Percent of Systems found in the FP for the Entire Town.

*The Number of Repairs to Fund is the Number of Repairs divided by 5 years to annualize the five year data.

*Annual cost is calculated by multiplying the estimated Number of Repairs fo Fund by the average cost to repair a system.
The average cost is based on the average cost ($7,800) of CDBG funded systems from 1999-2001.

*Subareas 27 and 28 were included for sewering in the Facilities Plan but were removed in the FP Update.

*The added areas are problem areas that were designated by the OWMP Committee and not previously included in the FP.
The number of repairs/upgrades are from RIDEM data for the years 1892-2002; data was conerted to five years for
compatibility with FP data.



3.0
3.1  Onsite Managenient Alternatives

3.1.1 EPA Guidelines

In the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ‘Guidelines For Management of

Onsite/Decentralized Wastewater Systems’, five separate model programs.are provided.

e Model Program 1, System Inventory and Awareness’ of Maintenance Needs, is a
minimum level of management. Program 1 is imtended to raise the municipality’s
awareness of the type and condition of the systems within the community and to raise the
homeowners’ awareness of system needs.

e Model Program 2, Management Through Maintenance Contracts, is designed to ensure
that maintenance contracts with traified operators are in place for more complex system
designs.

e Model Program 3, Management Through Operating Permits, is suggested where specific
water quality criteria_meeds to be achieved; operating permits are renewable when the
owner demonstrate$ that the system is in compliance with the conditions of the permit.

e Model Program 4, Utility/Operation and Maintenance, is utilized in areas of sensitive
resources,Greater control over an onsite system’s operation and maintenance is achieved
through a wastewater utility.

e Model Program 5, Utility Ownership and Management, is similar to Program 4 but
ownership of the individual systems is now with the utility. This increased control

reduces the likelihood of dispute between the system operator and the property owner.

Table S5 provides a matrix that breaks down the EPA models. The matrix compares the
objectives, benefits and limitations of each program. The management requirements become
progressively more rigorous from the first level to the fifth level. Each of the program levels

have been successfully employed in the United States.
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Table 5

Model EPA Onsite Wastewater Management Program Options

Prog_;ram

Objectives

Benefits

Difficulties

1. System Inventory and Awareness

Inventory; ensure sited and installed
properly, inspected, maintained and
repaired as necessary, and periodically
provide owners with O&M info.

Easy/inexpensive.
Not much resistance.

No operating component.
Can't ID problems.

2. Mgmt thru Maintainence Contracts

Maintenance contract required on
Alternative Systems to assure timely
response.

Reduces risk of failure and
contamination from failure.

Difficult tracking & enforcing.

3. Mgmt thru Operating Permits

Establish specific & measureable
performance requirements, renewable
operating permits and monitoring with
maintenance agreements

Enforces mgmt of systems.
Reduces risk of failure and
contamination.

Same problems as #2.
Needs higher level of
expertise to implement. .

4. Utility O & M

O&M through a professional utility.

O&M performed regularly.
Problems ID'd before failure.
Reduces burden on local gov't.

Utility must be tech &
financially viable.

Conflicts between owner &
operator.

Requires authorizing
legislation.

5. Utility Ownership & Mgmt

Ownership and O&M thru pro. utility.

Reduce risk of system failure.
Allows area-wide planning.
Avoids conflict.

Easements required.
Greater financial investment.
Utility must be tech & finan.
viable.

Requires authorizing
legislation.

Weston & Sampson Engineers, Inc.




3.1.2 Rhode Island OWMPs

Within Rhode Island, there are 13 municipalities that have standards for ISDS design beyond the
State’s regulations. The most common design standards that go beyond state standards include
stricter setback requirements, certified watertight tanks upon installation, installation of effluent

filters and access risers, and the prohibition of garbage disposals.

There are seven municipalities that have management plans in place and there are four
communities that require the use of innovative/alternative technologies for eertain circumstances.
The most common management program includes requiring inspection and pumping and
maintenance contracts for systems with mechanical components. Table 6 provides a matrix with

management program details for each of the seven communities.

3.2 OWMP Committee Options

The following options were explored by the OWMP Committee:

3.2.1 System Inventory and Awareness of Maintenance Needs

Problem: One of the largest probléms that became apparent in the FP questionnaire process was

that residents do notunderstand ISDS operation and maintenance requirements.

Solution: “Torassist property owners in the understanding of their systems, the town of Coventry
will provide additional ISDS education and guidance. Guidance and education will be provided
through the use of the town’s website, brochures/mailers, and library resources. The following

are examples of guidanee required:

* Proper inspection, operation and maintenance of the ISDS.
* Recommended upgrades to the ISDS.

* Use of alternative and innovative septic systems.

= ISDS inspectors and contractors.

= Protection of sensitive resources.
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= Proper disposal of hazardous waste.
= Water conservation.

= Availability of financial assistance.

The town currently has frequently asked questions regarding ISDS on its website

(http://www town.coventry.ri.us/planning.htm) under the Planning Department page (see

Appendix D). A new page is being developed by the Department of Public Works; this web
page will provide additional information regarding concerns specifi¢ to Coventry, outcomes to
the OWMP, and links to the DEM and the University of Rhode Island (URI) websites. DEM and
URI each have extensive ISDS guidance (Appendix D) provided for general viewing on their

websites.

The DPW reserved a display case in the Public Library for one month for dedication to the
OWMP. The case will be used to display ISDS. information.

Problem: The town does not have detailed data as to the location, type, and condition of ISDS in

town.

Solution: The town should devise‘a form for the'recording of ISDS upgrades, repairs, and new
installations. The.completed form would be required with the record drawing submission. The
town has a Geographical Information System (GIS). The data gained on the aforementioned
ISDS formt should be entered into an ISDS layer within the town’s GIS. Furthermore, the town’s
GIS could be used to track ISDS inspections and maintenance within the town. This could be
handled by appropriatingfunds to add time for GIS personnel to be dedicated to this task or by

offering an internship to a student.

Problem: One problem identified in the questionnaire is that, in many cases, pumping is not

happening often enough.

Solution: The town could provide an incentive for ISDS pumping and/or inspection. The

incentive could be in the way of a property tax credit or a town-sponsored rebate. One idea is for
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