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Town of Sunapee

Water & Sewer Commission

October 27, 2011 Minutes


New London/Sunapee Joint Meeting 

October 27, 2011
Sunapee Town Offices

PRESENT: Theodore Gallup-Chairman, David Cain, Charles Smith, Peter Hill, David Montambeault, Kenneth Meyer, Paul Manson.

Also present: Holly Leonard, David Bailey, Tina Helm, Mark Kaplan, Neil Cheseldine, Kimberly Hallquist.
The Chairman called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.
1. June 30, 2011 Joint Meeting Minutes:  Mark K. made a motion to accept the minutes, seconded by Tina H., New London voted in favor of the minutes. Paul M. made a motion to accept the minutes, seconded by Peter H., Sunapee voted in favor of the minutes, so declared by the Chairman.

2. Wastewater Treatment Highlights: Dave B. reported that everything at the plant is running well. Dave B. reported that meters were calibrated today and that there had been some deflection in both the New London and Sunapee meters. Dave B. stated that some Commissioners and personnel had done a tour at Lebanon to see their centrifuges. Dave B. gave New London a review of the problems that had been caused last month by the heavy rains. There was much discussion regarding inflow and infiltration. 
3. Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade:  
Dave B. reported that Wright-Pierce is 75% complete with the upgrade design. Neil C. stated that they will be 100% complete by year end and that he is waiting for comments on the design from the boards to reach that 100%. Neil C. stated that bidding would be done at the beginning of the year and that after the bids are opened the project would be awarded in a 60-90 day period. Neil C. stated that the contractor might not necessarily mobilize immediately to the site depending on when the contract is awarded because they might choose instead to focus on shop draing submittals due to long lead times of some of the equipment. The overall construction period would be approximately 20 months. Neil C. explained how the construction would be performed and what would be seen during it.  
Theodore G. stated that the one question that involves the de-watering equipment seems to be the most pressing to address. Neil C. stated that the documents from Wright-Pierce that had been handed out last week were to show how they had arrived at what type of equipment to recommend for the de-watering process. Neil C. stated that they think the centrifuge is the most cost effective and that the type of sludge at the Wastewater Treatment Plant works best with the centrifuge. Neil C. stated that the driest solids will result in lower prices for disposal down the road. There was some discussion regarding the different types of de-watering equipment and the costs. Charles S. questioned the cost of the Fournier Press and how Neil C. had arrived at that amount. Neil C. explained the two handouts and where the amounts had come from for the construction and O&M costs for each type of equipment. Mark K. pointed out that Underwood had also stated that the centrifuge is proven to be the less costly option. Kenneth M. mentioned Lebanon’s problems with the centrifuges and what had happened there with maintenance costs versus the 1% maintenance costs that Wright-Pierce has stated would be needed for repairs and maintenance. Neil C. discussed the problems with older model centrifuges and stated that they had not seen these types of issues with the newer models like the one Jaffrey has. David M. stated that he had thought well of the Fournier Press but that having Underwood concur with Wright-Pierce that the centrifuge is the most cost effective option has changed his mind  to go with the engineers recommendation of the centrifuge. Charles S. stated that he does not think that the specifications for the larger footprint for the Fournier press is needed and that may be affecting the pricing of the press. Neil C. stated that the costs in the report were based on quotes from the companies that supply the equipment, and that each company had demonstrated their equipment at the plant, and based their specifications on the same parameters as the other companies. Fournier had specified two large presses, there was some discussion regarding the pricing and our type of sludge. Charles S. thinks that there is some type of a mistake with the Fournier quote, and questioned the higher cost for electricity and polymer with the centrifuge. Neil C. stated that the size of the building required to house the equipment in is not included in the cost analysis for each type. Mark K. questioned if DES and RDA require you to choose the most cost effective item. Neil C. stated that if you were to choose the higher cost item you may not get your funding. There was some discussion regarding the labor costs to run each type of equipment.  
Tina H. asked Neil C. for responses to Underwood’s questions in a memo dated 10/14/11.
Neil C. addressed “Why two centrifuge feed pumps?” by stating that he felt that having a second sludge pump provides you with options in case of some failure. Neil C. stated that one of the positive displacement pumps with all installation included is approximately $35,000. There was some discussion regarding different types of pumps and bid alternatives.

Neil C. addressed the second bullet by stating that the polymer feed is there but is not shown on the diagram, and that there is no need for a mixer.
Neil C. addressed the third bullet by stating that provisions will be provided to pump directly from the septage tank to the sludge storage tank
Neil C. addressed the 4th bullet by stating that no piping will be proved to waste straight to dewatering and that Wright-Pierce had tested sludge directly from the second clarifier on the de-watering equipment so that the equipment would perform on sludge with characteristics closer to the approximate future sludge conditions. Wright-Pierce would not recommend provisions to allow dewatering directly from the clarifiers.

Neil C. responded to the 5th bullet by stating that Wright-Pierce does not feel additional views of the piping connections to the centrifuge feed pumps are necessary to allow a contractor to construct the project. However, if others feel it is necessary to show more detail in this aspect, it can be added to the drawings prior to 100% completion.

Neil C. responded to the 6th bullet by giving detail of how the conveyor would work and how it would be configured, and stated that locating the drive motor at the top of the conveyor would not fit into the configuration of the building or allow for easy access for maintenance.

Neil C. responded to the 7th bullet by stating that there would be a pulley accessory that the scroll could be pulled out onto and turned 90 degrees in order to maneuver it out of the room, and thinks that this will work fine for removal and replacement.
Charles S. made a motion to de-table the motion “to instruct Wright-Pierce to figure in a rotary press rather than a centrifuge for the upgrade” from the August 25, 2011 meeting, seconded by Paul M., voted one in favor, 6 opposed, the motion fails, so declared by the Chairman.  

Mark K. made a motion to choose the centrifuge for de-watering over the other types of machines, seconded by David M., Sunapee voted in favor, New London voted in favor, so declared by the Chairman.

4. Old & New Business:  
New London Selectmen reviewed the proposed 2012 Treatment Plant Budget.

David M. stated that he would propose setting a limit on the amount that the Plant Replacement Account can reach of $200,000. There was some discussion regarding the account and what it is for, and the upgrade helping with less replacement costs when completed. David C. made a motion to delete the replacement account request from the 2012 budget, seconded by Paul M., voted unanimously in favor, so declared by the Chairman.

New London departed at 6:47 p.m.
Submitted by Holly Leonard.
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