


APPENDIX A
ABBREVIATIONS






Abbreviations

CDBG Community Development Block Grant

CFA New York State Consolidated Funding Application
DANC Development Authority of the North Country

DEC New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
DOH New York State Department of Health

DOL New York State Department of Labor

DWSRF Drinking Water State Revolving Fund

EDU Equivalent Dwelling Unit

EFC New York State Environmental Facilities Corporation
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
FOIL New York State Freedom of Information Law

GIS Geographic Information System

GPD Gallons per Day

GPM Gallons per Minute

IMA Intermunicipal Agreement

IUP DWSREF Intended Use Plan

MGD Million Gallons Per Day

MHI Median Household Income

NYRWA New York Rural Water Association

PAD Cornell Program on Applied Demographics

PSI Pounds per Square Inch

SCADA Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act

SDWIS EPA Safe Drinking Water Information System
SWAP NY DOH Source Water Assessment Program

TSC Target Service Charge

USDA United States Department of Agriculture

USDA RD USDA Rural Development
USDA RUS  USDA RD Rural Utilities Services
USDA WEP  USDA RUS Water & Environmental Programs
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APPENDIX B
REGULATIONS AFFECTING PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS






Current Regulations Affecting Water Systems

Drinking water regulations set maximum permissible levels for certain contaminants and establish
monitoring requirements for these contaminants. Water suppliers are assigned the day-to-day
responsibility of meeting these regulations. Routine monitoring is required, with the results given to the
Wyoming County Health Department, New York State Department of Health, and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Violations must be reported to the public.

Concern about the quality of the Nation’s drinking water supplies prompted the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA) legislation in 1974. Its enactment was the beginning of a new era for owners, managers, and
operators of public water systems. As a result of the SDWA, much more was known about the quality of
drinking water than ever before. The USEPA was authorized to develop national standards that are the
primary responsibilities of the state to enforce.

The SDWA has two parts. First, USEPA established National Primary Drinking Water Regulations for
drinking water quality. Generally, these standards are numerical criteria for each contaminant that may be
found in a drinking water supply and that may have an adverse effect on health. Drinking water standards
establish maximum contaminant levels, the highest allowable concentration of a contaminant in drinking
water. The maximum contaminant levels are determined through risk assessment procedures that take into
consideration health effect, treatment technologies, sampling techniques, monitoring requirements and
appropriate management practices. Maximum contaminant levels are usually expressed as milligrams per
liter (mg/L), which are equivalent to parts per million (ppm).

Under certain conditions, USEPA may designate that a treatment technique be used in place of a
maximum contaminant level. The Surface Water Treatment and Lead and Copper Rules require a
treatment technique instead of a maximum contaminant level.

The second part of the SDWA pertains to water suppliers and monitoring water quality. Public water
systems operators must monitor the quality of the water delivered to consumers and treat that water, if
necessary, to assure that the concentration of each contaminant remains below the acceptable levels
established by the EPA. Monitoring requirements differ according to whether the system is a community
or non-community supply.

The 1986 Amendments to the SDWA greatly extended federal, state, and local responsibilities for
protection of community water supplies. Water utilities are required to provide the necessary facilities,
personnel, and operating vigilance to assure delivery of an adequate supply of safe water that consistently
meets the requirements of the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations. In addition, the utilities have
various decision-making responsibilities beyond direct operation and maintenance. Community water
systems are subject to increased public scrutiny since the public must be notified of each drinking water
violation, and they are subject to fines for violations.

Drinking water standards are provided by the USEPA for biological contaminants, pathogenic bacteria,
such as viruses, protozoa, lead, radionuclides, by-products of disinfection, organic chemicals, nitrates, and
other inorganic chemicals. Monitoring is also required for a number of unregulated parameters.
Monitoring requirements for each contaminant are quite specific, and water systems must follow a
prescribed schedule and procedure for contaminant sampling and analysis. States have the authority to
waive monitoring requirements for many contaminants if those substances have never been used in an
area or if water systems are not vulnerable to contamination by the substance. The USEPA’s Drinking
Water Treatment for Small Communities provides the following description of drinking water standards
and protection programs.
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Biological Standards

The principle immediate risk from drinking water contamination is biological in origin with verified
outbreaks of waterborne diseases caused by lack of proper treatment facilities or a breakdown in such
equipment. Throughout most of recorded history, human organic waste has posed the greatest threat to the
safety of drinking water.

At a minimum, treatment that is required to control microbiological contamination must include
disinfection to kill disease-causing organisms. The Surface Water Treatment Rule also requires surface
water systems to install some form of filtration, to remove suspended solids that cause turbidity unless
criteria for exemptions can be met. Turbidity is a measure of the cloudiness of water caused by the
presence of suspended matter. Turbidity can be caused by many things, including the presence of micro-
organisms, which can interfere with disinfection effectiveness. These treatment technologies, along with
standards for microbes, coliforms, and a requirement that all systems be operated by qualified operators,
expand control of disease-causing microbes.

Organic Chemical Standards

While microbiological contamination primarily produces infectious diseases, chemical pollutants can
contribute to chronic toxicity or cancer. These substances range from industrial solvents and pesticides to
cleaning preparations and degreasers. When used or discarded improperly, these chemicals pollute ground
and surface waters used as sources of drinking water. Drinking water sources can be selected that are free
of significant microbiological contaminants or protected from potentially harmful contaminants of human
origin, but these same waters are vulnerable to a variety of chemicals usually related to pollution
discharge or treatment.

Groundwater in the vicinity of improperly designed waste disposal sites often has been found to be
heavily contaminated by migrating toxic chemicals. Many synthetic organic chemicals, compounds that
contain carbon, have been detected in water supplies in the U.S. Some of these, such as the solvent
trichlorethylene, a carcinogen, are volatile. They easily become gases and can be inhaled in showers or
baths or while washing dishes. They can also be absorbed through the skin.

Technology and operating procedures are available to prevent release of many contaminants or control
them in drinking water. However, costs can be substantial, especially for small systems, because they
cannot benefit from economies of scale.

The technologies most suitable for organic contaminant removal in small systems are granular activated
carbon and aeration. The carbon process has been designated as the best available technology for
synthetic organic chemical removal. Packed column aeration has been selected as best for the removal of
volatile organic chemicals. The granular activated process uses carbon that has been treated to make it
extremely porous so that it can remove organic contaminants through absorption.

Aeration, also known as air stripping, mixes air with water to volatilize contaminants. The volatilized
contaminant stream is either released directly to the atmosphere or is treated and then released.

Disinfection By-Product Standards
A wide variety of chemicals are added to drinking water to remove various contaminants. Among them

are alum, iron salts, chlorine, and other oxidizing agents, all of which may leave residues or potentially
hazardous disinfectant by-products (DBP) in the finished water. In fact, the most common source of
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synthetic organic chemicals in treated drinking water is the interaction of chlorine or other disinfectants
with the naturally occurring particles found in the water.

Chlorine, the major disinfectant used in treatment facilities, can undergo complex chemical reactions
when mixed with contaminated water. In the 1970’s, scientists at EPA discovered that chlorine can react
with natural and man-made chemicals in water to create by-products known as trihalomethanes. At least
one of these by-products, chloroform, is carcinogenic in animals. Other disinfectants also have been
found to generate undesirable by-products. The establishment of a maximum contaminant level for total
trihalomethanes (chloroform, bromoform, bromodichloromethane) will control these disinfection by-
products. Future regulation of compounds such as haloacetic acids will control additional disinfection by-
products.

The Stage 1 Disinfectant Byproduct Rule (Stage 1) was developed by the EPA in 1998 to control DBP
concentrations in drinking water and to regulate the methods of disinfection in water treatment. The rule
sets maximum contaminant levels (MCL’s) and maximum residual disinfection levels (MRDL’s). The
EPA also established treatment techniques within the Stage 1 to remove the DBP precursors. The ruling
includes a section on treatment techniques that requires that plants achieve a certain total organic carbon
(TOC) percent removal. The TOC percent removal is based upon the raw water TOC and the alkalinity.

The MCL’s for the Stage 1 include 0.080 mg/L for Total Trihalomethanes (TTHM’s), 0.060 mg/L for
haloacetic acids (HAA5), 0.010 mg/L for bromate, and 1.0 mg/L for chlorite. These levels were chosen
“at the level at which no known or anticipated adverse effect on the health of the person would occur, and
which allows an adequate margin of safety.”

Ground water systems and small surface water systems were to comply with the Stage 1 by January 2004.

Disinfection by-products are difficult and costly to remove from drinking water once they have been
formed. It is better to remove the natural organic matter prior to disinfectant addition.

From an economic standpoint, alternative disinfectants should be no more than expensive than chlorine.
Several examples of existing alternative disinfectants include ozone, chloride dioxide, chloramines and
ultra-violet radiation. However, none of these can satisfy all requirements such as being effective,
inexpensive, and can provide a disinfectant residual in the distribution system to prevent regrowth of
micro-organisms. Because of this a combination of alternative disinfectants is needed. Though such a
strategy can be used to reduce trihalomethanes and total halogenated organic by-product levels, the
combined use of these disinfectants will produce other disinfectant by-products.

Strategies used by small systems to minimize harmful chlorination by-products include:

a. Reducing the concentration of organic materials before adding chlorine. Water
clarification techniques, such as coagulation, sedimentation and filtration, can effectively
remove many organic materials. Activated carbon may be used to remove organic
materials at higher concentrations or those not removed by other techniques.

b. Reevaluating the amount of chlorine used. The same degree of disinfection may be
possible with lower dosages.

C. Changing the point where chlorine is added. If chlorine is presently added before
treatment, instead it can be added after filtration, or after chemical treatment.
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d. Using alternative disinfection methods. Ozonation and ultraviolet radiation, the
alternative methods most practical for small systems, cannot be used as disinfectants by
themselves. Both require a secondary disinfectant (usually chlorine) to maintain a
residual in the distribution system.

Inorganic Contaminant Standards

Some common inorganic contaminants originate from localized geologic deposits of arsenic or selenium.
Arsenic occurs naturally as an impurity in various minerals and in the ores of certain commercially mined
metals. Much like radionuclides (mentioned below), arsenic contamination of a water supply can occur
naturally and from man-made sources. While the majority of the water supplies throughout the United
States do not have any concerns related to arsenic, the health effects associated with contamination
warranted a ruling by the EPA.

The health risks include increased risk of cancer to the skin, bladder, lungs, kidney, liver, and prostate. In
addition, arsenic creates non-cancerous health effects including cardiovascular issues and diabetes. The
ruling lowered the MCL for arsenic from 50 ug/L to 10 ug/L and effects community water systems
serving at least 15 service connections or 25 residences year round.

Another natural contaminant controllable with modern technology is fluoride. Many communities add it
to their drinking water in regulated amounts to improve dental health. However, excessive exposure to
this inorganic chemical can cause skeletal damage, as well as a brownish discoloration of teeth.

Inorganic contaminants currently regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act include many metals, such
as arsenic, barium, cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, and nickel; other elements, such as asbestos and
fluoride; and radionuclides. Conventional treatment, coagulation/filtration (initial treatment that converts
non-settleable to settleable particles), can be used to remove some inorganic contaminants.

Additional technologies focus on specific contaminants. Separation processes, reverse osmosis, and
electrodialysis, use a semi-permeable membrane that permits only water, and not dissolved ions (atoms
that have an electrical charge because they have gained or lost electrons) such as sodium and chloride, to
pass through its pores. With reverse osmosis, contaminated water is subjected to a high pressure that
forces pure water through the membrane, leaving most contaminants behind in a brine solution. The
electrodialysis process employs electrical current to attract ions to one side of a treatment chamber. This
process is effective in removing fluoride and nitrate, and can also remove barium, cadmium, selenium,
radium, and other inorganics.

lon exchange systems can be used to remove many ionic (charged) substances from water. lon exchange
works by exchanging charged ions in the water for ions of similar charge on an exchange medium,
usually a synthetic resin. Inaction (a positively charged ion) exchange, the ions most often displaced from
the resin are sodium ions. For anion (a negatively charged ion) exchange, the ion exchanged is usually
chloride.

Radionuclide Standards

Radionuclides are present in most water sources at very low concentrations and are naturally occurring,
with some man-made contamination. Examples include uranium, radium isotopes, and beta particle
emitters. The main concern related to the presence of radionuclide in a public water supply is related to an
increased risk of cancer. These radionuclides are found in drinking water supplies throughout the U.S.,
but certain geographic areas have particularly high levels.
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Different types of ionizing radiation emitted by these contaminants may cause different levels of
biological damage. Radium, when ingested, concentrates in bone and can cause cancers. Ingested uranium
can also cause cancers in bone and can have a toxic effect on kidneys.

On December 8, 2003, the rule pertaining to maximum contaminant levels (MCL) of various
radionuclides was updated for community water systems serving at least 15 service connections or 25
residences year round. The new rules for radionuclides are outlined below:

Contaminant MCL Health Effect
Alpha Particles 15 pCi/L Increased risk of cancer.
Beta Particles and Photon - .

- 4 millirems per year Increased risk of cancer.
Emitters

Radium 226 and Radium
228 (combined)
Uranium 30 ug/L Increased risk of cancer and kidney toxicity

5 pCi/L Increased risk of cancer.

Today’s treatment techniques are also effective against radionuclides. Reverse osmosis is effective for
treating several radioactive contaminants in drinking water. lon exchange can be used to remove radium
and uranium. Radon removal requires use of granular activated carbon of aeration techniques. Each of the
treatment processes for removing radionuclides from drinking water generates waste that must be
specially handled and disposed of.

Corrosion By-Product Standards (Lead and Copper)

Exposure to excessive levels of lead and copper in drinking water is primarily caused by corrosion
resulting from the contact of corrosive water with these materials found throughout water distribution
systems and in the plumbing of private homes. Of particular concern is the presence of lead service lines
and connections, lead pipes in the home and lead solder that is less than five years old. In 1986, EPA
estimated that as many as 42 million people in the U.S. may be exposed to water lead levels in excess of
20 pg/l. In homes greater than ten years old that contain lead solder, it is not uncommon to find water lead
levels in excess of 100 pg/l. The most cost effective way to prevent lead and copper corrosion by-
products and reduce the risks posed to human health and the environment is through comprehensive
corrosion reduction carried out by water suppliers.

Where lead is present in pipes and soldered connections, the lead dissolves into the water while the water
is not moving, generally overnight, or other times when the water supply is not used for several hours at a
time. The first water that comes from the faucet after long periods of no use may have lead in it. Future
use of lead pipes and lead solder has been banned.

. In many areas of the U.S., homeowners and small water supply systems use water that is
potentially corrosive to metallic materials (copper, lead, and zinc) in the distribution
system. Corrosion can be caused by the use of minimally acidic or alkaline waters (low
pH or alkalinity) and concentrations of dissolved solids. Health problems can result from
ingestion of corrosion by-products, aesthetic quality of the water can decline and costs
due to piping system deterioration may rise.

The Lead and Copper Rule was originally established in 1991 and later revised in 2000. The action levels
for lead to 0.015 mg/L and for copper to 1.3 mg/L remained the same in the 2000 revisions, but they did
include changes to monitoring, public education, and lead service line replacement.
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Protection Programs

The SDWA provides several programs that establish environmental safeguards to prevent contaminants
from reaching water sources.

Wellhead Protection Program — Requires states to develop an overall goal and plan for
groundwater resources and wellhead area protection. The New York State Wellhead
Protection Program was completed in 1990.

Sole Source Aquifer Demonstration Program — Prescribes a comprehensive land
management plan that can be used to eliminate activities that have an adverse impact on
public health and groundwater within the area surrounding a community supply well.

Watershed Control Program — Restricts activities that have the potential to contaminate
surface waters. The goal of the program is to preserve and improve raw water quality by
identifying and controlling contamination sources in the watershed.

Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 1996

As a result of the 1986 regulation, many small water systems suffered economic hardships when sources
required additional treatment. Many water system sources provided abundant quantity, but the quality of
the source was so poor that it would be less expensive to develop new sources instead of treating existing

supplies.

On August 6, 1996, the SDWA Amendments of 1996 were signed into law. The 1996
Amendments emphasize sound science and risk based standard setting, monitoring relief
for public water supply systems, small water supply system flexibility and community
empowered source water protection. In response to the hardships provided by the 1986
Amendments, the 1996 Amendments include a multi-billion dollar Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund, small system technical assistance and technology development, water
system capacity assurance and operator certification programs.

The 1996 SDWA Amendments establish a new emphasis on preventing contamination problems through
source water protection and enhanced water system management. The state will be required to create and
focus prevention programs to help water systems improve operations and avoid contamination problems.
The USEPA provides the following descriptions of the 1996 SDWA Amendments.

Prevention

° Source Water Protection — States must develop a program to delineate source water areas
of public water systems and to assess the susceptibility of such source waters to
contamination.

. Capacity Development — State programs must have two main components: (1) legal
authority to ensure that new water systems have sufficient technical, managerial and
financial capacity to meet drinking water standards, and (2) a strategy to identify and
assist water systems needing improvements in managerial, technical, or financial capacity
or aid to comply with standards.
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. Operator Certification — Objective of program is to ensure every water system has an
operator to perform certain key compliance functions, and who is trained and certified to
the level that each state determines is appropriate to the functions, facilities, and
operations of that system.

Consumer Information

o Consumer Confidence Reports — Requires all community water systems to prepare and
mail (or publish in newspaper) to each customer at least annually a report with
information regarding the system’s source water and the level of contaminants in the
drinking water purveyed.

Regulatory Improvements

° Risk-Based Contaminant Selection — The requirements that USEPA regulate an
additional 25 contaminants every three years is eliminated. Instead, USEPA has the
flexibility to decide whether or not to regulate a contaminant after completing a required
review of at least five contaminants every five years. USEPA must use three criteria to
determine whether or not to regulate a contaminant; that the contaminant adversely
affects human health; it is known or substantially likely to occur in public water systems
with a frequency and at level of public health concerns; and regulation of the contaminant
presents a meaningful opportunity for health risk reduction.

. Unregulated Contaminants — USEPA must issue regulations establishing criteria for
monitoring of unregulated contaminants, and within three years after enactment, and
every five years thereafter, must issue a list of no more than 30 such contaminants for
which monitoring is required.

. National Database — A national database covering regulated and unregulated
contaminants will be established primarily using compliance monitoring detection data
and information from the unregulated contaminant monitoring program.

. Information Collection — Without first issuing a regulation, the USEPA may now require
systems to submit information for individual system compliance purposes, as well as a to
establish new regulations.

o Cost-Benefit Analysis and Research for New Standards — For all future drinking water
standards, the USEPA is to conduct a thorough cost-benefit analysis and provide
comprehensive, informative and understandable information to the public. The USEPA is
also required to use the “best available”, peer-reviewed science and supporting studies”
in carrying out actions within the standard setting section “to the degree that an Agency
action is based on science”.

. Small System Technologies, Variances, and Exemptions — A fundamental problem with
the previous law was that in setting standards based on technology that large systems
could afford, it did not recognize the often different economics of small systems. The
new law contains multiple remedies. First, as part of a new drinking water standard, the
USEPA is to identify technologies that comply with the standard and are specifically
affordable for each of three groups of small systems. Second, where such technologies do
not exist for a certain group of smaller systems or quality of source water, a “variance”
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technology must be identified that need not meet the standards, but must provide the
maximum protection affordable for such groups of smaller systems and source waters.
Within two years, the USEPA must identify affordable compliance and, where
appropriate, variance technologies for existing regulations and issue regulations for small
system variances.

These new provisions create a logical and workable hierarchy of options for small systems. Most small
systems whose source water quality does not meet a national standard will be able to comply if they are
allowed to use treatment specifically affordable for systems of their size. For those systems which cannot
afford such treatment, the State (with USEPA review, if applicable) will assess whether other changes
(e.g. source water, restricting or connection to another system could enable them to meet the standard).
Only if such changes are not practicable can a system be authorized to provide drinking water that does
not fully meet a national standard. And that authorization will only be for the most protective technology
the system can afford, which will give much more protection than was actually provided under all-or-
nothing provisions of the 1986 Amendments.

° Compliance Time Frames — The Amendments extend to three years the previous 18
month deadline for systems to comply with new regulations, unless the USEPA
determines an earlier date is “practicable”. The USEPA or States (for individual systems)
may give an additional two years if necessary for capital improvements.

. Monitoring Reforms — States may grant “interim monitoring relief” to systems having a
population under 10,000 (exempting them from additional quarterly monitoring) if
monitoring done at the time of “greatest vulnerability to the contaminant” fails to detect it
and the State finds that further monitoring is unlikely to detect it. This relief may not
cover any microbiological contaminants (or their indicators), disinfectants, or disinfection
or corrosion by-products.

° States with an approved program for source water assessments may implement tailored,
alternative monitoring requirements for any contaminant for which interim relief may be
granted (except unregulated microbiological contaminants or indicators). This provision
strikes a balance encompassing two key aims of the new law: more flexibility for States
to craft a drinking water program that responds to local conditions and needs and the
assurance that both regulation and deregulation under that program will be solidly
founded on good science. The new law also explicitly protects “existing authorities”
available to States to alter monitoring requirements through waivers or other USEPA
initiatives, such as the chemical monitoring reform process now underway.

° Enforcement — The Amendments streamline processes for administrative compliance
orders and penalties up to $5,000, raise the administrative and emergency penalty caps,
make enforceable many SDWA provisions and requirements imposed under them by
USEPA or primacy states and give up a two year enforcement moratorium for violations
being remediated by a specific plan to consolidate with another system. States must also
adopt administrative penalty authority for primacy.

. Arsenic — The USEPA is required to conduct additional research on arsenic, particularly
the health effects at low levels of exposure, after consultation with the National Academy
of Science (NAS) and others. The USEPA must propose a regulation no later than
January 1, 2000, and issue a final regulation 12 months later.

Southern Lewis County February 2017
Regional Water Feasibility Study B-8 (Issued Final — October 2018)



The objective is to provide for a better understanding of arsenic’s characteristics in drinking water that
may create chronic health effects, within a time frame to regulate that is limited but no longer than
permitted under the previous law. As the conference report suggests, the USEPA has already initiated a
research partnership on this issue with the American Water Works Association Research Foundation and
intends to continue in that direction under the statutory timetable.

o Radon — The USEPA is to arrange for a risk assessment by NAS, issue a cost benefit
analysis within 30 months and issue a proposed regulation within 36 months. If the
resulting MCL for radon is “more stringent than necessary to reduce the contribution to
radon in indoor air from drinking water to a concentration that is equivalent to the
national average concentration of radon in outdoor air”, then the USEPA must establish
MCL at a level that would reduce such contribution to the level equivalent to outdoor air
radon.

o Sulfate — The USEPA must conduct, jointly with the Centers for Disease Control (CDC)
and Prevention, a dose-response study for sulfate within 30 months. Sulfate will
thereafter be considered in the first round of the new contaminant selection process. If the
USEPA determines to regulate sulfate, such regulation shall include the flexible
compliance options similar to those proposed by the USEPA in November 1994. This
approach serves the purpose for sulfate that the new contaminant selection process does
for the drinking water program as a whole: to allow for the better prioritization of the
nation’s resources to the severity of the risks.

o Cryptosporidium/Disinfection By-Products — Concern has recently mounted over the
ability of certain pathogenic protozoan (Cryptosporidium) cysts to survive treatment
processes and, thus, enter the distribution system. In addition, disinfection by-products
are another on-going concern. A wide variety of chemicals are added to drinking water to
remove various contaminants. All of which may leave residues or potentially hazardous
by-products in finished water. The 1996 Amendments direct the USEPA administrator to
develop an information collection rule to obtain information that will facilitate further
revisions to the NPDW regulation for disinfectants and disinfection by-products,
including microbial contaminants such as Cryptosporidium.

New York State Sanitary Code — Part 5 Drinking Water Supplies

Part 5 of the New York State Sanitary Code establishes the standards by which the New York State
Department of Health and Wyoming County Health Department review and approve the construction and
operation of all public water supply systems. Part 5 contains the following subparts:

5-1 Public Water Systems

This subpart applies to water quality for sources; the planning, siting treatment and approval of systems,
which includes the distribution system; standards for corrosion control (copper and lead); containment
maximums and monitoring requirements, including residual chlorine in all parts of the system; and
quality control. The most current version of the regulations include an appendix that contains documents
with additional detail on water works standards, wells, containment analysis and wells for public systems.
5-2 Water Well Construction

Defines the location, construction an abandonment of water wells used for public water supplies.
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5-3 (Currently Reserved)
5-4 Classification of Community Water System Operators

Establishes the standards for which the New York State Health Department certifies operators of
community water systems.

5-5 Water Quality Treatment Districts

Establishes the requirements for State approval relating to the formation and operation of water quality
treatment districts. A water quality treatment district is defined as a district established under applicable
provisions of the County Law and the Town Law which allow County or Town ownership and operation
of point-of-use treatment systems.

New York State has accepted the responsibility for implementation of the Safe Drinking Water Act.
Because of this, Part 5 is currently and will continue to undergo amendments to meet the minimum
regulations established by the USEPA and more stringent regulations (where necessary) as established by
the New York State Health Department.

New York State Public Water Supply

Article 15, Title 15 of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law establishes the Public Water
Supply Program to regulate activities that involve permanently installed systems providing piped water to
the public for drinking and other potable purposes. The program is administered by the NYSDEC and
contributes to the protection and conservation of available water supplies by ensuring equitable and wise
use of these supplies by those who distribute potable water to the public.

The Law requires that anyone planning to operate or operating such a system, with at least five service
connections used year-round, must obtain a Water Supply Permit from NYSDEC before undertaking any
of the following activities:

a. Installation of a new water supply system.

b. Acquisition, taking or development of any new or additional source of water supply not
previously permitted in connection with the water supply system proposing to use such
source.

c. Taking or condemning of lands for any new or additional sources of water supply or for

the utilization of such supply.

d. Extension of supply or distribution mains into any new service area not specifically
authorized by a previous NYSDEC permit for the system for which the extension is
proposed.

e. Supplying water for use in any other municipality or civil division of the state that is

already approved for service by a different water supplier.

f. Entering into a contract or other agreement to take a supply of water from another water
supply system.

0. Purchasing or condemning any existing water supply system.
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h. Sinking or drilling of additional production wells, regardless of whether or not an
increase in overall groundwater taking is proposed.

i Increasing the amount of water diverted from a surface watershed already in use by
enlarging the conduits, increasing storage, or by other means.

J. Transportation or carrying of water through pipes, conduits, ditches or canals from any
freshwater surface water or groundwater source in New York to any location outside the
state, for their use.

Water Supply Permit applications will automatically involve the New York State Department of Health
(NYSDOH) and when necessary, the Public Service Commission (PSC). The NYSDOH has a regulatory
role in water quality and other sanitary aspects of a project relating to human health. The NYSDOH must
approve plans and specifications prior to construction of the water supply project.

The PSC has certain jurisdiction over the operation of most nonmunicipal water supply corporations and
thus becomes involved in the technical review and approval of the engineering plans and specifications
for a project. The agency also has a role in the determination of rates charged by private water suppliers.
The regulatory role of the PSC in water supply systems is similar to their involvement in the regulation of
other public utilities.

Water Conservation

Legislation that went into effect January 1, 1989, changed Section 15-1503 of the New York State
Environmental Conservation Law to require that water conservation be considered among the standards
for permit issuance in the water supply program. Each applicant must document the local water
conservation measures taken and those programs planned for future implementation.

Individual local water conservation programs will vary. Prospective permittees may have to increase their
conservation efforts and report on the progress instituted in order to gain approval of their water supply
project. According to the NYSDEC’s Public Water Supply Program Applicant’s Guide, a water supply
program must contain a minimum of components including:

a. An overall summary of the water conservation program.

b. An assessment of the purveyor’s water conservation potential.

C. A statement of water conservation goals and objectives.

d. An implementation timetable.

e. A list of people/agencies responsible for implementation of the program, as well as local

agencies and offices which must approve components of the program.
f. A description of the program’s funding sources.

g. A detailed description of the components of the water conservation program. Typical
components include:

Metering Leak detection and repair
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Water supply auditing Retrofitting with water saving plumbing fixtures
Pricing Drought and emergency procedures/planning

Outdoor use reductions Public education/information

Non-residential reuse/recycling

New York State Wellhead Protection Program

The NYSDEC’s New York State Wellhead Protection Program submitted to the USEPA in 1990 provides
the following description of state and local wellhead protection responsibilities and activities.

Agency Responsibilities

The NYSDEC is the principal agency responsible for developing and implementing state level aspects of
the Wellhead Protection Program and for coordination. The NYSDOH is responsible for certain aspects
related to public water supply well data, contingency planning, new well planning and Watershed Rules
and Regulations. Regional and county planning agencies and county governments are responsible for
county level planning, management and educational outreach elements in the overall program, in addition
to any county level ordinances developed for wellhead protection. Town, village, and city governments
are responsible for local land use control, local ordinances and other local level aspects of wellhead
protection. Water suppliers have a role in developing local Watershed Rules and Regulations, education,
land acquisition and other program aspects determined by NYSDEC and NYSDOH. The educational
effort will be shared by all levels, including Cooperative Extension, the universities and the State
Education Department. Federal agencies and other state agencies will participate as appropriate, as
coordinated by NYSDEC with the assistance of the USEPA for federal agencies.

Wellhead Protection Area Delineation

. The Safe Drinking Water Act defines a Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA) as “the
surface and subsurface area surrounding a water well or wellfield, supplying a public
water system, through which contaminants are reasonably likely to move toward and
reach such water well or “wellfields”. This definition is not specific because there is no
time framework and because there is a requirement that contaminants be reasonably
likely to reach the well, a condition that is very difficult to accurately predict. States are
given flexibility by the Safe Drinking Water Act in determining delineation approaches.

New York State proposes that unconsolidated aquifer boundaries serve as the fundamental delineation of
wellhead protection areas and that a multiple zone approach be used within the total WHPA for varying
management relative to risk. This approach is modified for bedrock aquifers.

New York’s approach proposes to allow local flexibility in an evolutionary process of delineation
refinements, and to allow utilization of previously delineated protection areas, where appropriate.

There are many distinct advantages in this overall approach. A very important advantage is that
considerable aquifer characterization and mapping work has already been accomplished. Second, it is
consistent with the evolution and principal policies of both the comprehensive New York State
Groundwater Management Program (1987) and New York State Water Resources Management Strategy
(1989), in addition to the New York State Watershed Rules and Regulation policies.

Third, it focuses attention of local governments on the entire aquifer resource and facilities contingency
planning and new (or future) well protection. Finally, it provides a base within which more sophisticated
delineations (e.g. subdividing the overall WHPA) can be made as programs require and funding permits.
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A possible drawback of using aquifer boundaries — that aquifers may be broad regional systems — is not a
major problem in most of New York State. In Upstate New York, most public water supplies using
groundwater are in unconsolidated aquifers or rather limited area extent. Most important recharge areas
are within the boundaries of the unconsolidated aquifers, another advantage of this approach.

Potential Contamination Source Identification

The New York State Wellhead Protection Program proposes to use the classification of potential
contamination sources based on process or operation proposed by the Office of Technology Assessment
and endorsed by USEPA.

Many source inventory and identification programs are already in place or are being developed for
individual groundwater protection programs. These include but are not limited to registries of hazardous
waste disposal sites, petroleum storage locations, the Industrial Chemical Survey, records of the State
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) and the hazardous material storage registry. Similar
information is available for other potential sources (mining, municipal waste, etc.). Other inventories
(pesticides, salt storage) are needed and certain improvements (locational data, data formats) are needed
in the existing registries.

Groundwater Management Approaches

The emphasis in groundwater management efforts from the state level will be to continue to develop and
implement the program recommendations made as part of the comprehensive groundwater management
program, with a special focus on aspects relevant to geographic targeting of program elements.
Groundwater protection for all fresh groundwaters in New York accomplished in the existing state
regulatory programs by classifying all fresh groundwaters as potential drinking water sources, and using
the stringent 6 NYCRR Part 703 groundwater standards as the management objectives state wide.

Solid and hazardous waste management programs formally utilize geographic targeting as a management
tool. Other state level programs (e.g. spill response) have integrated major water supply aquifer targeting
into day to day functions even though such targeting may not be explicitly stated in written policy.

Local governments, with the authority to regulate land use, have the capability of controlling new
facilities through zoning and site plan review. Density of new development can also be controlled through
zoning. Adoption of specific groundwater protection ordinances is also an avenue available to municipal
and county governments, through sanitary codes or other approaches. Land acquisition for groundwater
protection is a viable management tool for local governments and water suppliers. Watershed Rules and
Regulations can be promulgated by the NYSDOH following initiation and development by public water
purveyors, whether municipal or privately owned.

Contingency Planning

The existing contingency planning requirements of the New York State Department of Health’s
emergency planning program meet and exceed the requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act. The
existing New York program deals with all forms of water supply emergencies. In addition, the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) Title 111 emergency planning activities in New York
support contingency planning needs for wellhead protection.

New Well Planning
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The existing New York State Water Supply Permit Program enables the NYSDEC to require, as part of
the permit approval process, the adoption of a groundwater (or wellhead) protection plan for proposed
new wells. The New York State Wellhead Protection Program proposes that development of such a plan
be required for new wells. The plan may include Watershed Rules and Regulations, local ordinances
(town, village, or city) or county ordinances. Such plans often will entail the collection of hydrogeologic
information to support WHPA delineations. Such plans must be consistent with existing authorities of the
water supplier and they may include intermunicipal or county-level agreements or Watershed Rules and
Regulations (NYSDOH).

Erie-Niagara Region Water Resources Management Study

Under the New York State Water Resource Management Strategy Act (1984), the NYSDEC and
NYSDOH developed regional water resource management strategies to provide a basis for better state and
local water supply management decisions. The findings and outcome of this program for the Erie-Niagara
Region will impact regional planning and NYSDEC and Health Department approvals relative to water
supply in Wyoming County. Therefore, County officials should, as representatives of the local water
suppliers, continue their active role in the initial development and future updates of the WRMS.

New York State Water Law

Since water resources cross many individual, municipal, and political boundaries, the rights of others to
use that water must be evaluated as part of the development of a new water supply. New York State
Water Law summarizes the laws affecting a property owner’s water rights in New York State. Water
flowing in defined channels (surface and underground streams and lakes) is not subject to private or
public ownership, only to its use. The rights to use water that accompany ownership of land adjacent to a
water course are called the Riparian Rights. The general principle of Riparian Law is that each person has
a right to use the water that flows along his land naturally as long as it does not deprive the people
upstream or downstream of their rights to use the water. The Riparian owner generally has the right to a
continued flow from the defined channel, without substantial decrease in its quality or quantity.

State law indicates that private landowners are not the absolute owners of the property. All property rights
come from the state and may be restricted or taken by the state. Therefore, the state takes a strong interest
in preserving and promoting its water resources. This affects traditional rights of landowners to use their
lands and the waters on or adjacent to it. In general, Article 15 of the NYSDEC Environmental
Conservation law was established to protect, conserve, and to develop the state’s water resources. Title
15-Water Supply requires that a NYSDEC Water Supply Permit required to acquire or expand public
water supply systems. As part of final approval, NYSDEC determines if compensation for damage is due
to other owners as a result of these activities.

State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA)

SEQRA was established under Environmental Conservation Law Section 8-0113 to incorporate
consideration for environmental issues into the design and review process by state and local agencies. The
SEQRA process must be addressed as part of the NYSDEC Water Supply Permit process.

Consolidated Laws of New York State

Sets the general municipal laws and specific laws for counties, towns, villages, and public authorities for
operation in New York, including water supplies.

Future Regulations
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Although the various regulations pertaining to public water supply systems is up-to-date as of the date of
this study, research and industry publications have indicated that there may be additional regulations that
will affect public water supply systems in the future. Based on various sources, the following regulations
may be finalized or enacted following the publication of this study. Water managers, owners, and
operators should continue to be diligent on these and other future regulations.

Groundwater Rule (Safe Water Drinking Act amendment)

The proposed groundwater rule was established to protect the public from bacteria and viruses found in
some groundwater and to establish criteria for identifying wells with high risk of fecal contamination.
Presently, only surface water systems and ground water systems under the influence of surface water are
required to disinfect their water supplies.

The main components of the proposed rule are as follows:

o System sanitary surveys conducted by the State and identification of significant
deficiencies.

o Hydrogeologic sensitivity assessments for water systems that do not disinfect.

L Source water microbial monitoring by systems that do not disinfect and draw

from hydro geologically sensitive aquifers or have detected fecal indicators
within the system’s distribution system.

L Corrective action by any system with significant deficiencies or positive
microbial samples indicating fecal contamination.
o Compliance monitoring for systems that disinfect to ensure that they reliably

achieve 4-log (99.99 percent) inactivation or removal of viruses.
Stage 2 Disinfection By-Products Rule (Safe Water Drinking Act amendment)

Many of the rules included within the Stage 1 DBP Rule avoided the complex and less understood issues.
The EPA and the M/DBP advisory committee decided to incorporate the results of the Stage 1 within the
Stage 2.

The Stage 2 modifies the requirements of Stage 1 by altering monitoring locations and methods for
calculating annual average levels of TTHM and HAAS. Monitoring locations will be determined by water
systems through the performance of Initial Distribution System Evaluations (IDSE). The IDSE will be
performed for the purpose of determining the locations with high DBP concentrations. These locations
will be used as long-term sampling sites for DBP compliance monitoring.

Under Stage 1 the system operator was required to calculate a running average of all the sampling
locations, which was then compared to the MCL’s for TTHM and HAADb. Stage 2 modifies this procedure
by requiring the system operator to calculate a location specific running average.

Revisions to 1989 Total Coliform Rule (Safe Water Drinking Act amendment)

The current total coliform rule (TCR), published in 1989, continues to be the only microbial drinking
water regulation that applies to all public water systems. Systems are required to meet legal limits (i.e.
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL)) for total coliforms, including fecal coliforms, as determined by
monthly monitoring. The TCR specifies the frequency and timing of the monthly microbial testing by
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water systems based on population served. The rule also requires public notification as indicated by
monitoring results.

The proposed rule establishes a health goal (Maximum Contaminant Level Goal, or MCLG) and an MCL
for E. coli and eliminates the MCLG and MCL for total coliform, replacing it with a treatment technique
for coliform that requires assessment and corrective action. The proposed rule is establishing an MCLG
and an MCL of 0 for E. coli, a more specific indicator of fecal contamination and potential harmful
pathogens than total coliform. EPA is proposing to remove the current MCLG and MCL of zero for total
coliform. Many of the organisms detected by total coliform methods are not of fecal origin and do not
have any direct public health implication.

Proposed Radon in Drinking Water Rule (Safe Water Drinking Act amendment)

Water systems that use ground water or mixed ground and surface water (e.g., systems serving homes,
apartments, and trailer parks) are affected. The proposed rule would not apply to community water
systems that use solely surface water, nor to non-transient non-community public water supplies and
transient public water supplies (e.g., systems serving schools, office buildings, campgrounds, restaurants,
and highway rest stops).

The proposed MCLG for radon in drinking water is zero. This is a non-enforceable goal. The proposed
regulation provides two options for the maximum level of radon that is allowable in community water
supplies. The proposed MCL is 300 picoCuries per liter (pCi/L) and the proposed AMCL is 4,000 pCi/L.

Sampling requirements will be uniform for all for the first year: quarterly samples will be drawn and
tested. Depending on levels of radon found, testing will then be once every 3 years, once per year, or
quarterly testing if any test returns levels above the MCL or AMCL. The frequency of testing at a site can
be modified according to recent performance.

Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule
(Safe Water Drinking Act amendment)

This regulation will apply to all public water systems that use surface water or ground water under the
direct influence of surface water. The purpose of Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule
(LT2ESWTR) is to reduce illness linked with the contaminant Cryptosporidium and other pathogenic
microorganisms in drinking water. The LT2ESWTR will supplement existing regulations by targeting
additional Cryptosporidium treatment requirements to higher risk systems. This rule also contains
provisions to reduce risks from uncovered finished water reservoirs and provisions to ensure that systems
maintain microbial protection when they take steps to decrease the formation of disinfection byproducts
that result from chemical water treatment.

Current regulations require filtered water systems to reduce source water Cryptosporidium levels by 2-log
(99 percent). Recent data on Cryptosporidium infectivity and occurrence indicate that this treatment
requirement is sufficient for most systems, but additional treatment is necessary for certain higher risk
systems. These higher risk systems include filtered water systems with high levels of Cryptosporidium in
their water sources and all unfiltered water systems, which do not treat for Cryptosporidium. The
LT2ESWTR is being promulgated simultaneously with the Stage 2 Disinfection Byproduct Rule to
address concerns about risk tradeoffs between pathogens and DBPs.

Under the LT2ESWTR, systems will monitor their water sources to determine treatment requirements.
This monitoring includes an initial two years of monthly sampling for Cryptosporidium. Monitoring
starting dates are staggered by system size, with smaller systems beginning monitoring after larger
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systems. Systems must conduct a second round of monitoring six years after completing the initial round
to determine if source water conditions have changed significantly.

Filtered water systems will be classified in one of four treatment categories (bins) based on their
monitoring results. The majority of systems will be classified in the lowest treatment bin, which carries
no additional treatment requirements. Systems classified in higher treatment bins must provide 90 to 99.7
percent (1.0 to 2.5-log) additional treatment for Cryptosporidium. All unfiltered water systems must
provide at least 99 or 99.9 percent (2 or 3-log) inactivation of Cryptosporidium, depending on the results
of their monitoring.

Systems that store treated water in open reservoirs must either cover the reservoir or treat the reservoir
discharge to inactivate 4-log virus, 3-log Giardia lamblia, and 2-log Cryptosporidium. These
requirements are necessary to protect against the contamination of water that occurs in open reservoirs.
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NEW YORK

October 6, 20029

POLICY AREA 7: REGIONAL COORDINATION
Policy Statement

Lewis County will be a leader in Upstate New York for
inter-governmental  cooperation and strategic
partnerships. The county has a large geographic area
with low population densities and some communities
lack the critical mass to support all the desired services
of its residents. Therefore, we must leverage our
collective assets rather than compete or exist
independent of one another. We recognize that
constrained budgets at every level of government
require us to make difficult choices. As such, we will
engage in meaningful dialogue across municipal
boundaries, and continue to engage entities with
regional significance such as the Tug Hill Commission,
Adirondack Park Agency and Fort Drum. These
efforts, both formal and informal, will result in
increased efficiencies, improved health and well-being,
and benefits that are irrespective of physical
boundaries.

Objectives and Action Items

The following objectives and action items provide
guidance for county-level policy and decision making
related to regional coordination.

Residents

Local
Officials
County
Officials ‘
County Staff

TugHill
Commission
§

High Priority Guidebook

Comprehensive

Plan
Implementation

COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Objective A: Investigate the benefits of shared and/or
consolidated municipal services.

High Priority Action Items

1. The County should work with towns and villages
to investigate the benefits of municipal
consolidation and shared service agreements.

2. Continue to investigate opportunities for
improved coordination of transportation services.

4. Investigate a cost of services analysis by
municipality to benchmark municipal service
delivery costs.

5. Investigate the options presented within the NYS
Real Property Tax Administration Improvement
Grant Study. Further evaluation of a county-wide
assessment program or other options for
consolidated assessment should be explored and
implemented if determined beneficial to
municipalities and residents.

Adirondack
' M
: Comell

Cooperative
Extension

Businesses
P & Industry

f§ Bergmann
associates
Architects » Engineers » Planners
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Objective B: Improve education and outreach

programming  regarding municipal  options  for
cooperation, consolidation, and shared services.

High Priority Action Items

2. Develop and facilitate  educational and
consultation panels to jointly discuss coordination
and service consolidation with interested
municipalities; panels to be composed of teams of
experts, including legal, financial, and land use.

3. Create an educational presentation on the
importance and impacts of the real property
assessment process.

Objective C: Develop partnerships and agreements to
leverage the efforts of county-wide agencies and
organizations.

High Priority Action Items
1. Continue to work closely with  DANC and

FDRLO to improve opportunities for spill-over
effects from investments at Fort Drum.

COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Objective _D: Provide models, best-practices and
improved education and outreach on issues pertaining
to land use planning and zoning.

High Priority Action Items

1. Develop model code language and
recommended best practices regarding land use
regulations to address resource extraction, outdoor
furnaces other relevant nuisance issues.

2. Develop an educational series that will improve
the public's understanding and perceptions of
planning and zoning, and disseminate tools and
information  regarding the development of
comprehensive plans and zoning codes.

3. Develop model code language to provide
consistent subdivision regulations regarding lot
sizes and roadway access management to protect
rural and agricultural character.

6. Develop educational/guidance programs to assist
municipalities on 239-L, 239-M, and 239-N review
procedures and other relevant training sessions in
locations throughout the County.

7. Assist in the development and dissemination of
literature and educational materials on the

formation of joint planning and zoning boards.

Objective E: Investigate opportunities for regionally
applied planning efficiencies and improvements.

No high priority action items.

Development
) Authority
— " | mNorth _
_(_Country o E——
Leadership. ~ ;
P—— £ sy

=
Stewardship.

Meeting our customers’ needs ‘ ’ ! [
with environmentally conscious ' ’ '
development since 1985. f |

assistance for construction of
affordable housing through its
Low Income Tax Credit program.

Website homepage for DANC.

High Priority Guidebook

f§ Bergmann
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Architects » Engineers » Planners



APPENDIX D
MAPS






MARTINSBURG

MONTAGUE

GREIG

TY
LEWIS COUN
CERKIMER COUNTY

LYONSDALE
WEST TURIN

OSCEOLA

Constableville€

OSWEGO COUNTY
LEWIS COUNTY

LEGEND

COUNTY BOUNDARIES
—  — TOWN BOUNDARIES

I VILLAGE BOUNDARIES
MAJOR ROADS
LOCAL ROADS
SOUTHERN LEWIS COUNTY REGIONAL WATER FEASIBILITY STUDY
FEBRUARY 2017 0 10000 20000
Clark Patterson Lee
ARCHITECTURE | ENSINEERING | PLANNING

||||||||':eet

MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES

MAP 1-1



LEGEND:

- - VILLAGE BOUNDARIES

TOWN BOUNDARIES

’
.
.

""'l/

PRE-1970 WATER MAINS (6" OR LARGER) By
‘:/ NI
—————————— PRE-1970 WATER MAINS (LESS THAN 6") - ’"\

POST-1970 WATER MAINS (6" OR LARGER)

—————————— POST-1970 WATER MAINS (LESS THAN 6")

:‘.\‘_/

TOWN OF
LYONSDALE

. ——

'
MCALPINE ST. 200,000 \
GALLON STORAGE TANK —

BURNT SHANTY RD. WELLS,
100,000 GALLON
STORAGE TANK, AND \
CHLORINATION BUILDING

o
R - . \\ . PR
SOUTHERN LEWIS COUNTY REGIONAL WATER FEASIBILITY STUDY VILLAGE OF LYONS FALLS EXISTING CONDITIONS SYSTEM MAP
FEBRUARY 2017 0 2000
1 000 NOTE: WATER LINE VINTAGES AND SIZES ARE BASED ON AVAILABLE INFORMATION
Clark Patterson Lee i | Fes e T MAP 2-2

ARCHITECTURE | ENGINEERING | PLANNING




3

ELM STREET (RUGG ROAD)
325,000 GALLON
STORAGE TANK

/?UGG ROAD

sl /_,,,J

TOWN OF
LEYDEN

Clark Patterson Lee

ARCHITECTURE | ENGINEERING | PLANNING

SOUTHERN LEWIS COUNTY REGIONAL WATER FEASIBILITY STUDY

FEBRUARY 2017 0

N LEGEND:

o
Q‘WOV\% - - VILLAGE BOUNDARIES
TOWN BOUNDARIES
PRE-1970 WATER MAINS (6" OR LARGER)
—————————— PRE-1970 WATER MAINS (LESS THAN 6")
_— POST-1970 WATER MAINS (6" OR LARGER)
[ POST-1970 WATER MAINS (LESS THAN 6")
/
TOWN OF
LYONSDALE

INFILTRATION
GALLERIES

MOOSERIVER ROAD\/N

CHLORINATION
BUILDING

Qo
4 - R :
) ~ ;
~
~
~
~
~
N
N
T~
o\
J—a !
. S \\/\\\
\ \
\ \5>
TN
\
) P -
_
v RN 7
\ -~ - -

VILLAGE OF PORT LEYDEN EXISTING CONDITIONS SYSTEM MAP

NOTE: WATER LINE VINTAGES AND SIZES ARE BASED ON AVAILABLE INFORMATION
PROVIDED BY THE SYSTEM OPERATOR AND GIS DATA, WHERE AVAILABLE. THE -
INFORMATION IS INTENDED FOR PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY AND IS NOT GUARANTEED.



“ LEGEND:

- - VILLAGE BOUNDARIES

TOWN BOUNDARIES

PRE-1970 WATER MAINS (6" OR LARGER)

—————————— PRE-1970 WATER MAINS (LESS THAN 6")

POST-1970 WATER MAINS (6" OR LARGER)

—————————— POST-1970 WATER MAINS (LESS THAN 6")

avod 1S3Im

FILTRATION
PLANT

200,000 GALLON
ELEVATED
STORAGE TANK

LYMAN ROAD TS ..
SN SNe—— —_—
™~
SOUTHERN LEWIS COUNTY REGIONAL WATER FEASIBILITY STUDY VILLAGE OF TURIN EXISTING CONDITIONS SYSTEM MAP
FEBRUARY 2047 0 1 000 2000 w: WATER LINE VINTAGES AND SIZES ARE BASED ON AVAILABLE INFORMATION
Clark Patterson Lee iy | e T A A S MAP 24




LEGEND:

PROPOSED INTERCONNECTION

BURNT SHANTY RD. WELLS, '
100,000 GALLON ‘ N

STORAGE TANK, AND \ e
CHLORINATION BUILDING

.._\___//
‘»
wo‘\%o
P\%
W \ B
// '
/ [
// .
/ .
|
! \
/ !
P |
/ -
i~ - /

) 25,000 oaton D) TOWN OF
STORAGE TANK LYONSDALE

Qo
S,
£ /r’/l,é;?/P
O
“0

CO SOUTHERN LEWIS COUNTY REGIONAL WATER FEASIBILITY STUDY LYONS FALLS - PORT LEYDEN INTERCONNECTION
FEBRUARY 2017 0

NOTE: WATER LINE VINTAGES AND SIZES ARE BASED ON AVAILABLE INFORMATION
C|a-k Patterson Lee PROVIDED BY THE SYSTEM OPERATOR AND GIS DATA, WHERE AVAILABLE. THE -
| | | | | | | Feet INFORMATION IS INTENDED FOR PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY AND IS NOT GUARANTEED.

ARCHITECTURE | ENGINEERING | PLANNING







APPENDIX E
CHARACTER AREA PLAN MAP
FROM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN






APPENDIX F
COST ESTIMATES






APPENDIX G
WATER RESOURCES AGENCY CREATION RESOLUTION
(GENESEE COUNTY EXAMPLE)






APPENDIXH
INTERMUNICIPAL SHARED SERVICES AGREEMENT
(GARDEAU WATER DISTRICT EXAMPLE)






