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GRAND JUNCTION SEWER SYSTEM ANALYSIS 

March 29, 1985--Nichols Associates, Inc. 

This analysis quantifies total system flow and Flow in various 

collection basins of the Persigo 201 service area. A major goal of the 

study is to identify total non-waste water or extraneous Flow quantities, 

since these quantities occupy system capacity which would otherwise be 

available For transmission and treatment. Specifically, the report focused 

on infiltration (water entering through cracks, primarily from irrigation 

and high ground water) and inflow (storm water or drainage water entering 

through storm sewers). A current discharce permit. requirement for the 

Persjao plant and applicable to the County is a phased separation of storm 

and sanitary sewers, and a reduction of inflow, so that the waste water 

treatment plant may be more efficiently utilized and expansion of the plant 

can be deferred until necessary. 

The report concludes that the collection system operates Fairly well. 

It establishes that the average daily Flow at the Persigo plant for 1983 was 

6.626 million gallons per day (mgd). The Persigo plant is currently 

designed to handle up to 12.5 mod. Provision has been made For doubling the 

plant capacity in the event of expansion. Projected future Flows assuming 

current build out under present zoning are conservatively estimated to reach 

24.536 mod. Most interceptors are consideren to have adeouate capacity to 

handle present and projected Flows. However. .rararity of several lines is 

currently exceeded. 
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:Iirrentiv. 	•eYtr.'.:nv-eus Flow contitutes 2.422 frInfj (althouc.h it is not 

esers- \,.., entirely :.c curate t,D rely cn a per day Ficure). 	InFiltrtion nonc.titutes q47. 
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of the eYtraneeus, Flow: inflow constitutes tS%. accordihn to yearly averages. 

	

-1.1- 	The total amount of extraneous Flow creates a treatment cost, since all such CP" to!. 
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Flow m!ist pass thre.Aiqh the treatment :-.)lant . 	lt is. r':stimtefF: that ":i77 of the 

	

- ';',Zi 	total tro.--tment crY=.ts cli,.Ireen tc Cleand Valley r,,s5Fients is attribut3ble to n-'^k 	
cx7raneow: Flow. The terai veariy treatmenr cost of this amount 
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The repc-t Co'1,-11.2Ce' With seveai recommdarions. for furth,!r studies, 

as well as seal inn Certh7,reriti-ed extraneous Flew reduction projects. 
Orchard Mesa, Central Grand \./;:liey, and Fruitvaie have not been analy:ed in 

sufficient detail. Confirmation nf the study data is recommended. A 

worksheet should he set up For each interceptor so that additional use as 
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a ey i ,, 1 A 	 An important policy question is whether the sewer Fund as a who 

should pay For reduction of infiltration and inflow, or whether these costs 

should be allocated according to the areas in which the most inflow or 

infiltration occurs. Most of the "county lines" contribute very little to 
this problem. 7̀,ome of the 'work may pos,sibly be considered c!,  "maintenance", 

pr!rTi1.-!riY in !-Ild Ciry :v-0-1-, whor 	wooi-ly work i -. requir(2,i. 	Howr!ver, 
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possibly be borne by the City or particular districts, rather than by users 

as a whole. 

Over the entire system, the City of Grand Junction contributes 297. of 

the extraneous flow. This costs users $98,560 per year. These costs 

provide the basis for comparison of the cost effectiveness of improvement 

work in the City. It will not be cost effective to ultimately reduce or 

eliminate all infiltration and inflow throughout the system. While it is 

important to deal with the issue of who should pay for which projects are 

initiated, ultimately, a point of diminishing returns will be reached after 

which no additional work should be undertaken. Negotiations with the State 

Department of Health to determine when this point is reached will be an 

ongoing process. 
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