COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

Water Quality Control Division
Grand Junction Office

INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION

Date: February 11, 1994

To: File |

From: Dick Bowmanéw/

Subject: Valle Vvista Sewer Line - Mesa County

A lagoon system to serve the Valle Vista Subdivision was approved as a temporary
system by the Water Quality Control Commission on June 1, 1976 (see attached
approval letter and supporting documentation in Attachment A). From 1976 to the
present, the West Slope Field Office of the COIOradp Department of Health Water
Quality Control Division has received gum &rdﬁﬁﬁbomplaintsmconcerning odors .and

illegal»discharges. “This officeé’couldriever:document any violations until 1990, -

Oon Aprjil 5, 1990, Dwain Watson (CDH) notified the Valle Vista homeowners 6f an
illegal discharge (see Attachment B). From April 1990 to May of 1991, there was
much controversy and discussion as to ownership of the Valle Vista sewer facxllty
and who is responsible for correcting the problem.

On May 16, 19391, the Mesa County Commissioners authorized Del-Mont Consultants
Incorporated to complete a feasibility study of the Valle Vista sewer problem.
This . feasibility study grecommended that the best long term solution was to
connect the valle Vlsta Subdivision to the Orchard Mesa Sanitation District
collection facilities.

On April 1, 1992, the State of Colorado awarded an advance of allowance for

Planning and Deslgn to Orchard Mesa Sanitation District through Mesa County®o-

“amend®“the 201:Plan“to include the Valle Vista Subdivision.

The Orchard Mesa Sanitation District chose McLaughlin Water Engineers to complete
the 201 Plan. McLaughlin Engineers studied the following five alternatives:

1. Upgrade the existing Valle Vista Wastewater Treatment Plant
2. Gravity sewer - B Road

3. Gravity sewer - A% Road

4. Lift Station at Valle Vista

5. Gravity sewer with 1lift station

The report states that considering only initial construction cost, upgrading the
Valle Vista Wastewater Treatment Plant is théimosticostieffective. However, when
you consider initial construction cost plus annual operation and maintenance
cost, the two gravity sewer line options are the most cost effective solutions
‘over a twenty year (20 year) project 1life. It should be noted that the
irrigation company, owning the ditch adjacent to the Valle Vista Wastewater
Treatment Plant, would not allow treated effluent to be dlscharged into the
irrigation ditch. 1In conversations with McLaughlin Engineers, ‘ffhe%’statedat was
theiribelief that there was not adequate land area Jpelow the existing Valle vista
Wastewater Treatment Plant to¥aké*thevalle: vista"plantctotally ‘nondischarging.
Land is available at Valle Vista if the treated effluent is pumped to a remote
area. Thisgucostiivas not“inciuded’in‘the report.

When reviewing the environmental impacts for this project, the original 201 plan,
the original study area, the existing service area, and the Negative Declaration
and Amended Negative Declaration were reviewed. In some of the early discussions
with the Valley Wide Sewer Committee, ﬂﬁtememUQféd discussions to include the




Valle Vista i { 1 201 Planning Area. Infortunately, Ei’i
d’écmnth’t‘im%a pporting’ this”ﬁaén”ﬁéen Joaned’ :ou{:?;;%'gver “returned. ;Since i
project is a mmﬁﬁﬁﬁextension to the 201 service area with the same or similar
environmental conditions, €itiwas, ¥gs§9med f%hat&%there would :be.: urthe
environmental“impact.-and that we cou daextrapo;atewinf Eﬁion'fromﬁﬁheeoniginal;
Negative Declaration and Amended Negative Declaration. It was further assumed
that since this was agnon-e ,,_ivalqncy;gpr;ojec sonly: comments; throughitheistate
ciearing:-house.iwere n ' The EPA felt adﬁit ¥8h81 documentation was
necessary and required the state to obtain written comments from the Corps of
Engineers, Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, he
gg}orado State Historical Society and the Colorado Division of Wildlife. hea
nmentsifrom;theaboveilistedaiagencies; confirmed St ‘§hmpni0ns%&hatmthete

«would be:no. adverse impacts: connected with:assewerilinefextensionitoithe:Valle-

Vista Subdivision ( seegAt A ;

The McLaughlin Engineering report listed the alternatives B-2 (gravity sewer
along A)% Road) and B-1 (gravity sewer along B Road) as the most cost effective
and feasible. The difference in construction cost between B-2 and B-1 is
$500.00. For estimating purposes, the two alternatives are the same. The
engineering report was leaning more toward alternative B-2 because this route had
a few more houses on ISDS systems and was closer to Highway 50 than alternative:
B-1. The disadvantage of alternate B-2 is that there is currently no utility
easements and more pavement replacement costs connected are to this alternative
versus alternative B-1.

The engineering report recommended that if either alternative B-2 or alternative
B-1 were selected, the other alternative remain a viable alternative until the
final design phase was completed (sed¥ittachment:: )+ In preparing the Finding
of No Significant Impact, qgﬂﬁst&decided that based on the engineering report,
alternative B-2 would be listed as the alternative but B-1 would remain viable
until a more detailed cost analysis could be completed. This would insure the
most cost effective alternative would be chosen while allowing flexibility to the
project. Th&%rationale ysed n“q:"he'”"'fina"].ufdecisi'onmmakingmrocesé%fomt
1;n3yxoutegmaaﬁoutlined4in'an.‘“,u",' 993,

rand Junction, f¥dm v BB "r%%Counsel for Orchard Mesa (see
Attachment E). The letter states the B Road route was more favorable for the
following reasons:

g 1. The ground water table along the B Road route is lower than along
the A% Road route.
§ 2. The property owners along the B Road route are more willing to
i negotiate easements than along the A% Road route.
3. There would be less asphalt replacement along the B Road route than
g the A% Road route.
f 4. There are deeper cuts required along the A% Road route than the B
Road route.
i 5. A detailed engineers cost estimate listed A% Road $557,927.00 and B
i# Road $486,072.00 (see Attachment F).

The project currently consists of 12,977 feet of gravity sewer line, 1600 feet
of this sewer line is 10 inch line, the rest is B: incthlnsvasgrgguxred by State
design cg:;,teri,g. Attached are Westwater Engineering Velocity calculations for the

alle Vista Subdivision connection. The assumptions for flow from Valle Vista
are 0.033 MGD Average Daily Flow and 0.0725 MGD Peak Daily Flow. Based on this
flow data, the velocity in the 10 inch line on a 0.20% grade is 1.12 feet/second
for the Average Daily Flow and 1.35 feet/second for the Peak Daily Flow. The
velocity in the 8 inch line on a 0.55% grade is 1.60 feet/second for the Average
Flow and 1.98 feet/second for the Peak Flow from Valle Vista. The State Design
Criteria (sec. 2.43) states: :

"To prevent deposition of solids, all sewers should be so designed and
constructed as to transport average sewage flows at mean velocities of 2.0
feet per second, based on a reasonable formulation and roughness factor.
The slope between manholes must be uniform. Where the above design would




not be practical due to low tributary population, as would often be the
case with laterals and sub—-mains, 8-inch sewers must be installed at a
slope of at least 0.4%"

The 10 inch line designed on a 0.20% slope was an attempt to maintain a velocity
of 2 feet/second for the flows from Valle Vista. To further insure there will not
be solids depos:.tion, Meguestedﬁg diMesa Sanitation:Digtrict: oiincrease
the smaintenance:on -this# ”’?{nterceptor (se “Orchard 'Mesa: «San{ ation Ppistrict
-response dated.January. 24,1994} .

It is a State Site Application requirement for the gowrer® ofthereceiving
’ 'was;ewater«atreatmentafa&fliityﬁtoycerf‘m&%a‘tﬁéthere& i tescapacity to “treat .
eggiwéd%oment% “from

bothjiMesa  County..and:ithe;City 0L

In summary, the gravity sewer lines along B Road is the most cost effective
solution to eliminate a health hazard and an 4llegal:discharge at the Valle Vista
Wastewater Treatment Plant. It should be noted that Local Affairs has restricted
any taps other than Valle Vista from connecting to this line until the Mesa
County Commissioners have developed and adopted a land use plan for the Orchard
Mesa area.
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