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This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) describes a proposed project to alter the Washington 
Aqueduct’s current practice of discharging water treatment residuals to the Potomac River to one of instead 
collecting, treating, then disposing of the residuals at an alternate location.  Over 160 alternatives were 
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that is located north of Sibley Memorial Hospital in the District of Columbia, and then disposal of residuals by 
trucking on major streets to licensed land disposal sites likely located in Maryland or Virginia.  
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Volume 3 of the EIS includes the response to comments information. All 
comments and questions received from the public through e-mails and 
public meeting transcripts prior to publishing the DEIS and during the DEIS 
public comment period are evaluated and answered within this document. 
The unique names of those who provided comments have been removed to 
protect their privacy. In this volume of the EIS, a legend for comment type, 
the responses to each comment type, and a customized copy of each 
source document is included. 

There are 59 documents that constitute the content of Volumes 3A and 3B 
and 127 documents that constitute Volumes 3C and 3D.  A customized copy 
of each document is provided after an enumerated tab. In each volume, 
the tabs are preceded by an index of all documents in volume 3 to assist the 
reader in finding the correct volume (3A, 3B, 3C or 3D) for a specific 
comment. This document index is followed by a comment-topic legend and 
Table 1, the Response to Comment Topic Table. Table 1 is comprehensive, 
covering responses for all of the comments included within Volume 3.  

Every comment or question is given a unique three-level code identified by 
source document, sequential comment number, and comment topic. Every 
comment is identified in a text box on the left side of the source document. 
For example, the comment identified as "1-1-AA" is for document one, first 
comment, and comment topic AA (or cost, water user rates, etc.). 
Additionally, each comment is identified within the source document by a 
box drawn around the comment. 

Each identified comment is evaluated, categorized by comment topic, and 
answered. The comment topic categorization allows the comments to be 
grouped into relevant categories. A legend defining the comment topics is 
provided. The responses to each comment topic are shown in Table 1. Table 
1 provides the topic, a brief summary of the topic, the general response, and 
the specific section in the EIS where the reader can look for additional 
information on the topic. 

Questions raised and answered during the four public meetings and one 
public hearing when formal transcripts were prepared are flagged with the 
unique three level comment code. However, as these questions were 
answered during the public forum and are available within the transcript, the 
answers to these questions have not been repeated in Table 1. 
 



Washington Aqueduct EIS Comment Document 
Index 

Document 
Number 

Title/Description Date & Time 

1 Oral Statements and Questions from Interested Parties at 
St. Patrick’s Episcopal Church Open House 

1/28/04 

2 Oral Statements and Questions from Interested Parties at 
Dalecarlia Water Treatment Facility Open House 

9/7/2004 

3 Email comment on Follow-up to Washington Aqueduct’s 
September 7 Public Meeting 

9/12/2002; 10:50 AM 

4 Email comments 9/21/2004; 4:23 PM 

5 Email comment on residuals 9/22/2004; 3:48 PM 

6 Email comment on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

9/25/2004; 1:45 PM 

7 Email comment on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

9/25/2004; 2:39 PM 

8 Public Comment and Question/Answer Session and 
Technical Presentation on Alternatives Identification and 
Screening Process public meeting at Sibley Memorial 
Hospital 

9/28/2004 

9 Email comments on Dalecarlia 9/28 Meeting 09/29/2004; 4:30 PM 

10 Email comments on Residuals project question 9/29/2004; 10:27 PM 

11 Email comments on Suggested Alternative 09/30/2004; 10:40 AM 

12 Email comment 10/2/2004; 8:55 AM 

13 Cold call to Mike Peterson from Lehigh cement <date of Email notifying 
contents of call: 

10/12/2004; 1:42 PM> 

14 Email comments on Washington Aqueduct Residuals 
Treatment Alternative 

11/05/2004; 2:15 PM 

15 Email comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/9/2004; 11:37AM 

16 Email comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

7/13/2004; 8:23 PM  

17 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/10/2004; 12:21 AM 

18 Email comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/11/2004; 10:24 AM 

19 Email comments regarding sludge treatment plant 11/11/2004; 12:05 AM 

20 Email comments on Dalecarlia Sludge Alternative 
proposals 

11/11/2004; 1:08 PM 
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Document 
Number 

Title/Description Date & Time 

21 Email comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/11/2004; 5:22 PM 

22 Proposed Water Treatment Residuals Management 
Process, Request for Comments 

11/12/2004 

23 Email comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/14/2004; 9:15 PM 

24 Email comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/15/2004; 12:08 AM 

25 Email comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process-“Public Submission of Residuals 
Alternatives” Set of 72  

11/15/04; 4:57 PM 

26 Email comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/15/2004; 5:25 PM 

27 Email comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/15/2004; 6:09 PM 

28 Email comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/15/04; 9:18 PM 

29 Brookmont Community comments on and alternatives to 
the proposed Washington Aqueduct Water Treatment 
Residuals Management Process Facility to be located at 
the existing Dalecarlia Facility 

11/15/2004 

30 Public Comment and Question/Answer Session and 
Technical Presentation on Alternatives Identification and 
Screening Process public meeting at Sibley Memorial 
Hospital 

11/16/2004 

31 Email comments on Barge Option 11/19/2004; 2:08 PM 

32 Email comments on EIS Wastewater 1/24/2005; 1:45 PM 

33 Concerned Neighbors letter - Washington Aqueduct 
Residuals Management Project: Comments on 
Alternatives  

2/14/2005; 4:45 PM 

34 Sludge Stoppers letter - Washington Aqueduct Residuals 
and Dewatering Facility Additional 40 Alternatives 

2/14/2005 

35 ANC Meeting Comments, Questions from the 
Commissioners 

3/2/2005 

36 DOPAA Meeting Notes 5/26/2005 

37 Concerned Neighbors letter - Washington Aqueduct 
Residuals Management Project: Comments on 
Alternatives  

11/15/2004 

38 Washington Aqueduct Residuals EIS 1/24/2005; 9:23 PM 

39 Suggested Alternatives 9/30/2004; 10:40 AM 

40 Waste Management Plan 2/10/2004; 3:58 PM 

41 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

2/10/2004; 4:24 PM 
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Document 
Number 

Title/Description Date & Time 

42 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

6/3/2004; 6:54 PM 

43 Sediment Disposal Options 5/24/2004; 1:41 PM 

44 EIS and Related Activities relating to Proposed Water 
Treatment Residuals Management Process 

6/18/2004; 11:43 AM 

45 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

1/11/2004; 2:12 PM 

46 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

7/14/2004; 8:06 PM 

47 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

7/19/2004; 2:24 PM 

48 Comment on Residuals Project 7/28/2004; 4:47 PM 

49 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

9/22/2004; 10:19 AM 

50 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

9/21/2004; 4:17 PM 

51 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

9/25/2004; 1:45 PM 

52 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

9/8/2004; 10:10 AM 

53 SSN-ANC – Needed Analysis for Next Public Review 9/22/2004; 6:01 PM 

54 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

9/25/2004; 2:39 PM 

55 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

10/4/2004; 8:39 PM 

56 Residuals Project Question 10/9/2004; 11:19 AM 

57 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/7/2004; 10:30 PM 

58 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

11/9/2004; 11:37 AM 

 

59 Concerned Neighbors letter - Fatal Flaws in the Corps’ 
NEPA Analysis of Alternatives to the Current Residuals 
Disposal Practices at the Washington Aqueduct 

3/30/2005 

60 Comment regarding residuals trucking plan Wed 7/6/2005 10:22 AM 

61 Email comments on DEIS  Wed 7/6/2005 2:22 PM 

62 Email comments on DEIS Wed 7/6/2005 2:59 PM 

63 Email comments on DEIS Wed 7/6/2005 3:08 PM 

64 Objection to Washington Aqueduct Project Wed 7/6/2005 3:45 PM 

65 Email comments on DEIS Wed 7/6/2005 4:31 PM 

66 Dewatering plant Wed 7/6/2005 6:45 PM 
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Document 
Number 

Title/Description Date & Time 

67 Dalecarlia water residuals treatment and DEIS Wed 7/6/2005 9:57 PM 

68 Strong opposition to Brookmont Option B Wed 7/6/2005 10:47 PM 

69 Response to the DEIS for the Washington Aqueduct 
proposal to construct a thickening and dewatering facility - 
Strong opposition to Brookmont Option B 

Wed 7/6/2005 11:18 PM 

70 Letter in Opposition Tio The Dalecarlia Sludge Factory Thu 7/7/2005 12:20 AM 

71 Sludge Plan public comment Fri 7/8/2005 11:58 PM 

72 thickening/dewatering facility Mon 4/25/2005 11:16 AM 

73 Dalecarlia water treatment facility 4/26/2005 12:55 PM 

74 Washington Aqueduct Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Tue 4/26/2005 4:27 PM 

75 Bait and Switch Wed 4/27/2005 1:01 PM 

76 Dalecarlia Water Treatment Facility Wed 4/27/2005 2:33 PM 

77 Request for Extension of Comment Period for Draft DEIS 
on the Washington Aqueduct Project 

Mon 5/2/2005 10:26 PM 

78 Testimony Tue 5/10/2005 8:32 AM 

79 Letter from Concerned Neighbors Tue 5/10/2005 10:55 AM 

80 Testimony Tue 5/10/2005 11:45 AM 

81 Washington Aqueduct Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement & Hearing Request 

Wed 5/11/2005 3:06 PM 

82 Email question Wed 5/11/2005 4:36 PM 

83 Washington Aqueduct Construction Funding? Wed 5/11/2005 6:38 PM 

84 Washington Aqueduct Construction Funding Thu  5/12/2005 5:35 PM 

85 Delcarlia Waste Plan Fri 5/13/2005 4:17 PM 

86 Email comment Sat 5/14/2005 10:43 AM 

87 Dewatering facility Thu 5/26/2005 2:32 PM 

88 Sludge Facility Fri 6/3/2005 3:15 PM 

89 Opposed to current plan of action Fri 6/3/2005 3:27 PM 

90 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

Fri 6/3/2005 5:48 PM 

91 Comments on DEIS Fri 6/3/2005 9:40 PM 

92 Comments on DEIS Fri 6/3/2005 11:52 PM 

93 I Oppose any Vehicular Solution to sludge removal! Mon 6/6/2005 11:56 PM 

94 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

Mon 6/6/2005 4:32 PM 

95 Opposition to Brookmont Option Sun 6/5/2005 10:47 PM 
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Document 
Number 

Title/Description Date & Time 

96 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

Sun 6/5/2005 10:28 PM 

97 Dalecarlia proposed dewatering facility Fri 7/1/2005 2:15 PM 

98 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

Fri 6/10/2005 12:46 AM 

99 Comment to DEIS  

100 Trucking  

101 Request for extension of  comment period for draft DEIS 
on the Washington Aqueduct Project 

April 29, 2005 

102 Request for extension of  comment period for draft DEIS 
on the Washington Aqueduct Project 

April 30, 2005 

103 Request for extension of  comment period for draft DEIS 
on the Washington Aqueduct Project 

April 30, 2005  

104 Request for extension of  comment period for draft DEIS 
on the Washington Aqueduct Project 

 

105 Request for extension of  comment period for draft DEIS 
on the Washington Aqueduct Project 

May 2, 2005 

106 Request for extension of  comment period for draft DEIS 
on the Washington Aqueduct Project 

May 2, 2005 

107 Request for extension of  comment period for draft DEIS 
on the Washington Aqueduct Project 

May 5, 2005 

108 Comment May 26, 2005 

109 Dalecarlia Sludge Disposal May 30, 2005 

110 Comments on DEIS June 2, 2005 

111 Comments on DEIS June 17, 2005 

112 Plans for Water Extraction Facility June 20, 2005 

113 Comments on DESI June 20, 2005 

114 Comments on DEIS June 21, 2005 

115 Comments on DEIS  

116 Comments on DEIS  

117 Comments on DEIS May 20, 2005 

118 United States Senate - Comments on DEIS June 2, 2005 

119 Council of the District of Columbia - Comments on DEIS May 10, 2005 

120 US EPA - Request for Modification of Federal Facility 
Compliance Agreement  

June 28, 2005 

121 Council of the District of Columbia - See   DOC 111 for 
responses 

 

122 US Department of the Interior - Comments to DEIS May 31, 2005 
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Document 
Number 

Title/Description Date & Time 

123 Montgomery County Council – Washington Aqueduct 
Residuals Project - Comments to DEIS 

June 23, 2005 

124 Commonwealth of Virginia – Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process for the Washington Aqueduct -  
Comments to DEIS 

May 26, 2005 

125 Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
– Montgomery County Planning Board - Comments on 
DEIS 

June 1, 2005 

126 Sludge processing plant Fri 6/10/2005 4:51 PM 

127 Maryland State Highway Administration - Washington 
Aqueduct DEIS comments 

Mon 6/13/2005 7:29 AM 

128 Washington Aqueduct DEIS comment period Mon 6/13/2005 10:31 AM 

129 opposition to Dalecarlia sludge plant Tue 6/21/2005 2:02 PM 

130 DEIS-I oppose your proposal Thu 6/30/2005 8:38 PM 

131 Attached please find a letter to Mr. Thomas Jacobus Thu 6/30/2005 5:59 PM 

132 Washington Aqueduct Tue 7/5/2005 6:59 AM 

133 Alternative E of their Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement ('DEIS') 

Mon 7/4/2005 11:34 AM 

134 Sibley dewatering facility proposal Mon 7/4/2005 12:02 PM 

135 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement ('DEIS') Alternative E 

Mon 7/4/2005 12:20 PM 

136 Washington Aqueduct Mon 7/4/2005 2:10 PM 

137 proposed industrial sludge treatment facility near Sibley 
Hospital 

Mon 7/4/2005 5:00 PM 

138 Alternative E opposition Mon 7/4/2005 7:09 PM 

139 Dewatering facility Mon 7/4/2005 9:47 PM 

140 industrial facility Mon 7/4/2005 10:17 AM 

141 80-foot industrial dewatering facility proposed behind 
Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) 

Mon 7/4/2005 8:40 AM 

142 Comments on DEIS Mon 7/4/2005 9:11 AM 

143 Dewatering Facility Proposal Mon 7/4/2005 10:01 AM 

144 Comments on DEIS Mon 7/4/2005 7:55 AM 

145 Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process 

Fri 7/1/2005 7:07 PM 

146 Comments on DEIS Fri 7/1/2005 6:00 PM 

147 Washington Aqueduct Mon 7/4/2005 12:29 AM 

148 Washington Aqueduct Sun 7/3/2005 11:32 PM 

149 Deadline for comment period on DEIS for proposed 
dewatering plant 

Sun 7/3/2005 4:08 PM 
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Document 
Number 

Title/Description Date & Time 

150 Dewatering facility Tue 7/5/2005 9:09 AM 

151 Construction of Industrial Dewatering Facility Near Sibley 
Hospital 

Tue 7/5/2005 10:05 AM 

152 residue facility Tue 7/5/2005 11:08 AM 

153 Need for another alternative to siting of proposed 8 story 
tall toxic waste dump site next to Sibley Hospital under 
current Corps proposal E 

Tuesday, July 05, 2005 
11:36 AM 

154 Water Extraction Facility at the Dalecarlia Filtration Plant Tue 7/5/2005 11:47 AM 

155 OPPOSITION TO Alternative E re the new industrial de-
watering facility near Sibley Hospital 

Tue 7/5/2005 11:44 AM 

156 Sibley Memorial Hospital Comments on DEIS June 27, 2005 

157 Government of the District of Columbia Department of 
Health - Draft Environmental  Impact Statement for 
Proposed Residuals Management Process 

July 5, 2005 

158 Washington Aqueduct Tue 7/5/2005 12:35 PM 

159 Opposition to DEISN Tue 7/5/2005 1:36 PM 

160 Washington Aqueduct: Draft EIS for dewatering facility Tue 7/5/2005 2:44 PM 

161 industrial plant in my backyard Tue 7/5/2005 3:11 PM 

162 Washington Aqueduct DEIS Response Tue 7/5/2005 4:22 PM 

163 Comments to DEIS Tue 7/5/2005 4:59 PM 

164 Dewatering Facility Tue 7/5/2005 5:03 PM 

165 Washington Aqueduct - Tue 7/5/2005 5:45 PM 

166 Washington Aqueduct: Draft EIS for De-Watering facility Tue 7/5/2005 10:16 PM 

167 Washington Aqueduct-environmental hazard Wed 7/6/2005 7:10 AM 

168 Transcripts (Private)   

169 Transcripts (Public)  

170 Letter from Concerned Neighbors - Fatal Flaws in the 
Corps’ Draft Environmental Impact Statement  (“DEIS”) 
and Reasons Why the NEPA Process Must be Restarted 

July 5, 2005 

171 Public Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) 

July 6, 2005 

172 Comments on DEIS July 5, 2005 

173 Comments on DEIS July 4, 2005 

174 Comments on DEIS July 1, 2005 

175 Comments on DEIS July 5, 2005 

176 Comments on DEIS July 4, 2005 

177 Comments on DEIS June 30, 2005 

178 Comments on DEIS June 30, 2005 
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Document 
Number 

Title/Description Date & Time 

179 Comments on DEIS July 5, 2005 

180 Comments on DEIS July 5, 2005 

181 Industrial Dewatering Plant Mon  7/5/05 5:59 PM 

182 US EPA - Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Washington Aqueduct Residuals Project CEQ #20050154 

June 27, 2005 

183 Comments on DEIS May 17, 2005 

184 Testimony May 17, 2005 

185 Statement Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for a Proposed Water Treatment Residuals 
Management Process for the Washington Aqueduct 

May 17, 2005 

 

186 Sludge Stoppers – Alternatives regarding the proposed 
Army Corps of Engineers Washington Aqueduct “residuals 
and dewatering facility” aka Sludge Factory 

November 15, 2004 

 

 

 

 

Agency Reviewers: 

 Document # 

Council of the District of Columbia  119 
United States Environmental Protection Agency  120, 182 
United States Department of the Interior  122 
The Maryland – National Capital Park and planning Commission  125 
Government of the District of Columbia  157 
Commonwealth of Virginia – Department of Historic Resources  124 

 

City and County Agencies, and Elected Officials: 

 Document # 

United States Senate        118 
Montgomery County Council  123 
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LEGEND 
Comment topics received through public and agency correspondence 

Topic Sub-
Topic 

 

AA Cost, water user rates, etc. 

AB Cost, supporting data 

AC Opportunity cost of land 

A Cost 

AD Washington Aqueduct  Funding 

BA Facility appearance  

BB Facility location 

BC Facility noise 

BD Facility simulation 

BE Facility access 

BF Facility light 

BG Facility smell 

BH Facility impact on habitats 

BI Facility impact on Sibley Hospital 

BJ Facility impact on dirt/dust 

BK Facility impact on health 

BL Facility will impact property values 

B Facility (residuals processing) 

BM Disturbing site B soil 

CA Monofill, preference 

CB Monofill, chemical exposure 

CC Monofill, height 

C Monofill 

CD Monofill, trees 

DA Pipeline, preference to Blue Plains 

DB Pipe in a pipe 

DC Active management of residual discharge 

DD WSSC Potomac WFP 

DE Carderock 

DF FCWA Corbalis WTP 

DG Potomac River 

D Pipeline 

DH George Washington Parkway 



  

LEGEND 
Comment topics received through public and agency correspondence 

Topic Sub-
Topic 

 

DI Pipeline size 

DJ Regionalization 

DK Rockville WTP 

DL New processing site near the Beltway 

DM COE hasn’t adequately investigated other piping 
alternatives 

EA Residuals disposal method 

EB Residuals processing method and impacts 

E Residuals 

EC Residuals Quantities 

FA Construction schedule 

FB EIS schedule 

FC Compliance performance 

FD Temporary alternatives 

FE Public comment period 

FF DEIS review period time extension 

F Schedule 

FG EPA grants interim FFCA schedule milestone 

GA Trucking, neighborhood impact 

GB Trucking alternative 

GC Trucking, noise 

GD Trucking, routes 

GE Trucking, frequency 

GF Trucking, air pollution 

GG Trucking, safety 

GH Trucking, vibration 

GI Trucking costs 

GJ Existing Dalecarlia Parkway vehicle/truck volumes  

G  Trucking 

GK Trucking hours 

H Barge HA Barge, preference 

IA Preference I Comment 

IB Useful Life of Alternatives 



  

LEGEND 
Comment topics received through public and agency correspondence 

Topic Sub-
Topic 

 

JA River discharge J Residuals Discharge Resolutions 

JB Discharge during spawning season 

KA Impure water quality, raw water intake 

KB Monitoring water quality and safety 

KC Residuals quality 

K Human Health and Environment 

KD Health Impacts of Diesel Truck Traffic 

L Alternate Water Treatment Process LA Suggested Processes 

 

 

MA EPA mandate 

MB FOIA requests 

MC Conflict of Interest 

M Government 

MD Agency Recommendations on DEIS 

NA Understanding  

NB Screening criteria and meeting 

NC Communication 

ND NEPA Process 

NE Limited number of alternatives evaluated in DEIS  

NF Institutional constraints screening criteria  

NG Restart NEPA process 

N EIS Process 

NH Regional approach to NEPA 

O Alternate Coagulants OA Continued River Discharge 

PA Disposal P Residuals Handling in Other 
Metropolitan Areas 

PB Residuals studies throughout the world 

QA Public Residuals Alternatives 

QB Environmental assessment 

QC Northwest (alternate B) versus east (alternate E) 
residuals processing sites  

Q Residuals Alternatives 

QD Residuals processing site near Beltway versus 
Dalecarlia WTP site 

 



  

A number of comments were received from the public and the various agencies involved with the project prior to and following the 
issuance of the DEIS. Many of the comments are focused on similar EIS topics. This table documents the topics addressed in the 
comments, summarized the general response for each topic, and refers the reader to the EIS section where more information is 
provided on the topic/subtopic.  
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TABLE 1 
Comments and Responses by Topic 

Topic /  
Sub-topic 

Summary Response  See EIS section 

AA Costs, water user 
rates, etc. 

Costs of alternatives are estimated and compared. Screening criteria for 
cost: a feasible alternative must be no more than 30 percent of the 
baseline budget of $50 million, to avoid undue impact on user rates. 
Actual rate impacts are not estimated. The wholesale customers are 
responsible for estimating water rate impacts and adjusting water rates 
accordingly. Questions related to the effect of operations and capital 
improvements on retail rates should be directed to the appropriate 
wholesale customer. The effect of Washington Aqueduct project costs on 
the financial plans developed by individual wholesale customer varies 
from one customer to another. As a result, Washington Aqueduct is not 
able to describe the direct effect of our proposed project costs on retail 
rates. It is impossible to say at what cost users’ rates will be “unduly” or 
“unreasonably” impacted, but it is likely that this project will have an 
impact on retail water rates.  The 30% threshold is a number that the 
project engineers discussed at length early in the planning stage and 
consider to be a reasonable limit to use as screening.  Note that there are 
no alternatives that are screened out based on cost alone. 

The residuals project will be paid for by the wholesale customers. 

See topic AD for a discussion of Washington Aqueduct project funding. 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 2.3 Alternatives 
screening Process and Criteria 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 4.14 Cost 

 

AB Cost, supporting data Capital and O&M costs and associated supporting data are provided in 
the Feasibility Study. Monofill operating costs were obtained from a 
neighboring wastewater treatment utility that operates a similar monofill 
facility.  

A question was raised concerning the difference between the pipeline 
construction costs included in Alternatives 5 versus Alternative 8, as 
summarized in the May 2004 Engineering Feasibility Study document. 
The pipeline cost included for Alternative 8 includes a $10,000,000.00 
allowance for land purchase that is not included in the Alternative 5 cost. 
The cost for the Alternative 5 pipeline was modified in Volume 4 of the 
EIS to reflect a change in construction technique (to directional drilling). 

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium  

 

EIS Volume 4 –Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium Sections 3.1.2 and Section 5.7. 

 

 



  

TABLE 1 
Comments and Responses by Topic 

Topic /  
Sub-topic 

Summary Response  See EIS section 
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This change significantly increased the cost of the Alternative 5 pipeline. 

Several public comments were received on the costs summarized in 
Table 5-2 of the EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium. The same trucking costs were used for Alternatives B, C, 
and E. The unit trucking cost is based on an assumed haul distance. It is 
assumed that the permitted residuals disposal site would be the same 
distance from the Blue Plains AWWTP or the Dalecarlia WTP. Costs of 
hauling residuals to the monofill are included in the category name - Other 
Monofill Specific Costs. Road deterioration costs are not included in the 
trucking alternatives because the Department of Transportation provides 
funds for the maintenance of public roads.  

 
 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Table 5-2 

AC Opportunity cost of 
land 

 The land surrounding the Dalecarlia Reservoir is owned by the Federal 
Government.  The Federal Government does not intend to sell this land 
because it provides valuable buffer and security functions to the 
Washington Aqueduct.  There is no Washington Aqueduct property 
considered to be excess and even if there were, proceeds from the sale of 
the property would belong to the U.S. Treasury, not the Washington 
Aqueduct. 

The sale price of the land surrounding the 
Dalecarlia Reservoir was not evaluated in the 
EIS because this action is not planned by the 
Washington Aqueduct. 

AD Washington Aqueduct 
Funding 

Although owned and operated by the Army Corps of Engineers, 
Washington Aqueduct functions as a public water utility and is not part of 
the Corps' civil works program to be included in the Civil Works budget 
request. 
All funds for Washington Aqueduct operations and capital improvements, 
whether self-initiated or in response to regulation and permitting actions, 
come from the wholesale customers (i.e., District of Columbia Water and 
Sewer Authority, Arlington County, and the City of Falls Church). Each 
year, the Washington Aqueduct Wholesale Customer Board, which is 
comprised of the General Manager of the DC Water and Sewer Authority, 
the County Manager of Arlington County, and the City Manager of the City 
of Falls Church, meets to discuss and approve the upcoming fiscal year 
operating and capital improvement budgets for Washington Aqueduct. At 
that time, future projects are described in a multiyear capital plan. This 
gives the customers an idea of how they will need to plan for funding 
Washington Aqueduct. Each customer may have a different approach.  

Customer funding of Washington Aqueduct operations and capital 
improvements is tied to the proportional use of the water produced. Those 
shares are approximately 75 percent for the District of Columbia Water 

 



  

TABLE 1 
Comments and Responses by Topic 

Topic /  
Sub-topic 

Summary Response  See EIS section 

and Sewer Authority, 15 percent for Arlington County, and 10 percent for 
Falls Church. The costs associated with Washington Aqueduct operations 
are completely reimbursable. Washington Aqueduct has no retained 
earnings. 

A section of the 1996 Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments provided 
Washington Aqueduct with $75 million of borrowing authority over fiscal 
years 1997, 1998 and 1999.  The purpose of this authority was to allow 
the execution of an aggressive capital improvement program while the 
Army and the Washington Aqueduct customers considered alternative 
ownership and operations of Washington Aqueduct.  This borrowing was 
added to the existing debt service that the customers pay as part of their 
cost of water service.  This borrowing authority expired in fiscal year 1999 
and was not renewed.  All capital investments made by the customers in 
Washington Aqueduct infrastructure since then have been on a pay-as-
you-go basis, in cash from their accounts.  

 Although Washington Aqueduct annual operations and capital 
improvements are not funded through any Congressional appropriation, it 
is technically possible for Washington Aqueduct to receive a specific 
authorization and appropriation.  The loans discussed earlier, are being 
repaid with interest, and those amounts are reflected in the water bills of 
the retail customers.  Based on all discussions with officials throughout 
the development of the NPDES permit and the analysis of the nature of 
the project that would be required to comply with it, there has been no 
expression by any Congressional committee that an outright appropriation 
or authority for a new loan is under consideration.  The timing of 
Washington Aqueduct's permit compliance under the Federal Facilities 
Compliance Agreement requires that the NEPA action be completed in 
accordance with the schedule in the FFCA and that the customers provide 
sufficient funds. 
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BA  Facility appearance The visual impact of residuals facilities is evaluated in Section 4 of the 
EIS. Visual simulations have been developed to show the anticipated look 
of the proposed buildings and structures. These views will be refined 
during the design phase of the project. 

The photos of the existing site included in the EIS were taken during both 
summer and winter seasons to show the variation in natural screening 
provided by the existing trees. 

The feasibility of building the settling tanks and truck entrance/exit below 
grade is influenced by cost impacts and available site topography and 
space. Reduced facility heights will be considered for applicable 
alternatives. 

Berms and other architectural landscape devices are possible measures 
to mitigate or minimize visual impacts. These features will be incorporated 
into the selected alternative. 

The proposed thickening and dewatering building has three floor levels 
plus a basement thickened residuals pump area located on each side of 
the building. The description of the building has been changed from three-
story building to three-floor building to address any potential confusion 
related to the height of the building. The floor to floor spacing used on the 
proposed building is greater than those typically used for a commercial 
office building to allow sufficient vertical space for residuals processing 
and storage equipment and vehicles. The floor to floor spacing and overall 
building height are shown on the building drawings included in Volume 4 
of the EIS.  

The project will be submitted to the National Capital Planning Commission 
(NCPC) and the Commission of Fine Arts (CFA) for full project review and 
approval. These agencies have authority for architectural review of 
Federal Projects in the Capital region. 

The architectural look of the proposed residuals processing facilities will 
continue to be developed as the project proceeds. The proposed facilities 
will be designed to provide a pleasant appearance in keeping with NCPC 
regulations.  The architecture and siting of the building will take the 
natural and built surroundings into consideration. 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 4.12 Visual Aesthetics  

 

EIS Volume 1 - Figures 4-2 to 4-11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 4.4 
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BB  Facility location Washington Aqueduct would contract haul and dispose of residuals for 
alternatives B, C and E.  Multiple disposal sites are required to ensure 
disposal reliability. Disposal site selection will be the responsibility of the 
residuals disposal contractor.  

An evaluation of residuals land application sites based solely on existing 
permits and capacity of specific locations is unable to accommodate a 
variety of land disposal practices that may take place in a dynamic market 
place over the 20-year design life of the project. The EIS uses a 
programmatic approach to evaluate the ability of the residuals disposal 
marketplace to meet increasing demand within an approved regulatory 
environment. 

Multiple residuals processing sites have been evaluated in the 
Engineering Feasibility Study Compendium, including numerous sites 
located distant from the Dalecarlia WTP site. One such alternative 
involves constructing new residuals processing facilities at the Carderock 
facility near the beltway. Several alternatives involving Carderock were 
suggested by the public. These alternatives were evaluated in Volume 4 
of the EIS – Engineering Feasibility Study Compendium, Section 3.2.2. 
These alternatives screened out because the Navy had determined that 
the construction of Washington Aqueduct residuals facilities is 
inconsistent with their long-term plan for the Carderock facility. See topic 
DE for further discussion of the “Carderock” and other offsite residuals 
processing alternatives. 

Relocation of the entire existing Dalecarlia WTP and Georgetown 
Reservoir complex to another site would be a massive undertaking. Such 
a project could not be completed within the FFCA schedule and would be 
cost prohibitive. It is anticipated that such a project would cost at least 
$640,000,000.00, exclusive of land purchase and raw water conveyance 
cost impacts. 

The northwest Dalecarlia processing site was previously reviewed and 
approved by NCPC as part of a Master Plan update completed in 1980. 
The specific location of the proposed residuals thickening and dewatering 
facilities shown in Figure 4-22 of the Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium can be adjusted within the confines of the site area shown 
on this figure. Additional sites on the Dalecarlia WTP property are also 
evaluated in the EIS (such as the east site evaluated for Alternative E). 

EIS Volume 1 - 4.16 Land Application of Water 
Treatment Residuals 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium Section 3 Screening of 
Alternatives  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Figure 4-22. 

EIS Volume 1, Section 6 
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Reference Section 6, Volume 1 of the EIS for a discussion of the reasons 
for recommending the East Dalecarlia Processing site. 

One of the public comments indicates that existing pine trees located 
along the west property line of the Northwest Processing Site, as shown 
on Figure 4-22 of the Engineering Feasibility Study Compendium, will be 
cut down if the proposed residuals facilities are constructed. This is not 
true of the case with Alternative B. In fact; it is likely that additional trees 
would be planted to provide a visual screen with this alternative. 

 

BC  Facility noise The noise analysis summarized in the EIS is a conservative worst case 
approach to determining noise impacts based upon regulations. Sound 
attenuation attributable to distance from residential receptors is 
considered in this analysis. Construction measures, such as installation of 
berms, will be used as needed to mitigate noise impacts to “sensitive” 
receptors during construction and operation of the residuals facilities. 

The proposed residuals processing facility will not generate noise or 
vibrations that could travel through the ground or the groundwater. 

The various environmental impacts of the proposed residuals processing 
facility are summarized in the EIS. 

EIS Volume 1, Section 4.3.3.2 Alternative B – 
Dewatering at Northwest Dalecarlia 
Processing Site and Disposal by Trucking 

EIS Volume 1, Section 4.3.3.5 Alternative E – 
Dewatering at East Dalecarlia Processing Site 
and Disposal by Trucking 

 

EIS Volume1, Section 4. 

BD  Facility simulation Visual simulations have been prepared for individual residuals facilities in 
lieu of an area-wide digital model. 

EIS Volume 1 – Section 4 

BE Facility access See transcript discussions labeled “BE” for responses. EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium 

BF  Facility light Lighting surrounding or on the proposed thickening and dewatering facility 
will be designed to minimize impacts on area neighbors by directing light 
towards the ground. The lighting surrounding the residuals facilities will be 
designed to provide a safe environment for the public, vehicular traffic, 
and maintenance and emergency workers required to visit the facility 
during non daylight hours and serve as a deterrent to vandalism. The 
proposed lighting design will be reviewed by NCPC as part of their overall 
design review process. 

Lighting during construction will be restricted to levels required for safety 
and security. Light fixtures will be hooded and directed toward the work 
areas to minimize offsite impacts.  

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium 

EIS Volume 1- Section 4.12 Visual Aesthetics 
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Also, see transcript discussions labeled “BF” for responses. 

BG  Facility smell The air pollution issues associated with each alternative are evaluated in 
the EIS. In general, the alternatives being considered are not anticipated 
to have a significant impact on area air pollutant levels. 

The water treatment residuals that would be processed at the proposed 
facility produce very little or no odor because they contain very low levels 
of biodegradable organic compounds. The majority of the residuals 
consist of river silt and alum residuals, both of which are biologically inert. 

The project team and a group of interested citizens, visited one or more 
similar facilities, the closest being WSSC’s Potomac Water Filtration 
Plant.  Observation confirms that there is no objectionable smell 
associated with this type of facility. 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 4.4 Air Quality 

BH Facility impact on 
habitats 

Construction of the proposed residuals thickening and dewatering 
facilities on the East Dalecarlia Processing Site (Alternative E) and 
disposal by trucking would not adversely impact the river-based 
environmental indicators such as water quality, sediment quality, aquatic 
resources including the benthic community, fisheries, essential fish 
habitat, and submerged aquatic vegetation.  The wildlife and bird habitats 
on site E are not expected to be negatively impacted as the area is 
already cleared and does not contain any habitat for wildlife or bird 
nesting. 

EIS Volume 1- Sections 4.5 Aquatic 
Resources and Section 4.6 Biological 
Resources (Terrestrial) 

EIS Volume 2-Appendix 2B: Biological 
Resources 

BI Facility impact on 
Sibley Hospital 

Earlier this year, Sibley Hospital completed construction of a major 
infrastructure improvement (a new parking garage). This construction 
project did not have an adverse effect on Sibley Hospital daily operations. 
The construction of the proposed Washington Aqueduct residuals facilities 
is also not anticipated to have a negative impact on ongoing operations at 
Sibley Hospital or upcoming Sibley Hospital construction projects. The 
two construction projects will take place on adjacent, but unique sites. Site 
access and deliveries to the residuals construction site will be coordinated 
with Sibley Hospital to ensure that the hospital operations are not 
impacted.  

The project has been coordinated with Sibley Hospital. By letter dated 
June 27, 2005, the hospital administration indicated a desire to coordinate 
future hospital and Washington Aqueduct residuals project activities and 
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offered suggestions related to the proposed residuals processing site. 

BJ  Facility, Dirt/Dust The dust/dirt generated by construction and operation of the proposed 
residuals thickening and dewatering facilities on the East Dalecarlia 
Processing Site (Alternative E), the associated new residuals removal 
equipment at the Dalecarlia sedimentation basins, and operation of two 
new residuals dredges in the Georgetown Reservoir is less than the de 
minimus threshold levels for particulate matter (PM 10 ).  

The alum water treatment residuals for this facility are very moist and 
generally dewatered to 30% solids (70% water). This moist composition of 
the residuals physically minimizes the generation of dust and dirt. 

The nature of alum residuals is that they retain moisture and therefore are 
not expected to dry out on the haul route. 

The means of processing residuals would be through thickeners and 
centrifuges. These types of equipment operate in a wet/moist 
environment. 

In addition to the physical properties of the water treatment residuals, the 
amount of dust/dirt that becomes airborne during construction and 
operation of the facility will be further minimized by employing all 
appropriate dust control measures.  

During construction of the facility dust and dirt will be controlled by 
maintaining moist conditions using standard construction methods, such 
as wetting down the construction area periodically throughout the 
workday. 

EIS Volume 1- Section 4.3 Air Quality 

EIS Volume 2A- Air Quality 

EIS Volume 4 

BK Facility impact on 
health 

There are no specific health effects associated with the proposed 
residuals processing facility. See EIS Volume 1, Section 4 for an 
evaluation of the impacts of the proposed facilities on the environment 
and surrounding neighborhood. 

EIS Volume 1, Section 4 

BL Facility will impact 
property values 

The water treatment operation currently performed at the Dalecarlia WTP 
and Georgetown Reservoir sites will not significantly change as a result of 
adding residuals processing facilities. All of the property required for the 
proposed residuals project is currently owned by Washington Aqueduct 
and currently used in the production of drinking water. The proposed 
residuals processing operation is not anticipated to negatively impact 
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neighborhood property values because the construction and operation of 
the proposed residuals facilities will have no significant environmental 
impact on the neighborhood.  

Similar previous neighborhood concerns related to the potentially negative 
impact of the AUES FUDS environmental remediation activities on 
neighborhood property values were analyzed as part of the Spring Valley 
project. This analysis examined the potential impact of the AUES FUDS 
remediation work on property values, average number of days that homes 
remain on the market and the difference between list price and sale price 
during the period between 1995 and 2001. This study concluded that 
housing values rose steadily between 1995 and 2001 while the average 
days on the market dropped considerably indicating that the 
neighborhood remained a very desirable location throughout this period. 
Given that the environmental impact of the proposed residuals processing 
and disposal project will be considerably less than the ongoing AUES 
FUDS project, no impact on neighborhood property values is anticipated 
to be associated with the residuals project. The full text of the report can 
be found in the Administrative Record. 

 

 

Administrative Record 

BM Disturbing site B soil The proposed action is to construct dewatering and thickening facilities at 
site E. As a result, no modifications are planned to site B (Brookmont site) 
where soil borings were conducted and an oily smell was observed in the 
existing fill material. The Washington Aqueduct reported the observed 
odor to Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) and will work 
with MDE on any follow-up required. 

EIS Volume 1 – Sections  3.7 and 4.8 

CA Monofill,       
preference 

Alternative A (Monofill) was initially found to be technically feasible, based 
upon the screening criteria. However, when the alternative was thoroughly 
evaluated in the EIS and then balanced against the purpose and need for 
the project, it presented impacts that precluded its selection as the 
preferred alternative.  

The Corps of Engineers plans to investigate the monofill site for the 
potential presence of buried munitions in 2008. 

The public suggested several alternate transport systems, such as a small 
rail system or a conveyor in a tunnel, to move dewatered residuals from 
the Dalecarlia WTP to the monofill. These options were considered but 
none were determined to be relevant once it was determined that the 
monofill could no longer be potentially recommended as the preferred 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 6.2.1 Detailed 
Reasons for Not Selecting Alternative A: 
Dewatering and Disposal by Monofill 

 

 
 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium - Section 3.1.2  
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alternative.  

Environmental impacts associated with the Alternative A (monofill) are 
described in the EIS. 

Current District of Columbia monofill regulations do not prohibit the 
government from constructing a residuals monofill on their property. This 
was confirmed in a meeting with the Office of the Attorney General of the 
District of Columbia held on September 24, 2004. 

The anticipated life span of the monofill alternative is not as long as some 
of the other alternatives considered in the EIS. However, it would not be 
considered a temporary alternative given its 20-year life – a typical life for 
such a project.  

The monofill would be located on the east side of the Dalecarlia Reservoir 
in an area designated the Dalecarlia Woods. 

The monofill cannot be buried deeper in the ground because it must be 
constructed above the groundwater table to prevent the liner system, 
designed to separate the residuals from the groundwater, from floating. 

The costs for the monofill alternative are included in the Volume 4 of the 
EIS. 

 

EIS Volume 1, Section 4 

 

EIS Administrative Record 

 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 1, Figure 2-1 

 

EIS Volume 1, Section 4.9.3 

 

EIS Volume 4- Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 5-7. 

CB Monofill Chemical 
Exposure 

The monofill site would be fenced off to prevent access by the public. 
Although the residuals are not toxic, an impermeable liner would be 
installed on the bottom of the monofill to prevent the residuals from 
coming into contact with the groundwater. Once completed, the monofill 
would be capped (or sealed). Reference topic CA for a discussion of why 
this alternative can no longer be recommended as the preferred 
alternative. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3.1.2 Alternative 2 

CC  Monofill height The height and footprint of the monofill is defined in the Engineering 
Feasibility Study Compendium.  Reference topic CA for a discussion of 
why this alternative can no longer be recommended as the preferred 
alternative. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium Section 3.1.2, Alternative 2. 
Additional information concerning the size of 
the monofill is provided in Figure 4-5b of the 
EIS. 
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CD  Monofill Trees The impacts associated with removing trees from the proposed monofill 
site are described in Section 4 of the EIS. Compliance with the Urban 
Forest Preservation Act of 2002 is acknowledged as one of the issues 
that would need to be addressed if this alternative were selected for 
implementation. Reference topic CA for a discussion of why this 
alternative can no longer be recommended as the preferred alternative. 

EIS Volume 1, Section 4. 

DA Pipeline preference to 
Blue Plains 

Alternative C (Pipeline to Blue Plains) was found feasible, based on 
screening criteria. However, when the alternative was thoroughly 
evaluated in the EIS and then balanced against the purpose and need for 
the project, it presents impacts that preclude selection as the preferred 
alternative. Some of the impacts could be mitigated to lesser levels, but 
the work is not possible within the schedule required by the Federal 
Facility Compliance Agreement (FFCA) issued by the U.S. EPA and it is 
more than double the cost of each of the other alternatives. In addition, 
DCWASA is not able to allocate space for residuals processing facilities at 
Blue Plains because the limited amount of available space is reserved for 
the District of Columbia Water and Sewer Authority’s long-term plans for 
its Blue Plains AWWTP to meet future nutrient loading and CSO 
demands.  

The cost to construct the pipeline to Blue Plains alone is anticipated to be 
$142,600,000 in 2004 dollars (or $165,100,000 in July 2008 dollars). 

Alternate routings for residuals pipelines to Blue Plains, such as Metro 
Rights of Way or abandoned sewer lines were considered but none were 
determined to be relevant because WASA cannot accept the Washington 
Aqueduct residuals to be processed on the Blue Plains site.  
Potomac Interceptor Shut-off Valve: 

As discussed in Section 3.1.2of the Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Alternative 4, Washington Aqueduct residuals combined 
with sewage in the Potomac Interceptor sewer and piped directly to Blue 
Plains cannot be processed at Blue Plains AWWTP because of the 
adverse impact on the existing treatment process at Blue Plains.  The 
writer of one comment proposed a novel approach for the use of the 
Potomac Interceptor.  According to this approach, valves would be 
installed in the Potomac Interceptor at strategic locations to allow the 
sewage flow to be trapped and stored for a long enough period of time to 
allow the water treatment residuals to be flushed into the interceptor so 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 6.2.2 Detailed 
Reasons for Not Selecting Alternative C: 
Thickening and Piping to Blue Plains AWWTP 

 

 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium Section 3.2.1. 

 

EIS Volume 1 – Table 4-6. 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 1 – Section 3.1.2. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3.1.2 
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that they could flow towards Blue Plains.  In principle, it would be possible 
to send the residuals to Blue Plains daily as a relatively intact “slug” if 
enough valves and instrumentation were provided.  The residuals slug 
could then be captured at Blue Plains for processing, or for pumping 
further downstream to another processing location. 

This approach is somewhat analogous to the concept that is planned for 
the control of sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) and combined sewer 
overflows (CSOs) in many areas of the country, including the District of 
Columbia.  In the case of SSOs and CSOs, sewage flows that exceed the 
capacity of a collection system would be captured and stored in tunnels to 
prevent them from overflowing into adjacent rivers and streams.  The 
volume of storage required and the logistics of finding locations for and 
building the storage tunnels have shown this approach to be very 
expensive.   

For the management of water treatment residual flows, this approach 
would require that storage be constructed at the Dalecarlia site for at least 
the maximum daily flow of water treatment residuals (8,000,000 gallons if 
unthickened and 2,000,000 gallons if thickened).  A large pump station 
would also be required to meter the entire day’s flow of residuals into the 
Potomac Interceptor during a short period of time.  In addition, valves, 
diversion chambers, and storage facilities would be needed at virtually 
every confluence point and pump station in the system for the 
management of sewage flows to keep them separate from the residuals 
flows.  The cost of this effort was not calculated, but can be assumed to 
be tremendous since the cost for conveyance facilities is generally greater 
than that for associated treatment facilities.   

Dry weather low flow in the Potomac Interceptor near the Washington 
Aqueduct site is approximately 32 mgd (222,222 gpm), and typically 
occurs between the hours of 6:00 and 9:00 AM.  A minimum of 1.3 million 
gallons (MG) of storage would be required to hold this flow for one hour.  
More storage volume would be required during wet weather periods.  It 
would not be feasible to store flow in the pipeline because it would fill the 
pipeline at the rate of about 60 feet per minute at this flow rate.  Without 
storage, overflows would occur at manholes and overflow points upstream 
of the point where the shutoff valve is located.    

While this approach seems like a solution, it would simply be too difficult 
to implement in a practical manner due to the large volume of sewage and 
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residuals flows that would have to be addressed and the logistics, 
difficulties, and costs of making major system changes in an urban area.  
Since it would add many diversion chambers and storage facilities and 
would not eliminate any residuals processing facilities, this approach 
would certainly cost more than the Alternative 25.       

DB Pipe in a pipe The installation of two dedicated water treatment residuals pipes within 
the existing Potomac Interceptor pipe/conduit would be complex, 
dangerous, time consuming, and costly.  Two redundant residuals 
pipelines would be required to avoid discharging residuals into the 
Potomac Interceptor in the event of a pipe break. Such a discharge could 
overload the Blue Plains plant and prevent further discharge of residuals 
from the Dalecarlia residuals thickening facilities until repairs were made 
to the residuals pipeline installed within the Potomac Interceptor. 

Based on the long length of pipeline required, the frequency of rainfall 
events, and the physical configuration of the Potomac Interceptor, it is 
anticipated that new water treatment residuals pipelines would need to be 
installed by workers dressed in Class D waterproof hazardous 
environment suits equipped with portable air supplies. Since the Potomac 
Interceptor is a stand alone sewer without a parallel back-up sewer over 
much of its length, it is anticipated that the new residuals pipelines would 
need to be installed within the Potomac Interceptor while it is partially 
filled with sewage. Pipeline installation contractor staff would likely work 
from portable platforms that float on the sewage flow while they install 
pipe hangers in the crown of the interceptor. Work would need to be 
interrupted whenever rainfall increases sewage liquid levels above safe 
depths within the interceptor. The hazardous and intermittent nature of 
this work would make it very expensive to complete.  In addition to the 
cost escalation factors associated with the hazardous and intermittent 
nature of such a project, conversations with DCWASA indicate that they 
would require stainless steel pipe to be installed along the entire length of 
the Potomac Interceptor to minimize future maintenance issues 
associated with the corrosive atmosphere inside the interceptor. This pipe 
material is significantly more costly (2 to 3 times) than the pipe materials 
assumed for other piping alternatives. 

Even if the new residuals pipelines could be cost effectively installed 
within the Potomac Interceptor, the transfer of residuals to the Blue Plains 
site still could not be recommended as the preferred alternative because 

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3.2.1 
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WASA has indicated that they need to reserve the available site space for 
future wastewater or CSO treatment facilities. As a result, no room exists 
to construct the residuals dewatering facilities required to process the 
Washington Aqueduct residuals. 

DC Active management of 
residuals discharge 

Discharging residuals to the Potomac Interceptor during dry weather 
conditions would require approximately 25 additional 105-foot diameter 
gravity thickeners to be constructed at the Dalecarlia WTP (above and 
beyond the 4 gravity thickeners anticipated for the current project). These 
thickeners would provide up to 30-days of residuals storage for rainy 
periods. The additional gravity thickener complex would occupy 
approximately 10 additional acres of area on the plant site. The additional 
thickeners would have a significant visual impact of the neighbors 
surrounding the plant site and increase the construction cost of the Blue 
Plains alternative significantly. Even if the additional gravity thickeners 
and associated thickened residuals pumping facilities could be 
constructed cost effectively (which is very unlikely), the dry-weather 
discharge of residuals to Blue Plains would still overload the existing Blue 
Plains treatment capacity. The total pounds of residuals delivered to Blue 
Plains would still be the same as suggested in Alternative 5.  Based on 
these concerns, this option cannot be recommended as the preferred 
alternative. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Supplement, Section 3.1.2, Alternative 5 

DD WSSC Potomac WTP Alternative 7 was screened out based on economic and institutional 
concerns. The cost of the alternative did not comply with the cost 
screening criteria and WSSC is not willing to process residuals from the 
Washington Aqueduct at their facility. 

EIS Volume 1, Section 3.1.2, Alternative 7 and 
Table 3-9.  

EIS Volume 2 – Appendices, Public 
Involvement and Agency Coordination Section. 

DE  Carderock The Navy was contacted to determine if they would be willing to allow the 
Washington Aqueduct to construct residuals processing facilities on the 
Carderock site. They responded that this action would be inconsistent 
with their mission and future plans for the Carderock site and could not be 
considered. 
The many piping alternatives are dependent upon the ability and 
willingness of the receiving facility at the other end of the pipe, whether to 
process and dispose of the residuals, or to supply space for the 
Washington Aqueduct to do so.  None of the organizations involved, 
whether it be the DC WASA, WSSC, Fairfax Water, the Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA), the United States Navy, the City of Rockville, 

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3. 
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or the Federal Highway Administration, are able or willing to provide 
processing capacity or facility space. Neither the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers, the United States Army, nor the Washington 
Aqueduct have any authority over any of the agencies. Like Washington 
Aqueduct, each of these facilities has mission requirements and short-
term and long-term plans for meeting them.  

In addition, in many cases (for example, Carderock) even if there were 
space available for Washington Aqueduct facilities, it would not be a total 
solution. Many of the concerns being addressed at the Washington 
Aqueduct would just be transferred to another location. 

DF Fairfax Water - 
Corbalis WTP 

Fairfax Water was contacted to determine if they would be able to process 
Washington Aqueduct’s residuals. They indicated that this was not 
feasible due to a lack of excess capacity. The processing of Washington 
Aqueduct residuals is also not within Fairfax Water’s mission. In addition 
to issues related to the Fairfax Water’s capacity and mission, 
implementation of a Fairfax Water residuals processing option would also 
require the construction of a dedicated residuals pipeline to convey the 
residuals from the Dalecarlia WTP site to the Corbalis Water Treatment 
Plan site. Such a pipeline would be difficult and costly to install, requiring 
permission from numerous agencies and private property owners. Based 
on our analysis of similar piping alternatives, the time required to obtain 
new easements and the costs associated with constructing the residuals 
pipeline would create additional obstacles to implementing such an 
option. Compliance with the FFCA residuals project schedule, as well as, 
cost screening criteria defined for the project are not feasible for this 
alternative. 

 

EIS Volume 2A – Appendices 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3 

DG  Potomac River It would be possible to use the existing residuals discharge pipes that 
connect the sedimentation basins to the Potomac River as carrier pipes to 
transport thickened residuals to the river. However, it is unlikely that the 
National Park Service would allow Washington Aqueduct to construct a 
barge loading station or residuals storage tanks on National Park land 
adjacent to the Potomac River. It is also likely that the approval to 
construct a residuals pipeline within the Potomac River bed to transport 
residuals to the Blue Plains AWWTP could be obtained and the pipeline 
constructed within the FFCA schedule milestones required by EPA.  As a 
minimum, it is anticipated that a pipeline route study and archeological 
investigation of the route would be required to prove that there aren’t any 

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3. 
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other routes available for the pipeline that present fewer impacts on park 
land. As with the pipeline to Blue Plains explored for Alternative C, it is 
anticipated that many Federal and local agencies would become involved 
in the design, permitting, and approval of such a pipeline route. The 
timeframe required for such approvals would be considerable, certainly 
beyond the timeframes allowed in the FFCA schedule. In addition to the 
pipeline issues, the alternative would also be negatively impacted by 
WASA’s need to reserve property at the Blue Plains AWWTP for planned 
future nutrient reduction and CSO treatment improvements. This position 
prevents Washington Aqueduct from constructing any water treatment 
residuals processing on the Blue Plains AWWTP site. 

DH George Washington 
Parkway 

This alternate pipeline route was evaluated in Volume 4 of the EIS. 

The George Washington Parkway is not considered a suitable residuals 
disposal route through Virginia because truck access is restricted on this 
road. The two residuals haul routes proposed through northern Virginia in 
the EIS are considered more appropriate options because they do not 
have similar truck restrictions and are capable of handling the number of 
residuals trucks proposed for the Washington Aqueduct residuals project.

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Table 3-7. 

DI  Pipeline Size The two 12-inch pipelines proposed for the Blue Plains alternative provide 
100-percent redundancy for the design flow rate. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3.1.2 Alternative 5 
discussion 

DJ  Regionalization Washington Aqueduct has a copy of the December 2000 report entitled 
"DC WASA Regionalization Study" prepared by staff from the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments under contract to the 
District of Columbia Water and Sewer Authority in support of the DC 
WASA Regionalization Committee. Washington Aqueduct management 
has met with the consultant conducting the study and given them a full 
understanding of our current and future operations.  The 
acknowledgements of this report have no reference to any involvement by 
Washington Aqueduct specifically or the Corps of Engineers in general.   
 
Washington Aqueduct is also aware that in March 2005, the DC WASA 
board acted on an agenda item selecting a regionalization study 
committee to fulfill the commitment to do a five years hence reevaluation 
of the work done in 2000.   The general manager of Washington Aqueduct 
has recently met with a representative of the contractor doing the study 
for DC WASA.  Washington Aqueduct explained its role as a wholesale 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium 
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producer and described its business and operational relationships with its 
customers.  It is Washington Aqueduct's view that the current operational 
and business arrangement is sound.  At the interview, the question of 
residuals was discussed and it was pointed out that the issue of piping to 
WASA's Blue Plains facility for processing and removal at that location is 
a technical, engineering issue and is not related to governance. 
The 2000 report was clear that there are many possible models for what 
might constitute regionalization of the wastewater and drinking water 
systems.  Centralized ownership and operation of all wastewater and 
drinking water plants in the District of Columbia, in Northern Virginia, and 
in the Maryland counties adjacent to the District of Columbia is one option 
that might be studied.  Without commenting on the appropriateness or 
likelihood of this model being selected and implemented, the practical 
issue is that EPA Region 3 has issued an NPDES permit that has an 
accompanying compliance schedule that is not compatible with the 
establishment of an independent regional authority.  Regardless of the 
management structure that might come from a decision to create an 
independent regional authority sometime in the future, the fact remains 
that the Dalecarlia and McMillan water treatment plants will continue to 
operate to produce potable water for the region because the surrounding 
water treatment utilities do not have sufficient excess treatment capacity 
to offset the existing Washington Aqueduct production rate and residuals 
from these plants would have to be managed.  
 
Washington Aqueduct has consulted with WSSC, Fairfax Water and the 
city of Rockville to determine if those entities are able to handle the solids 
produced by Washington Aqueduct.  In all cases, their existing residuals 
processing capacity is insufficient to accommodate the Washington 
Aqueduct residuals. In addition, the cost and environmental impacts 
associated with transporting the Washington Aqueduct residuals to 
another facility are significant.  
 

DK  Rockville WTP The City of Rockville, MD was contacted to determine if they would be 
able to process Washington Aqueduct’s residuals. They indicated that this 
was not feasible for a variety of reasons (inadequate treatment plant and 
residuals processing capacity (5 mgd average water production rate for 
Rockville WTP versus 185 mgd for Washington Aqueduct), tight site 
conditions, etc.).The processing of Washington Aqueduct residuals is also 
not within the mission of the City of Rockville. In addition to issues related 

EIS Volume 2A – Appendices 
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to the Rockville WTP site and mission, implementation of a Rockville 
residuals processing option would also require the construction of a 
dedicated residuals pipeline to convey the residuals from the Dalecarlia 
WTP site to the Rockville WTP site. Such a pipeline could be installed 
inside the existing Washington Aqueduct raw water conduit for some 
distance. However, a section of the pipeline to the Rockville WTP site 
would have to be direct buried and routed through either National Park 
Service or private property. New easements would be required for this 
portion of the route. Based on our analysis of other similar piping 
alternatives, the time required to obtain new easements and the costs 
associated with constructing the residuals pipeline would create additional 
obstacles to implementing such an option. Compliance with the FFCA 
residuals project schedule, as well as, cost screening criteria defined for 
the project is not feasible for this alternative. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3 

DL Processing site near 
Beltway 

As with Alternate 8 as evaluated in Volume 4 of the EIS (Engineering 
Feasibility Study Compendium), it is not feasible to locate and acquire a 
new site situated near the Beltway, design residuals transport and 
processing facilities, and construct said facilities within the requirements 
of the FFCA compliance schedule due to time requirements for siting, 
obtaining real estate at the new site, as well as, for obtaining a pipeline 
easement. The FFCA provides a legally mandated plan and time frame to 
achieve and maintain compliance with the NPDES permit. This suggested 
alternative cannot be achieved within the time frame constraints of the 
FFCA. Thus, this alternative is not consistent with the purpose and need 
of the project. Untimely or non-implementation of the FFCA would result in 
undesirable consequences impairing the Aqueduct’s ability to provide 
water to its customers and continuing the practice of returning residuals to 
the Potomac River.  

EPA granted the Aqueduct an extension to the FFCA milestone to 
develop and notify EPA of the engineering and best management 
practices to be implemented to achieve compliance with the NPDES 
permit and a schedule to implement those practices with the 
understanding that the Aqueduct would not request an extension to the 
implementation schedule. In the project meeting described in 5.2.8 of the 
EIS, EPA ruled out extensions to the FFCA implementation schedule. 

Although there is no tangible evidence such a site is available, assume, 
for discussion, that there is a tract of land available in some location 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3.1.2 Alternatives That 
Do Not Require Continuous Trucks from the 
Dalecarlia WTP Complex (see Alternative 8 
write-up) 
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adjacent to the Beltway.  If the Washington Aqueduct were to consider 
this tract for residuals processing it would first have to get a commitment 
that this land would be available for the intended use.  In the case of 
private land this would mean that the land would have to be purchased.  
After securing the property the new alternative would need to be 
evaluated in the same manner as the alternatives considered to this point.  
This would involve everything from studying the engineering feasibility of 
getting the liquid residuals to the processing point to assessing all 
environmental impacts associated with the alternative.  In any case, the 
cost would include most or all costs associated with the current alternative 
E plus the cost of securing land for the facilities and the right of way to get 
there and the time it would take to accomplish this would be many months 
to years. 

Many of the recent alternatives suggested by the public have involved 
transporting liquid residuals in a dedicated pipeline installed within the raw 
water conduit that connects the Great Falls Potomac River intake 
structure with the Dalecarlia Reservoir as a means to avoid the time and 
cost associated with acquiring a dedicated right-of-way for the liquid 
residuals pipeline to a processing site near the Beltway. The potential 
schedule and cost benefit afforded by using the existing raw water conduit 
as a “carrier” pipe for a residuals pipeline cannot be taken full advantage 
of unless a residuals processing site can be identified immediately 
adjacent to or near the existing raw water conduit. In order to provide a 
benefit from a residential neighborhood impact perspective, this site must 
also be located along a major trucking route (i.e., non-residential street) 
that connects to the Beltway without requiring trucks to drive on 
neighborhood streets. The Carderock alternative provided one of these 
two potential benefits – it is located adjacent to the raw water conduit. 
However, processing residuals on the Carderock site would have still 
required dewatered residuals to be hauled through residential 
neighborhoods serviced by 2-lane subdivision roads no more suitable for 
truck traffic than similar haul routes proposed for residuals Alternative E. 
This suggested alternative also included speculation that a direct Beltway 
interchange could be constructed. Creating a direct Beltway interchange 
is a remote, costly and time prohibitive possibility. It would require basic 
changes in legislation and policies of other federal and local agencies, 
such as the National Park Service, which would be likely to result in 
protracted debate and possible litigation of their own.  In addition, a 
residuals processing site located near the Beltway would still have the 
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round trip residuals haul distance of approximately 140 miles (versus the 
150 miles assumed or the Dalecarlia WTP alternative.  

We are not aware of any site, nor has any site been suggested adjacent 
to the raw water conduit that is available for use and also serviced by 
roads that are any more suitable for residuals trucks than the routes 
proposed for Alternative E. 

DM COE hasn’t 
adequately 
investigated other 
piping alternatives 

The Washington Aqueduct has investigated over 120 piping alternatives 
to a variety of potential residuals processing locations. In all cases, the 
owners of the potential processing locations have declined to allow 
Washington Aqueduct to site residuals processing facilities on their site. 
This renders all such alternatives infeasible. 

Any other possible piping alternatives not already addressed in the EIS 
and discussed in topic DL above would have common components that 
make them infeasible.   

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium 

EA Residuals disposal 
method 

Marketing of residuals as a “soil conditioner” is evaluated in the EIS. It can 
be concluded that the market for the land disposal of water treatment 
residuals is viable. Water treatment residuals are generally not suitable to 
apply as a fertilizer or use in composting operations because their organic 
content is quite low. Alum-based water treatment residuals typically have 
some ability to bind phosphorus, such as present in runoff. However the 
phosphorous binding characteristics of water treatment residuals vary 
from site to site. The water treatment residuals disposal market is not 
currently focused on taking advantage of this characteristic of alum-based 
water treatment residuals. However, given the level of concern associated 
with excess phosphorous being discharged into the Chesapeake Bay, it 
seems likely that this could change in the future. Washington Aqueduct 
remains interested in exploring a beneficial reuse disposal option for their 
water treatment residuals if it can be implemented cost effectively and 
reliably. 

The application of water treatment residuals to agricultural land is different 
than discharging it to the Potomac River because the solids contained 
within the residuals do not return to the river. Land application rates are 
regulated by the States to prevent runoff from containing excess solids. 

One potential residuals disposal method under consideration by 
Washington Aqueduct is to allow a cement plant to use the residuals in 

EIS Volume 1 – Section 4.16 Land Application 
of Water Treatment Residuals 
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the manufacturer of cement. A sample of residuals was provided to 
Lehigh Cement for their evaluation so that they can determine if this 
option is cost effective. 

The public comments received to date suggest disposing of dewatered 
residuals at multiple sites. Depending upon the contractors that are 
awarded disposal contracts, multiple sites may or may not be used.  

Using the dewatered residuals to create a residuals island in the Potomac 
River or the Chesapeake Bay cannot be recommended as the preferred 
alternative given EPA’s opposition to continuing to discharge the residuals 
to the Potomac River. It is also unlikely that the permitting activities 
associated with such an endeavor, assuming that EPA would consider it, 
could be accomplished within the schedule imposed by the FFCA. 

The disposal of dewatered residuals in a landfill is considered a feasible 
alternative. Based on our discussion with various residuals disposal 
contractors, land application on agricultural land may be preferable to 
landfilling from a cost perspective. 

Specific residuals disposal locations have not been identified in the EIS 
because disposal locations vary by residuals disposal contractor.  Specific 
land application sites are also expected to change over time, as regional 
development transforms agricultural land uses into suburban land uses. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium section 3.2 Alternative P84 
discussion. 
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EB Residuals processing 
method and impacts 

Plasma heat treatment of residuals is one of the alternatives (Alternative 
26) that were considered and screened in May 2004 following the Scoping 
Meeting. Alternative 26 was found inconsistent with screening criteria, 
proven methods, reliability and redundancy and economic considerations 
and is therefore not carried forward for detailed evaluation in the EIS.  

Alternate temporary residuals storage locations, such as the Dalecarlia 
Reservoir, are evaluated in the Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium.  

Some public comments suggest alternate residuals processing methods 
to reduce the number of trucks per day required to haul residuals to a 
remote disposal site. The number of trucks required per day is directly 
related to the dryness of the residuals cake being hauled. Thirty-percent 
cake dryness is currently envisioned for the trucking alternatives. Grinding 
residuals into a finer material as suggested in one public comment would 
not have an impact on the density or dryness of the residuals and, as a 
result, would not reduce the number of trucks required to haul the 
residuals. 

Alternate residuals dewatering technologies, such as centrifuges and belt 
filter presses, will be evaluated further during the design phase of the 
project. Both technologies can fit into the proposed residuals dewatering 
building described in the EFS. Neither technology has an environmental 
impact advantage because they dewater the residuals to essentially the 
same dryness and generate similar noise levels outside of the dewatering 
building. 

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 of the EIS describes the environmental impacts of 
4 alternatives plus the No Action alternative. This information allows the 
public to compare the relative impacts of various alternatives.  

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium Section 3.1 – May 2004 
Alternatives Screening  

 

EIS Volume 4  – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium Section 3.2.2 – Public 
Alternative P82 discussion 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3. 
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EC  Residuals Quantities The quantities of residuals that require disposal varies considerably from 
alternative to alternative because some alternatives anticipate pumping 
thickened residuals at 2-percent solids while others assume that 
dewatered residuals at 30-percent solids will be trucked offsite. Less 
concentrated residuals (such as thickened residuals) require a much 
larger volume of water to be pumped or hauled away to remove the same 
number of pounds of solids. This is why the number of trucks of 
dewatered residuals is not directly comparable to the number of gallons of 
thickened residuals without adjusting for the extra volume of water 
associated with the thickened residuals. An example residuals volume 
calculation has been added to the appendices of the Volume 4 of the EIS 
– Engineering Feasibility Study Compendium to help explain this 
conversion. 

The impacts associated with each residuals processing alternative are 
discussed in Section 4 of the EIS. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Appendices and Sections 2 and 
3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 1, Section 4. 

FA Construction Schedule See transcripts for responses. 

A bar chart schedule showing the estimated durations of the EIS 
preparation and review, design, and construction periods for the residuals 
project is provided in the Executive Summary section of the EIS. This 
schedule describes how the residuals project will be completed in 
conformance with the FFCA milestone deadlines defined by EPA. 

 EIS, Volume 1, Section 2.3 

EIS Volume 1, Executive Summary 

FB  EIS Schedule A discussion of the Washington Aqueduct’s NPDES permit and 
associated FFCA is provided in the Background and Project History 
section of the EIS Executive Summary. 

The EIS schedule is driven by the need to meet milestones associated 
with the overall compliance with the FFCA. The alternatives screening 
process also included compliance with this schedule as one of the 
criterion for determining whether an alternative was consistent with the 
purpose and need for the project.   The objectives defining the purpose 
and need were listed in the Notice of Intent, which was published in the 
Federal Register on January 12, 2004.  

The final EIS contains an updated project schedule which reflects the 
extensions granted in the interest of public involvement during the EIS 
process. The schedule indicates that the project can still be completed 
within the FFCA schedule milestones without taking any extraordinary 

EIS Volume 1, the Executive Summary lists 
the objectives defining the project’s purpose 
and need and provides a project schedule. 

EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3 describes the 
screening criteria, including the one to meet 
the FFCA schedule. 

EIS Volume 2, A copy of the FFCA schedule is 
included under the Regulatory Information tab. 

EIS Volume 4, Engineering Feasibility Studies 
Compendium provides a complete description 
of the screening evaluation and results. 
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FC Compliance 
performance 

Alternatives that would otherwise be feasible but cannot be implemented 
within the timeframe stipulated within the FFCA schedule were eliminated 
from consideration as the recommended alternative because the FFCA 
schedule is a legally binding requirement. The FFCA provides a legally 
mandated plan and time frame to achieve and maintain compliance with 
the NPDES permit. Thus, these alternatives that are not compatible with 
the FFCA are not consistent with the purpose and need of the project. 
Untimely or non-implementation of the FFCA would result in undesirable 
consequences impairing the Aqueduct’s ability to provide water to its 
customers and continuing the practice of returning residuals to the 
Potomac River. EPA granted the Aqueduct an extension to an internal 
milestone in the FFCA deadline to develop and notify EPA of the 
engineering and best management practices to be implemented to 
achieve compliance with the NPDES permit and a schedule to implement 
those practices with the understanding that the Aqueduct would be held to 
the final compliance deadlines in 2008 and 2009. In the project meeting 
described in 5.2.8 of the EIS, EPA ruled out extensions to the FFCA 
implementation schedule. 

EIS Volume 2 – Appendices, Regulatory 
Information Section 

FD Short-term or 
Temporary 
alternatives 

The 20-year life defined for the monofill is consistent with the planning 
period adopted for the EIS as a whole. It is also consistent with planning 
horizons used in engineering feasibility studies. 

The consideration of short and long-term alternatives within the 
Engineering Feasibility Study Compendium is limited to residuals options 
such as the use of alternate coagulants, etc. In general, two-phased 
residuals processing alternatives (i.e., truck for a short period of time 
followed by the Blue Plains alternative) are not recommended because 
they could result in residuals processing facilities that are required for the 
initial phase having to be abandoned in the second phase. 

Alternate two phase residuals processing suggestions offered by the 
public, such as hauling wetter residuals initially followed by  “a better long 
term solution” in the future, would result in a significantly larger number of 
trucks being required to haul wetter residuals in the short term – worst 
case average in excess of 300 trucks per day to truck thickened residuals.  
Most residuals dewatering technologies are capable of producing a 
dewatered residuals cake with a solids concentration of 30-percent or 
greater (i.e., 70-percent water and 30-percent solids). Technologies that 

EIS Volume 4  – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium Sections 3 and 4. 
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produce a wetter material, such as gravity thickening, tend to produce a 
liquid residual product. Gravity thickening is currently envisioned as the 
first step in the residuals handling process, followed by centrifuge 
dewatering. Gravity thickening is capable of reliably producing a 2-percent 
solid product. The trucking alternatives discussed in the EIS anticipated 
producing 6-8 trucks of water treatment residuals per day on average. Six 
trucks per day of dewatered residuals (at 30-percent solids) is equivalent 
to approximately 85-90 trucks per day of thickened liquid residuals (at 2-
percent solids).  

FE Public comment period Four public comment periods were provided prior to the issuance of the 
FEIS: 

1. The Scoping Period - January 11, 2004 through February 11, 
2004)  

2. The first extension of alternatives identification period 
(September 10, 2004 through November 15, 2004) 

3. The second extension of the alternatives identification period 
(December 23, 2004 through February 14, 2005)  

4. The DEIS comment period starting with the publication of the 
Notice of Availability of the DEIS in the Federal Register on April 
22, 2005 and ending on July 6, 2005. This period includes a 30 
day extension to the original 45 day DEIS comment period.  

EIS Volume 1 - Section 5 Public Involvement 

FF EIS review period time 
extension 

The Notice of Availability for the DEIS was published in the Federal 
Register on April 22 2005, and the 45 day public comment period was 
initiated. The public comment period was extended to 75 days, or to July 
6, 2005.   

EIS Volume 1 - Section 5 Public Involvement 

EIS Volume 3 – Comments and Responses – 
Document 120 

FG EPA grants interim 
FFCA schedule 
milestone extension 

In response to various requests for additional time to review the DEIS, 
Washington Aqueduct requested that EPA extend their intermediate 
milestone deadline for submission of the Record of Decision to November 
2, 2005 (paragraph 22 of the FFCA). This request was granted by EPA in 
a letter dated June 27, 2005.  Although additional time was granted by 
EPA for DEIS review by the public, the 2008 and 2009 deadlines defined 
in the FFCA for removing part or all of the residuals from the Potomac 
River remain unchanged.  

EIS Volume 3 - Comments and Responses – 
Document 120 
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GA Trucking, 
neighborhood impact 

Unless the water treatment residuals are returned to the Potomac River or 
are stockpiled locally at Dalecarlia in a monofill, there will necessarily be 
trucking of the residuals from the dewatering facility whether newly 
constructed or at an existing location to an eventual land application site.  
Those trucks will transit public streets and highways. 

Alternatives B and E  thoroughly evaluate impacts of trucking on nearby 
neighbors, from two different residuals processing locations (B- Northwest  
Dalecarlia Processing Site, E- East Dalecarlia Processing Site)  

For alternatives that rely on hauling residuals to a remote disposal site 
trucking operations will meet all requirements established for the use of 
trucking routes including weight limitations, if any, permitting, etc.  

Following the issuance of the DEIS, numerous comments were received 
from the public regarding the worst-case number of trucks per day 
predicted during extremely wet conditions (anticipated to occur for 
approximately a 2-week duration on a frequency of 2 out of 11 years). A 
132-truck-per-day value is defined in the public comment 
correspondence, but this value is not correct. In the DEIS, Washington 
Aqueduct committed to a maximum of 33 trucks per day (inbound) and 33 
trucks per day (outbound) under worst-case wet-weather conditions. The 
discussion below explains why these peak truck-per-day values have now 
been reduced to 25 trucks per day (inbound) and 25 trucks per day 
(outbound) for the final EIS. 
A complete listing of predicted residuals truck loads associated with a 
variety of river turbidity conditions are provided in the Engineering 
Feasibility Study Compendium.  Truck load estimates have been prepared 
for two sets of conditions, loads associated with long term (11-year) 
average conditions and loads associated with wet year conditions. The 
highest river turbidity conditions are associated with wet year, design 
conditions and the lowest river turbidity conditions are associated with the 
long-term annual average conditions. A maximum of 33 truck loads per 
day (based on hauling peak residuals quantities 5 days per week) were 
predicted for worst case conditions that are expected to occur no more 
than approximately 14 days every 11 years. This number has been 
reduced to 25 truck loads per day for worst case conditions. See 
discussion below.  A more typical maximum truck load value of 13 trips 
per day is predicted for up to 30 days each year. The average number of 

EIS Volume 1 - Sections 3 and 4, throughout  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Table 3-6. 
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truck loads predicted over an annual period is 8 per day. 

Impact of residuals equalization on truckloads per day:  

Based on the public’s concern about the peak number of residual trucks 
identified in the DEIS, Washington Aqueduct re-analyzed whether the 
peak number of truck loads could be further reduced within the current 
project budget. The peak residuals truck load values listed in the DEIS 
(i.e., 33 truck loads per day during the maximum design wet year) 
assumed that a portion of the water treatment residuals generated in the 
Georgetown Reservoir would be stored within the reservoir temporarily 
before pumping them to the residuals thickening and dewatering facility. 
This approach lessens the peak theoretical dewatered residuals truck 
loads per day predicted for this worse-case event.  

Due to the nature of the existing basins and the proposed residual 
removal equipment, liquid residuals cannot be similarly stored in the 
Dalecarlia sedimentation basins. However, the gravity thickeners located 
downstream of the sedimentation basins provide some opportunity to 
further equalize residuals flows. This capability was not taken into 
consideration in the DEIS analysis. Limited temporary storage of 
thickened residuals is possible in the gravity thickeners if they are 
deepened slightly (approximately 1 foot) and operated such that some 
thickener storage volume is reserved to store the peak residuals 
quantities associated with storm events. Consideration of this additional 
residuals flow equalization capability could allow the peak number of 
anticipated dewatered residuals truck loads per day to be lowered from 33 
truck loads per day (maximum design year wet weather conditions) to a 
maximum design wet year rate of between 20 and 25 truck loads per day 
depending upon the demand for finished drinking water. Washington 
Aqueduct is committed to providing this additional thickener depth and 
operating the thickeners is such a manner so as to restrict the peak 
number of truck loads leaving the dewatering site to a maximum of 25 
truck loads per day. The increased depth should be able to be designed 
so that is does not increase the overall height of the thickener structures. 

Start-up year versus design year truck trips per day:  

Practically speaking, the peak number of trucks listed above will be further 
reduced during the initial years of operation of the residuals thickening 
and dewatering facility. This is possible because the residuals truck loads 

 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
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listed in the DEIS are based upon water demands projected for the design 
year (i.e., the end of the 20-year EIS planning period). An average design 
year water demand of 220 mgd was used to estimate the residuals 
quantities listed in the DEIS. The historical average Washington Aqueduct 
water demands have been significantly lower than 220 mgd, ranging 
between 175 and 180 mgd, or approximately 80-percent of the design 
value used for the DEIS. The 11-years of historical data analyzed for the 
DEIS also indicates that the Washington Aqueduct average water 
demands have remained stable or declined slightly over the last 11 years, 
indicating that the water demand values used in the DEIS are quite 
conservative.  

When the current demand factors are applied to the 33 peak residuals 
truckloads predicted for the wet year, initial start-up peak truckload values 
of 26-27 truck loads per day are predicted (i.e., 33 truck  loads/day X 0.8 
= 26.4 truck loads per day at system start-up). Assuming that the gravity 
thickeners are used to temporarily store start-up peak residuals quantities 
as described above, the 26-27 peak truck loads per day predicted for 
initial start-up wet years would be further reduced to approximately 20 
truck loads per day. 

In all cases described above, the use of the gravity thickeners as 
temporary storage vessels would reduce only the peak number of loads 
produced at the Washington Aqueduct residuals facility. The total volume 
of material requiring disposal (i.e., the total number of truck loads 
required) would remain unchanged. The stored residuals would be hauled 
as part of future activity when the volume of residuals requiring removal is 
reduced. 

Listing schools along truck routes:  

Although the EIS lists some of the schools along the proposed truck 
routes, the intent of the EIS was not to identify all schools along each 
route. Rather, the intent was to identify typical types of facilities along the 
truck routes.  Additional schools, located along the proposed truck hauling 
routes, were added to the EIS text following the receipt of the DEIS 
comments. 

Truck accidents along proposed truck hauling routes:  

The number of truck accidents on proposed truck hauling routes is not 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium – Appendices 
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Sub-topic 

Summary Response  See EIS section 

anticipated to increase as a result of adding an average of 8 truck loads 
per day to these roads. The accident rate along roads is only partially 
related to the volume of traffic. Other road and intersection design criteria 
are potentially more important than truck volumes given the relatively 
small truck volume increase proposed for the neighborhood roads with 
this project. The truck haul routes under consideration on this project 
generally have existing trucks counts ranging from approximately one 
hundred trucks per day to 2,000 trucks per day. 

The contract terms for the potential residuals haulers will require full 
disclosure of each haulers accident record. This information will be 
considered as one of the selection criteria for the haulers. Accident 
reporting as response procedures will also be required as part of the 
hauling contract to ensure that accidents are responded to quickly.  

Trucking mitigation measures requested by the public:  
Repave Dalecarlia Parkway with sound deadening asphalt: Washington 
Aqueduct does not know the basis of the pavement deign used by the 
District of Columbia for Dalecarlia Parkway that has resulted in the 
concrete surface.  The current roadway will (as will all roadways on routes 
considered for trucking) properly support the loaded weight of the trucks.  
Washington Aqueduct will address the surface noise concern to the DC 
Department of Transportation, but must defer to the Department for their 
determination of the appropriate surface for this road. 
Reimbursement for truck related damage to Montgomery County roads: 
The public roads exist for personal and commercial use. State and local 
jurisdictions are responsible or maintenance of roads. Each jurisdiction 
funds road maintenance and repair within its budget often through 
permitting, taxes, etc.  
Speed limit and warning signs: All employees and contractors of 
Washington Aqueduct using the public roads in accordance with their 
duties at Washington Aqueduct are responsible to operate their vehicles 
in a safe and courteous manner.  That operation will be commensurate 
with the speed and caution postings of the local jurisdictions.  At the exit 
point from a residuals facility constructed on  Washington Aqueduct 
property, a prominent sign will be erected reminding drivers to cover their 
loads, avoid tracking mud on to the roads, and to drive in accordance with 
law, regulation, and common courtesy. 
Additional speed monitoring and enforcement by the police: Washington 
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Aqueduct will cooperate with any speed-monitoring program initiated by 
police agencies. Any driver found to violate speed limits will be 
disciplined. 
Neighborhood reporting system for excess truck noise, speeding trucks, 
etc.. Washington Aqueduct management will periodically attend 
neighborhood meetings to receive general feedback on its operations in 
general and respond to any questions relating to trucks serving the needs 
of Washington Aqueduct.  Management will also respond to any direct 
inquires. 
Sound barriers along truck routes: Trucks hauling residuals from 
Washington Aqueduct do not change the service classification of the 
routes identified.  The additional few trips per day on any of these roads 
do not warrant installation of sound barriers. 
Improved signaling at Dalecarlia Parkway/Little Falls Road intersection: It 
is anticipated; in order to facilitate the proposed expansion at Sibley 
Hospital, that minor realignment of the intersection of Little Falls Road and 
Dalecarlia Parkway will take place. Washington Aqueduct will coordinate 
with Sibley Hospital on these improvements to their private road to ensure 
that they also meet residuals hauling truck needs. 

At this time there is nothing in the data that suggest that the 
addition of our routine traffic is significant.  However, the 
Washington Aqueduct is very aware of the public concern over 
traffic and intends to pay very close attention to the operation of 
this part of the project. 

Residuals falling from the trucks:  

Residuals hauling trucks will be equipped with fabric covers to prevent 
residuals from blowing or falling off trucks and gasketed tailgates (to 
prevent dripping).  

Truck vibration impacts on neighborhood homes:  

The average number of additional residuals trucks proposed for this 
project represents a small fraction of the current number of trucks 
traveling many of the proposed haul routes. The routes were selected 
because they are designed to function as truck routes. Any current home 
foundation issues associated with existing traffic loads on the proposed 
routes are not anticipated to be worsened as a result of the additional 
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trucks proposed for this project.  

Truck impact on neighborhood ambience: 

No significant impact on neighborhood ambience is anticipated to be 
associated with the additional trucks proposed for this residuals handling 
project given the relatively large number of trucks and vehicles that 
currently make use of the proposed trucking routes.  

Trucking impact on traffic congestion in an already congested area: 

The analysis in the EIS shows that none of the feasible routes would have 
traffic flow or congestion impacts that reduce the level of service on the 
route due to the project’s trucking operation, with the exception of route A. 
Trucking hours will be restricted on Route A to between 9:30 AM and 3:00 
PM to reduce any potential impact on this route. Routes F and G are 
designated as emergency use only due to pedestrian traffic and security 
issues related to the use of Constitution Avenue. The use of these two 
routes, F&G, for this project would not change their level of service but will 
require a permit from the National Park Service. 

Incomplete response to Montgomery County Planning Board letter: 

 Responses to the individual comments contained within the June 1, 2005 
letter from the Montgomery County Planning Board (document 125) are 
discussed in the applicable topic categories summarized herein. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GB  Trucking alternative Under all of the feasible alternatives selected for evaluation in the EIS, 
pipelines would convey water treatment residuals from both the onsite 
sedimentation basins and the Georgetown Reservoir to the Dalecarlia 
thickening facility. Trucking from Georgetown to Dalecarlia is not under 
consideration for detailed evaluation in the EIS. 

Trucking at night was suggested by the public as an alternative to daytime 
trucking. While potentially favorable from a traffic standpoint, night 
trucking would likely result in more noise impacts on the surrounding 
neighborhoods due to lower ambient nighttime noise levels. Moreover, the 
residuals receiving facilities typically do not operate at night. 

Trucking dewatered residuals to offsite disposal is a common practice in 
the water and wastewater treatment industry, including the other two large 
water treatment facilities in the region (the Fairfax Water Corbalis WTP 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium Section 3 – Screening of 
Alternatives  
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and the WSSC Potomac WFP). Other, more uncommon processing 
options, such as plasma treatment of residuals cannot be recommended 
as the preferred alternative because they are not considered proven and 
are not cost effective, although, even these technologies, typically result 
in a byproduct that is commonly trucked away to an offsite disposal site. 

Alum Recovery: 

Reference a memo discussing alum recovery included in the Appendices 
of the Engineering Feasibility Study Compendium. 

 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium - Appendices 

GC  Trucking, noise Noise impacts from facility and trucks: 

Noise impacts associated with the proposed residuals thickening and 
dewatering facility are evaluated in the EIS. In general, the dewatering 
building is not anticipated to contribute noise to the surrounding 
neighborhood due to the distance from the facility to the neighbors and 
the use of sound absorbing building materials. Truck noise entering and 
exiting the dewatering facility will be minimized by prohibiting idling before 
loading, providing enclosed loading bays, and providing berms around the 
loading area that will function similar to sounds walls along area 
interstates by directing noise away from neighbors. With this mitigation, 
noise impacts are determined to be not significant. 

Truck noise mitigation measures: 

Noise mitigation measures will include selecting building materials that 
absorb noise associated with the enclosed dewatering equipment, 
enclosing truck loading bays, constructing earthen berms around the 
dewatering building to deflect/absorb truck related noise, and providing 
storage hoppers on the intermediate floor to act as sound buffers that 
prevent noise associated with the dewatering centrifuges (located on the 
top floor of the building) from reaching the truck loading area. Noise 
mitigation along residuals trucking routes will be accomplished by 
reminding truck drivers to drive responsibly and to be considerate of the 
residential neighborhood impacts that their trucks could have by posting a 
sign at the exit from the site. 

 

EIS Volume 1 – Section 4.3 Noise 
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GD  Trucking routes One of the alternatives suggested by the public, which was found to be 
consistent with the screening criteria, involves a new site at the Dalecarlia 
Reservoir, located adjacent to Little Falls Road, for the residuals 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3.2.3- Description of 
Public Alternatives Consistent with Screening 
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thickening and dewatering facilities. This alternative is carried through for 
detailed evaluation in the EIS as Alternative E. It offers some advantages 
from a trucking perspective because it does not require trucks to travel 
loaded with residuals to travel uphill on Loughboro Road. 

One of the alternative truck routes considered, but subsequently 
eliminated, involves constructing a new access road from the Dalecarlia 
WTP site to the Clara Barton Parkway. This route was eliminated from 
consideration because the National Park Service does not allow truck 
traffic on the Clara Barton Parkway. 

Using smaller trucks to dispose of dewatered residuals offsite would not 
increase the number of available of haul routes through the area 
surrounding the Dalecarlia WTP. The proposed routes were selected 
based upon their suitability for truck traffic. This criterion does not change 
if smaller trucks are proposed. 

Trucking route maps are included in the EIS. 

MacArthur Boulevard appropriate as a truck route?  
Some members of the public expressed concern about the 
appropriateness of using MacArthur Boulevard as a truck haul road, 
indicating that trucks are not allowed on this road. There are no special 
weight restrictions on MacArthur Boulevard in the District of Columbia.  
Weight restrictions exist in Maryland due to the raw water conduits under 
the roadway. 
Do trucks traveling to Westmoreland Circle immediately access 
Dalecarlia Parkway? 

Yes, truck access routes near the Dalecarlia plant are shown in Figure 4-
1. 

Single truck route proposed in DEIS: 
In the Draft EIS we evaluated eight truck haul routes, not one or two  
routes as stated in the comments submitted by the public. All of the routes 
evaluated, except route C, can be used to haul residuals. A permit from 
the National Park Service would be required to haul residuals on routes F 
and G. All routes were selected because they followed high volume roads 
designated for truck traffic keeping with DC DOT’s truck route policies and 
recommendations. Although five of the original eight routes studied can 

Criteria 

 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Table 3-7 Alternative P79 
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be used without restriction and without causing a significant impact, the 
Washington Aqueduct may choose to study and propose additional routes 
to replace the three that were found to have limitations or restrictions.  In 
this case the Washington Aqueduct would provide appropriate 
supplemental documentation in the future. 

Quantify Impact of Trucks on Neighborhood Roads: 

The proposed number of residuals trucks is relatively small when 
compared with the daily truck volume on the proposed haul routes. As a 
result, truck impacts are expected to be relatively small and well within the 
range of impacts taken into account in the design of urban truck routes.  

The public roads exist for personal and commercial use. State and local 
jurisdictions are responsible or maintenance of roads. Each jurisdiction 
plans for and funds road maintenance and repair within its budget often 
through permitting, taxes, etc.  

Limit trucks through Montgomery County to those delivering to 
Maryland disposal sites: 

Because limitations could have the effect of higher contract costs, 
limitations will not be included. However, it is logical to expect that 
elevated fuel and maintenance costs associated with lengthy haul 
distances will encourage residuals haulers to follow the most direct haul 
route to their destination.  

Truck dispersal plan needed: 

Distributing residuals trucks on all feasible proposed routes is not cost 
effective. The total haul distance could be increased by up to 30-40 miles 
if trucks are evenly distributed on all routes. For example, some trucks 
destined for a disposal site in Maryland would have to travel southeast to 
the Beltway and then travel around the Beltway on the east side of the 
City. This practice would increase hauling costs and increase traffic 
congestion within the District of Columbia and on the Beltway in Maryland 
or Virginia. If a disposal contractor did have disposal sites available in 
several directions he would choose the best routes to get to those sites 
but to commit to evenly distributing routes would be impractical and would 
have undesirable consequences.  In all cases studied, concentrating 
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trucks on one route would not decrease the level of service of that route. 

See topic GA for a discussion of schools along trucking routes. 

GE  Trucking frequency See transcripts for responses and topic GA for additional information on 
132 trucks per day. The number of truck loads required to haul dewatered 
residuals offsite is summarized in the Volume 4 of the EIS. 

Adverse impacts of 132 trucks per day through a residential area: 

With the proposed mitigation implemented (as described in topic GA), the 
maximum number of truck loads per day required to remove residuals 
from the Dalecarlia WTP under worst case wet year conditions is 25 truck 
loads per day based upon 20-ton trucks. The 132 truck per day value 
suggested in the public comments corresponds to a theoretical maximum 
number of times that a truck could pass by a given house if all trucks used 
the same route entering and exiting the site on the maximum residuals 
production day (expected to occur 2 weeks every 11 years) anticipated in 
the design year and if 10-ton trucks were used.  The 132 truck per day 
number is not an accurate representation of the number of trucks that will 
typically be traveling through the neighborhoods surrounding the 
Dalecarlia WTP. It represents an extreme peak operating condition. It also 
does not consider: 

- lower water production rates historically produced by the Washington 
Aqueduct 

- the planned use of 20-ton trucks versus 10 ton trucks to reduce 
operating costs 

- the potential for reducing peak truck loads per day by equalizing peak 
residual processing rates 
In addition, it does not represent the number of trucks, but rather, one way 
truck trips. 

Trucking Schedule: 

See discussion under topic GK. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Tables 2-1 and 3-6 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 1 – Section 7.2 

 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Appendix E contains water 
treatment residuals calculations used to 
predict the anticipated number of residual truck 
loads per day. 

GF Trucking Air Pollution The emissions associated with trucking residuals to a remote disposal 
location result in an emission increase that is less than de minimis levels 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 4.4.3.2  
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and, therefore, present no short or long term impact on air quality. 

Will trucks use alternate fuels? 

Washington Aqueduct will require their hauling contractors to use low-
sulfur diesel fuels. The use of low sulfur fuel will reduce hazardous air 
pollutant emissions from diesel fuels. Alternate fuels, such as natural gas, 
although now being used in commuter buses in urban environments are 
not typically being used in vehicles as large as 20-ton trucks. As the 
market for alternate fuel trucks develops, their use will be considered in 
developing hauling contracts at that time. 

Will newer trucks be used to reduce emissions? 

Regardless of age, all trucks will be required to be maintained in a safe 
operating condition, consistent with the vehicle inspection and emission 
standards established for the State in which they are registered. 

Will trucks be retrofitted to reduce air quality impacts? 

Washington Aqueduct is committed to use low sulfur fuels as stated 
above. However, trucks similar to those anticipated to be used by 
residuals hauling contractors are not currently required by regulators to be 
retrofitted to reduce air quality impacts. The immediate implementation of 
vehicle modification requirements could increase hauling costs or restrict 
the number of haulers willing to bid on the hauling contract. In order to 
avoid this outcome, additional truck modifications, beyond the use of low 
sulfur fuels, will be considered as modified vehicles become more 
common in the marketplace.  

Monitor fuel used by trucks: 

Washington Aqueduct does not plan to monitor the individual fuel usage 
of each residual disposal contractor’s truck. The competitive bid nature of 
the residuals disposal contract should provide sufficient incentive to 
minimize excess fuel consumption. 

How can 132 trucks per day not have an impact on the environment? 

The environmental impact of trucking is analyzed in Section 4 of Volume 1 
of the EIS. As explained in topics GA and GE, 132 trucks is not an 
accurate characterization of the transportation impacts of this project. 
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You did not adequately consider the air impacts of the preferred 
alternative: 

The impacts of the proposed action (or environmentally preferred 
alternative) are presented and then analyzed in Sections 3 and 4, 
respectively, of the EIS. The air emission sources of the proposed action 
(Alternative E) are truck traffic, operation of residuals processing facility, 
and construction of the residuals facility.  

Construction emissions for the dewatering facilities are deemed to be less 
significant than the emissions associated with the operation of the facility. 
The impacts of the proposed action are negligible with respect to the de 
minimis threshold limits, and the construction emissions are less than that 
of operating the facility via any alternative, the construction emissions are 
negligible. Therefore, it is appropriate not to quantify emissions from 
construction activities associated with all alternatives. Needs work – also 
need to reference Section 4 EIS for additional information text regarding 
the relative number of diesel engine hour/miles during construction versus 
operation and the relative acres of earthwork disturbed with the proposed 
action versus the monofill option. 
Regional air quality and air pollution in the Metropolitan Washington 
Interstate Air Quality Planning Region is regulated by U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) using two sets of criteria: National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and General Conformity. These two 
regulations are described in general below: 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
The Clean Air Act (CAA) and its associated 1977 and 1990 amendments 
established NAAQS for six criteria pollutants: lead, carbon monoxide 
(CO), nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter (PM) and ozone. 
The NAAQS established primary standards at concentrations that protect 
human health and secondary standards that protect the public welfare—
particularly vegetation, livestock, building materials, and other 
environmental elements. These standards are periodically reviewed and 
revised, if necessary, as is currently being done for particulate matter and 
ozone. 

The Washington, DC area is in attainment for lead, CO, nitrogen dioxide 
particulate matter (PM10) and sulfur dioxide and in non-attainment for 
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ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5). The 1990 amendments to the 
CAA categorized the nation’s non-attainment ozone areas into five 
groups, based on increasing severity of exceedance of the standard: 
marginal, moderate, serious, severe, and extreme. The DC area is 
designated a severe nonattainment for the 1-hr ozone NAAQS and 
moderate nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS.  

An interstate planning area was developed called the National Capital 
Interstate Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) to reduce ozone 
concentrations and bring the Washington, DC area into compliance. To 
bring the AQCR into compliance the states and district included in this 
area are tasked with developing a plan by November 17, 2005. The 
implementation plan must outline specific measures to be taken and a 
means of monitoring progress toward attainment. State Implementation 
Plans (SIPs) prepared by the State of Maryland, the Commonwealth of 
Virginia, and the District of Columbia include control strategies to reduce 
volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides that contribute to the 
formation of ozone.  

On April 5, 2005, designations under the NAAQS for fine particle pollution 
or PM2.5 became effective. Fine particles are those less than 2.5 
micrometers in diameter which are unhealthy to breathe. The Washington, 
DC-MD-VA metropolitan area has been designated as non-attainment for 
fine particulate matter.  

States designated as PM2.5 nonattainment areas must submit plans that 
outline how they will meet the PM2.5 standards. These plans are due to 
EPA by April 5, 2008. 

General Conformity 
Section 176(c) of the 1990 CAA amendments requires that federal actions 
conform to applicable state implementation plans, ensuring that the 
actions do not interfere with strategies developed for NAAQS attainment. 
The USACE Washington Aqueduct management alternatives for water 
treatment plant residuals are considered a federal action. This action must 
not interfere with the National Capital Interstate AQCR’s established plans 
to attain ozone ambient air quality standard compliance. If the total direct 
and indirect emissions calculated for each non-attainment area pollutant 
are below the de minimis threshold levels established in 40 CFR 93.153 
of the State Implementation Plan (SIP), the project is presumed by EPA to 
conform to the regional implementation plans. As de minimus threshold 
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limits have not yet been established for PM2.5 non-attainment areas, EPA 
guides the action to compare calculated emissions to the PM10 de 
minimus threshold level established in 40 CFR 93.153. 

Conformity is a planning process used to determine if a federal action will 
prevent state from meeting air quality plan. The mobile sources, such as 
truck traffic, associated with an action are evaluated in a conformity 
analysis by calculating the average emissions for the worst case year. In 
the case of the USACE Washington Aqueduct management alternatives 
for water treatment residuals, a conservative average of 20 truck trips by 
a 10 ton truck is used to calculate annual emissions from mobile sources. 
The average number of water treatment residuals loads per a day is 8 
trucks as stated in the EIS. The conservative estimate of average trucks 
used to calculate emissions from trucks for the conformity analysis can 
provide an allowance for average water treatment residuals and the few 
construction related vehicles and Forebay residuals (if included in the 
project).  

Emissions Inventory for Washington Aqueduct 
The most recent air emissions inventory for the Dalecarlia Reservoir and 
Little Falls Raw Water Pump Station as filed with the EPA (Table 3-2, 
Section 3 of the EIS) shows that the existing facilities are a minor source 
of air emissions, contributing less than 1 ton per year for all pollutants, 
with the exception of volatile organic compounds, which contribute less 
than 3 tons per year. Ozone is not listed in this table because it is not 
emitted, but rather forms in the atmosphere as a reaction between 
nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and sunlight. 
Consequently, two of its primary precursors are measured: nitrogen 
oxides and volatile organic compounds.  

The de minimis threshold levels for the region’s SIP, is listed in 40 CFR 
93.153. If the total air emissions (the sum of all individual sources) of an 
alternative are less than the de minimis level, that alternative is presumed 
by EPA to be in conformance with the state implementation plans and will 
not adversely affect plans to bring the region into compliance with the 
NAAQS. A de minimus threshold for PM2.5 has not yet been established. 
Until such action occurs, EPA recommends application of the PM10 de 
minimus threshold to PM2.5 total air emission calculations. 

State Implementation Plans (SIPs) prepared by the State of Maryland, the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, and the District of Columbia include control 
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strategies to reduce volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides that 
contribute to the formation of ozone.  

Air Quality Significance Criteria 
The project is presumed to conform to the regional implementation plans 
if the potential increase in emissions is less than the de minimis 
thresholds. 

By using these criteria, the following levels of impacts were identified:  

No Impact 
If implementation of the action causes an increase in air emissions that is 
less than the de minimis threshold levels, the alternative is considered to 
have no impact. 

No Significant Impact 
If implementation of the action causes an increase in air emissions that is 
greater than the de minimis threshold levels but has been accommodated 
with the existing regional implementation plan, the action has no 
significant impact. 

Significant Impact 
A significant impact occurs if the potential increase in emissions is above 
the de minimis thresholds and requires a demonstration of regional 
significance to determine whether an adverse air quality impact would 
result. Significant impacts may be reduced to no significant level by 
implementing appropriate mitigation measures.  

Impact Evaluation by Alternative and Option 
The Washington Aqueduct must determine if their proposed actions 
exceed de minimis thresholds listed in the regulations (40 CFR 93.153) 
and specific to the pollutant attainment status of the National Capital 
Interstate Air Quality Control Region (AQCR). If they do, they will have to 
take additional steps to demonstrate whether the proposed emissions are 
regionally significant in order to assure conformance with the region’s 
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SIP.  

To make this comparison, a conservative air pollution scenario was 
developed to represent the largest emission factors from the components 
of the various alternatives. Two scenarios were developed: one for 
Alternative A, which includes a monofill, and one for Alternatives B, C and 
E, which all involve the construction of residuals thickening and 
dewatering facilities and rely upon trucking dewatered residuals to a 
remote dewatering site. The location of the dewatering site and the 
direction that the trucks take on the highways is somewhat different for 
Alternatives B and E versus Alternative C, however, the net impact on air 
pollution is similar. Stationary facilities and mobile sources (such as 
trucks) are included in these estimates. Alternative E represents the air 
quality emission estimates for the proposed action.  

The primary sources of air emissions include exhaust from trucks used to 
transport residuals to onsite or offsite disposal areas, use of natural gas 
for dewatering building heating, and fugitive dust from the onsite monofill. 
Not all of these activities are included in each of the action alternatives.  

The potential air emissions from this alternative are quantified in Table 4-2 
of the EIS. The results are that VOC is at a maximum of 4.3 tons/year, 
Carbon Monoxide at a maximum of 21.4 tons/year, Nitrogen Oxides at a 
maximum of 20.5 tons/year, Particulate Matter from diesel fueled trucks at 
a 0.21 and 0.17 tons/year for PM10 and PM2.5 respectively, Particulate 
Matter from low-sulfur diesel fueled trucks at 0.18 and 0.14 tons/year for 
PM10 and PM2.5 respectively, and Sulfur Dioxides at a maximum of 0.41 
tons/year. Constructing and operation of Alternatives E would increase air 
emissions to a degree less than the de minimis threshold levels and 
therefore present no short term, long-term, direct, or indirect adverse 
impacts to the affected resources. 

A full set of air quality emissions calculations and model output is 
provided in Appendix 2A. These calculations provide the basis for the air 
quality analysis for each proposed alternative as presented in Section 4 of 
the EIS. The analysis of the air emission impacts from each facility 
involved in the operations of the alternatives – Northwest or East 
Dalecarlia Processing Site, Trucking Routes, Georgetown Reservoir, 
Dalecarlia Sedimentation Basins, and Monofill. 

Supplemental analysis has been provided since the completion of the 
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draft EIS to address the recent establishment of the Metro WA area as 
non-attainment for PM2.5. Currently there is no established threshold de 
minimus level for PM2.5 in the SIP. EPA has recommended that the de 
minimus level for PM10 in the SIP be applied to PM2.5 emission 
calculations for determination of compliance. The supplemental analysis 
conducted quantifies the emissions from mobile sources (i.e. trucks) for 
the criteria air pollutants. It also allows one to quantify the air emission 
effects of using different types of fuels for vehicle classes. The AP42 
analysis presented in the draft EIS provided conservative estimates for all 
criteria pollutants, but was not designed to calculate particulate matter 
emissions from truck trips. This new analysis, MOBILE6.2 provides air 
emissions estimates for all criteria pollutants, and does not change the 
basic conclusion of the previous analysis (i.e., air emissions remain below 
de minimus threshold levels for all (attainment and non-attainment) areas 
and there is, therefore, no impact and the action is inconsequential.  

The results from the new analysis, MOBILE6.2 is provided in Section 4 
along with the existing AP42 analysis.  

MOBILE 6.2 is a computer model approved by EPA for SIP development 
and transportation conformity analysis to estimate emissions of various air 
pollutants typically emitted from vehicle exhaust, brake and tire wear.    

Also see topic BJ for a discussion of dust and dirt control during the 
construction phase of the project. 

GG  Trucking Safety The truck routes studied in the EIS generally conform to the proposed 
District of Columbia truck traffic management plan. The proposed number 
of residuals trucks does not negatively impact the level of service of the 
proposed routes. 

The selection criteria for residuals contract haulers would include their 
safety track record. Washington Aqueduct places high priority on 
operating a safe water treatment facility. This philosophy would extend to 
a residuals contract hauling operation. 

The non-toxicity of the water treatment residuals is discussed in the EIS. 
Based on the testing conducted in 1995, and again in 2004, the water 
treatment residuals are suitable to apply on agricultural land disposal 
sites. A similar practice is used by two other large regional water 
treatment utilities also using Potomac River water (Fairfax Water and 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 4.11 – Transportation 

 

 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 1 – Table 4-11 
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TABLE 1 
Comments and Responses by Topic 

Topic /  
Sub-topic 

Summary Response  See EIS section 

WSSC). Safe operation of the residuals hauling trucks associated with 
some of the proposed alternatives would be addressed by considering the 
safety track record of each hauler during the contracting phase and 
monitoring their safety record throughout their contract period.  Safe 
hauling of residuals would be a high priority to the Washington Aqueduct if 
a hauling alternative were selected. 

Minimal dust is typically associated with the dewatering and transport of 
alum residuals because the aluminum hydroxide present in the residuals 
limits the dryness of the dewatered cake to about 30-percent solids (or 
70-percent water). Alum residuals also tend to retain their moisture more 
than topsoil or other types of residuals. As a result, they do not dry out 
quickly while being transported. Based on these factors, dust issues 
associated with the transport of alum residuals are anticipated to be 
minimal. 

Safety implications of 132 trucks per day through MD/DC residential 
neighborhoods: 

As explained in topics GA and GE, 132 trucks is not an accurate 
characterization of the transportation impacts of this project. Regardless 
the proposed residuals hauling activities are not expected to negatively 
impact neighborhood safety. Residuals will be hauled in a lawful, 
considerate manner. An average of 8 truck loads per day and a maximum 
of 25 truck loads per day of residuals are anticipated to be hauled on the 
routes designated in the EIS. This number of additional trucks is not 
anticipated to create a negative safety impact given that the proposed 
haul routes are designated haul routes that currently handle many more 
trucks per day than proposed by Washington Aqueduct.  

There are schools in the vicinity of each of the truck routes.  Because 
each route is an established truck route, and the level of service will not 
be decreased as a result of the proposed residuals hauling operation, 
existing traffic controls and child safety measures currently in place would 
be no less effective than they are currently.  

Additional traffic accidents anticipated with more trucks on the road: 

The accident rates on the designated haul routes are not anticipated to 
increase as a result of the proposed residuals hauling activities. The 
accident rate for a given road or intersections typically influenced by 
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TABLE 1 
Comments and Responses by Topic 

Topic /  
Sub-topic 

Summary Response  See EIS section 

several factors, only one of which is the volume of vehicles. Other factors 
related to the design of the road or intersection frequently has equal or 
greater impact on accident rates. In addition, the relative increase in 
vehicles planned as a result of the residuals hauling project is quite small. 

GH  Trucking Vibration The average number of additional residuals trucks proposed for this 
project represents a small fraction of the current number of trucks 
traveling many of the proposed haul routes. The routes were selected 
because they are designed to function as truck routes. Any current home 
foundation issues associated with existing traffic loads on the proposed 
routes are not anticipated to be worsened as a result of the additional 
trucks proposed for this project.  

EIS Volume 1 - Section 4.11 - Transportation 

GI  Trucking Costs Residuals hauling costs were estimated based on hauling costs provided 
by neighboring water and wastewater treatment utilities of similar size. 
Non-cost issues, such as noise, light, and pollution were assessed based 
on their environmental impact rather than by assigning them a dollar 
value. 

Seriously mischaracterized the true cost of trucking: 

Concern was raised about whether the draft EIS contained all costs 
associated with the trucking alternative. A comparison was made to 
previous Washington Aqueduct residuals reports that estimated residuals 
hauling and disposal costs using different methods. 

The residuals hauling and disposal costs included in Table 4-7 of the draft 
EIS were based on similar residuals hauling bid costs received from 
neighboring utilities. Following receipt of the draft EIS comments, these 
costs were verified through discussions with residuals hauling contractors 
responsible for disposing of water treatment residuals in the Washington 
metropolitan area. The $30.00 per wet ton hauling and disposal cost 
assumed for dewatered residuals in the DEIS was confirmed as 
appropriate.  

The present value of the residuals hauling and disposal cost was changed 
in the final EIS to add an additional measure of conservatism to the haul 
distance anticipated to be required by the end of the 20 year planning 
period and ensure consistency with the haul distance assumed in the air 
section of the EIS.  A round trip residuals disposal haul distance of 150 
miles has now been used as the basis of both the air emissions 

EIS Volume 1- Section 4 throughout 

 

 

 

 

EIS Volume 1 – Tables 4-7 and 4-8 
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TABLE 1 
Comments and Responses by Topic 

Topic /  
Sub-topic 

Summary Response  See EIS section 

calculations (no change from the draft EIS) and the present value of the 
residuals hauling cost. This change increases the present value of 
residuals hauling alternatives B or E from $76,200,000.00 to 
$82,100,000.00. This change does not change the relative cost rankings 
of the dewater and monofill, dewater and truck from Dalecarlia WTP, or 
dewatering and truck from Blue Plains alternatives. All alternatives except 
the “No Action” include trucking costs. Alternatives B, C, and E would 
require similar hauling distances. 

Include the cost of trucking forever (versus 20 years): 

Some members of the public commented that truck hauling costs should 
be assumed to continue forever in the present value analysis. The 
approach taken in the EIS (i.e., to define capital and annual operating 
costs for the planning period and calculate associated present value costs 
for that period) is more typical for NEPA analyses and treats all 
alternatives in the same manner. 

Use Combined  Trucking and Operating Costs to Screen 
Alternatives: 

One of the public comments suggested modifying the cost screening 
criteria from capital cost to the sum of 20 years of operating costs plus the 
capital cost of an alternative. This approach to cost evaluations is not 
typical and does not address the primary cost issue of concern to the 
wholesale customers (capital cost) Combined capital and operating costs 
were evaluated in the EIS by comparing the present value of each 
alternative. This method of comparing combined capital and operating 
costs is more traditional and does not unduly weight the operating portion 
of the cost. The two cost comparison methods used in the EIS confirm 
that dewatering and hauling residuals to a permitted offsite disposal site is 
a cost effective alternative when compared with the other alternatives.  

GJ Existing Dalecarlia  
Parkway vehicle/truck 
volumes 

What are the current vehicle/truck volumes on Dalecarlia Parkway? 

Vehicle and truck counts were conducted on Dalecarlia Parkway on June 
16, 2004 and June 17, 2004. This data is summarized in the EIS Volume 
2B – Appendices.  A summary of the data is provided below: 

 

EIS Volume  -  2B - Appendices, 
Transportation Section 
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TABLE 1 
Comments and Responses by Topic 

Topic /  
Sub-topic 

Summary Response  See EIS section 

 

Date Total Vehicles per 
day 

Trucks per day (3 or 
more axles) 

6/16/2004   15,013 70

6/17/2004   15,789 99
 

GK  Trucking Hours DEIS has conflicting information on trucking hours,  

MNCPPC letter recommends trucking between 9:30 AM and 4:00PM 

The EIS has been revised to reflect consistent information regarding 
trucking hours.  

Trucking operations will meet all requirements established for the use of 
trucking routes. Washington Aqueduct anticipates that the dewatering 
facility will typically be staffed between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM. 
These are the hours during which trucks will typically be loaded. 

The analysis in the EIS shows that none of the feasible routes (B,D, 
E,F&G (with permit), and H) would have traffic flow or congestion impacts 
due to the action’s trucking operation that would reduce the level of 
service with the exception of route A. Trucking will be allowed on Route A 
only between 9:30 AM and 3:00 PM.  

Because trucking restrictions could have the effect of increased contract 
costs, further restrictions will not be included, however, it is logical to 
expect that a trucking company would minimize costs by concentrating 
trucking during optimal periods. Considering the relatively small amount of 
residuals generated on a daily basis and the hours of operation, there is 
sufficient opportunity for a company to truck mainly during the off peak 
periods 

Also see response to topics GA and GD. 

 

 

EIS Volume 1 – Sections 4.11 and 7.2 
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HA Barge, preference  Barging residuals via the Potomac River (not C&O Canal) to Blue Plains 
is one of the alternatives (Alternative 6) that was considered and 
screened in May 2004 following the Scoping Meeting.  

The C&O canal is a National Historic Landmark and is therefore not 
suitable for accepting barge traffic. Alternative 6 was found inconsistent 
with screening criteria, and is therefore not carried forward for detailed 
evaluation in the EIS. 

Constructing an above grade conveyor or buried pipeline to a Potomac 
River barge loading station located within land controlled by the National 
Park Service would create a significant impact on the park and would not 
receive approval from the park service.  

EIS Volume 1 -TABLE 3-9: May 2004 
Alternatives Screening Results Summary 

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium Section 3.1.2- Alternative 6: 
Thicken Water Treatment Residuals at 
Dalecarlia WTP, Then Transport by Barge to 
Blue Plains AWWTP 

IA Preference Comment or preference noted. EIS Volume 1 – Section 5, Public Involvement 

IB Useful Life of 
Alternatives 

The 20-year life defined for the monofill is consistent with the planning 
period adopted for the EIS as a whole. It is also consistent with planning 
horizons used in engineering feasibility studies. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study, 
Section 3. 

JA  River Discharge The return of silt and water treatment residuals back to the river after they 
are removed is generally prohibited by the Clean Water Act. Given the 
long track record of EPA requiring water treatment utilities throughout the 
country to remove their residuals from the rivers, from which they 
withdraw water, it is unlikely that this regulation could be successfully 
challenged. 
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JB Discharge during 
spawning season 

The NPDES Permit was issued on March 14, 2003.   The Federal 
Facilities Compliance Agreement was signed on June 12, 2003.   The 
spawning season is defined in the NPDES permit as February 15 through 
June 30.  There have been no discharges to the Potomac River during the 
spawning season since the issuance of the NPDES Permit in March 
2003.  Discharges were made on the following dates: 
 
From Dalecarlia 
7/1/03; 7/7/03; 7/14/03; 7/28/03; 10/10/03; 10/20/03; 10/21/03; 1/12/04; 
1/16/04; 1/20/04; 2/8/04; 7/14/04; 7/24/04; 7/25/04; 8/2/04; 8/8/04; 
10/27/04; 11/30/04; 1/26/05; 2/1/05; 2/7/05; 2/10/05; 7/4/2005; 7/10/2005; 
7/12/2005; 7/18/2005 
 
From Georgetown 
7/20/04; 8/10/04; 8/19/04; 12/2/04; 2/2/05; 7/12/2005 
 
In accordance with the NPDES permit, before each 
discharge, Washington Aqueduct has made notifications to the agencies 
described in the permit.  There is no general public notification because 
the discharge itself does not put the public in any personal danger and the 
exact timing is dependent on operational conditions at the treatment 
plants. 

 

KA Impure water quality, 
raw water intake 

Converting the existing surface intake on the Potomac River to a well-
based intake was considered in the Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium and subsequently screened out from consideration. Options 
that involve reconfiguring the existing raw water intake structures are 
evaluated in the Engineering Feasibility Study Compendium. In general, 
these options are found to be inconsistent with the screening criteria for 
the project. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 4.5 and Table 3-7 

KB Monitoring water 
quality and safety 

Residuals deposited in the Forebay portion of the Dalecarlia Reservoir 
and water treatment residuals produced in the sedimentation basin of the 
Dalecarlia WTP were tested to determine their potential to leach toxic 
substances if applied to land of landfilled. Residuals samples were also 
tested directly to quantify the concentration of key regulatory constituents. 
The results of this testing indicated that the residuals are non-toxic and 
suitable for land application on agricultural land or landfilling. 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 4-17: Public Health 

KC  Residuals quality The water treatment residuals produced by the Washington Aqueduct are 
considered non-toxic by regulatory agencies responsible for overseeing 
their potential application to agricultural land of deposition in a landfill. 
Specific toxicity testing was performed on the Washington Aqueduct 
residuals as part of this DEIS effort. These tests confirmed that the 
residuals are non-toxic. These results agreed with similar previous testing 
conducted in the mid-1990’s. 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 4-17: Public Health 
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KD Health Impacts of 
Diesel Truck Traffic 

The 1990 Clean Air Act amendments require that federal actions conform 
to applicable State Implementation Plans (SIPs) to ensure that the action 
will not interfere with strategies developed for attainment of National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  Federal actions conform to the 
SIPs if the action’s emissions do not exceed the de minimis threshold for 
the criteria pollutants. These actions are termed “inconsequential” by the 
CAA regulations. The de minimus threshold for each criteria pollutant 
represents a small fraction of the state inventory of emission from all air 
sources in state.  All alternatives evaluated in the EIS produce emission 
estimates below de minimus for all criteria pollutants. Therefore, these 
emissions will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of NAAQS. The 
NAAQS  are developed and periodically reviewed based on human health 
and welfare criteria and include factors such as frequency of asthma 
cases, respiratory impairment, and health of children and elderly with 
adequate margin of safety. 

Our decision making as an agency will be based on the regulations that 
apply to the area in which our proposed action will take place. Our hauling 
operations will always comply with applicable air quality regulations.  

EIS Volume 1 – Sections 3.3 and 4.4 

LA Suggested processes Alternate treatment processes that minimize or change the form of the 
residuals (such as MIEX, ultrafiltration, etc.) were evaluated in the 
Engineering Feasibility Study Compendium. These alternatives were 
screened out based on concerns related to unproven technology, cost, 
and compliance with the FFCA schedule. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium Section 3.2.2 – review of Public 
Alternative P99. 

MA  EPA mandate EPA is not obligated to perform NEPA analysis for a permit enforcement 
action. The obligation to perform this analysis belongs with the Federal 
Agency being regulated by EPA, Washington Aqueduct in this case. In 
cases where the water treatment utility is not operated by a federal 
agency, a NEPA analysis is not required. 

 

MB  FOIA  requests See transcripts for responses. Washington Aqueduct has provided written 
responses to FOIA request letters. These responses are available in the 
administrative record. 

Administrative record. 

MC Conflict of interest  CH2MHill filed a disclosure statement in accordance with 40 CFR 
Section 1506.5(c) which is included in the project's administrative record.  
The Baltimore District Corps of Engineers has no basis to believe that 
CH2MHill has a financial or other interest in the outcome of this project 
that would cause a conflict of interest.  Any future procurement to 
implement this project will be in accordance with applicable statutory, 
regulatory and policy provisions regarding conflict of interest. 

Administrative record. 

MD Agency 
Recommendations on 
DEIS 

Changes were made as requested by US Department of Interior 
(Document 122). 

Response to Montgomery County Council letter (Document contained in 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 3.4.1 Dwarf Wedge 
Mussel 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 3.5.1 Terrestrial 



  

Appendix Volume 2A..  

Response to the individual comments contained within the June 2, 2005 
letter from the United States Senate (document 118) are discussed in the 
applicable topics summarized herein. 

Responses to the individual comments contained within the May 10, 2005 
letter from the Council of the District of Columbia (document 119) and the 
June 1, 2005 letter from the Montgomery County Planning Board 
(document 125) are discussed in the applicable topics summarized 
herein. 

Responses to the individual comments contained within the June 2, 2005 
Commonwealth of Virginia letter (document 124) are discussed in the 
applicable topics summarized herein and below: 
• Open Burning and Dust Control: The referenced requirements will be 

followed. 
• All impacts to historical structures and archeological resources will be 

considered as required.  
• George Washington Memorial Parkway: See topic DH. 
• The requested life cycle cost analysis will be performed as part of the 

residuals facility design. Residuals processing equipment will be 
tested as necessary during the design phase of the project to confirm 
performance. Consideration will also be given to previous testing 
performed on Dalecarlia WTP residuals. 

• Costs were verified as part of the final EIS preparation effort. Costs 
will continue to be evaluated throughout the design phase to ensure 
that ongoing fluctuations in materials and labor cost factors are 
properly considered. 

Responses to the individual comments contained within the July 5, 2005 
District of Columbia Department of Health letter (document 157) are 
discussed in the applicable topics summarized herein. A traffic study was 
completed for the EIS, the results of which are contained within EIS 
Sections 3.10 and 4.11 and Appendix Volume 2B. The air quality analysis 
conducted for the DEIS was expanded to include additional emissions 
information on truck traffic. The results of this analysis are presented in 
EIS Section 4.4. The model data from which this data was derived is 
provided in Appendix Volume 2A. 

Responses to the individual comments contained within the June 27, 
2005 EPA letter (document 182) are discussed in the applicable topics 
summarized herein. In addition, several suggestions designed to enhance 
the clarity of the EIS were also made. These suggestions were 
implemented where practical. 

Special Status 

EIS Volume 1 – Section 3.10 Transportation 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 4.5.3 Impact 
Evaluation by Alternative and Option 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 4.6.3.1 Hay’s Spring 
amphipod 

EIS Volume 1- Section 4.6.3.2 Alternative B 

EIS Volume 1- Section 4.6.3.3 Impact to 
Special Status Species 

EIS Volume 1- 4.6.3.4 Special Status Species 

EIS Volume 1- Section 4.11 Transportation 
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NA NEPA Process 
Understanding 

The intent of the public meetings held in September and November 2004 
was to inform the public of the status of the alternative evaluation process 
as it was proceeding, as well as, inform the public of how this information 
would be considered within the context of the NEPA process. 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 5.0 Public Involvement 

NB Screening criteria and 
Scoping Meeting 

The screening criteria were developed prior to the January 28, 2004 
Scoping Meeting. Public input on the screening criteria was received 
during the Scoping Period, which ran from January 12, 2004 through 
February 11, 2004. The alternatives were screened by the Washington 
Aqueduct EIS project team.  

A summary of the initial alternative screening results was presented in the 
Engineering Feasibility Study dated May 2004. This document was placed 
on the Washington Aqueduct project website following its completion. The 
Engineering Feasibility Study was subsequently updated to include 
additional alternatives submitted by the public. This updated document is 
provided as Volume 4 of the EIS. 

The EIS evaluates a total of 4 alternatives plus the no action alternative. 
This number is not unusually low when compared with other EIS’s and 
therefore, is not considered an indication that the screening criteria should 
be revised.  

The screening criteria include cost because the proposed action must be 
economically feasible to the wholesale customers. 

EIS Volume 1 - Section 5.0 Public Involvement 
and EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility 
Study Compendium, Section 2.2 Development 
of Alternatives 

 

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
(original and updated Engineering Feasibility 
Study Compendium – Volume 4 of the EIS) 

NC  Communication Prior to each public meeting related to the residual project, starting with 
the January 28, 2004 Scoping Meeting, the public was notified of meeting, 
date, time, and location. This was typically accomplished by placing 
display ads in the Washington Post and at least one local paper. A notice 
was also placed in the Federal Register prior to the Scoping Meeting. The 
alternative screening approach and alternative screening results were 
also presented during subsequent public meetings at the request of the 
public. The public meetings held between September and October 2004 
included a progressive discussion of the environmental evaluation of new 
public and screened alternatives.  Following the DOPAA public meeting 
held on May 26, 2004, three additional opportunities for public input were 
provided on September 7, 2004, September 28, 2004, and November 16, 
2004. Two additional opportunities for the public to submit alternatives 
were also provided in September/October, 2004 and January/February, 
2005. 

Numerous public comments were received regarding the shortcomings of 
the forum chosen for the September 7, 2004 project update meeting.  The 
larger than anticipated number of attendees rendered the selected format 
ineffective. A different format was chosen for subsequent meetings to 

EIS Section 5.0 - Public Involvement. 
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address this issue. 

ND  NEPA Process The NEPA process has been followed to the letter and the intent of the 
law. Additionally, several public meetings, not required by NEPA, have 
been held in order to address the high level of public interest in this 
project. 

See topic FC for a discussion of the FFCA schedule and its role in the 
screening process. 
In the mid-1970's and the mid-1990's, in response to EPA intentions to 
issue an NPDES permit that would have caused Washington Aqueduct to 
recover and dewater and dispose of the water treatment residuals in lieu 
of returning them to the Potomac River, Washington Aqueduct 
investigated methods of accomplishing that.  In both of those instances, 
coordination with the government of the District of Columbia resulted in a 
declaration that the Washington Aqueduct water treatment residuals 
would not be permitted to be sent to the Blue Plains advanced waster 
water treatment plant.  In both of those instances a concept to recover 
and dewater the residuals at Dalecarlia for trucking to an off-site location 
for disposal was developed.  EPA in both occasions made decisions that 
did not require Washington Aqueduct to complete action on the residuals 
process at that time. 
 
In the mid-1990's Washington Aqueduct also was directed by EPA to 
dredge the Dalecarlia Reservoir.  That process was a very high intensity 
but of limited duration.  It did generate many loads of sediment that were 
removed by truck.  To do it safely and with the minimum effect on the 
surrounding neighborhoods, Washington Aqueduct worked very closely 
with the neighborhood groups and local officials.  It was from that 
experience that Washington Aqueduct became well aware of the 
sensitivity of trucking to the surrounding neighborhoods on the traffic 
routes.  Therefore when the current NPDES permit and FFCA were 
issued in the first half of 2003, Washington Aqueduct decided to take a 
completely fresh look at alternatives that might be employed to comply 
with the permit and the FFCA. 
Washington Aqueduct had no preconceived notion of what alternative it 
preferred when it started the NEPA evaluation of residuals alternatives in 
late 2003. 
What came out of the screening process and the follow-on extended 
public comment periods were ideas that had never been analyzed in 
connection with the two previous studies.  Specifically, the monofill option 
was presented as a means to alleviate trucking for at least a 20 year 
period.  Other ideas to transfer the residuals in a liquid form to off site 
processing locations such as McMillan and other water treatment plants 
and sites where no current dewatering facility existed were also 
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considered. 

NE Limited number of 
alternatives evaluated 
in EIS  

A total of 160 residuals alternatives plus eight treatment options were 
evaluated for this project. A total of 135 of these alternatives, plus eight 
options were submitted by the public during three public involvement 
opportunities.  The alternatives were screened by a set of criteria 
developed to reflect the project’s purpose and need, as described in the 
Notice of Intent published in the Federal Register on January 12, 2004.  It 
is not anticipated that additional alternatives exist that could be 
implemented within the Aqueduct’s FFCA compliance deadline and meet 
the remaining screening criteria. 

Section 2.0 Selection of Proposed Action and 
Alternatives contains a summary of the 
process followed to identify and screen 
feasible alternatives.  

Volume 4 Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium contains the complete 
description of the screening process and 
results  

NF Institutional constraints 
screening criteria  

The many piping alternatives are dependent upon the willingness of the 
receiving facility at the other end of the pipe, whether to process and 
dispose of the residuals, or simply to supply space for the Washington 
Aqueduct to do so.  None of the agencies involved, whether it be the DC 
WASA, WSSC, Fairfax Water, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the 
United States Navy, the City of Rockville, or the Federal Highway 
Administration, are able or willing to provide processing capacity or facility 
space.  Neither the United States Army Corps of Engineers, the United 
States Army, nor the Washington Aqueduct has any authority over any of 
the agencies.  

Trucking is still involved in some degree with each piping alternative.  It is 
worth noting that the David Taylor facility at Carderock is surrounded by 
the Clara Barton Parkway and MacArthur Boulevard, both of which have 
truck weight limitations. Despite how close the Capital Beltway may 
appear to be, processing residuals on the Carderock site would have still 
required dewatered residuals to be hauled through residential 
neighborhoods serviced by 2-lane subdivision roads no more suitable for 
truck traffic than similar haul routes proposed for residuals Alternative E.  

This suggested alternative also included speculation that a direct Beltway 
interchange could be constructed. Creating a direct Beltway interchange 
is a remote, costly and time prohibitive possibility. It would require basic 
changes in legislation and policies of other federal and local agencies, 
such as the National Park Service, which would be likely to result in 
protracted debate and possible litigation of their own.   

Given the highly developed nature of the area, finding a new site at the 
discharge end of a residuals pipeline would involve years of acquisition 
time and without sufficient land for disposal on-site would still mean the 
same amount of trucking away from that site. Furthermore, our analysis 
for Alternative C, while specific to that particular route, illustrates generally 

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3. 
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that pipelines are not without significant environmental and cost impacts.   

NG Restart NEPA process The NEPA process has been carefully and dutifully followed.  The EIS 
process included six public meetings and at least 20 consultations or 
conversations with interested individuals, groups, or agencies.  Through 
this process 160 alternatives and 8 options were identified; 135 of these 
alternatives and all options were identified by the public.  These 
alternatives span a range of approaches for the management and 
conveyance or water treatment residuals.  These were screened to 
determine feasible options by a set of criteria that reflect the project’s 
purpose and need. 

EIS Section 2.0 Selection of Proposed Action 
and Alternatives contains a summary of the 
process followed to identify and screen 
feasible alternatives.  

EIS Section 5.0 - Public Involvement. 

EIS Volume 4 - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3. 

NH Regional approach to 
NEPA 

A regional approach has been taken for the evaluation and decision 
making process: the National Capital Planning Commission is a 
Cooperating Agency. NCPC provides overall planning guidance for 
federal land and buildings in the National Capital Region, which includes 
the District of Columbia; Prince George’s and Montgomery Counties in 
Maryland; and Arlington, Fairfax, Loudoun and Prince William Counties in 
Virginia.  Federal, state (VA and MD) and local agencies were all 
consulted during the development of the DEIS and the impact analysis is 
both regional and site specific, depending on the requirements of the 
particular subject area.  

Regionalization specific to water and wastewater is discussed in topic DJ.  

EIS Sections 3.0 and 4.0 for descriptions of 
existing conditions and impact evaluation. 

EIS Section 5.0 for public involvement and 
Agency Consultation 

OA Alternate coagulants – 
continued river 
discharge 

The current NPDES permit does not allow the Washington Aqueduct to 
switch to an alternate coagulant and continue to discharge residuals to 
the river. The intent of the NPDES permit is to remove essentially all 
residuals from the river. 

Washington Aqueduct is planning to evaluate the use of alternate 
coagulants, such as polyaluminum chloride, in the future. This coagulant 
has the potential to reduce the quantity of residuals requiring processing 
and disposal. However, additional testing is required to confirm that it 
does not reduce the quality of the drinking water in other areas, such as 
organics removal, lead corrosion, etc. EPA approval would also be 
required before an alternate coagulant could be used. 

EIS Volume 4  - Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 4.3 for a discussion of 
alternate coagulants that could be used to 
reduce the volume of residuals that requires 
disposal. 

PA Residuals Handling in 
Other Metropolitan 
Areas 

Other large cities dispose of their water treatment residuals using a 
variety of methods including land application, sewer disposal, landfilling, 
etc. Neighboring water treatment utilities, such as Fairfax Water and 
WSSC dispose of their residuals by land application, quarry disposal, and 
discharge to the sewer. 

 

PB Residuals studies 
throughout the world 

To make sure we were evaluating alternatives within the appropriate 
regulatory constraints and geographical issues, the Aqueduct’s residuals 
management evaluation is based largely on the experience of water 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 2.0 for a discussion of 
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providers in the domestic United States in general and in the National 
Capital Region in particular.   Approaches that work in one part of the 
country (or world) are not necessarily applicable to the Aqueduct’s 
situation.  For example, sewers are used with some frequency throughout 
the country for residuals disposal, but that is not possible here for a 
variety of reasons detailed in the evaluation.  

Wherever in the world water treatment residuals are being generated, 
management approaches must all address the common questions of 
collection, processing, conveyance, and final disposal.  The alternatives 
identified and evaluated in this project represented a range of different 
approaches for resolving each type of issue.     

the proposed action and alternatives.  

QA Public Residuals 
Alternatives 

160 residuals alternatives and eight options are evaluated in the 
Engineering Feasibility Study Compendium.  Approximately 135 of these 
alternatives were identified by the public. 

EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3.2 Alternatives P-1 
through P-27 

QB Environmental 
assessment 

The analysis in the EIS includes detailed descriptions of the existing 
conditions for each of the five alternatives.  This includes land use, noise, 
air quality, aquatic resources, biological (terrestrial) resources, cultural 
resources, hazardous, toxic and radioactive substances, soils, geology, 
and groundwater, infrastructure, transportation, visual aesthetics, 
socioeconomics including environmental justice.  Note that these existing 
conditions include the natural as well as the human environment (pre-
historical resources, historical resources, the built environment and 
demographics, employment and economic analysis.)  The potential for 
each alternative to impact these existing conditions, both short term and 
long term was carefully evaluated and is described in the EIS. The impact 
of the proposed action in concert with one or more other past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable future actions or projects was also evaluated. 

In EPA’s detailed comments on the DEIS dated June 27, 2005, EPA 
disagrees with the conclusion in Section 4.5.3.4 that implementation of 
Alternative D, the No Action Alternative, would have no significant impact 
on Aquatic Resources. EPA asserts that implementation of the NPDES 
permit will “reduce pollutant loading to the Potomac River…”. Based on 
previous studies, the Washington Aqueduct observes that its historical 
practice of returning residuals solids removed during the water treatment 
process to the Potomac River does not result in significant detrimental 
impact. However, elimination of this practice, in compliance with the 
NPDES permit, will meet the CWA requirement that water utilities use the 
best available technology.  

See topics GA, GD, GF and GI for additional information regarding 
trucking. 

EIS Volume 1 – Section 3 for a discussion of 
existing conditions, Section 4 for a discussion 
of potential impacts, Section 7 for a discussion 
of cumulative impacts and mitigation. 
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QC Northwest (alternate 
B) versus east 
(alternate E) residuals 
processing sites  

The Aqueduct recognizes that each of the alternatives under evaluation 
necessitates developing infrastructure in an urban setting, characterized 
by natural and man-made resources. All alternatives to meet this federally 
mandated action will carry some degree of impact.  Please see section 6 
for a discussion of the Aqueduct’s rationale for recommending Alternative 
E as the proposed action.  

EIS Volume 1 – Section 6 for a description of 
the selection of the preferred alternative. 

QD Residuals processing 
site near Beltway 
versus Dalecarlia WTP 
site 

See responses to topics DL, NE, and NF. EIS Volume 4 – Engineering Feasibility Study 
Compendium, Section 3. 
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From: WWW [www@wfpub.usace.army.mil] 
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2005 7:07 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: Schultz, Paula NAB02 
Subject: Comments on Proposed Water Treatment Residuals Management Process 

Specific 
Comments 

Since I have already submitted my concerns a number of times, I am writing 
only to clarify that my position still stands -- i.e., that we are vehemently 
opposed to Option B -- building on Brookmont property. I applaud your 
wisdom in announcing at the previous meeting that the proposed building will 
be at the Sibley Hospital -- although I would prefer that the building is not in 
either place, I am resigned to the fact that we need to choose the lesser of two 
evils as you so succinctly put it, and choose the Sibley site. After all, the Sibley 
Hospital announced absolutely no discomfort with this solution hence this 
would ensure much more harmony than the Brookmont site. As reiterated 
previously, the safety and environmental concerns of the Brookmont site 
compels us to reach the conclusion, as you have already, that it is not a viable 
option in comparison to the Sibley site. Thank you very much for the time taken 
to consider and incorporate our concerns in your planning and preparations for 
the proposed building. Sincerely Suzy and Paul Singleton 6200 Windward Place 
Bethesda MD 20816 

Name Suzy Rosen Singleton 
Agency  
E-Mail 
Address suzyrs@yahoo.com 

Telephone 
Number 301-229-2321 

Please 
Contact ContactRequested 
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From: Mary Fowler [maryfowler@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2005 6:00 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: Nancy Floreen; Howard Denis 
Subject: Comments on DEIS 
Dear Mr. Peterson, 

I am writing on behalf of the Sumner Village Community Association, which represents 
the 395 apartments with about 650 residents in Sumner Village, a condominium complex 
located off of MacArthur Boulevard in lower Bethesda. 

We are very concerned about the 80-foot industrial dewatering facility that the Army Corps 
of Engineers is proposing behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have 
on our neighborhood. We favor finding a piping solution that will send the residuals to a non-
residential area closer to the beltway. In addition, we are concerned that: 

• The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps' 
preferred option.  

• The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred "trucking alternative" are profound 
in a region that is already suffering from severe non-attainment under Clean Air Act 
standards and serious traffic congestion. Diesel fuel emissions from the trucks will 
aggravate air pollution and likely increase asthma cases.  

• The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the "trucking alternative" 
by failing to include the cost of operating large diesel trucks indefinitely.  

• The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to involve the 
community when it started the scoping process for this project in January of 2004. 
The Corps pre-selected an outcome more than 10 years ago (trucking residuals 
through our neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA process to fit their desired 
outcome.  

• The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising concerns that the 
NEPA process was not properly followed. 

Sincerely, 
  
Mary E. Fowler   (maryfowler@earthlink.net) 
President, Sumner Village Community Association 
4974 Sentinel Drive, #102 
Bethesda, MD 20816 
  
Cc: The Honorable Chris Van Hollen, The Honorable Barbara Mikulski, The Honorable Paul 
Sarbanes 
       Montgomery County Councilmembers Nancy Floreen and Howard Denis     
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From: Judith Coe [judithlcoe@verizon.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2005 12:29 AM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Subject: Washington Aqueduct 
July 4, 2005 
  
Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus, General Manager - Washington Aqueduct 
c/o Mr. Michael C. Peterson, Environmental Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 
5900 MacArthur Blvd., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 200016 
Dear Mr. Jacobus: 
 
I am writing to express my concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering facility 
you are proposing behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have 
on my neighborhood. I favor finding a piping solution that will send the residuals to a 
non-residential area closer to the beltway.  I ask you to carefully review and respond 
to Concerned Neighbors' concerns that: 
. The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps' 
preferred option. 
. The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative' are 
profound in a region that is already suffering from severe non-attainment under 
Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic congestion. 
. The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the 'trucking 
alternative' by failing to include the cost of operating large diesel trucks indefinitely. 
. The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to involve the 
community when it started the scoping process for this project in January of 2004.  
The Corps pre-selected an outcome more than 10 years ago (trucking residuals 
through our neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA process to fit their desired 
outcome.   
. The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising concerns that the 
NEPA process was not properly followed. 
 
In addition, I am personally concerned about air impact of trucking and potential 
increase in the number of asthma or cancer cases resulting from this volume of 
diesel emissions daily. 
  
Your favorable consideration of moving the industrial facility to a non-residential area 
near the beltway would be appreciated. 
  
Very truly yours, 
  
  
  
Judith L. Coe 
4802 Jamestown Road 
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Bethesda, MD   20816-2711 
  
cc:   The Honorable Chris Van Hollen 
        The Honorable Barbara Mikulski 
        The Honorable Paul Sarbanes 
        Councilmember Howard A. Denis 
        Councilmember Nancy Floreen 
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From: Brooks Kraft [brooks@brookskraft.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2005 11:32 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Subject: Washington Aqueduct 
 
Dear Mr. Peterson:  

I am writing to express my concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering  
facility you are proposing behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the  
impact it will have on my neighborhood. I favor finding a piping solution  
that will send the residuals to a non-residential area closer to the  
beltway.  I ask you to carefully review and respond to Concerned Neighbors’  
concerns that:  
•    The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the  
Corps' preferred option.  
•    The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking  
alternative' are profound in a region that is already suffering from severe  
non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic congestion.  
•    The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the  
'trucking alternative' by failing to include the cost of operating large  
diesel trucks indefinitely.  
•    The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to  
involve the community when it started the scoping process for this project  
in January of 2004.  The Corps pre-selected an outcome more than 10 years  
ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA  
process to fit their desired outcome.  
•    The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising  
concerns that the NEPA process was not properly followed.  

In addition, I am personally concerned about…  
(customize the letter by writing about how one of these items will impact  
you)  
•    Environmental impact in region that is already classified as being in  
severe non-attainment under the Clean Air Act  
•    Air impact of trucking and potential increase in the number of asthma  
or cancer cases resulting from this volume of diesel emissions daily  
•    The safety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland  
and DC past at least 10 public and private schools  
•    Combined health and safety impacts of having trucks enter the  
dewatering facility at the same time Sibley Hospital is engaged in a major  
expansion of its facility  
 
Sincerely,  

Brooks Kraft  
5202 Falmouth Road  
Bethesda, MD   20816  
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From: daveyhearn@verizon.net 
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2005 4:08 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: daveyhearn@verizon.net 
Subject: Deadline for comment period on DEIS for proposed dewatering plant 
 
Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus  
General Manager  
Washington Aqueduct  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District  
5900 MacArthur Blvd., N.W.  
Washington, D.C. 200016  

by e-mail to environmental manager Michael.C.Peterson@usace.army.mil  

Dear Mr. Jacobus:  

I am writing to express my concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering  
facility you are proposing near Brookmont (Alternative B) or behind Sibley  
Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have on my neighborhood. I  
favor finding a piping solution that will send the residuals to a  
non-residential area closer to the beltway.  I ask you to carefully review  
and respond to Concerned Neighbors? concerns that:  
? The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the  
Corps' preferred option.  
? The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred "trucking alternative"  
are profound in a region that is already suffering from severe  
non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic congestion.  
? The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the "trucking  
alternative" by failing to include the cost of operating large diesel trucks  
indefinitely.  
? The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to  
involve the community when it started the scoping process for this project  
in January of 2004.  The Corps pre-selected an outcome more than 10 years  
ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA  
process to fit their desired outcome.  
? The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising concerns  
that the NEPA process was not properly followed.  
*     The Corps has not adequately investigated a piping alternative  

In addition, I am personally concerned about?  
(customize the letter by writing about how one of these items will impact  
you)  
? Environmental impact in region that is already classified as being in  
severe non-attainment under the Clean Air Act  
? Air impact of trucking and potential increase in the number of asthma or  
cancer cases resulting from this volume of diesel emissions daily  
? The safety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland and  
DC past at least 10 public and private schools  
? Combined health and safety impacts of having trucks enter the dewatering  
facility at the same time Sibley Hospital is engaged in a major expansion of  
its facility  

Sincerely,  
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David Hearn  
6211 Ridge Drive  
Bethesda, MD 20816-2641  

Copied to my congressional representatives:  

The Honorable Chris Van Hollen  
1419 Longworth House Office Building  
Washington, DC 20515  
http://www.house.gov/writerep/  

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski  
503 Hart Senate Office Building  
Washington, DC 20510  
http://mikulski.senate.gov/contactme/mailform.html  

The Honorable Paul Sarbanes  
503 Hart Senate Office Building  
Washington, DC 20510  
http://sarbanes.senate.gov/pages/email.html  

Councilmember Howard A. Denis  
Montgomery County Council  
100 Maryland Avenue  
Rockville, MD 20850 Councilmember.Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov  

Councilmember Nancy Floreen  
100 Maryland Ave, 6th Floor  
Rockville, MD 20850  
Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov  
 

http://www.house.gov/writerep/
http://mikulski.senate.gov/contactme/mailform.html
http://sarbanes.senate.gov/pages/email.html
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From: Joe Carey [joe@sfn.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 9:09 AM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: rositavera@aol.com; Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov; 
Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov; Debra_Graham@comcast.net 
Subject: Dewatering facility 
Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus 

General Manager 

Washington Aqueduct 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District  

5900 MacArthur Blvd., N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20016 

Dear Mr. Jacobus: 

We are writing to express our concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering facility 
you are proposing behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have 
on my neighborhood. We favor finding a piping solution that will send the residuals 
to a non-residential area closer to the beltway. I ask you to carefully review and 
respond to concerned neighbors’ concerns that: 

• The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred option. 

• The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative' are profound in a region that 
is already suffering from severe non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic 
congestion. 

• The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the 'trucking alternative' by failing to 
include the cost of operating large diesel trucks indefinitely. 

• The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to involve the community when it 
started the scoping process for this project in January of 2004. The Corps pre-selected an outcome 
more than 10 years ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA 
process to fit their desired outcome.  

• The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising concerns that the NEPA process 
was not properly followed. 

In addition, I am personally concerned about… (customize the letter by writing about how one of 
these items will impact you) 

• Environmental impact in region that is already classified as being in severe non-attainment under 
the Clean Air Act 

• Air impact of trucking and potential increase in the number of asthma or cancer cases resulting from 
this volume of diesel emissions daily 

• The safety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland and DC past at least 10 public 
and private schools 
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• Combined health and safety impacts of having trucks enter the dewatering facility at the same time 
Sibley Hospital is engaged in a major expansion of its facility. 

Sincerely yours, 

  

Joseph Carey and Rosa Vera 

5201 Westwood Dr. 

Bethesda, MD 20816 

  

cc: The Honorable Anthony Williams 

The Honorable Eleanor Holmes Norton 

The Honorable Chris Van Hollen 

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski 

The Honorable Paul Sarbanes 

Councilmember Howard A. Denis 

Councilmember Nancy Floreen 

  
 

aluncefo
Text Box
  150-10-BI



 

 
 

 
 

 
151



From: Valentine, John [John.Valentine@wilmerhale.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 10:05 AM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: Councilmember.Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov; 
Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov 
Subject: Construction of Industrial Dewatering Facility Near Sibley Hospital 
Dear Mr. Peterson: 
  
As a local Bethesda resident, I am writing to express my concern about the 80-foot industrial 
dewatering facility the Army Corps of Engineers is proposing behind Sibley Hospital 
(Alternative E) and the impact that it will have on my neighborhood.  Rather than pursue this 
intrusive and environmentally unsound option, the Corps should adopt a piping solution that 
will send all residuals to a non-residential area closer to the beltway.  I ask you to carefully 
review and respond to Concerned Neighbors’ concerns that: 

      The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps’ 
preferred option. 

      The environmental impacts of the Corps’ preferred ‘trucking alternative’ are 
profound in a region that is already suffering from severe non-attainment under 
Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic congestion. 

      The Corps’ DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the ‘trucking 
alternative’ by failing to include the cost of operating large diesel trucks 
indefinitely. 

      The process for considering the various alternatives has been seriously flawed, 
starting with the Corps’ failure to involve the community when it began the 
scoping process for the project in January of 2004.  The Corps pre-selected an 
outcome more than 10 years ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) 
and crafted the NEPA process to fit that desired outcome.   

      The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, strongly suggesting that 
the NEPA process was not properly followed. 

In addition, I am personally concerned about. 

      The diminished air quality in our neighborhood that will result from excessive 
diesel truck traffic.  I am particularly disturbed by this prospect because several 
members of my family suffer from asthma.   

      The safety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland and DC 
past at least 10 children’s schools. 

      The potential adverse environmental impact that the facility will have the 
Crescent Trail, which thousands of local residents use on a daily basis 
and which runs adjacent to the proposed dewatering site. 

I hope that the Corps takes the Concerned Neighbors’ position seriously and adopts a more 
reasonable approach to the dewatering process.  It would be pointless to have to resolve this 
issue through litigation rather than an agreed-upon solution that accommodates the 
reasonable needs of all parties. 
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Sincerely, 
 
John A. Valentine 
5102 Allan Road 
Bethesda, MD  20186 
H:  (301) 320-0898 
W:  (202) 663-6131 
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From: MERTZMD@aol.com 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 11:08 AM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Subject: residue facility 
Dear Mr. Jacobus: 
 
As a resident of the Westmoreland Hills community, I wish to express my dismay at the possibility 
that the Corps of Engineers is considering building a major residue processing facility in what has 
been for the long past one of the few remaining open spaces in our overcrowded, congested 
neighborhoods. 
 
It is not clear to me, even though I attended the community meeting at the Methodist church on 
Nebraska Ave. a few weeks ago, why both the timing and the chosen method of handling the residue 
seem to be unreasonable and harmful to the neighborhood. It does not yet seem that a practical and 
neighborhood friendly solution has been discovered and that, at this point, some new thinking seems 
to be in order. Most importantly, how can such a facility be compatible with the protective area around 
the reservoir and the needs of Sibly Hospital?  
 
It is my impression that a good deal more thought needs to go into conceptualizing what to do with 
the residue while not harming the local communities.  
 
Thank you for your attention, Pamela Mertz          mertzmd@aol.com 
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From: Debra Graham [debra_graham@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 11:36 AM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: otto@hetzelesq.com 
Subject: FW: Need for another alternative to siting of proposed 8 story tall toxic waste dump 
site next to Sibley Hospital under current Corps proposal E 
 
Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus 
General Manager 
Washington Aqueduct 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 
5900 MacArthur Blvd., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 200016 
 
Dear Mr. Jacobus: 
 
I am extremely concerned both about the process that you have used to arrive at your 
current proposed siting of an 80-foot tall dump site for heavy mineral and toxic 
materials extracted by the proposed industrial dewatering facility you are proposing 
behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact of that site and also the 
transportation of those materials to other waste sites.  
 
I attended your first "public" meeting on the project the day after Labor Day and I find you 
have continued on your pre-chosen path without adequate consideration of the environmental 
impact of this particular alternative.  You also have failed to properly cost out its various 
costs in environmental damage and dollars that will need to be spent in terms of the 132 tank 
trucks that you have proposed are to come through our neighborhood daily for what is 
acknowledged at best to be only a short-term solution to this problem. 
 
You need to terminate consideration of this alternative and proceed with one that will not 
impact either the D.C. and MD neighborhoods now affected or any residential areas in 
general.  You should be providing a permanent solution for the cleaning of the water that you 
are required to perform.  If you applied any logic to this situation, you would turn to a piping 
solution that will send the residuals from the cleaning process which I believe cannot help 
but contain various minerals, impurities, and therefore toxins taken from the Potomac waters, 
and place that piping through a non-residential routing closer to the nearby beltway and away 
from residential areas.   
 
Your DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of this Corps' 
preferred option. The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative' 
are profound in a region that is already suffering from severe non-attainment under Clean Air 
Act standards and serious traffic congestion.  If you are solving one problem, you are 
creating a worse one with your current proposal. 
 
Moreover, the Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true financial cost of the 'trucking 
alternative' by failing to include the cost of operating large diesel trucks indefinitely. 
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Further, I feel the entire process of consideration of alternatives and involvement of the 
community has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to involve the community when 
it started the scoping process for this project in January 2004.  The Corps appears to have 
pre-selected an outcome more than 10 years ago (trucking residuals through our 
neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA process to fit your desired outcome.    
 
In particular, I find it disingenuous that you hold meetings for community input right after 
national holidays, and then ask for comments on your proposal similarly, as in this case, 
within two days after the July 4th holiday, when many are on vacation.  In commemoration 
of Independence Day, I am devoting time to oppose your restrictions on our freedoms.  Your 
actions clearly indicate your desire to avoid citizen participation in this process and impose 
administrative dictates of your own.   
 
From an environmental standpoint, I feel that you also have failed to adequately consider the 
environmental impact on region that is already classified as being in severe non-attainment 
under the Clean Air Act in your current proposal.  There will be an unacceptable impact of 
trucking and potential increase in the number of asthma or cancer cases resulting from this 
volume of diesel emissions daily  Further there are both traffic and safety considerations in 
sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland and DC past a hospital and residential facilities 
for the elderly and at least 10 public and private schools in the affected area.   
 
Since it is apparent that you are not giving proper consideration to health and other 
environmental considerations and are not handling this matter in a good faith fashion 
with those in the various communities that are impacted, I will be asking my 
Representatives in Congress and others with whom I deal on Capital Hill to hold up 
funding for the Corps on this project until you come up with a piping alternative 
following freeway routes rather than a trucking one, and will also request, so that you 
get the message, that your entire administrative budget be withheld until you do so, if 
you continue to proceed in this fashion and with this alternative.  
 
Professor Otto J. Hetzel 
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From: Sandy Marder [smarder@jbg.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 11:47 AM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Subject: Water Extraction Facility at the Dalecarlia Filtration Plant 
Dear Mr. Peterson,  
 
I am writing to you to express my objection to the Corps Plan E and especially Plan B.  There are 
many other alternatives to these proposed plans that make more sense logistically and would not 
impact the immediate neighborhoods along MacArthur, Western and Massachusetts Av.  Four of 
these alternatives include: 
 
 # 1   The Carderock/David Taylor Model Basin is a Federal facility right off the Capital 
Beltway that would provide a secure site with absolutely NO neighborhood intrusion.   
 
#2   WSSC has a plant on River Road a few miles beyond Great Falls that is already 
performing the exact same function and could provide the facilities needed for the extraction. 
 
# 3   The City of Rockville has its own water facility on the Potomac and could also provide 
space for the Corps' dewatering building. 
 
# 4   The Corps could purchase a small piece of ground with access to the Capital Beltway 
upstream near to the Potomac River and could locate all or part of the facility there. 
 
In all of these four cases, the raw river water would be piped to the Washington Aqueduct 
from Great Falls and treated at the Dalecarlia filtration plant, just as it is today.  However, 
instead of dumping the leftover ‘sludge’ (the muck created when the river water is filtered) 
back into the river as they do now, it would be piped to one of these four off-site facilities to 
be ‘dewatered’ (dried) before being hauled away by trucks to dumping sites in Maryland 
and/or Virginia. 
 
The key issue is that the trucks hauling the sludge away would be starting from a site 
closer to the Beltway and would not have to travel through densely populated urban 
communities for any of these four options.  But the other major advantage of these 
alternatives is that the sludge pipe could be run INSIDE the already existing raw water 
conduit, eliminating the need to dig a long (and expensive and destructive) trench to the 
facility. 
 
Furthermore, as a resident of Montgomery County, this facility serves no purpose to our 
community as I believe that 100% of the water to be "de-sludged" will be purified at the 
Dalecarlia plant on MacArthur Blvd at D.C. line and will be sold to D.C. and to Fairfax, V.A. 
 If plans E or B are approved, Montgomery County residents are the ones who would be 
negatively affected by all the environmental costs and other negative effects such as traffic, 
road degradation and an additional safety hazard to our children. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sandra Marder 
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6204 Newburn Dr. 
Bethesda, MD 20816 
 
 
Cc. The Honorable Chris Van Hollen 
      The Honorable Barbara Mikulski 
      The Honorbale Paul Sarbanes 
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From: Cybele Bjorklund [cb-rjd@mindspring.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 11:44 AM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: Councilmember.Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov; 
Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov 
Subject: OPPOSITION TO Alternative E re the new industrial de-watering facility near 
Sibley Hospital 
 
Attachments: army corps letter re sibley FINAL.pdf 
 
July 5, 2005  
 
Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus  
General Manager  
c/o Mr. Michael Peterson, Environmental Manager (via email)  
Washington Aqueduct  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District  
5900 MacArthur Blvd., N.W.  
Washington, D.C. 200016  

Dear Mr. Jacobus:  
                 
I am writing to oppose Alternative E of the Army Corps of Engineers Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
('DEIS') for a new industrial de-watering facility near Sibley Hospital on the border of Washington, DC and 
Maryland. I am deeply concerned both about the direct impact it would have on my neighborhood, and the 
broader environmental effects. I understand that the facility would be the height of an 8-story building and the 
length of a football field; this would be a major exception to zoning in the area and would considerably change 
the area.  Furthermore, I understand that the facility would generate up to 132 trucks a day through our 
neighborhoods to haul-away water residuals.  

As an alternative, I would favor a piping solution to send the residuals to a non-residential area closer to the 
beltway or moving the industrial facility to a non-residential area near the beltway. 

I ask you to carefully review and respond to Concerned Neighborsâ€™ concerns that:  

Â·      The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred option.  

Â·      The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative' are profound in a region that is 
already suffering from severe non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic congestion. 

Â·      The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the 'trucking alternative' by failing to include 
the cost of operating large diesel trucks indefinitely, especially in an era of rising oil prices and supply issues 
expected for the foreseeable future. 

Â·      The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to involve the community when it 
started the scoping process for this project in January of 2004.  Indeed, it appears that the Corps pre-selected its 
decision to truck residuals through our neighborhoods more than 10 years ago and crafted the NEPA process to 
fit their desired outcome. 

Â·      The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, further raising concerns that the NEPA process 
was not properly followed. 
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While I share the concerns raised by our citizensâ€™ association and the Concerned Neighbors effort, as the 
mother of a young son, I am personally concerned about the long-standing effects on the air quality that will 
inevitably result from a trucking operation of this magnitude, and potential increase in the number of asthma or 
cancer cases resulting from this volume of diesel emissions daily.  The safety implications of sending 132 
commercial trucks a day past at least 10 public and private schools poses serious risks to our children, and the 
family members who accompany them to school.  We specifically bought our home in this neighborhood 
because of the ability to have our children walk to school.   

Finally, given the well-documented problems caused by the Corpsâ€™ work with American University with 
respect to the weapons testing and arsenic and other chemical deposits found rampant through Spring Valley, 
we are concerned that our neighborhood will be subject to some of the same difficulties in terms of 
accountability should efforts with this de-watering facility go awry. 

I look forward to your response, and hope that you will stop plans to proceed with Alternative E and commit to 
an alternative proposal that will result in fewer community concerns and a better environmental outcome for 
all.  Thank you. 

Cordially,  

/s/  

Cybele Bjorklund  
4810 Earlston Drive  
Bethesda, MD  20816  
301-320-2944  

CC:  The Honorable Chris Van Hollen (via email)  
1419 Longworth House Office Building  
Washington, DC 20515  

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski  (via email)  
503 Hart Senate Office Building  
Washington, DC 20510  

The Honorable Paul Sarbanes  (via email)  
503 Hart Senate Office Building  
Washington, DC 20510  

Councilmember Howard A. Denis  (via email)  
Montgomery County Council  
100 Maryland Avenue  
Rockville, MD 20850  

Councilmember Nancy Floreen (via email)  
100 Maryland Ave, 6th Floor  
Rockville, MD 20850  
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July 5, 2005  

 

 

Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus  
General Manager  
c/o Mr. Michael Peterson, Environmental Manager (via email)  
Washington Aqueduct  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District  
5900 MacArthur Blvd., N.W.  
Washington, D.C. 200016  

Dear Mr. Jacobus:  
                 
I am writing to oppose Alternative E of the Army Corps of Engineers Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement ('DEIS') for a new industrial de-watering 
facility near Sibley Hospital on the border of Washington, DC and Maryland. I 
am deeply concerned both about the direct impact it would have on my 
neighborhood, and the broader environmental effects. I understand that the 
facility would be the height of an 8-story building and the length of a football 
field; this would be a major exception to zoning in the area and would 
considerably change the area.  Furthermore, I understand that the facility would 
generate up to 132 trucks a day through our neighborhoods to haul-away water 
residuals.  

As an alternative, I would favor a piping solution to send the residuals to a non-
residential area closer to the beltway or moving the industrial facility to a non-
residential area near the beltway. 

I ask you to carefully review and respond to Concerned Neighbors’ concerns 
that:  

• The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the 
Corps' preferred option.  

 
• The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative' are 

profound in a region that is already suffering from severe non-attainment 
under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic congestion. 

 
• The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the 'trucking 

alternative' by failing to include the cost of operating large diesel trucks 
indefinitely, especially in an era of rising oil prices and supply issues 
expected for the foreseeable future. 
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• The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to 
involve the community when it started the scoping process for this project in 
January of 2004.  Indeed, it appears that the Corps pre-selected its decision to 
truck residuals through our neighborhoods more than 10 years ago and 
crafted the NEPA process to fit their desired outcome. 

 
• The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, further raising 

concerns that the NEPA process was not properly followed. 
 

While I share the concerns raised by our citizensâ€™ association and the 
Concerned Neighbors effort, as the mother of a young son, I am personally 
concerned about the long-standing effects on the air quality that will inevitably 
result from a trucking operation of this magnitude, and potential increase in the 
number of asthma or cancer cases resulting from this volume of diesel emissions 
daily.  The safety implications of sending 132 commercial trucks a day past at 
least 10 public and private schools poses serious risks to our children, and the 
family members who accompany them to school.  We specifically bought our 
home in this neighborhood because of the ability to have our children walk to 
school.   

Finally, given the well-documented problems caused by the Corpsâ€™ work 
with American University with respect to the weapons testing and arsenic and 
other chemical deposits found rampant through Spring Valley, we are 
concerned that our neighborhood will be subject to some of the same difficulties 
in terms of accountability should efforts with this de-watering facility go awry. 

I look forward to your response, and hope that you will stop plans to proceed 
with Alternative E and commit to an alternative proposal that will result in 
fewer community concerns and a better environmental outcome for all.  Thank 
you. 

Cordially,  

/s/  

Cybele Bjorklund  
4810 Earlston Drive  
Bethesda, MD  20816  
301-320-2944  

CC:  The Honorable Chris Van Hollen (via email)  
1419 Longworth House Office Building  
Washington, DC 20515  
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The Honorable Barbara Mikulski  (via email)  
503 Hart Senate Office Building  
Washington, DC 20510  

The Honorable Paul Sarbanes  (via email)  
503 Hart Senate Office Building  
Washington, DC 20510  

Councilmember Howard A. Denis  (via email)  
Montgomery County Council  
100 Maryland Avenue  
Rockville, MD 20850  

Councilmember Nancy Floreen (via email)  
100 Maryland Ave, 6th Floor  
Rockville, MD 20850  
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUlVrnIA
Department of Health

Environmental Health Administration

* * *
Office of the Senior Deputy Director

July 5, 2005

Michael C. Peterson, Environmental Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District

Washington Aqueduct
5900 MacArthur Boulevard, N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20016

Re: Draft EnvirOnIrlental Impact Statement for Proposed Residuals M.Lnagement Process

Dear Mr. Peterson:

The Environmental Health Administration haS reviewed the Draft EnvirOllInental Impact
Statement for a Proposed Water Treatment Residuals Management Proce!:s for the Washington
Aqueduct, D.C. (April 2005) (DEIS), and offers the following comments:

The alternatives evaluated in the DEIS, with the exception of Alternative D ("no action"), will
considerably reduce sediment discharges to the Potomac River. This will result in significant
improvement of the water quality and aquatic life of the river. Altemativ(~ A, dewatering at the
northwest Dalecarlia processing site and disposal by mono fill, would destroy 30 acres of forestl::d
habitat.

The DEIS di~cussion of the dewater!processing facility, reservoir pumpin.~ stations, and foreba:,'
:lpgrade revealed some groundwater issues that need to be addressed. Tht~se issues include (1)
the northwest processing site, oily smell noted during soil borings (pages 3-36,4-35); east
processing site, remnants of demolished building and oily material below ground, currently
undergoing investigation (page 4-38); and forebay modification, Georgetown Booster Pump,
groundwater control! management (pages 4-43, 4-40). These issues can he addressed during tt.l,
implementation of the selected alternative. The Water Quality Division ,, "ill work with the
Washington Aqueduct to resolve these issues, to mitigate any potential ad verse impacts to the
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. In addition, the Washington Aqueduct should
comply with the Distri(~t's sediment control and storm water management regulations for
proposed on-site consDllction activities involving land disturbance. Due to the close proximity
of Dalecarlia to the Pot.omac River, we recommend that the Corps considf:r extra measures to
address erosion and sediment control.

51 N ~creet, N.E., 6th Floor, Washington, DC 20002 Tel: (202) 535-2600 Fax: (202) 535-2881
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Washington Aqueduct Residuals Management D EIS
Jlily 5, 2005
Page Two

With respect to air quality, a review of the five alternatives discussed in tJle DEIS indicates ilia';
all, except Alternative D (no action), would involve truck traffic and would likely add to
vehicular congestion and exacerbate air pollution in the affected areas. Alternatives A, B, and I:!
would affect the areas near the Dalecarlia, while Alternative C would aff~:ct Blue Plains, which is
working to eliminate the trucking of sludge and which, in any event, is uTlable to handle the
residuals due to space limitations. The transfer of truck traffic from Dalecarlia to Blue Plains i!i
not a viable option. The Corps' recommended option, Alternative E, wolud involve off-site
trucking. The impact of truck traffic on air quality could be mitigated it the contractors could b,~
required to retrofit their diesel trucks. The feasibility of such action should be investigated. In
addition, to delineate the extent of the impacts on air quality, the final ewrironmental impact
statement should evaluate the air quality impact through a traffic study arid air quality analysis.

A number of options vvere evaluated that did not survive the ranking process; however, the
Environmental Health AdministTation remains interested in the proposed. option of piping the
solids for processing to another industrial site, such as the Naval Surface Warfare Center at
Carderock. This site contains adequate space to separate and buffer the r'~siduals management
process from any residential neighborhoods. It is also close to the Beltw:1Y, which would help :D
mitigate trucking impcLcts. We also believe that this alternative would provide an
environmentally acceptable solution that is supported by the residents of the District of Columl:Iia
and Maryland, and would support further discussion between the two federal agencies to
determine if this option or another piping option is viable.

Sincerely;
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From: Moosh23@aol.com 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 12:35 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Subject: Washington Aqueduct  
 
Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus 
General Manager 
Washington Aqueduct 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 
5900 MacArthur Blvd., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 200016 
 
Dear Mr. Jacobus: 
 
I am writing to express my concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering facility you are proposing 
behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have on my neighborhood. I favor finding 
a piping solution that will send the residuals to a non-residential area closer to the beltway.  I ask you 
to carefully review and respond to Concerned Neighbors’ concerns that: 
•    The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred option. 
•    The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative' are profound in a region 
that is already suffering from severe non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic 
congestion. 
•    The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the 'trucking alternative' by failing to 
include the cost of operating large diesel trucks indefinitely. 
•    The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to involve the community when 
it started the scoping process for this project in January of 2004.  The Corps pre-selected an outcome 
more than 10 years ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA 
process to fit their desired outcome.   
•    The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising concerns that the NEPA process 
was not properly followed. 
 
In addition, I am personally concerned about the impact on our quality of life from sending up to 132 
trucks through our neighborhoods daily.  We moved to this quite, peaceful, green suburb of DC to 
escape the chaos and filth of Manhattan's financial district in the aftermath of the 9-11 tragedy.  As it 
is, emerging from this neighborhood onto one of the main roads (Western, River) is very difficult, near 
impossible during rush hour. The anticipated noise, filth, and congestion of the added diesel trucks is 
truly disheartening. We stroll the streets for pleasure, walk to the Metro for work, and our children 
walk to school. Please consider the impact of this project on our health, safety, and daily calm. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
Maria A Morgan 
Rodman Rd 
Bethesda, MD 20816 
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From: GinnyTW@aol.com 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 1:36 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: lcropp@dccouncil.us; kbrown@dccouncil.us; dcatania@dccouncil.us; 
pmendelson@dccouncil.us; kpatterson@dccouncil.us; cschwartz@dccouncil.us; 
Councilmember.Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov; 
Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov 
Subject: Opposition to DEISN 
 
Dear Mr. Peterson: 
 
I am writing to express my concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering facility you are proposing 
behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have on my neighborhood. I favor finding 
a piping solution that will send the residuals to a non-residential area closer to the beltway.  I ask you 
to carefully review and respond to Concerned Neighbors’ concerns that: 
•    The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred option. 
•    The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative' are profound in a region 
that is already suffering from severe non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic 
congestion. 
•    The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the 'trucking alternative' by failing to 
include the cost of operating large diesel trucks indefinitely. 
•    The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to involve the community when 
it started the scoping process for this project in January of 2004.  The Corps pre-selected an outcome 
more than 10 years ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA 
process to fit their desired outcome.   
•    The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising concerns that the NEPA process 
was not properly followed. 
 
In addition, I am personally concerned about: 
 
•    The safety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland and DC past at least 10 
public and private schools -- and many of those routes are crowded already! 
 
•    The combined health and safety impacts of having trucks enter the dewatering facility at the same 
time Sibley Hospital is engaged in a major expansion of its facility.  Both my husband and I travel the 
Dalecarlia route regularly for work and carpooling children to and from school and activities.  I can't 
imagine the rumbling traffic increase that both of these projects will have and the negative impact on 
the safety of neighbors who regularly travel those routes. 
  
In addition, anyone who travels urban Maryland roads today can attest to the relative UNSAFE driving 
practices of the large trucks through these dense areas. 
  
There simply MUST be a better solution and we have so many able talented people on hand to try to 
work with you to craft one. 
  
Sincerely, 
Ginny & Hans Wydler 
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From: Marks, Herbert E. [HMarks@ssd.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 2:44 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Subject: Washington Aqueduct: Draft EIS for dewatering facility 
 
Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus  
General Manager  
Washington Aqueduct  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

Re: Proposed Dewatering Facility  

Dear Mr. Jacobus:  

This communication is to express opposition to the draft EIS Alternative E, which I understand is 
receiving favorable attention. 

First.  The construction of such dewatering facility in a residential area is completely inconsistent with 
the character of the neighborhood.  It directly impacts adversely on the environment, and is 
aesthetically objectionable. 

Second.  One specific component warrants special attention--the "trucking alternative"--and warrants 
special comment. This alternative does not address the following objections: 

        A.  Trucks are polluters in terms of emissions and noise.  
        B.  The additional traffic from heavy motor vehicles poses an additional safety hazard to both 
pedestrian traffic, and motor vehicle traffic. 

        C.  There are no extant enforcement mechanisms to control emission levels or noise levels, and 
the EIS does not specify how  the Corps will 

              discharge its responsibilities to control such, or to assure that it adopts a proposal where 
such are controlled. 

        D.  Assuming that ways are found, and specified, to effect such controls, the EIS does not 
contain any mitigation plan which would lessen the burden of the          trucking option on specific 
properties, by, for example, spreading the truck traffic over multiple routes, etc. 

Third. The problems associated with just the "trucking component" is an example of what happens 
when one locates an industrial facility in a residential neighborhood.  The road net was not designed 
to support such activities, and there is nothing that the Corps can do to change that.  It can only, 
through locating the industrial facility there, create inappropriate adverse conditions. 

Fourth.  Ironically, the net effects of the proposal are: (a) trading a reduction in water pollution (which 
can be achieved by employing other alternatives) for an increase in air and noise pollution and other 
risks; and, (b) shifting the direct costs of the project to property owners in the affected residential 
areas. 

Fifth. The better approach--in terms of the impact on the environment and a responsible approach to 
cost allocation--would be locate the dewatering facility in more appropriate site, say outside the 
beltway, in an industrial area with access to an appropriate road net. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Herbert E. Marks  
5317 Cardinal Court  
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From: Raye Leith [rayeleith@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 3:11 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: Councilmember.Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov; 
Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov 
Subject: industrial plant in my backyard 
 
Dear Mr. Jacobus:  

You and many of my neighbors (Brookmont) have sat in  
the same rooms together over the last year, trying to  
hear one another's concerns and plans.  I am writing  
(again) to state that  you must not go forward without  
taking the appropriate steps and truly searching for  
the least impact solution--PIPING.  We realize that  
you have invested a decade in this project, but you  
live in a neighborhood and would be outraged to find  
that you pay taxes and had ZERO  
input/information/warning on the placement of an  
industrial plant in your backyard.  

I am writing to express my concern about the 80-foot  
industrial dewatering facility you are proposing near  
Brookmont (Alternative B) or behind Sibley  
Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have  
on my  
neighborhood. I favor finding a piping solution that  
will send the residuals to a loser to the beltway.  I  
ask you to carefully  
review and respond to Concerned Neighbors’ concerns  
that:  
•       The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of  
environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred option.  
•       The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred  
"trucking  
alternative" are profound in a region that is already  
suffering from severe non-attainment under Clean Air  
Act standards and serious traffic congestion.  
•       The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true  
cost of the "trucking alternative" by failing to  
include the cost of operating large diesel trucks  
indefinitely.  
•       The entire process has been flawed, starting with  
the Corps' failure to involve the community when it  
started the scoping process for this project in  
January of 2004.  The Corps pre-selected an outcome  
more than 10 years ago (trucking residuals through our  
neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA  
process to fit their desired outcome.  
•       The Corps has looked at a limited range of  
alternatives, raising concerns that the NEPA process  
was not properly followed.  
*     The Corps has not adequately investigated a  
piping alternative  
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Please show us that you have the environment and our  
well being in your plans.  You must begin again and  
cut your losses.  I believe that you are in a very  
difficult position, but you will be rewarded for  
reaching into the future and working with our  
suggestions to find a progressive and showcase  
solution.  

Sincerely,  

Raye Leith  
6017 Broad Street  
Bethesda, MD 20816  
 

                 
____________________________________________________  
Yahoo! Sports  
Rekindle the Rivalries. Sign up for Fantasy Football  
http://football.fantasysports.yahoo.com  
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From: mary.melrod@comcast.net 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 4:22 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov; 
Councilmember.denis@montgomerycountymd.gov 
Subject: Washington Aqueduct DEIS Response 
 
Attachments: melrod response.pdf 
Attached you will find my concerns regarding the Washington Aqueducts DRAFT EIS.  I 
reside in Brookmont and am quite concerned regarding the preferred alternatives. 
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From: d.s.forman@att.net 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 4:59 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: Johanna Forman; Councilmember.Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov; 
Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov 
 
Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus 
General Manager 
Washington Aqueduct 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 
5900 MacArthur Blvd., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 200016 
Dear Mr. Jacobus: 
 
We are writing to express my concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering  
facility you are proposing behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact  
it will have on my neighborhood. We favor finding a piping solution that will  
send the residuals to a non-residential area closer to the beltway.  We ask you  
to carefully review and respond to Concerned Neighbors’ concerns that: 
 
1.The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 
option. 
2.The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative'  
are profound in a region that is already suffering from severe non-attainment  
under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic congestion. 
3.The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the 'trucking alternative' by 
failing to include the cost of operating large diesel trucks indefinitely. 
4. The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to  
involve the community when it started the scoping process for this project in  
January of 2004.  It appears that the Corps pre-selected an outcome more than 10 years ago 
(trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA process to fit their 
desired outcome.   
4. The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising concerns that the NEPA 
process was not properly followed. 
 
In addition, we are personally concerned about the safety implications of sending 132 trucks 
a day through Maryland and DC past at least 10 public and private schools 
We are also concerned about the adverse impact on very popular and widely used parkland 
near the proposed waste facility.  We object to the current proposal and strongly urge you to 
reconsider your plans. 
  
-- 
David and Johanna Forman  
5344 Falmouth Road  
Bethesda, MD 20816  
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From: ltruitt@NGS.ORG 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 5:03 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: Councilmember.Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov; 
Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov 
Subject: Dewatering Facility 
 
 
 

Dear Mr. Peterson:  

I am writing to express my concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering  
facility you are proposing near Brookmont (Alternative B) or behind Sibley  
Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have on my neighborhood. I  
favor finding a piping solution that will send the residuals to a  
non-residential area closer to the beltway.  I ask you to carefully review  
and respond to Concerned Neighbors’ concerns that:  
•            The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental  
impacts of the Corps' preferred option.  
•            The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred "trucking  
alternative" are profound in a region that is already suffering from severe  

non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic  
congestion.  
•            The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of  
the "trucking alternative" by failing to include the cost of operating  
large diesel trucks indefinitely.  
•            The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps'  
failure to involve the community when it started the scoping process for  
this project in January of 2004.  The Corps preselected an outcome more  
than 10 years ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and  
crafted the NEPA process to fit their desired outcome.  
•            The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives,  
raising concerns that the NEPA process was not properly followed.  
*            The Corps has not adequately investigated a piping alternative  

Alternative B poses the worst problems.  It is closest in proximity to  
residents' homes and sits directly alongside the Capital Crescent Trail.  
In addition, it would dramatically increase traffic on MacArthur Blvd and  
up and down the steep Loughboro hill in front of Sibley Hospital.  Neither  
of these routes is appropriate or safe for heavy truck traffic.  

In addition, I am personally concerned about the air impact of trucking and  
potential increase in the number of asthma or  
cancer cases that would result from this volume of diesel emissions daily,  
as well as the ensuing environmental impact in a region that is already  
classified as being in severe non-attainment under the Clean Air Act.  
That, plus the safety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through  
Maryland and DC past at least 10 public and private schools, make this  
proposal ill-conceived and dangerous to residents.  

Thank you for thinking this through more thoroughly.  
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Sincerely,  

Lisa Truitt  
6511 Ridge Drive  
Bethesda  

cc:  The Honorable Chris Van Hollen  
The Honorable Barbara Mikulski  
The Honorable Paul Sarbanes  
 
 
 

Giant Screen Films and Special Projects  
National Geographic Ventures  
1145 17th Street, NW  
Washington D.C. 20036  

Is the National Geographic Channel available  
in your area? Find out or request it at  
http://www.nationalgeographic.com/channel  
 

http://www.nationalgeographic.com/channel
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From: KDKC2@aol.com 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 5:45 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov; .Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov 
Subject: Washington Aqueduct -  
 
Attachments: Washington Aqueduct - Letters Needed 
 
In a message dated 7/3/2005 11:27:29 P.M. Eastern Daylight Time, 
Debra_Graham@comcast.net writes: 
Dear Mr. Jacobus: 
 
I am writing to express my concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering facility you are proposing 
behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have on my neighborhood. I favor finding 
a piping solution that will send the residuals to a non-residential area closer to the beltway.  I ask you 
to carefully review and respond to Concerned Neighbors’ concerns that: 
•    The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred option. 
•    The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative' are profound in a region 
that is already suffering from severe non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic 
congestion. 
•    The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the 'trucking alternative' by failing to 
include the cost of operating large diesel trucks indefinitely. 
•    The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to involve the community when 
it started the scoping process for this project in January of 2004.  The Corps pre-selected an outcome 
more than 10 years ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and crafted the NEPA 
process to fit their desired outcome.   
•    The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising concerns that the NEPA process 
was not properly followed. 
 
In addition, I am personally concerned about… 
(customize the letter by writing about how one of these items will impact you) 
•    Environmental impact in region that is already classified as being in severe non-attainment under 
the Clean Air Act 
•    Air impact of trucking and potential increase in the number of asthma or cancer cases resulting 
from this volume of diesel emissions daily 
•    The safety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland and DC past at least 10 
public and private schools 
•    Combined health and safety impacts of having trucks enter the dewatering facility at the same 
time Sibley Hospital is engaged in a major expansion of its facility 

                                        Respectfully yours, 
                                        Angela G. Maldonado 
                                        4401 Chalfont Place 
                                        Westmoreland Hills 
                                        Bethesda, MD  20816 
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From: Marcia Marks [fragermark@mindspring.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 10:16 PM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Subject: Washington Aqueduct: Draft EIS for De-Watering facility 
Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus  

General Manager  

Washington Aqueduct  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
 
Re: Proposed De-watering Facility  
 
Dear Mr. Jacobus:  
 
Please do not accept alternative E for the EIS.  
 
Placing a de-watering facility at the neighborhood hospital does not make sense. The neighborhood and others 
regularly use the emergency room as well as other hospital facilities.  
 
Let me give you an example. Having an industrial facility with heavy truck traffic in a residential neighborhood 
is not a good idea. We have used the emergency room over the many years while our daughters were growing 
up. The one incident that comes to mind was when our daughter had a severe injure to the front of her head. 
There was so much blood, we were not sure if they could save her eye or whether she had a concussion. We 
made it to the hospital in less than five minutes. Fortunately, we were able to get through to the hospital and 
into the emergency room in no time at all. This was, of course, much faster and less frightening to our child than 
using an ambulance.  
 
If industrial trucks had delayed us, it is hard to say what would have been the outcome.  
 
It would seem that using dump trucks to haul the sludge through residential roads, rather than sending it by pipe 
is shortsighted; penny wise and pound foolish. In the long haul, the neighbors must pay for the wear and tear on 
the roads. The neighbors must put up with the air pollution and noise. Children who cross Massachusetts Ave. 
to get to school will be at great risk.  
 
To save the Potomac from receiving more sludge, our neighborhood will have more air pollution and noise. 
Trucking companies have a poor reputation for maintenance and there are no regulations for inspections of 
truck in Maryland for air pollution or safety (except at the time of sale).  
 
Our house backs onto Massachusetts Avenue and when dump trucks go up or down the hill (next to the stop at 
Little Falls Parkway), we measure at least 90 decibels on our Digital Sound Level Meter. The truckers must 
enjoy squeezing their air brakes as they go downhill and gun their motors as they accelerate up the hill. All the 
trucks use carcinogenic diesel fuel and black particles land on our property. Furthermore, the vibrations from 
dump trucks rattle the house. Currently it may be a couple of times per day. With the Aquaduct trucks, our 
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beautiful yard will be unusable. I will be unable to eat the vegetable from my garden. The cracks in the walls 
will open wide from the vibration.  
 
It would not surprise me if our property values greatly declined. We have lived in our house 33 years and 
planned to age in place.  
 
Please reconsider your position to destroy our neighbnorhood.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Marcia F. Marks  

5317 Cardinal Ct.  

Bethesda, MD 20816  
 
301-229-6466  

fragermark@mindspring.com  
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From: sylviaflet@aol.com 
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2005 7:10 AM 
To: Peterson, Michael C WAD 
Cc: Councilmember.Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov; 
Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov 
Subject: Washington Acueduct-environmental hazard 
PLEASE DELIVER TO MR. THOMAS P JACOBUS 
Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus 
General Manager 
Washington Aqueduct 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 
5900 MacArthur Blvd., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 200016 
C/O Environmental manager:  Michael.C.Peterson@usace.army.mil
 
Dear Mr. Jacobus: 
 
I am a concerned and affected resident of Maryland, and am writing to 
express my concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering facility you 
are proposing behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it 
will have on my neighborhood. I favor finding a piping solution that will 
send the residuals to a non-residential area closer to the beltway.  I ask 
you to carefully review and respond to Concerned Neighbors? concerns that: 
 
?   The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of 
the Corps' preferred option. 
?   The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking 
alternative' are profound in a region that is already suffering from 
severe non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic 
congestion. 
?   The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the 
'trucking alternative' by failing to include the cost of operating large 
diesel trucks indefinitely. 
?   The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure 
to involve the community when it started the scoping process for this 
project in January of 2004.  The Corps pre-selected an outcome more than 
10 years ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and crafted 
the NEPA process to fit their desired outcome.   
?   The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising 
concerns that the NEPA process was not properly followed. 
 
In addition, I am personally concerned about air quality and noise 
pollution in a residential area which is already classified as being in 
severe non-attainment under the Clean Air Act.  Other considerations of 
concern are the following: 
 
?   The safety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland 
and DC past at least 10 public and private schools 
?   Combined health and safety impacts of having trucks enter the 
dewatering facility at the same time Sibley Hospital is engaged in a major 
expansion of its facility 
 
 
 
 

mailto:Michael.C.Peterson%40usace.army.mil
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Thank you very much for your consideration of the views of the communities 
affected by environmental hazards and environmental quality of life. 
Sincerely, 
Sylvia A. Fletcher 
5214 Westwood Drive 
Bethesda, MD 20816 
 
Copy: 
 
The Honorable Chris Van Hollen 
1419 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 
http://www.house.gov/writerep/
 
The Honorable Barbara Mikulski 
503 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 
http://mikulski.senate.gov/contactme/mailform.html
 
 
The Honorable Paul Sarbanes 
503 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 
http://sarbanes.senate.gov/pages/email.html
 
Councilmember Howard A. Denis 
Montgomery County Council 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, MD 20850 Councilmember.Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov
 
Councilmember Nancy Floreen 
100 Maryland Ave, 6th Floor 
Rockville, MD 20850 
Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov
 
 

http://www.house.gov/writerep/
http://mikulski.senate.gov/contactme/mailform.html
http://sarbanes.senate.gov/pages/email.html
mailto:Councilmember.Denis%40montgomerycountymd.gov
mailto:Councilmember.Floreen%40montgomerycountymd.gov
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July 6, 2005

Michael C. Peterson, Environmental Engineer
Washington Aqueduct

FROM:RE: Jenny Jachim, Resident of Bethesda Maryland
Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Below are my brief comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
the proposed residuals management process:

1 The DEIS residuals management process that proposes a dewatering facility be built and
the resulting residuals shipped off site by trucks does not contain any limitations on the
amount of residuals produced and the number of trucks that would be used for shipping.
The environmental impacts that this DEIS evaluates relies on projected estimates of the
amount of residuals expected/projected to be produced now and into the future. It does
not discuss any limitations on capacity of the dewatering facility. It appears that should
the demand for water go up, the amount of residuals produced would go up along with an
unbounded increase in the number of trucks needed to remove the resulting residuals.
With no limitations on the capacity of the dewatering facility it is difficult to have faith in
any of the estimated impacts (e.g., noise, air quality, public health, transportation, etc.)
discussed in the DEIS .

2.

The DEIS provides little to no discussion regarding plans to reduce the amount of
residuals produced at this facility. A great deal more thought should have been put into
determining how to reduce the amount of residuals produced by this facility.

3 There is not discussion in the DEIS of any limits on the number and quality of the trucks
that are to be used to ship the residuals off site. There appears to be no specific
requirements to assure that the trucks that are being used for shipping are maintained to
minimize the amount of emissions produced. There is no discussion of considering or
requiring alternative transportation that utilizes cleaner fuels.

There appears to be no consideration of the impact the trucks will have regarding air
quality and PM2.5 emissions.

4.

In conclusion, it appears that the DEIS was based on projected estimates of residual output with
out any regulated limitations on the capacity of the facility. Without any specific limitations on
the amount of residuals that can be produced at the facility or the number or trucks that can enter
the D.C and Maryland streets the true environmentaUhealth and safety impact that this
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dewatering facility will have on the surrounding community cannot be truly evaluated. The
proposal to build a dewatering facility at the plant and to ship the residuals off site using city and
county residential streets is in no way optimum plan. It seems that the proposal to ship the
residuals through he District of Columbia and Maryland residential arteries is a quick and dirty
way to comply with the NPDES permit at the expense of the quality of life of the citizens (e.g.,
lowering air quality and public safety, and increasing the noise pollution and traffic congestion)
not just in the surrounding neighborhoods but all along the transportation corridors proposed in
the DEIS. I am certain that if more thought was put into solving the problem of removal of
residuals a solution could be found that does not simply solve one problem by creating another.
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Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus
General Manager
Washington Aqueduct
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
5900 MacArthur Blvd.,N. W.
Washington, D.C. 200016

July 5, 2005

Dear Mr. Jacobus:

I live with my family in Westmoreland Hills am writing to express my concern about the
80-foot industrial dewatering facility you are proposing behind Sibley Hospital
(Alternative E) and the impact it will have on my neighborhood. I favor finding a piping
solution that will send the residuals to a non-residential area closer to the beltway. I ask
you to carefully review and respond to Concerned Neighbors' concerns that:

....

The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts
of the Corps' preferred option.
The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking
alternative' are profound in a region that is already suffering from
severe non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic
congestion.
The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the
'trucking alternative' by failing to include the cost of operating large
diesel trucks indefinitely.
The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps'
failure to involve the community when it started the scoping process for
this project in January of2004. The Corps pre-selected an outcome more
than 10 years ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and
crafted the NEP A process to fit their desired outcome.
The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising
concerns that the NEP A process was not properly followed.

.

In addition, I am personally concerned about the safety and environmental implications
of sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland and DC past at least 10 public and private
schools. Your plan to build and operate a major industrial facility would be better suited
to a non-residential area where the impact will be minimized.

Yours sincerely

/I;k.;."f""i
Phillip Akins
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cc

The Honorable Chris Van Hollen
1419 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, PC 20515

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
503 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Paul Sarbanes
503 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Councilmember Howard A. Denis
Montgomery County Council
100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850

Councilmember Nancy Floreen
100 Maryland Ave, 6th Floor
Rockville, MD 20850
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5307 Elliott Road
Bethesda, MD 20816

July 4, 2005

Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus
General Manager
Washington Aqueduct
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
5900 MacArthur Blvd., N. W.
Washington, D.C. 200016

Dear Mr. Jacobus:

Weare residents of the Westmoreland Hills neighborhood.

We are writing to express our concern about the 80-foot industrial dewatering facility you are
proposing behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have on our
neighborhood. We favor finding a piping solution that will send the residuals to a non-residential
area closer to the beltway. We ask you to carefully review and respond to Concerned Neighbors'
concerns that:
8, :The: DEIS:contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred
O;ption. ' jC;,;':.;, ~: '.C:i.!'!, ;r'i:'~!'
8 The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative' are profound in a

region ~ is already, suffering from severe non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and
serioustraffic,congestion." ~,i (';-:, , , :: ,:"t;! ,-: ":
.The.Corps' DEISrseriouslymischaracterizesthe trueCQst of the 'trucking alternative' by
failing to include the cost 'of operating large diesel trucks indefinitely.
8 The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to involve the-community

when it started the scoping process for this project in January of2004. The Corps pre-selected
an outcome more than 10 years ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and crafted
the NEP A process to fit their desired outcome.
8 The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising concerns that the NEP A

process was not properly followed.

In addition, we are personally concerned about,

8 the environmental impact in a region that is already classified as being in severe non-

attainment under the Clean Air Act.
8 the Air impact of trucking and potential increase in the number of asthma or cancer cases, ."

resulting from this volume of diesel emissions daily. Our son has asthma and we personally
know the ,triggering effect. of environmental factors on asthma. .
8, thecsafety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland and DC past at least 10
public and private schools. \; :,,' ., -":;',' ..j' ',""

Again, we ask that you reconsider this dewatering facility and the impact it will have on the
surrounding"neighborhoods. c' " ,.;; i;' "::

Sincerely,

1#i.t...J ~ t~N~ t../Z
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Howard J. Ehrlich, Ph.D.
6109 Broad Street

Bethesda, MD 20816

hjehrlich@aol.com

July 1, 2005

Michael C. Peterson
Washington Aqueduct
5900 MacArthur Blvd, NW
Washington, DC 20016-2514

michael.c.peterson@usace.army.mil

Dear Mr. Peterson,

This letter is in response to the DEIS for the Washington Aqueduct proposal to construct
a thickening and dewatering facility nearby to the Brookmont residential enclave. In fact,
I oppose strongly the construction of such a plant nearby any residential area.

I write as a concerned citizen and as a part-time resident of Brookmont. I spent, and have
spent, 1 to 3 days a week in my Brookmont residence for the past 15 years. I am
concerned that the ACE proposal if acted upon will degrade our neighborhood, as well as
the adjacent neighborhoods and roadways. I am also concerned as a citizen that the
process for selecting these sites and the means by which the sludge will be disposed was
undemocratic in all of its particulars.

On the matter of air quality:
1. I see no accounting for the routine leakage of truck cargoes, nor any procedure for
monitoring that eventuality.
2. There appears to be no mention of the impact of the degradation of the roadways and
its implication for air quality as a result of the truck traffic.
3. There is no indication that ACE can or will regulate the conditions of the trucks over
time.
4. It is not clear that ACE will engage in routine air monitoring in the plant's location,
and what it would do when unhealthy limits of the various pollutants are breached.

On the matter of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive substances:
5. The various substances present in the incoming water and the dewaterization process
must necessarily result in the magnification and accumulation of these undesirable and
dangerous substances. How are these to be measured and their health risk detennined?
Given farmland runoff and the presence of five nuclear power plants to the north, it
would appear that the sludge would have to be routinely and very carefully monitored. I
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believe that more has to be said about these issues. They have not been carefully
addressed.
6. No doubt the sludge from dewatering and thickening plants elsewhere has been
deposited in landfills or other sites for some time. I saw nothing in the ACE report to
indicate that these sites had been studied and found to be perfectly safe.

On site selection:
7. There is no doubt that the sites selected impinge dramatically on beautiful residential
neighborhoods most of which obtained a good part of their value, both monetary and
esthetically, by their isolation from the typical problems associated with urban pollution.

On democratic process:
The presence of a sludge factory here is a serious violation of our privacy and is virtually
equivalent to having the government exercising a "right" of eminent domain.
The evidence presented by ACE as to the choice of site and the techniques to be used in
disposing of the sludge has not achieved a full and honest hearing and investigation... The
posting of notices of planning meetings was done in a manner so as to obscure the
planning process. Arbitrary deadlines were issued by ACE which in part taunted the
citizenry to act as environmental engineers. Instead of engaging in community organizing
and inviting representatives from all of the regional organizations, both voluntary and
governmental, ACE transformed the decision-making process into an adversarial one.

In conclusion, I find it especially galling that ACE has failed to take seriously the major
alternatives to locating the plant outside the Brookmont area when there are at least three
other sites which are nonresidential-Carderock, the WSSC-River Rd plant and the
Rockville city plant as well as various technological solutions which could be adopted. In
any event, it is apparent that the selection of the Brookmont option is unnecessary and

arbitrary

I would appreciaf a direct response to my concerns.
/0

PhDlHoward J.
v

Copies to:
Thomas Jacobus, ACE
The Honorable Chris Van Hollen
The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
The Honorable Paul Sarbanes
SludgeStoppers
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DIANE W POWERS

5233 ELLIOTr ROADBETHESDA. 

MARYLAND 20816

July 5, 2005

Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus
General Manager
Washington Aqueduct
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
5900 MacArthur Blvd. N. W.
Washington, DC 20016

Dear 

Mr. Jacobus:

I am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed construction of the industrial
dewatering facility behind Sibley Hospital along with your plan to truck the resulting residual
waste through the streets of Washington, DC and neighboring Montgomery County. I favor
finding a piping solution that will send the residuals to a non-residential area closer to the beltway
and would ask that you review and respond to those issues raised by Concerned Neighbors that:

..

The OBIS contains nearly no analysis of environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred
option.
The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred "trucking alternative" are enonnous
given the region's severe non-attainment under Clean Air Act standards and the serious
traffic congestion on the roads proposed for tI:Ucking.
The true cost of the "trucking alternative" has been under-estimated as the cost of
operating large diesel trucks indefinitely has not been included.
The entire process has been fundamentally flawed, beginning with the Corps' failure to
appropriately involve the community when it started the scoping process for this project
in January 2004.
The Corps has summarily explored a limited range of other alternatives raising serious
concerns that the NEP A process was not properly followed.

.

In addition, I have grave concerns regarding the safety of our citizens in a community that has
already witnessed more than one recent traffic death and countless other serious traffic accidents
involving children and families when you are proposing adding a number of large trucks
indefinitely to residential streets never built for this purpose in an area that encompasses more
than 10 public and private schools.

Again, I urge you to reconsider your proposed solution strategy for one that truly will serve the
best interests of all stakeholders today and into the future. Thank you.

t

Sincerely,

J),).,\L -

~

Cc: Congressman Chris Van Hollen, Senator Barbara Mikulski, Senator Paul Sarbanes,
Councilmember Howard A. Denis, Councilmember Nancy Floreen
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Dear Mr. Jacobus: Monday, July 4th, 2005

Weare writing you with some urgency about the 80' high industrial dewatering facility
you are proposing behind Sibiey Hospital, and the terrible impact it will have on the
area and our neighborhood!

We hope you will re-consider and choose a piping solution that would send the residuals
to non-residential acreage closer to the Beltway.

We and many others are concerned that your Alternative E of your Draft Environmental
Impact Statement(DEIS) does not include full analysis of the site, its operating cost, and
the health and safety hazards of sending daily well over 100 large, diesel-powered dump-
trucks onto already congested Maryland and DC residential streets past nearly a dozen
schools, literally thousands of homes, apartments and businesses, and, of course, the
Sibley Hospital complex itself.

(As you know, the region already is in non-compliance with provisions of the Clean Air
Act, and we urge you to obtain updated situation and projection reports by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.) ,

Thank 

you for your consideration.

Sincerely,~c~
ff ~ ).. .~~~~
Donna N. Armstrong 0

5104 Baltimore Avenue
Bethesda MD, 20816-1606

Copies to DC Mayor Anthony Williams, DC Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton, DC
Councilmembers Linda Cropp, Kwame Brown, David Catania, Phil Mendelson, Kathy
Patterson and Carol Schwartz, Representative Chris Van Hollen, Senators Barbara
Mikulski and Paul Sarbanes, and Montgomery County Councilmembers Howard Denis
and Nancv Floreen
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June 30, 2005

Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus
General Manager
Washington Aqueduct
U.S. Army Corps of Engineer, Baltimore District
5900 MacArthur Blvd., NW
Washington, DC 20016

Dear Mr. Jacobus:

I am tax-paying resident of Glen Echo Heights in Bethesda, MD. I am writing you to provide
strong objection with your plans to build a water extraction facility on the Dalecarlia filtration plant
grounds either overlooking Little Falls creek above Brookn1ont (Plan B), or on their 30-arce tract
between Dalecarlia Parkway and Little Falls creek, behind ~)ibley Hospital (Plan E).

Each of these plans would require numerous 1 a-ton trucks to travel through my and
neighboring communities at the rate of more than one every hour (132 trucks per day). These
trucks would take debilitating toll on the roads, traffic, and residential ambience of the
neighborhoods along the way to the Capital Beltway.

I urge to reconsider alternative plans that are less disruptive to these neighborhoods.

Sin~~~~IY,/i1.;t7 ,.
1 ~Y1-'J> ~

Romano ~~inassi
5118 Wapakoneta Road
Bethesda, MD 20816

CC: Honorable Chris Van Hollen
Honorable Barbara Mikulski
Honorable Paul Sarbanes
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Marla Bush and Richard Ahlborn
5.401 Waneta Rd
Bethesda, MD 20816

J\me 30, 2005

Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus
General Manager
Washington Aqueduct
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
5900 MacArthur Blvd, N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20016

Dear Mr. Jacobus:

We would like to express our strong opposition to the proposed "sludge" extraction
facility proposed by the Anny Corps of Engineers. I am informed that the Corps
currently is planning on building it on the Dalecarlia tiiltration plant grounds either
overlooking Little Falls creek above Brookmont (Plan B) or on your own tract between
Dalecarlia Parkway and Little Falls Creek (Plan E). V;Te are strongly opposed to either of
these plans.

Both of .these plans would have trucks with sludge goi:ng through residential
communities. Our neighborhood associations have done a very thoughtful job of
educating us. We know that there are many other solutions which would be
environmentally friendlier and which would have the trucks hauling the sludge away
using a starting point closer to the Beltway. That way they would not have to travel
through densely populated urban areas. In addition, u~;ing existing facilities, the Corps
would not have to dig a long and expensive trench to tJf1e facility.

We strongly encourage the Corps to carefully consider the alternatives so as not to further
damage our communities.

I1IJ. f4' I-fr

Sincerely,
Jnat~ .,Z~~-

~-ck~ /I~a.az.~,---""
Marla Bush and Richard Ahlborn

Cc Chris Van Hollen
Barbara Mikulski
Paul Sarbanes
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July 5, 2005

Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus
General Manager

Washington Aqueduct
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
5900 MacArthur Blvd., NW
Washington, DC 200016

Dear Mr. Jacobus:

As a resident of the Maryland neighborhood behind Sibley Memorial
Hospital, I am writing to express my vehement opposition to the aD-foot-tall
industrial dewatering facility proposed by the Corps for construction there
(Alternative E). I strongly favor a piping solution to send residual waste to a non-
residential area in closer proximity to the Capital E~eltway. I ask you to carefully
review and respond to the concerns raised by the group Concerned Neighbors,
in that:

-The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the

Corps' preferred option.
--The environmental impacts of the Corps' Ipreferred 'trucking alternative'

are truly profound in a region already suffering from serious traffic congestion
and severe non-attainment of Clean Air Act stand.ards.

--The Corps' DE IS grossly mischaracterize~s the true cost of the 'trucking
alternative' by failing to include the impact of operating large diesel trucks

indefinitely.
--The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to

involve the community at the outset of this project's scoping process in January
2004. It appears that the Corps essentially pre-se!lected an outcome (~,
trucking residuals through our neighborhoods)more than 10 years ago and
crafted the NEPA process to fit their desired outcome.

--The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, suggesting that

the NEPA process was not properly followed.

In addition, as a father of young children, I am personally concerned about
the safety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through the Maryland suburbs
where my family lives. The risks to all of us posed by such heavy traffic, on top
of the already full-capacity levels of regular commuter and public transportation
through our streets, are intolerable.

5010 Rodman Road
Bethesda, MD 20816
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Kelly Nolan Sper1cer
July 5, 2005

Mr. Thomas P. Jacobus
General Manager

Washington Aqueduct
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
5900 MacArthur Blvd., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20016-2514
Or send an e-mail to their environmental manager:
Michael. C. peterson@usace.army.mil

Dear Mr. Jacobus:

I am writing to express my concern about the aD-foot industrial dewatering facility you
are proposing behind Sibley Hospital (Alternative E) and the impact it will have on my
neighborhood. I favor finding a piping solution that will send the residuals to a non-
residential area closer to the beltway. I ask you to carefully review and respond to
Concerned Neighbors' concerns that:

.The DEIS contains virtually no analysis of environmental impacts of the

Corps' preferred option.

The environmental impacts of the Corps' preferred 'trucking alternative'
are profound in a region that is already suffering from severe non-
attainment under Clean Air Act standards and serious traffic congestion.

The Corps' DEIS seriously mischaracterizes the true cost of the 'trucking
alternative' by failing to include the cost of operating large diesel trucks

indefinitely.

The entire process has been flawed, starting with the Corps' failure to
involve the community when it started the scoping process for this project
in January of 2004. The Corps pre-selected an outcome more than 10
years ago (trucking residuals through our neighborhoods) and crafted the
NEPA process to fit their desired outcolme.

The Corps has looked at a limited range of alternatives, raising concerns
that the NEPA process was not properly followed.

In addition, I am personally concerned about...
.Environmental impact in region that is already classified as being in

severe non-attainment under the Clean Air Act

aluncefo
Text Box
   Document 180

aluncefo
Text Box

aluncefo
Text Box
  180-1-IA

aluncefo
Text Box
  180-2-QB

aluncefo
Text Box
  180-3-QB

aluncefo
Text Box
  180-4-GI

aluncefo
Text Box
  180-5-ND

aluncefo
Text Box
  180-6-NE

aluncefo
Text Box
  180-7-GF



Air impact of trucking and potential increase in the number of asthma or
cancer cases resulting from this volum,e of diesel emissions daily

The safety implications of sending 132 trucks a day through Maryland and
DC past at least 10 public and private ~;chools

Combined health and safety impacts of having trucks enter the dewatering
facility at the same time Sibley Hospital is engaged in a major expansion
of its facility

Sincerely,

Kelly Nolan Spencer
5207 Abingdon Road
Bethesda, Maryland, 20816

CC:
The Honorable Chris Van Hollen
1419 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

http://www.house.gov/writerep/

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
503 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
http://mikulski.senate.gov/contactme/mailform. html

The Honorable Paul Sarbanes
503 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

http://sarbanes.senate.gov/pages/email.html

Councilmember Howard A. Denis
Montgomery County Council
100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850 Councilmember.Denis@montgomerycountymd.gov

Councilmember Nancy Floreen
100 Maryland Ave, 6th Floor
Rockville, MD 20850
Councilmember. Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov
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Page 1 of 1

Moncrief{ Spear

"Moncrieff Spear" <monspear@verizon.net>
<Mischael C. Peterson @usace.army.mil>
Monday, July 04,20055:59 PM
Indistrial dewatering plant

From:To:

Sent:
Subject:

Dear Mr. Peterson:

We are writing you to express our strong concern about the proposed dewatering plant near Sibley Hospital
and its impact on Westmoreland Hills, where we live.
We note that there has been little or no involvement in this project by those whose lives and property values will
be affected by it -i.e. no environmental impact assessment addreS!5ing the problems of heavy truck traffic,
congestion, air quality, noise and others that we have not been malje aware of.

We understand that one alternative to trucking would be to pipe 1:he residuals to a non-residential area. We
would favor such a solution, but again, we have been left in the dark about this possibility.

Please respond addressing our concerns.

Mr. & Mrs. Moncrieff J. Spear
5141 Massachusetts Avenue, Bethesda

Monsgear@verizon.net

This failed to go through on Email.

7/5/2005
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SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC

November 15, 2004

Mr. Tom Jacobus
Chief, Army Corps of Engineers
Dalecarlia Water Treatment Plant
5900 MacArther Blvd
Bethesda, MD  20816

Dear Mr. Jacobus,

SludgeStoppers, a group of concerned citizens, hereby submits the following alternatives regarding the
proposed Army Corps of Engineers Washington Aquaduct 'residuals and dewatering facility', aka Sludge
Factory.  As neighbors, friends, and voters, homeowners, and citizens of the area, we strongly oppose the
planned development of a Sludge Factory in a residential neighborhood in Bethesda, or ANY residential
neighborhood for that matter.  We believe there are many superior alternatives and look forward to
working with you to identify and realize such a solution.

The following pages contain 72 possible alternatives for your consideration.  As you will see, many of
them are variations on a theme, differing only in the size of the pipe, material of the pipe, route, etc.
Nonetheless, each and every one is an alternative that should be considered.

We also feel that the time allowed for public submission of alternatives was unjustifiably short, as most
residents of the affected area were not aware of or informed about the ACE plans with sufficient time to
prepare detailed alternatives.  Furthermore, critical information regarding previous studies was withheld.

To this end, we join in the chorus of other groups requesting an extension of 90 days for additional
public input.  If this decision is not in your hands, we kindly ask that you provide us with the authorities
who can make such a decision.

Respectfully submitted,

SludgeStoppers
sludgestoppers@mac.com
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Alternative NameID

Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternatives:

Single 12" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac1

Single 12" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac2

Single 12" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac3

Single 12" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac4

Single 6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac5

Single 6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac6

Single 6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac7

Single 6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac8

Trio 6-12-6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac9

Trio 6-12-6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac10

Trio 6-12-6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac11

Trio 6-12-6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac12

Single 12" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek13

Single 12" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek14

Single 12" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek15

Single 12" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek16

Single 6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek17

Single 6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek18



Alternative NameID

Single 6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek19

Single 6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek20

Trio 6-12-6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek21

Trio 6-12-6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek22

Trio 6-12-6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek23

Trio 6-12-6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek24

Single 12" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main25

Single 12" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main26

Single 12" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main27

Single 12" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main28

Single 6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main29

Single 6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main30

Single 6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main31

Single 6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main32

Trio 6-12-6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main33

Trio 6-12-6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main34

Trio 6-12-6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main35

Trio 6-12-6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via Main36

Single 12" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main37

Single 12" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main38

Single 12" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main39

Single 12" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main40

Single 6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main41

Single 6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main42

Single 6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main43

Single 6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main44

Trio 6-12-6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main45



Alternative NameID

Trio 6-12-6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main46

Trio 6-12-6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main47

Trio 6-12-6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via Main48

Dalecarlia to WSSC Potomac Over Interseptor49

Dalecarlia to WSSC Potomac Inside Interceptor50

Dalecarlia to WSSC Potomac Over Raw Water Conduit51

Dalecarlia to WSSC Potomac In Raw Water Conduit52

Dalecarlia to WSSC Potomac Via River Rd53

Dalecarlia to New Carderock Over Interseptor54

Dalecarlia to New Carderock Inside Interceptor55

Dalecarlia to New Carderock Over Raw Water Conduit56

Dalecarlia to New Carderock Inside Raw Water Conduit57

Dalecarlia to FCWA Corbalis Via Little Falls58
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Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" iron pipeline inside the existing Potomac
Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station and
continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue Plains
WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to
BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

1Single 12" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" HDPE (high density polyethylene) pipeline
inside the existing Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac
Pumping Station and continue inside the Potomac Force
Mains to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

2Single 12" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" stainless steel pipeline inside the existing
Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station
and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue
Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

3Single 12" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" composite pipeline inside the existing
Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station
and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue
Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP.  The emphasis in this
alternative is on the use of composite piping that would
be impervious to all known sewer environments.

ID:

4Single 12" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" iron pipeline inside the existing Potomac Relief
Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station and continue
inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue Plains WWTP.
Use this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.

ID:

5Single 6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" HDPE (high density polyethylene) pipeline
inside the existing Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac
Pumping Station and continue inside the Potomac Force
Mains to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

6Single 6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" stainless steel pipeline inside the existing
Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station
and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue
Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

7Single 6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" composite pipeline inside the existing Potomac
Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station and
continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue Plains
WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to
BP and dewater at BP.  The emphasis in this alternative is
on the use of composite piping that would be impervious
to all known sewer environments.

ID:

8Single 6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of iron pipes inside the existing
Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station
and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue
Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP.  The three pipes would
be nestled in the crown of the existing conduits and
would provide bi-directional redundency and flexible flow
rate capacity.

ID:

9Trio 6-12-6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of HDPE (high density polyethylene)
pipes inside the existing Potomac Relief Sewer to the
Potomac Pumping Station and continue inside the
Potomac Force Mains to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this
pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and dewater
at BP.  The three pipes would be nestled in the crown of
the existing conduits and would provide bi-directional
redundency and flexible flow rate capacity.

ID:

10Trio 6-12-6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of stainless steel pipes inside the
existing Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping
Station and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to
Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.  The three
pipes would be nestled in the crown of the existing
conduits and would provide bi-directional redundency and
flexible flow rate capacity.

ID:

11Trio 6-12-6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of composite pipes inside the existing
Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station
and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue
Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP.  The emphasis in this
alternative is on the use of composite piping that would
be impervious to all known sewer environments.

ID:

12Trio 6-12-6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe
Potomac

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" iron pipeline inside the existing Upper
Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping Station
and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue
Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

13Single 12" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" HDPE (high density polyethylene) pipeline
inside the existing Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock
Creek Pumping Station and continue inside the Potomac
Force Mains to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to
pump unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

14Single 12" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" stainless steel pipeline inside the existing
Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping
Station and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to
Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

15Single 12" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" composite pipeline inside the existing Upper
Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping Station
and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue
Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP. The emphasis in this
alternative is on the use of composite piping that would
be impervious to all known sewer environments.

ID:

16Single 12" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock
Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" iron pipeline inside the existing Upper Potomac
Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping Station and
continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue Plains
WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to
BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

17Single 6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" HDPE (high density polyethylene) pipeline
inside the existing Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock
Creek Pumping Station and continue inside the Potomac
Force Mains to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to
pump unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

18Single 6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" stainless steel pipeline inside the existing
Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping
Station and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to
Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

19Single 6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" stainless steel pipeline inside the existing
Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping
Station and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to
Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

20Single 6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock
Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of iron pipes inside the existing Upper
Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping Station
and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to Blue
Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

21Trio 6-12-6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of HDPE (high density polyethylene)
pipes inside the existing Upper Potomac Interceptor to
the Rock Creek Pumping Station and continue inside the
Potomac Force Mains to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this
pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and dewater
at BP.

ID:

22Trio 6-12-6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of stainless steel pipes inside the
existing Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek
Pumping Station and continue inside the Potomac Force
Mains to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

23Trio 6-12-6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock
Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of composite pipes inside the existing
Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping
Station and continue inside the Potomac Force Mains to
Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

24Trio 6-12-6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock
Creek

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" iron pipeline inside the existing Potomac
Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station and
continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.

ID:

25Single 12" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via
Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" HDPE (high density polyethylene) pipeline
inside the existing Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac
Pumping Station and continue inside the B Street Trunk
Sewer to the Main Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue
Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

26Single 12" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via
Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" stainless steel pipeline inside the existing
Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station
and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.

ID:

27Single 12" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac
Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" composite pipeline inside the existing
Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station
and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.  The emphasis in this alternative is on the
use of composite piping that would be impervious to all
known sewer environments.

ID:

28Single 12" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac
Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" iron pipeline inside the existing Potomac Relief
Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station and continue
inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main Sewage
Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this
pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and dewater
at BP.

ID:

29Single 6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via
Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" HDPE (high density polyethylene) pipeline
inside the existing Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac
Pumping Station and continue inside the B Street Trunk
Sewer to the Main Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue
Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

30Single 6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via
Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" stainless steel pipeline inside the existing
Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station
and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.

ID:

31Single 6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via
Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" composite pipeline inside the existing Potomac
Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station and
continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.  The emphasis in this alternative is on the
use of composite piping that would be impervious to all
known sewer environments.

ID:

32Single 6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac
Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of iron pipes inside the existing
Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station
and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.  The three pipes would be nestled in the
crown of the existing conduits and would provide bi-
directional redundency and flexible flow rate capacity.

ID:

33Trio 6-12-6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac Via
Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of HDPE (high density polyethylene)
pipes inside the existing Potomac Relief Sewer to the
Potomac Pumping Station and continue inside the B
Street Trunk Sewer to the Main Sewage Pumping Station
then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.  The three
pipes would be nestled in the crown of the existing
conduits and would provide bi-directional redundency and
flexible flow rate capacity.

ID:

34Trio 6-12-6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac
Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of stainless steel pipes inside the
existing Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping
Station and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to
the Main Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains
WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to
BP and dewater at BP.  The three pipes would be nestled
in the crown of the existing conduits and would provide
bi-directional redundency and flexible flow rate capacity.

ID:

35Trio 6-12-6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Potomac
Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of composite pipes inside the existing
Potomac Relief Sewer to the Potomac Pumping Station
and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.  The emphasis in this alternative is on the
use of composite piping that would be impervious to all
known sewer environments.

ID:

36Trio 6-12-6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe
Potomac Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" iron pipeline inside the existing Upper
Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping Station
and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.

ID:

37Single 12" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via
Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" HDPE (high density polyethylene) pipeline
inside the existing Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock
Creek Pumping Station and continue inside the B Street
Trunk Sewer to the Main Sewage Pumping Station then to
Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

38Single 12" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek
Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" stainless steel pipeline inside the existing
Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping
Station and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to
the Main Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains
WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to
BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

39Single 12" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek
Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" composite pipeline inside the existing Upper
Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping Station
and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP. The emphasis in this alternative is on the
use of composite piping that would be impervious to all
known sewer environments.

ID:

40Single 12" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock
Creek Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" iron pipeline inside the existing Upper Potomac
Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping Station and
continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.

ID:

41Single 6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via
Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" HDPE (high density polyethylene) pipeline
inside the existing Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock
Creek Pumping Station and continue inside the B Street
Trunk Sewer to the Main Sewage Pumping Station then to
Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump
unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

42Single 6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek Via
Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6" stainless steel pipeline inside the existing
Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping
Station and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to
the Main Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains
WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to
BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

43Single 6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek
Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 12" stainless steel pipeline inside the existing
Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping
Station and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to
the Main Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains
WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to
BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

44Single 6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock
Creek Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of iron pipes inside the existing Upper
Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping Station
and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main
Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use
this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to BP and
dewater at BP.

ID:

45Trio 6-12-6" Iron Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek
Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of HDPE (high density polyethylene)
pipes inside the existing Upper Potomac Interceptor to
the Rock Creek Pumping Station and continue inside the
B Street Trunk Sewer to the Main Sewage Pumping
Station then to Blue Plains WWTP.  Use this pipeline to
pump unthickened residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

46Trio 6-12-6" Plastic Pipe-in-Pipe Rock Creek
Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of stainless steel pipes inside the
existing Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek
Pumping Station and continue inside the B Street Trunk
Sewer to the Main Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue
Plains WWTP. Use this pipeline to pump unthickened
residual to BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

47Trio 6-12-6" Stainless Pipe-in-Pipe Rock
Creek Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a 6-12-6" trio of composite pipes inside the existing
Upper Potomac Interceptor to the Rock Creek Pumping
Station and continue inside the B Street Trunk Sewer to
the Main Sewage Pumping Station then to Blue Plains
WWTP.  Use this pipeline to pump unthickened residual to
BP and dewater at BP.

ID:

48Trio 6-12-6" Composite Pipe-in-Pipe Rock
Creek Via Main

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline on top of the
Potomac Interceptor to the WSSC Potomac Water
Filtration Plant for dewatering, considering all applicable
sizes - 6", 12", 24" etc, and materials - iron, HDPE,
stainless steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

49Dalecarlia to WSSC Potomac Over
Interseptor

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline inside the
Potomac Interceptor to the WSSC Potomac Water
Filtration Plant for dewatering, considering all applicable
sizes - 6", 12", 24" etc, and materials - iron, HDPE,
stainless steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

50Dalecarlia to WSSC Potomac Inside
Interceptor

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline over the
Great Falls raw water conduits, to the WSSC Potomac
Water Filtration Plant for dewatering, considering all
applicable sizes - 6", 12", 24" etc, and materials - iron,
HDPE, stainless steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

51Dalecarlia to WSSC Potomac Over Raw
Water Conduit

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline inside one of
the Great Falls raw water conduits, to the WSSC Potomac
Water Filtration Plant for dewatering, considering all
applicable sizes - 6", 12", 24" etc, and materials - iron,
HDPE, stainless steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

52Dalecarlia to WSSC Potomac In Raw Water
Conduit

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline along River
Road, to the WSSC Potomac Water Filtration Plant for
dewatering, considering all applicable sizes - 6", 12", 24"
etc, and materials - iron, HDPE, stainless steel, and
composite, etc.

ID:

53Dalecarlia to WSSC Potomac Via River Rd

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline on top of the
Potomac Interceptor to a new thickening and dewatering
plant on the Carderock Navel Research Center grounds,
considering all applicable sizes - 6", 12", 24" etc, and
materials - iron, HDPE, stainless steel, and composite,
etc.

ID:

54Dalecarlia to New Carderock Over
Interseptor

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline inside the
Potomac Interceptor to a new thickening and dewatering
plant on the Carderock Navel Research Center grounds,
considering all applicable sizes - 6", 12", 24" etc, and
materials - iron, HDPE, stainless steel, and composite,
etc.

ID:

55Dalecarlia to New Carderock Inside
Interceptor

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline above the
Great Falls raw water conduit to a new thickening and
dewatering plant on the Carderock Navel Research Center
grounds, considering all applicable sizes - 6", 12", 24"
etc, and materials - iron, HDPE, stainless steel, and
composite, etc.

ID:

56Dalecarlia to New Carderock Over Raw
Water Conduit

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline inside the
Great Falls raw water conduit to a new thickening and
dewatering plant on the Carderock Navel Research Center
grounds, considering all applicable sizes - 6", 12", 24"
etc, and materials - iron, HDPE, stainless steel, and
composite, etc.

ID:

57Dalecarlia to New Carderock Inside Raw
Water Conduit

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline across the
Potomac at Little Falls dam, to the FCWA Corbolis Water
Filtration Plant for dewatering, considering all applicable
sizes - 6", 12", 24" etc, and materials - iron, HDPE,
stainless steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

58Dalecarlia to FCWA Corbalis Via Little Falls

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline across the
Potomac at the Chain Bridge, to the FCWA Corbolis Water
Filtration Plant for dewatering, considering all applicable
sizes - 6", 12", 24" etc, and materials - iron, HDPE,
stainless steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

59Dalecarlia to FCWA Corbalis Via Chain
Bridge

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline and lay it in
the Potomac Channel from Dalecarlia to Blue Plains for
dewatering, considering all applicable sizes - 6", 12", 24"
etc, and materials - concrete, iron, HDPE, stainless steel,
and composite, etc.

ID:

60Blue Plains Via Potomac Channel

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline from
Dalecarlia, across the Potomac at Little Falls Dam, then
down the Virginia riverbank to a river crossing near Blue
Plains for dewatering, considering all applicable sizes - 6",
12", 24" etc, and materials - concrete, iron, HDPE,
stainless steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

61Blue Plains Via Virginia Riverbank From
Little Falls Dam

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline from
Dalecarlia, across the Potomac at Chain Bridge, then
down the Virginia riverbank to a river crossing near Blue
Plains for dewatering, considering all applicable sizes - 6",
12", 24" etc, and materials - concrete, iron, HDPE,
stainless steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

62Blue Plains Via Virginia Riverbank From
Chain Bridge

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline from
Dalecarlia, across the Potomac at Key Bridge, then down
the Virginia Riverbank to a river crossing near Blue Plains
for dewatering, considering all applicable sizes - 6", 12",
24" etc, and materials - concrete, iron, HDPE, stainless
steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

63Blue Plains Via Virginia Riverbank From Key
Bridge

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline from
Dalecarlia, across the Potomac at Little Falls Dam, then
down the GW Parkway to a river crossing near Blue Plains
for dewatering, considering all applicable sizes - 6", 12",
24" etc, and materials - concrete, iron, HDPE, stainless
steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

64Blue Plains Via GW Parkway From Little
Falls Dam

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline from
Dalecarlia, across the Potomac at Chain Bridge, then
down the GW Parkway to a river crossing near Blue Plains
for dewatering, considering all applicable sizes - 6", 12",
24" etc, and materials - concrete, iron, HDPE, stainless
steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

65Blue Plains Via GW Parkway From Chain
Bridge

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Build a new single, double, or quad pipeline from
Dalecarlia, across the Potomac at Little Falls Dam, then
down the GW Parkway to a river crossing near Blue Plains
for dewatering, considering all applicable sizes - 6", 12",
24" etc, and materials - concrete, iron, HDPE, stainless
steel, and composite, etc.

ID:

66Blue Plains Via GW Parkway From Key
Bridge

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Regardless of the residual processing solution selected,
efforts should be made to improve the quality (lower the
residual content) of the raw water BEFORE it is sent to
Dalecarlia. All solutions researched by FCWA for their
intake should be reviewed for the Washington Aquaduct.

ID:

67Raw Water Intake Improvements

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Implement plate settlers or other high efficiency
technologies at Dalecarlia and/or Georgetown basins such
that Georgetown 2 can be drained and the new thickening
and dewatering plant built on the floor of the basin, below
grade and out of site.

ID:

68Dalecarlia to Drained Georgetown 2

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: For any or all piping solutions put forth, investigate the
engineering issues associated with 'smart pumping', or
the co-utilization of existing pipelines for different
purposes, ie: a presurized sewer line could be used for
primary transport, but when needed, would be
temporarily converted to a residual pipeline for a day or
portioin thereof to drain a residual holding tank/basin
with the contents being intelligently redirected at the
processing plant to the most appropriate treatment
facility for the contents.

ID:

69Smart Pumping

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: In conjunction with the DCWASA CIP, utilize or expand
upon the current 58 MG Georgetown Waterfront CSO
holding tank to store the residual flushes, then dewater
the holding tank in a controlled manner via new or
existing pumping stations and pipelines to Blue Plains for
final processing.

ID:

70Georgetown Waterfront CSO Holding Tanks

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Only as a last resort, build the thickening and dewatering
plant on the delarcarlia property, but on one of several
alternative sites further away from residential property.

ID:

71Dalecarlia Campus Alternate Sites

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC



Dalecarlia Residuals Alternatives

Description: Only as the very last resort, build the thickening and
dewatering plant on the delarcarlia property, but
underground.  Build the equipment 'floors' in a shaft dug
from the back lot metro fill.  Dewatered cake could easily
be brought to the surface via conveyor belt.  The shaft fill
would be used to build a high berm surrounding the
facility which would be heavily planted.

ID:

72Dalecarlia Campus Underground

Because Intrusive Industrial Sludge Factories Don't Belong In
Residential Neighborhoods, SludgeStoppers Respectfully Requests
That The Army Corps Of Engineers Consider The Below Alternative:

SludgeStoppers
of Maryland and DC




