
EAST PENNSBORO TOWNSHIP


BOARD OF  COMMISSIONERS


SPECIAL MEETING, APRIL 1, 2009

Special Meeting
        





                              6:30 p.m.

A Special Meeting of the East Pennsboro Township Board of Commissioners was held on Tuesday, April 1, 2009, at 6:30 p.m. at the Community and Municipal Center, 98 S. Enola Drive, Enola, Pennsylvania.

Those present were:  Commissioners - George DeMartyn, President, James Hertzler, Vice President, John Kuntzelman, Dolores McAlister, and E. Thomas Fry; Robert L. Gill, Township Manager; Henry F. Coyne, Esquire, Township Solicitor; John Pietropaoli, Assistant Township Manager; Deborah Thornton, Administrative Assistant; Mike Dobson, Superintendent, Wastewater Treatment Plant; and Andrew Kirkessner, Assistant Superintendent, Wastewater Treatment Plant.

I.
CALL TO ORDER

President DeMartyn called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Mr. Gill reviewed how the board had asked for a preliminary design to be done by Gannett Fleming, then asked CET to do a second opinion review for costs, and Gannett Fleming was back to discuss various options and an optimized alternative.  CET has asked to respond to the optimized alternative, which the board granted time this evening to present.

Mr. Jeff Wendell, President of CET Engineering Services, thanked the board for meeting with CET this evening to review the optimized alternative plan.  They were unsure what else to provide, since they were only asked to do a second opinion review and therefore did just that.  He noted had they been asked to offer an alternative design, they would have done that.  In their second opinion review, they offered minor adjustments to provide the primary cost saving features as directed by the board.  These features were rejected by Gannett based on reasons that there were additional costs that should have been included in CET's report, that CET's proposal would cost more from an operating cost standpoint and that there really would not be any real savings to be realized by CET's recommendations, which they wish to now address.  

They reiterated that the recommendations made as part of their second opinion report are based on sound engineering principles.  They provided a similar functionality as the original design, and that they are cost effective, both in capital and operating costs.  They never intended at the beginning of this process to be in a position where they were competing with Gannett.  They do not feel that it is appropriate, since the township's current engineer has rejected CET’s ideas that were proposed, unless CET was going to be asked to do additional work, that its further analysis would be ceased unless the board asked them to do the work.  
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They reviewed points to eliminate any confusion before the board and to reiterate why they did what they did, what their thought processes were, and to indicate their sound reasonings.  They also offered a technical memorandum to attach to their official review as an addendum where they have pointed out ways to save money. 

Mr. Bill LaDieu focused on the headworks and the blowers.  With respect to the headworks, CET recommended a very significant change in the headwork design to what was proposed by Gannett Fleming.  The principle difference was CET recommended a submersible pumping station, direct pumping to the screen channel, for a number of reasons, versus a large wet well/large dry well, big pipe manifold piping into a screen channel which then goes to a grit system.  As stated in their prior presentation, the major reason why the headworks that they proposed was so much less expensive was that it required a much smaller hole in the ground, much less concrete, and the complexity of the headworks itself was much less.  It takes pumps it straight up and in, so there are no valves on the piping, four 16‑inch discharges, and the Gannett Fleming proposal had five pumps all discharging into a common manifold, with one big pipe that went into the screen channel. 

As a comparison, they have a number 42‑inch diameter ductile iron elbow, which weighs 3,000 pounds each.   That has to be set in place with a crane, and probably for an installation of $8,000 to $9,000.  A 16‑inch elbow weighs 370 pounds.  It can be set in place with a backhoe.  So the complexity and magnitude with just the piping system helps to reduce the costs.  The submersible pumps proposed are identical in construction and manufacture regardless of whether they are sitting in the sewage or the dry pit.  It is exactly the same pump.  The other issue with respect to the pumps, these pumps will not cycle start and stop.  They suggest a variable speed drive.  The Gannet pumps will run to down to about 700, 800 gallons a minute and basically run 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, unless you deliberately turn them off with the flows coming into the plant.

CET does not believe the township needs a big wet well.  The wet well is primarily there to deal with pump cycling.  That is the biggest reason they are able to suggest the small wet well and realize that cost advantage. 

CET also did a cost comparison of what they proposed versus the original Gannett design regarding the capital, the energy, and the pump head.  CET recommended a Schreiber grit system, which is an aerated grit system.  Aerated systems have been around for a long time and  are a very mature and well‑known technology.  Schreiber is a conservative design, 5‑minute contact time for their designs, which allows for very effective removal.  A nice feature of an aerated grit chamber is you spin the water around with the air and cause a roll, and that roll is what enables the grit removal.  So it does not really matter whether you have 1 million or 24 million gallons going through it, you will still get the same effect of grit removal in or that

 chamber, if it is sized for that peak flow.
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The vortex unit recommended by Gannett is sized on the peak flow and has a sizing ratio of 4 to 1.  So if you have 24, they are good down to 6, and then they lose effectiveness.  At the low flows, there is basically a primary clarifier, so all the putrescibles settle and they have to be handled with a dual stage unit, they have a cyclone they use where you pump, the stuff comes off the bottom of this unit, goes through the cyclone, and that material is then recycled back into the plant, and the grit comes off the underflow of the cycle.  So it is a two‑stage unit and much more complex.

Mr. LaDieu admitted the aerated grit chamber does consume more power, so Gannett is correct that you will consume more power, but you will be able to dial back in the removal.  He believes it is well worth it from a process point of view.  Gannett also mentioned in their report that this would require odor control.  Mr. LaDieu does not know of any Schreiber installation that has odor control in it, and there are several in this region.  The oldest Schreiber installation was in 1981 in North Middleton Township, and it has no odor control.  It is constructed of galvanized steel, it still has the original equipment, so it has stood the test of time.  He encouraged the board and staff to visit any of these facilities.   

On the cost table, the capital costs of the project is a fairly significant difference, about $2.7 million.  Regarding pumping on the electrical, CET indicates that Gannett Fleming will be more expensive for two reasons: The pipe manifold encourages more energy to get the water through the piping network than if it is just pumped straight up and in, and the other aspect of it is that they were taking the north pumping station, diverting it all into the wet well and reopening it.  CET recommends bringing it into the screen channel and not reopen it.  He emphasized that Gannett can do that as well.  On the dry well, if you build a big dry well, you have to heat it, light it, ventilate it, paint the pipes, change the light bulbs, and eventually end up replacing the ventilation system.  In the existing control building at the plant, 75,000 hours is budgeted in the project to do just that, and that is an old wet well/dry well system that was put in as part of that plant.  

CET shows that there is more energy on the grit system, about $133,000 on a present worth basis versus $44,000, which is primarily because of the larger blower on the grit system.  The vortex has some power associated with it, but not nearly as much as the aerated system.  And because CET has sized the building just to house what was needed for the equipment, whereas the Gannett’s proposal showed a much larger building, it translates to more kilowatts used. 

Netting that all out on a present worth basis, that is where Gannett’s original proposal is about $6.7  million versus CET’s $3.8 million.  Mr. LaDieu stressed CET fully stands behind the Schreiber system.  They have done several over the years and they all work well.
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President DeMartyn asked about the dry well versus the wet well, noting a concern about pulling pumps that are basically immersed in the sewage.  If there is a problem or need to maintain or repair them, it is messier to pull these pumps out of raw sewage versus a dry well system, which is considered easier to maintain.  Mr. LaDieu noted the counterpoint to that in order to maintain both pumps, they have to be taken someplace to be worked on. With the submersible pump, by the nature of design, to take that pump out, you have to unbolt it, unbolt the suction clamp and the discharge flange, and you will have to deal with sewage because there will be sewage in those pipes, even if you close all the valves.  The pump has to be rigged out of the wet well by a rail system.  He was unsure as to how Gannett planned  to get it up to the top.  It is a design detail that would be handled during final design. With a submersible station, there is a rail at the top, and two rails going all the way down to the bottom of the pump.  They are designed that when the pump rides down the rails, it goes down and sits at an elbow.  It is not fastened mechanically, it just sits and uses the weight of the pump to seal it.  A chain comes all the way up, so you basically hook onto that chain, you have a hoist designed right above it and you just pick it straight up.  When it gets about three‑quarters of the way up, close it down, hoist it up, and load it onto the truck and take it away.   

Mr. Kuntzelman asked how you would know what is wrong with the submersible pump until you got it out.  Possibly nothing would be wrong with the pump, unless you get down and look at it physically.  Mr. LaDieu stated they also put a meter on it that the operator can see if it is not pumping.  He indicated the operators can tell when there is something wrong with the pump.  Also, if the pump is failing, there is heat detection in the pump.  Generally speaking, you would pull the pump up about once a year to inspect them as a preventative maintenance.

President DeMartyn asked if there are some submersible pumps in the area that the board can look at.  Mr. LaDieu noted they took the plant operators to Sunbury's operation last week, which has some fairly big pumps.  Mr. LaDieu also noted that even if the township did not want to do the submersible pump, CET's original charge was to find the lowest cost alternative, so if the township preferred to use a wet well/dry well alternative, he believed CET could design it much cheaper than what was originally proposed by Gannett.  .

Mr. Fry asked how many submersible pumps they anticipated, and Mr. LaDieu responded that of the four pumps designed, three were duty pumps and one was a spare.  Gannett has designed four duty and one spare.  It could be designed any manner of ways, whether six duty and one spare, or two big pumps and one little pump. Mr. LaDieu admitted In fairness to CET and to Gannett, that is a final design detail that when the board sits down with the operators and works through those issues to decide which size pump makes the most sense,  you will look at the alternatives and study the system and arrive at what makes sense.  He did not believe it was fair to say whether four or five pumps was appropriate.  But they could be used in a dry well or a wet well.  He again noted CET's charge was to look at the proposal to see find the best way to 
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knock the price down, and the wet well/dry well arrangement was an obvious one.  He would not hesitate to recommend what they have offered in the second opinion, although if the township wanted the wet well/dry well configuration, they can do that.  They have designed 70 MGD wet well/dry well arrangements with 2,000 horsepower motors. 

Mr. Kuntzelman asked about CET's pump sizes versus Gannett's.  Mr. LaDieu noted the pumps are 8 million gallons, a little bit lower head, 135 horsepower, compared to Gannett's, which are 100 horsepower.  But the pumps that Gannett recommended were 6 MGD at 75 feet TDF, which is the amount of head that they have to push to get it up, and when you size a pump, in the arrangement that Gannett has, you have to size it to peak hourly flow, which is 24 MGD in their case, and you have to calculate the head loss of 24 MGD for all those pumps running together.  So you have all that head loss through that manifold, which is why their head is 20 foot higher than what CET recommended to do the same thing.  CET recommends 8 MGD at 55 feet, because they are only going straight up in. 

If the township instead wanted 6 MGD, it could go at 55 feet, five pumps, and could have a lesser horsepower, probably 75 horsepower.  Mr. Kuntzelman questioned about the bigger pump because the more horsepower you have, the more you are up and down on the VFDs, which is more taxing on the pump.  Mr. LaDieu did not agree.  Mr. Kuntzelman stated in his professional opinion as an electrician, that is correct.  Mr. LaDieu offered that the operating range of these pumps is about 45 cycles on the low side, probably about 47 or 48 based on the curve. 

Mr. Hertzler asked Mr. LaDieu to address the issue of odor control and also operating costs, with respect to the cost to operate CET's system versus Gannett's.  Mr LaDieu noted the aerated grit system requires a 15 horsepower blower, and that blower is to put energy into the water, to create the roll to promote the grit removal.  The odor control, for every system he has ever been involved with, has never been an issue.  He has talked to Schreiber, and in 150 installations in the U.S., none of them have odor control.

President DeMartyn asked Mr. LaDieu to clarify about the grit removal system, that CET is separating the grit with aeration, and with the Gannett design, CET mentioned going down below a certain flow will required another system that takes it all out. Mr. LaDieu stated that essentially what happens with centrifugal force is you are not able to generate enough centrifugal force, so as it spins around a little bit and you get a little bit of gravity, a settling type of arrangement happens because the velocity is low so that the grit and a lot of putrescibles settle.

President DeMartyn asked if CET's design for grit removal is more consistent as far as grit removal than Gannett's.  Mr. LaDieu stated both systems will remove the grit just fine.  It is just that in order to deal with those putrescibles at the lower flows, which is what it will see most
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of the time, you need a cyclone system to deal with the putrescibles.  It is just another step with a cyclone tank to get the putrescibles out, and the classifiers to deal with the grit.

President DeMartyn asked whether the main plant would handle the capacity going through into the aeration tanks.  Mr. Dobson noted the piping from the primary to the aeration tanks needs to be increased to handle flow in distribution chamber 3.  Mr. LaDieu stated he actually ran the hydraulics from the final clarifier back to distribution box number 3, and there is plenty of capacity in the system with the third aeration tank and third clarifier.  President DeMartyn asked if it would have the capacity to meet the township maximum.  Mr. LaDieu ran it at 30 million gallons a day, and the plant will be built to 24.

Mr. LaDieu stressed that that is just from the distribution box to the aeration tank. They were are a little confused by what Gannett reported as to where the flocculation chamber is.  He could not tell exactly what they were proposing and why they were proposing it, but for the aeration tank out to the finals, in CET's opinion, the plant has the hydraulic capacity to process to get the water.  He noted the preliminary design did not mention the hydraulic bottleneck.

Mr. Dobson noted there is a bottleneck from the primary tanks, the first seven that go across to the aeration tanks.  Mr. LaDieu noted essentially they will limit the flow to the primaries by about 14 million gallons, and then that takes it to the aeration tank, and then from there it will go to the final clarifier for disinfection. 

Mr. LaDieu handed out a testimonial about the aerated grit system.  He then reviewed the blowers.  The preliminary design report had two styles of blowers.  They really looked at three, but the valuation was the Turblex, which is a very efficient, high‑speed, fairly complex and sophisticated blower system, but also very expensive, versus a multi‑stage blower which is a relatively fairly simple machine that has been around many years.  Gannett ran the present worth analysis and concluded that by approximately $50,000, the Turblex blower was going to be more cost-effective over a 20‑year period.  He noted CET has done Turblex installations.  It is a fantastic blower, but the township has to ask itself if it wants to spend a couple hundred thousand versus $700,000 or $800,000 for a potential real life savings of $50,000.  It is a decision the board has to make.  If you want to pick it because you think that their energy costs will continue to escalate and you will realize more savings than this over time, then that is a very good reason to pick it.  But based on these numbers, he does not believe it can be justified.  The other thing that was not included in that analysis is the fact that it is a high‑speed machine, and you will end up having more maintenance on that machine, just by the very nature of it. 

Mr. Stan Chilson elaborated on the blower projection, Gannett projected 41 percent better efficiency on the Turblex blowers.  He has done the analysis and thinks that number is very
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optimistic.  He noted Mr. Kuntzelman's points about the pumps are very good.  One way to monitor any pump would be that you look at the original pump curve, the AMP draw and the flow that it is producing, and you could get a reasonable evaluation of is this a power warrant, is the efficiency where it ought to be.  That is one technique that could be used.  He does not disagree with what Mr. Kuntzelman said about the VFDs, but the difference between an 8 MGD pump and a 6 MGD pump in gallons per minute is in total capacity about 1,300 gallons per minute different, and in the flow range in consideration, the flows of the plant run 2 to 4 MGD.  So the adjustment between an 8 MGD and a 6 MGD in terms of the VFD hertz is not going to be significantly different between the two machines, when you look at the lesser head and less piping. 

He reviewed the bioreactor instrumentation, noting that there is no question that aeration in any treatment plant is the biggest power user in the treatment plant.  CET proposed, as a way to monitor plant performance and energy, real‑time nitrogen analyzers.  It is an effluent requirement, and it is the one of the primary reasons the township is doing this upgrade in the first place, to lower total nitrogen.  The original design proposed by Gannett used dissolved oxygen as surrogate parameter for nitrogen.  You can overaerate or underaerate, but if he were the operator, he would overaerate to make sure to make the nitrogen, which is waste energy.

With this system, if you are monitoring the nitrogen compounds, you provide better tools for the operators to see what is going on in the plant.  When you do a DO, you have to send a sample to the lab.  By the time you get it back from the lab, the situation is gone and you cannot make the adjustment, or at least cost effectively.  By using real-time monitoring of nitrogen, the nitrogen analyzer tells the DO probe or tells the dissolved oxygen what to do.  That optimizes the energy 24 hours a day all the time, because if you are not reducing enough ammonia or converting enough ammonia, you need a little more dissolved oxygen, which turns up the blower.  But if you are overaerating and reducing the nitrogen within your permit, do not waste the energy, turn it down.  This is a much better system that will have the net effect of reducing energy consumption within this plant, which is the biggest energy user in the plant.  CET proposes less instruments, so there will be less electrical connections and gadgets in the plant. 

Flocculation and flow distribution.  The original design report recommended a flocculation chamber, after the aeration tank and before the final clarifiers.  The way the plant works is you have primary clarifiers, then the aeration tanks, and then the final clarifiers. What was said in the original report is that a flocculation chamber will accept flow from the aeration tanks or the bioreactors and will consist of flat mixture flocculation zone and outlet to distribution box number 3.  It costs about $1 million to build this.  CET does not believe that is necessary, for two primary reasons.  The first is when you are treating water in a water treatment plant, you have to build the floc for the chemical to grab onto.  In wastewater, you already have a floc.  It comes with the process.  So it is somewhat redundant to put in a second flocculation
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chamber.  The second reason is CET does not believe it will reduce chemical to any significant extent.  The technical memorandum addresses that the reaction time is very fast, just minutes.  It continues to operate a little bit longer, but the real guts of the reaction are the first few minutes.  The testing at the plant and the plant data he reviewed from last year, the township is reducing phosphorous right now at a very economical chemical rate.  CET does not see the reason to spend a million dollars because it is not going to save chemicals, in their opinion, and it is just not necessary.  It is an added expense. 

The hydraulic in the primary clarifiers was not addressed in the original design report.  If that is a problem, it is a problem for no matter who designs the plant.  If the pipe is not big enough, you need a bigger pipe.  But CET ran the hydraulics from behind the aeration tank and there is plenty of hydraulic capacity to handle this flow at that spot in the plant. 

There was a test done on chemical costs that showed reduction of phosphorous to within permit limits, and it was done without this flocculation chamber.  So Mr. Chilson believes the existing system seems to be functioning extremely well, and if it is not broken, do not fix it. 

As far as the final clarifiers, the clarifier recommended in the original Gannett design report was actually shown on the second page.  What happens with the clarifiers is the solids settle in the bottom of this tank.  The driving head of the water above pushes those solids through pipes or some kind of a header, they come up in the middle of the tank, and then they are taken away.  The type of clarifier that CET proposes has scrapers in the bottom, actually rakes that just plow the material like a snow plow shoveling the sidewalk.  The primary advantage to this type of a clarifier is in the first type described, the suction type, you have to dilute the solids to get them through the pipe, and when you add chemicals, you will have a heavier, thicker sludge.  This type of suction clarifier is more prone to having to dilute the water, and therefore, in the original design report said you will need bigger pumps to pump it.  When CET reviewed it, they felt they could handle the thicker stuff, more pounds per gallon pump of solids, which is really the objective, to get the solids in the aeration tanks, thereby saving the existing pumps.  He spoke to the operators who said the return pumps are about two years old, and CET believes the township can save those pumps with this clarifier. 

Beyond that, there are a couple other good reasons for these clarifiers in those tube.  If one of these tubes or holes gets plugged, you really do not know because you are looking at the top of the water.  With the scraper, there is nothing to plug.  Also, the sludge or the solids inventory tends to be more toward the center of the tank in the scraper types, where it overflows out in the weir, so you have less of a turbulence in there.  The bottom line is that based upon a lot of documentation, a scraper type of a clarifier will produce a better effluent, you will get quicker return sludge, which is the objective, and you save the pumps. 
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In terms of cost, they are about the same.  He provided material from West Tech, which manufactures both types of clarifiers, and their literature states that the suction type clarifiers have a little bit higher capital costs, but not a significant difference.  CET’s design might be a little less expensive, but the real reason for using it is they believe these things work better, and they enable some other things in the plant. 

The RAS energy is technical.  When you nitrify in a plant, you convert ammonia into nitrate and nitrite; that is you take NH3 and go to NO2, and that quickly oxidizes to NO3.  So you have nitrate, NO3.  You spin that back to the front end of the plant, which is called now denitrification.  The carbon or the BOD from the raw sewage grabs that oxygen off the NO3 , takes 02 out of there, elemental nitrogen goes out the top of the tank, and you recover energy with this.  Gannett presented that CET's clarifier design with the telescopic valve would cost more money because it causes more dissolved oxygen.  He noted when you go back to denitrify, if you have free oxygen, the bugs will grab onto that first, so you want to minimize that. 

Another  influence is the thickness of the sludge.  If you get a thicker sludge back, CET compensates for that.  Also, the suction type clarifier does have a quasi‑telescopic valve.  It goes up and has to overflow.  But the real point is that the primary dissolved oxygen control is back to the instrumentation system.  What you do in the aerobic zone, which is where all the energy is consumed, to nitrify, the denitrify recovers energy in terms of oxygen, recovers alkalinity, which is not a problem at this plant but it is in some plants.  The way to maximize that recovery is to limit the quantity of dissolved oxygen, the free oxygen in this denite zone.  CET's instrumentation provides for that.  They lower the dissolved oxygen at the back end of the aeration tank so they do not give free oxygen back into what is called the denite zone.  Therefore, they maximize the energy efficiency and recovery.  Mr. Chilson noted it is a very fundamental system that maximizes this recovery of energy, which is where the real savings are. 

He stressed that you want to avoid a little bit of DO in the return sludge, but it is not as significant.  The bottom line is the use of telescopic valves that CET has proposed will not increase purchase power, but they will save replacing a lot of piping.  Mr. Chilson stated CET liked what Gannett did  by dedicating a pump to a clarifier.  If CET was doing the job from scratch, that is how they would also do it, but because of the existing plant where all these pipes are tied together, it becomes very, very expensive to reconfigure it, and CET does not believe that cost is necessary, as well as energy efficiency. 

The last item covered was energy, which is extremely important in wastewater treatment plants, especially with power costs going up.  When looking at Gannett's original design, they were using more energy in their headworks.  It is not only because they are pumping to a higher elevation, both plans pump the same gallons, but Gannetts' pumps to a higher head to get over the friction losses.  There is more electrical power in Gannett's initial headworks system in total

Board of Commissioners

Special Meeting - April 1, 2009

Page 10

when you add up the lighting, heating, ventilating, and the bigger building.  CET has a little bit more in the grit chamber, but for a very good reason, and they believe it is worth it. 

He stressed the biggest difference between the two plants is CET's more‑efficient aeration control, which is the most significant energy user in the plant.  As far as the blowers go, CET has designed both blowers, and they are equal on a 20‑year basis. 

With all else being equal, these things are several hundred thousand dollars less expensive, and you are not penalized for the use of these over the next 20 years.  So if the township's objective is to reduce first cost, it makes sense to go with the multi‑stage, although Mr. Chilson does agree completely with Gannett that the Turblex type are more efficient machines.  But in the case of East Pennsboro, he believes it does not seem to be significant unless there are some other extenuating circumstances, such as lowering the carbon footprint.  He admitted CET's headworks uses more electrical power, about 12 brake horsepower.  He noted that connected horsepower on the pumps is not as important as the brake horsepower, or how much horsepower it takes to do the work. 

Mr. Chilson stated he has met Dr. Schreiber, the inventor of this system, and he really devised his headworks to replace primary clarifiers.  He saw the comment from Gannett that these are never used in front of primary clarifiers, which Mr. Chilson said is false.  They are used in front of primary clarifiers, but the original invention for was to be so effective that you could eliminate primary clarifiers.  Mr. Chilson stated he would not eliminate primary clarifiers in a treatment plant because they have beneficial impacts on the solids handling, energy efficiency, and reduced load on the aeration tank, and the township already has them.  But this headworks, because of the rolling action, the operator can dial in the grit they want to remove, and it is a lot more forgiving under the wide variation of flow ranges.  He encouraged members of the plant staff or the board to visit one of them. 

The final thing is the grease.  Gannett believes CET's plan removes grease at the wrong spot, it is already in the primary clarifies, so it can be pumped to the digester.  Mr. Chilson noted out of context that may be true, but when CET's design collects the grease before the primary clarifier, the system dewaters the grease.  When you have this grease without water, they plan to put it to the digester, the same as anybody else, but when you do not have the water, when you skim it off the top of the clarifier and get a lot of water, that water has a heating value.  You have to heat the digester to make it work effectively, so when you skim this grease off the primary clarifier, all that water has BTU demand.  CET's plan dewaters the grease in the system.  It floats to the top, they use a screw conveyor to bring it up and leave the water behind, so what they end up with is a more concentrated grease that has a better utilization in the digester because it is not bringing any baggage with it.  They are not bringing the heat demand of the water, they are getting the full BTUs of the grease, and the net effect is it is going to make more gas reduction in
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the digester, and reduce your dependence on any fossil fuels that may be required to heat the digester.  He believes the township would probably not need to purchase any fuel to keep the digesters warm, as the gas produced should make enough fuel to cogenerate and produce about 185 KW. 

Mr. Hertzler inquired as to proposed energy reductions.  CET has said that its headworks process is going to cost about $8,000 more, yet it will have significant energy savings in the aeration control, which is a big energy user.  CET mentioned that Gannett's original design used more energy just by its design.  Mr. Hertzler asked if it was CET's opinion that the township would save more or spend more with the CET design.  Mr. Chilson stated by taking the aeration power and optimizing it, the operators do not have to guess at where to put the dissolved oxygen, and that would be a savings.  The analyzer itself monitors so you are continually optimizing. To put it into perspective, the blowers are 125 horsepower; the blower on the Schreiber grit system is 15 horsepower, which gives a magnitude of what energy savings can be anticipated. 

Mr. Wendell clarified that the confusion between what Mr. LaDieu referred to as the headworks was he was referring to the headworks pumping station as an entire package, while Mr. Chilson was referring to headworks meaning the aerated grit chamber and the grease removal system, which when reviewing the table that Mr. LaDieu provided with the cost estimate, under "electrical power grit" CET has $9,800 versus $3,300.  So yes, the grit removal system uses more than the original Gannett proposal, but what is used in the original proposal is what Mr. Chilson described as the grit classifier and the separator at the bottom to pump that away.  So it is basically zero energy to let it spin around the cyclone, but then you have to deal with what comes out at the bottom.  That is a very low energy use, and when you compare those two isolated, the grit versus grit, the one CET proposed does use more electricity.  But when you look at the pumping station headworks as a whole, then CET uses less electricity because of the heating of the buildings and the extra head that is required to pump, so it nets out. 

Mrs. McAlister asked if CET will be handling all of the final design or if they will have to subcontract it out.  And if they do subcontract it, she asked where the subcontractors will be coming from.  Mr. Wendell stated if they are chosen to design the plant, they would have some subcontractors to assist with the electrical and instrumentation and also with plumbing, HVAC, and survey, which would be included in their proposed fee.  They prefer to specialize on the architectural and structural aspect of water and wastewater design.

President DeMartyn thanked CET for the further clarification.  The board will try to make a decision by the middle of the month.  He previously asked to see from both Gannett Fleming and CET a number on the final design, including contract management and preparing the bid, which CET delivered that this evening. 

Whereupon, the proceedings were concluded at 7:30 p.m.

