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Why?Why?

Why does this Matter?

• Water quality effects from septic systems 

• Human health concerns with wells located too close to septic systems 

• Lack of capacity to support the housing need 

• Lack of opportunity for infill and growth, especially in the villages 

• Need to provide an option for replacing aging septic systems

Waitsfield is Vermont’s Largest Unsewered Village!



Project Purpose Project Purpose 

• Housing:   “Access to shared water and wastewater systems might also be nec-
essary to achieve a significant improvement in cost savings when compared to 
normal, small accessory dwellings.” 

• Housing Policy:   “Investigate and support development of wastewater resourc-
es in town centers.” 
 
Economic Development Policy:   “Support the creation and construction of 
wastewater resources in our Town center.” 

• Facilities and Services:   “The lack of municipal water and wastewater hinders 
efforts to foster a compact settlement pattern, which can result in sprawl and a 
corresponding loss of the Town’s rural character.”

Wastewater Infrastructure is a Key Component of the Town Plan:



Project Purpose Project Purpose 

• Facilities and Services Policy:   “Develop municipal wastewater systems to serve 
the Town center areas of Irasville and Waitsfield Village, in order to meet cur-
rent needs as well as allow for additional growth in residential and commercial 
properties.” 

• Natural Resources:   “Given the density of development and the lack of a com-
prehensive plan for wastewater disposal, the groundwater source areas in Iras-
ville and Waitsfield Village are particularly at risk for contamination.” 

• Natural Resources Policy:   “Support the establishment of municipal water and 
the further investigation of wastewater options to serve designated growth 
centers as a means of avoiding contamination of ground and surface waters.”

Wastewater Infrastructure is a Key Component of the Town Plan:



Project Purpose Project Purpose 

Identify and evaluate alternative ways to im-
prove wastewater conditions in Waitsfield 
from the north end of Tremblay Road through 
Waitsfield Village and Irasville, south to the 
Route 100/Kingsbury Road intersection.  

Purpose



Funding OpportunitiesFunding Opportunities
Unprecedented Funding Opportunities
• CWSRF ARPA planning funding for village wastewa-
ter: $125,000 per year planning 100% subsidy (in-
cluding this PER) 

• CWSRF ARPA construction funding for village waste-
water: 90% subsidy of construction costs, up to $3.9 
million 

• CWSRF loans for wastewater: subsidized interest rate 
of 0% with a 2% administrative fee (USDA loans simi-
lar terms) 

• ACCD grants expected to become available for proj-
ects that increase housing



Other Economic BenefitsOther Economic Benefits

• Wastewater infrastructure provides opportunities to help meet the housing 
needs of the community 

• Wastewater infrastructure allows for more compact development and thus en-
ables the building of additional homes and businesses.  This benefits the grand 
list.  

• Wastewater infrastructure provides opportunity for infill apartments, lodging, 
additions, duplexes, and home businesses.



Other Economic BenefitsOther Economic Benefits

With municipal sewerage, homeowners in the proposed service area can more 
easily expand or add bedrooms, and avoid costly septic system upgrades or sig-
nificant repairs. 
 
Cost Range Average
Septic Tank Pumping $300 to $500 per pumpout, assume every 3 to 5 years $400 every 4 years

Failed System Replacement In-ground system in well-suited soils: $8K to $17K $12,500 

In-ground system in moderate soils: $20K to $25K $22,500 

Mound system: $30K to $40K $35,000 

Best-fix innovative/alternative or filter: $40K to $60K $50,000 

Based on these costs, the Net Present Worth costs of individual landowners re-
placing aging septic systems in the Study Area over the next 20 years is roughly 
estimated to be $6.5 Million



Natural Resource BenefitsNatural Resource Benefits
Water Quality Protection

EPA guidance for homeowners indicates the aver-
age lifespan of a septic system is 15 to 40 years   

In Vermont, septic system failures typically occur 
in 30 to 40 year-old systems

Aged Wastewater Systems by Area
Area No. of Parcels With Septic 

Systems ≥ 20 yr
No. of Parcels With Septic 
Systems  ≥ 40 yr

Overall Study Area 165 103
Irasville Commercial 34 19
Village Residential 35 18
Village Business 9 6
Non-Village 87 60



Natural Resource BenefitsNatural Resource Benefits
Approximately 40% of the parcels in the study 
area appear to have reached their expected lifes-
pan.  

Approximately 54% of residential parcels outside 
the village districts have septic systems that ap-
pear to have reached their expected lifespans. 

Within the next 20 years, 63% of the parcels in 
the study area will have reached their expected 
lifespan.  

The VR district has the highest percentage (70%) 
of septic systems that will reach their expected 
lifespan in the next 20 years.  



Natural Resource BenefitsNatural Resource Benefits
Based on the mapping of existing water sup-
plies and leachfields, at least 19 properties 
within the village areas appear to have con-
flicts between the “well shield” for an exist-
ing potable water supply well and an existing 
septic system leachfield.  
 
This conflict presents a risk to human health 
because of the higher risk of contamination 
occurring in the supply
well from the leachfield effluent.  

Water and wastewater improvements in the 
village could eliminate the existing water sup-
ply-leachfield conflicts.



Project NeedProject Need
Sustainability of Small Village Lots
Based on geospatial analysis, about 45% of 
the properties in the Study Area were iden-
tified as having potential limitations be-
cause of physical constraints if the existing 
on-site wastewater system were to need re-
placement in the future

Within the village districts where smaller lot 
sizes exist, the percentage of parcels with 
area limitations are substantially higher 
(54% to 92.9%)



Project NeedProject Need
Sustainability of Small Village Lots
Development of a community wastewater system could provide an affordable 
septic system replacement option for lots with spatial limitations

Number of Parcels with 
Possible Available Area 
Limitations

Area Number of Parcels
Overall Study Area 261 110
Irasville Commercial 65 42
Village Residential 50 27
Village Business 14 13

  

Available Area Limitations by District



Project NeedProject Need
Wastewater Flows
• Waitsfield is Vermont’s largest unsewered village (current flows in the Study 
Area are estimated to be roughly 146,000 gallons per day) 

• Residential wastewater design flows are nearly 2/3 of the existing wastewater 
flows outside the village districts 

• Non-residential wastewater design flows are approximately 80% of the total 
wastewater flows within the village districts 

• Wastewater capacity is needed in the villages to accommodate residential infill 
development in the village districts



Soil Conditions for Septic SystemsSoil Conditions for Septic Systems



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation
• Scenario 1: Do Nothing

• Scenario 2: Connect Remaining Village Properties to Water System

• Scenario 3: Increase Disposal Capacity in Existing Wastewater Leachfields

• Scenario 4: New Community Wastewater Disposal Systems on One or More 
Sites

• Scenario 5: Clustered Community Wastewater Disposal Systems

• Scenario 6: Clustered Community Wastewater Disposal Systems and Connect 
Remaining Village Properties to Water System



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation

• No new areas for infill development

Scenario 1: Do Nothing 

• The burden of replacing aging and/or failed septic systems remains on the 
individual property owner. (Over 150 septic systems in the study area are past their 
useful life and don't meet current state standards.)

• Continued risk to water quality in the Mad River and area wetlands

Important Takeaways:



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation

• Land that is overshadowed by well shields would be freed up to support on-site 
leachfields, infill, or housing 

Scenario 2: Connect Remaining Village Properties to Water System

• The infrastructure to support this alternative has already been developed and operational 
for the last 10 years; water connections to the main were already installed

• 22 lots in the villages would no longer be area-limited

Important Takeaways:



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation

• Does not provide a wastewater solution for lots with poor soils or other physical 
constraints for leachfields 

Scenario 2: Connect Remaining Village Properties to Water System

• 19 conflicts between leachfields and well shields would be eliminated, reducing risk of 
impacting human health

• Would reduce water user costs

Important Takeaways (continued):



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation

• Develops wastewater capacity in locations already occupied by wastewater systems, and 
not “greenfields” that are currently undeveloped

Scenario 3: Increase Disposal Capacity in Existing Wastewater Leachfields

• Reduces the threat of impacts to surface water and groundwater quality
• Increases wastewater capacity to support additional housing and commercial

Important Takeaways:

• This decentralized approach allows the town to scale its wastewater capacity 
incrementally over time



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation

• Some of the wastewater in the project area would continue to be managed in existing 
private leachfields, which limits infill compared to higher capacity alternatives

Scenario 3: Increase Disposal Capacity in Existing Wastewater Leachfields

• A decentralized approach can potentially provide disposal capacity in relatively close 
proximity to the area being served by the wastewater system

• May require multiple disposal sites and acquisition of easements from multiple 
landowners

Important Takeaways (continued):

• Land will be needed for the necessary wastewater treatment facilities to meet the existing 
and future wastewater demands in the project area



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation

• One potential disposal site is already owned by the Town and a preliminary site design 
was previously completed

Scenario 4: New Community Wastewater Disposal Systems on One or More 
Sites

• Provides more protection against the threat of impacts to surface water and groundwater 
quality

• Substantively increases wastewater capacity to support additional housing & commercial

Important Takeaways:



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation
Scenario 4: New Community Wastewater Disposal Systems on One or More 
Sites

• Buildout could be phased over time, allowing the Town to “turn on” additional capacity as 
residential solutions are developed by the private sector

• Management and operation of tertiary wastewater treatment facilities requires a higher 
level of expertise than smaller, simpler treatment and disposal facilities, but the Town’s 
water system operator has experience with these types of systems

Important Takeaways (continued):

• Impacts greenfields that are currently undeveloped



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation
Scenario 5: Clustered Community Wastewater Disposal Systems
Scenario 6: Clustered Community Wastewater Disposal Systems and Connect 
Remaining Village Properties to Water System

• Provides more protection against the threat of impacts to surface water and groundwater 
quality

• Substantively increases wastewater capacity to support additional housing & commercial

Important Takeaways:



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation
Scenario 5: Clustered Community Wastewater Disposal Systems
Scenario 6: Clustered Community Wastewater Disposal Systems and Connect 
Remaining Village Properties to Water System

• Treatment and disposal capacity could be built out over time as the community’s needs 
grow

• Wastewater pumping costs could be reduced by providing treatment and disposal 
capacity nearest to where the wastewater is being generated

Important Takeaways (continued):

• Management and operation of tertiary wastewater treatment facilities requires a higher 
level of expertise than smaller, simpler treatment and disposal facilities, but the Town’s 
water system operator has experience with these types of systems

• Impacts some “greenfields” that are currently undeveloped

• Costs of operating and maintaining multiple treatment facilities would be higher than 
other scenarios



Alternatives EvaluationAlternatives Evaluation

Geographic Portion 
of Study Area

Presumed Clustered 
Wastewater System to 
Serve the Area

Potential Capacity to Meet Total Existing and Future Wastewa-
ter Needs

Route 100 North Spaulding or Grandfield 
Lot

Either lot may have the potential capacity (32,000 to 50,000 
gpd) to meet the needs for Route 100 north (36,500 gpd) using 
septic tank treatment only, with minimal reserve capacity to 
support the villages as well

Waitsfield Village Waitsfield  School District Insufficient capacity (10,450 gpd) to meet the village’s current 
(34,100 gpd) or future needs without additional disposal capaci-
ty from existing systems being maintained in place and/or addi-
tional disposal capacity in another clustered disposal system

Irasville Mad River Green Insufficient capacity (18,720 gpd) to meet Irasville’s current 
(58,400 gpd) or future needs without additional disposal capaci-
ty from existing systems being maintained in place and/or addi-
tional disposal capacity in another clustered disposal system

Route 100 South Munn Site With tertiary treatment, provides sufficient capacity (87,500 
gpd) for the existing and future needs (25,500 gpd) with sub-
stantial reserve capacity to support Irasville as well

  

Clustered Community Wastewater Disposal Capacity vs. Geographic Need



ScheduleSchedule

5-member Waste-
water Working 
Group Formed
February 2021

Project Kickoff
April 7, 2022 
(Complete)

30% Progress 
Meeting

June 23, 2022
(Complete)

Selectboard 
Progress Updates
August 22, 2022 

(complete)
October 10, 2022

60 % Public 
Information 
Meeting 

October 26, 2022

90% Report 
Draft

Submitted
Early November 

2022

December 12, 
2022
Public 

Information/
Selectboard 

Meeting on 90% 
Report

2024

Bond Vote 
(Locks in Construction 

Grants)

Public 
Information 
Meetings

December 2022
Final Report

January-February 
2023

Preliminary 
Engineering Report 
and Environmental 
Document Due to be 
on FY24 Funding List

Dec-Jan 2023
Selectboard decision 
on moving forward 
with Preliminary 

Engineering Report 
and Environmental 

Document

2023-2024
Final
Design



  Questions?  Questions?

Thank You!


